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CHAPTER 1 • GENERAL INTRODUCTION

General introduction
Background to the study
‘Teachers work together relatively rarely; but when they do, they tend
also to work well with students. Teachers can do more, and should be
encouraged to do more, to share their expertise and experience
systematically in ways that go beyond the mere exchange of
information. Teachers report relatively infrequent collaboration with
colleagues within the school, beyond a mere exchange of information
and ideas; direct professional collaboration to enhance student learning
is rarer. Understanding that collaboration takes time, some countries
are providing teachers with some scheduled time or salary supplement
to encourage them to engage in such co-operation’.
This citation from the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development (OECD, 2011, p. 23) shows that teacher collaboration is
on the political agenda. This attention is fully deserved, because
internationally, secondary schools have seen themselves confronted
with policy innovations pertaining to changing curricular frameworks,
new designs for teacher professional development and the changing
role of teachers (Darling-Hammond & McLaughlin, 1995). More
specifically, innovations that underpin the increase in collective action
between teachers include collective teaching, the development of
comprehensive lesson material, the degree of coherence between
subject areas and distributed decision making. These innovations call
for consultation and coordination between teachers. Teachers need to
share the responsibility and authority for decision making with regard
to their common practice (Hargreaves & Dawe, 1990). Therefore, in
order to deal with innovations and the associated complexity of work,
ongoing collaboration between teachers has become more important.
This statement is in line with studies that indicate that collaboration
between teachers is an important factor for the success of innovation in
secondary education, as teachers play a more central role in the
innovation process (Busman, Klein, & Oomen, 2006). In a review of
empirical studies on innovation in secondary education, Waslander
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(2007) concludes that teachers who work in an environment which is
characterised by a culture of collaboration, mutual task responsibility
and shared responsibility for results are more able to improve
continuously. As such, teacher collaboration is one of the factors that
contributes to the successful implementation of innovations in schools.
In addition, van den Berg and Sleegers (1996) studied the innovative
capacity (i.e., ‘the competence of schools to implement innovations
initiated by either the government or the school itself and the
competence to bring both types of innovation into relation with each
other when necessary’, p. 201) of nine secondary schools in the
Netherlands. They concluded that a collaborative culture between
teachers contributes to the innovative capacity of secondary schools.
It is safe to say that teacher collaboration has received more attention
from scholars (for instance, Hargreaves, 1991; Lima, 2001; Imants,
Sleegers, & Witziers, 2001; Little, 1990) and policy-makers in the last
two decades. However, there is no consensus regarding how to define
the concept of collaboration (Lima, 2001; Little, 1990). Due to the
absence of a clear analytical framework, studies of teacher collaboration
‘usually opt for shallow dichotomized approaches that fail to grasp
intermediate but significant levels of collegial involvement in schools’
(Lima, 2005, p. 31). As a consequence, there is little agreement as to
whether and to what degree collaborative processes actually occur in
schools (Lima, 2001). Hence, this dissertation aims to explore
collaboration between teachers in secondary education.

Part of a larger research project
This dissertation is part of a larger research project. In 2006, a NWOPROO-financed field of special interest was established. The field of
special interest was a collaboration between three Dutch universities.
The general aim was to investigate the question of what design
principles are effective in fostering the development of communities of
teachers. In the research projects of the three PhD students who were
part of the field of special interest, the development of communities of
teachers was investigated in three settings. The first project focused on
communities of student teachers in initial teacher education (Dobber,
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Akkerman, Vermunt, & Verloop). The second project focused on
communities of student teachers, teacher educators and experienced
teachers in school-university partnerships (Vandyck, de Graaff, Pilot, &
Beishuizen). The third project (this dissertation; Brouwer, Brekelmans,
Nieuwenhuis, & Simons) focused on communities of experienced
teachers in secondary education. A fourth project consisted of an
overall study concerning the three PhD projects. Our aim was to
explore collaboration between teachers in teacher teams. The general
research question guiding the exploration of collaboration in teacher
teams in this dissertation was formulated as:
What is the nature of collaboration in teacher teams?

Theoretical framework
Perspectives on collaboration
In studies on teacher collaboration, there is no consensus regarding
how to define the concept of collaboration (Lima, 2001; Little, 1990;
Hargreaves, 2001; Westheimer, 1998). The notion of collaboration is
not necessarily fully understood nor agreed upon by all researchers.
Researchers have used a multiplicity of terms including collegiality,
congeniality, cooperation, consultation and collaboration (Slater, 2004)
in order to describe a variety of different activities and interactions
among individuals. For instance, Hord (1986) distinguishes between
cooperation and collaboration. The term cooperation assumes two or
more individuals or groups (parties), each with separate and
autonomous programmes, who agree to work together in making their
programmes more successful. Collaboration implies that the parties
involved share responsibility and authority for basic decision making
(Imants, 2003). Imants uses the terms cooperation and collaboration to
denote different levels of intensity. In other cases, however,
collaboration and cooperation are used interchangeably. Although the
terms are often used synonymously, Little (1987) argued that ‘within
each context, participant involvement and interaction can vary
dramatically in terms of intent, frequency, intensity, and effects’ (in
Slater, 2004, p. 4). Due to the lack of conceptual clarity regarding the
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notion of collaboration, the aim of our first study was to explore the
usefulness of existing conceptual frameworks for research on
collaboration in teacher teams. In order to conduct this study, we chose
a context that would guarantee collaboration between teachers – at
least to a certain degree. Hence, we chose a secondary school with an
interdisciplinary team structure in which teachers have tasks and
responsibilities that require collaboration: team teaching, coherent
curriculum development and joint responsibility for a group of
students. This school constituted the context of all four studies in this
dissertation.
In our first study, four existing conceptual frameworks were
identified that could be useful for studying the nature of collaboration
in teacher teams, focusing on different aspects of collaboration (i.e.,
structure, content, affection, intensity). As such, these frameworks
represent different (but not exhaustive) perspectives on collaboration.
In the social network perspective, a teacher team is viewed as a network of
social connections. Social connections between team members are seen
as conduits or roads along which information, influence and resources
flow (Borgatti & Foster, 2003; Wasserman & Faust, 1994). The
interpersonal perspective is based on interpersonal theory. Previous
research has indicated that the dimensions of dominance vs.
submission and hostility vs. affection are the key to understanding
various interpersonal outcomes (Fiske, Cuddy, & Glick, 2007; Judd,
James-Hawkins, Yzerbyt, & Kashima, 2005). Wubbels and colleagues
(Créton, Wubbels, & Hooymayers, 1989; Wubbels, Brekelmans, den
Brok, & van Tartwijk, 2006) adopted the Leary circumplex model
(Leary, 1957) for the classroom context. The interpersonal theoretical
perspective in this study is an adaptation of this model for the context
of teacher teams. The interdependence perspective focuses on collegial
interactions between team members. Collegial interactions are placed
on a continuum that ranges from independence (i.e., teachers work in a
highly autonomous manner) to interdependence between team
members (i.e., teachers work in a highly collective manner) (Little,
1990). Little (1990) proposes that a shift in this continuum towards
interdependence relates to ‘changes in the frequency and intensity of
teachers’ interactions’ (p. 512) as well as the likelihood of mutual
influence, unrequested feedback, the exposure of one’s work to others,
mutual obligation and the prospect of conflict. The community of
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practice perspective is based on the work of Wenger (1998), and
describes sites where people jointly construct, transform, conserve
and/or negotiate the meanings of practices.
The criteria for assessing the usefulness of the four perspectives
were discriminative potential (i.e., the degree to which the perspective
provides a distinction between teacher teams at a sufficiently high level
of granularity; Visser & Bench-Capon, 1998), predictive potential (i.e.,
the degree to which the perspective predicts or correlates with outcome
measures) and intervention potential (i.e., the degree to which the
perspective provides a lead for the design and implementation of
interventions to foster collaboration between teachers in practice).
Based on the assessment of the potential of the four perspectives on
collaboration, we concluded in our study that the community of
practice perspective was the most useful for conceptualising the nature
of collaboration in teacher teams. Hence, in the three empirical studied
that followed, collaboration was studied from a community of practice
perspective.

Community of practice
The notion of communities of practice originates from the work of
Lave and Wenger (1991) and Wenger (1998). A community of practice
is defined as a group of people who share a common concern or a
passion for something they do and who learn how to do it better
through interacting on a regular basis (Wenger, 1998). Over time,
community members develop a common sense of identity and develop
personal relationships and established ways of interacting; they also
develop a unique perspective on their topic as well as a body of
common knowledge, practices and approaches (Wenger, 1998). A
community of practice is defined by three dimensions (Wenger, 1998):
mutual engagement, which binds members of the community together in
a social entity, a shared repertoire, which refers to a shared set of
communal resources such as routines, words, tools, ways of doing
things, stories and concepts, and a joint enterprise, which is the
collectively developed understanding of what the community is about.
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Degree of community
Using the community of practice perspective to conceptualise
collaboration, we aimed to map the status quo of collaboration in
teacher teams in secondary education in our second study. In other
words, we described what collaboration in teacher teams looked like
and the extent to which teachers collaborated. In our view, the concept
of a community of practice is not an ‘all or nothing’ notion; it is a
dimension. Therefore, a teacher team can be characterised as a
community to a certain degree. In order to distinguish between different
degrees of community, we used the framework devised by Admiraal,
Lockhorst and van der Pol (in press). They describe three degrees of
community. Limited refers to community processes that are
characterised by limited feelings of group identity and by a limited
degree of shared patterns, procedures and willingness to be active in
the domain. Moderate refers to community processes that are
characterised by awareness of the group identity and the development
of collective activities and procedures. Strong refers to community
processes that are balanced, shared and focused on a shared domain
and feelings of group identity. In our study, we used the terms limited,
moderate and strong to indicate the degree of mutual engagement,
shared repertoire and joint enterprise in teacher teams.

Diversity in team composition
Studies on team functioning and diversity in team composition have
indicated the potential of diversity in team composition for (social)
team processes (e.g., Quinn & Restine, 1996). Based on these studies,
we expected that there might be a relationship between diversity in
team composition and the degree of community. Meta-analytic studies
by Horwitz and Horwitz (2007), Webber and Donahue (2001),
Stewart (2006) and Bowers, Pharmer and Salas (2000), as well as
review studies by Jackson (1996, 1992), show inconsistent findings
with regard to the effect of diversity in teams. These researchers talk of
the ‘double-edged sword’ that is diversity. On the one hand, there is
evidence for the value of diversity in team composition (Bowers et al.,
2000). The theoretical arguments supporting diversity focus on the
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creativity which is associated with diverse viewpoints and skill-sets in a
team (Stewart, 2006). On the other hand, there is evidence for the
positive effect on processes and outcomes of uniformity in team
composition (Bowers et al., 2000). Arguments supporting uniformity
focus on the notion that teams composed of very similar people
experience less conflict (Stewart, 2006). With regard to these
ambiguous findings, researchers recommend studying diversity not as a
generic concept, but by distinguishing between types of diversity: taskrelated diversity (i.e., the specific skills and abilities needed to perform
an educational job) and relations-oriented diversity (i.e., innate team
member characteristics) (Webber & Donahue, 2001; Drach-Zahavy &
Somech, 2002; Jackson, 1996).

Community building
As a result of our second study, we acquired further insight into the
status quo of the degree of community in teacher teams and its
relationship with team composition. We found that the overall degree
of community was modest in the teams that were investigated. With
this in mind, we considered it relevant to focus on fostering
communities of practice in our third study. Hence, the next step was to
examine the literature for ways in which to foster collaboration between
teachers.
In the literature on communities, the spontaneous occurrence of
communities of practice is often emphasised. The emergence of
communities of practice, however, can also be facilitated (Wenger,
McDermott, & Snyder, 2002; Ropes 2010). According to Wenger et al.
(2002), a carefully crafted design can drive the evolution of
communities of practice. A design approach is generally accompanied
by the formulation of (a set of) design principles (i.e., an arrangement).
Design principles are a general template of solutions for a broader
design problem or need. This knowledge can be used in designing
solutions to field problems (van den Akker, 1999), such as the
development of communities of practice. Establishing a good fit
between the design and the needs of the local context can foster
ownership on behalf of the users, thus increasing the potential that the
intervention will be implemented in the target context (McKenney &
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van den Akker, 2005). It is relevant to take into account the contextdependency of interventions as well as the mechanisms that help to
understand how interventions produce certain outcomes. One
conceptual framework for developing design principles and generating
design knowledge that takes these issues into account is CIMO-logic
(Denyer, Tranfield, & van Aken, 2008). CIMO stands for problematic
context, intervention, mechanism and outcome.
The third study resulted in an arrangement of community-building
principles, i.e., principles that are expected to foster the community
development of teacher teams.

Community development
In the literature, it is suggested that communities of practices are not
static entities; they evolve and change continuously. Hence, in our last
study, we applied a longitudinal approach to communities of practice.
Our aim was to investigate the community development of teacher
teams during a longer time frame. In addition, we wanted to gain
insight into the community-building principles that teacher teams
themselves already engage in (i.e., community-building efforts). The
arrangement from the third study was used as a basis to describe the
type of community-building efforts that teacher teams are undertaking.
Here, our rationale was that, before intervening, it is important to have
a picture of what is already happening. In this study, community
development was defined as the change in the degree of community in
teacher teams over an extended period of time, that is, the change in
the degree of mutual engagement, shared repertoire and joint enterprise
in teacher teams. From a design perspective, fostering community is an
intentional and conscious process (i.e., interventions are purposeful
measures). However, teacher teams may already be engaged in efforts
to foster community without it necessarily being an intentional
outcome. This intentionality denotes the difference between
community-building principles and community-building efforts.
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Research questions
In order to answer the main research question of this dissertation
(What is the nature of collaboration in teacher teams?), four empirical
studies were conducted and the following research questions were
formulated.
1. What is the discriminative, predictive and intervention potential
of the social network perspective, the interpersonal perspective, the
interdependence perspective and the community of practice
perspective?
2a. To what degree do teacher teams in a secondary school
demonstrate mutual engagement, shared repertoire and joint
enterprise?
2b. To what degree is there a relationship between task-related and
relations-oriented diversity in the composition of teacher teams and
the degree of mutual engagement, shared repertoire and joint
enterprise?
3. What are the characteristics of an arrangement designed to foster
the development of a community of teachers in secondary
education?
4a. To what degree does the community development of teacher
teams take place?
4b. To what extent do teacher teams engage in community-building
efforts?
Key concepts from the research questions are depicted in the research
model below.
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Teacher collaboration
Social

Inter-

Interde-

Community

network

personal

pendence

of practice

perspective

perspective

perspective

perspective

Diversity in team

Degree of community

composition
Community-building
principles

Community development

Community-building
efforts

Figure 1. Key concepts from the research questions of this dissertation

The degree of community and community development in teacher
teams was measured from an insider as well as an outsider’s perspective
(based on Headland, 1990). In other words, teachers’ perceptions were
complemented with video-observations of team meetings by relative
outsiders.

Context
The four studies were conducted in an innovative secondary school in
the Netherlands. In the Netherlands, there are three levels of secondary
education. The lowest level is pre-vocational education, which can be
more practice-oriented or more theory-oriented. This level takes four
years, while students are aged 12 to 16. The middle level is general
education. This stage takes five years, while students are aged 12 to 17.
The highest level is pre-university education. This type takes six years,
while students are aged 12 to 18. The school was innovative because of
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its interdisciplinary team structure (i.e., teachers with different subject
expertise were teamed together) and thematic curriculum development
(i.e., the integration of different subjects into thematic assignments).
Located in a large city, the school was established in 2002. During
this study, which was conducted in the 2008/09 school year, the school
had 72 teachers and 700 students. The central concepts in the school’s
vision were a focus on students, student autonomy, differentiation,
collaboration and thematic work. With regard to the teacher
population, 57% of teachers were male and 43% were female. Most of
the teachers had a bachelor’s degree (79%), versus 21% with a master’s
degree. The average occupational experience of teachers was nine
years, and the average tenure was three years. The teachers’ average
age was 39 years.
The school was organised into seven interdisciplinary teacher teams.
The teams were self-directed and responsible for approximately 100
students from one grade level (e.g., practice-oriented pre-vocational
education, lower grades). Each team operated within its own learning
domain: an open, multifunctional space where students work mainly in
small groups. The students were educated by means of team teaching,
a type of education in which multiple teachers work together while
providing and organising education. In line with the school’s
philosophy that teachers needed to be present and accessible to their
colleagues and others (e.g., parents), each team had its own team
room. In this team room, there were facilities for preparing lessons and
correcting assignments. Each team leader had a private office close to
the learning domain. Team composition and team leadership were
determined by the school’s management. Team leaders served as
middle managers in the school and were responsible for the ongoing
functioning of their teams. Each team met twice a week. In the team
meeting, which was chaired by the team leader, teachers worked
together on the organisation of education and discussed students. In
the development session, which was chaired by the education architect,
the teachers worked together on the development of thematic
educational material. This specific context was chosen because of the
interdependence between the team members, which is believed to be a
prerequisite for collaboration (see, for instance, Little, 1990). Hence,
we expected that teachers in teacher teams would collaborate with each
other to a considerable extent.
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Outline
Chapters 2 to 5 contain the four empirical studies that were performed.
Chapter 2 (study 1) focuses on different perspectives for studying
collaboration in teacher teams. The aim of this study is to explore the
usefulness of four existing conceptual frameworks for conducting
research on collaboration in teacher teams. Collaboration was explored
empirically in terms of a network of social connections, a pattern of
interpersonal perceptions, the level of interdependence and a
community of practice. Data from seven teacher teams were used to
assess the discriminative, predictive and intervention potential of the
four frameworks. Chapter 3 (study 2) focuses on the degree of
community in teacher teams. The first aim of this study is to explore
the extent to which communities of practice occur in schools. The
second aim is to explore the relationship between the degree of
community and diversity in team composition. Quantitative as well as
qualitative data were gathered from seven teacher teams in a secondary
school. Questionnaires and observation instruments were used in order
to measure and analyse the collaborative activities and compositional
diversity of teacher teams. Chapter 4 (study 3) focuses on fostering
teacher community development using a design approach. This study
aims to formulate a set of design principles to foster the development of
communities of practice in secondary education. The set of design
principles was based on a literature review as well as a best practice
case. The case study was used to validate the design principles from the
literature in the target context. Chapter 5 (study 4) focuses on the
community development of teacher teams. The aim of this study is to
explore whether and to what extent community development of teacher
teams takes place and how community development comes about, that
is, what community-building efforts are undertaken by teacher teams.
Using a mixed methods approach, quantitative as well as qualitative
data were gathered from seven interdisciplinary teacher teams in a
secondary school during one school year. Community development was
measured by means of teachers’ perceptions as well as videoobservations of team meetings by relative outsiders. Chapter 6 includes
the conclusions and discussion.
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Different perspectives on
*
collaboration in teacher teams
Abstract
The goal of this study is to explore the usefulness of four existing
frameworks for research on collaboration in teacher teams. The
conceptualisation of collaboration was empirically explored in terms of
a network of social connections, a pattern of interpersonal relations,
level of interdependence, and a community of practice. Data from
seven teacher teams were used to assess the discriminative, predictive,
and intervention potential of the four frameworks. Findings imply that
the social network and community of practice frameworks are
specifically useful for determining whether and to what degree
collaboration takes place in teacher teams. Findings also indicate that
the community of practice framework is specifically useful for
determining interventions that are successful in stimulating
collaboration in teacher teams. It was concluded that the usefulness of
the frameworks depends on the goal of research on collaboration.
Future research is recommended to complement self-reports with
observation measures. One of the practical implications of the
frameworks is that they offer a concrete base for school managers to
include team collaboration in the vision and policy of the schools. More
precise conceptions of collaboration can help scholars and school
managers to answer scientifically and practically relevant questions
about collaboration in teacher teams. As the frameworks contribute to
the diagnosis of collaboration they can help school managers and
teachers to discuss and develop the formal and informal collaboration
in their schools. As the frameworks contribute to the diagnosis of
collaboration, they can help school managers and teachers to discuss
and develop the formal and informal collaboration in their schools.

*

Submitted for publication in adapted form as: Brouwer, P., Brekelmans, J.M.G.,
Nieuwenhuis, A.F.M., & Simons, P.R.J. Different perspectives on collaboration in teacher
teams.
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Introduction
In the last decade there has been an increase in school organizations
structured around teacher teams (Havnes, 2009; Main & Bryer, 2005;
Imants, Sleegers, & Witziers, 2001). Teachers work in teams to achieve
tasks that require collective action (Rousseau, Aube, & Savoie, 2006).
Internationally, secondary schools have seen themselves confronted
with reforms pertaining to changing curriculum frameworks, new
designs for teachers’ professional development and the changing role of
teachers (Darling-Hammond, & McLaughlin, 1995). More specifically,
reforms that underlie the increase in collective action in teacher teams
include the following (Havnes, 2009; Imants et al., 2001): collective
teaching, development of thematic lesson material, coherence between
subject areas, and distributed decision making. These reforms call for
consultation and coordination between teachers. In teams, teachers are
increasingly responsible for the teams’ performance and outcomes
(Crow & Pounder, 2000). Therefore, to deal with recent reforms and
the accompanying complexity of work, ongoing collaboration between
teachers in their teams has become more important.
In recent years, teacher collaboration has also received more
attention from scholars (Lima, 1998). However, there seems to be a
lack of conceptual clarity on collaboration. As Lima (2001, p. 98)
points out, ‘despite the important work that has been developed over
the last two decades, there is still wide controversy about exactly what
teacher collaboration is’. Also, Little (1990, p. 511) remarks that ‘there
is a need for a conception of collaboration that goes beyond a loosely
constructed sense of ‘getting along’ and ‘working well together’’. One
consequence of the weak conceptualization of collaboration is that
concepts of collaboration vary widely among scholars (Lima, 1998).
Another consequence is that there is little agreement among teachers
and administrators as to whether collaborative processes actually occur
within their schools (Lima, 2001, p. 100). More precise conceptions of
collaboration can help scholars and practitioners to answer scientifically
and practically relevant questions about collaboration in teacher teams.
These questions include the following. One, does collaboration in
teacher teams actually takes place and, if so, to what degree? Two, to
what degree is there a relation between collaboration and team
performance? Three, what factors are relevant for the improvement of
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collaboration in teacher teams? Hence, the goal of the current study is
to explore the usefulness of four existing frameworks for research on
collaboration in teacher teams. The selection of the frameworks is
based on their distinctive character, i.e., the frameworks focus on
different aspects of collaboration. As such, the conceptualisation of
collaboration in teacher teams is explored using four perspectives: a
social network perspective, an interpersonal perspective, an
interdependence perspective, and a community of practice perspective.

Theoretical framework
Social network perspective
The first perspective in which to study collaboration is the social
network perspective where a teacher team is viewed as a network of
social connections. Social connections between team members are seen
as conduits or roads along which information, influence, and resources
flow (Borgatti & Foster, 2003; Wasserman & Faust, 1994). The
following concepts provide insight into the structure of the social
connections or relations in a teacher team. (a) Centralization indicates
that teachers who have extensive ingoing and outgoing social
connections with other teachers are prominent; i.e., are assumed to
have more access to and opportunity to distribute information and
resources and therefore can be more influential (Hanneman & Riddle,
2005) and have more social power (Friedkin, 1993). A network is
‘centralized’ when one, or a small set of teachers, is the focus of most of
the network’s social connections (Lima, 2010, 2008). The more
centralized a network is, the more resources are disseminated by a
single or a few influential teachers to the rest of the network
(Moolenaar, 2010). (b) Density provides insight into the speed at which
information and resources are diffused among teachers in the network
(Hanneman & Riddle, 2005); i.e., it is assumed that resources move
more quickly in a network where most dyads are connected (Scott,
2000). A network is ‘dense’ when the most possible social connections
between teachers are activated (Lima, 2010, 2008).
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Interpersonal perspective
The second perspective in which to study collaboration in teacher
teams is based on interpersonal theory. Previous research has indicated
that the dimensions of dominance vs. submission and hostility vs.
affection are primary in understanding various interpersonal outcomes
(Fiske, Cuddy, & Glick, 2007; Judd, James-Hawkins, Yzerbyt, &
Kashima, 2005). To study these dimensions the interpersonal
circumplex model is widely used (Blackburn & Renwick, 1996;
Fabrigar, Visser, & Browne, 1997; Gaines, Panter, Lyde, & Steers,
1997; Gurtman & Pincus, 2000). The two dimensions in the
circumplex model have been given different names, such as dominance
vs. love (Leary, 1957), control vs. affiliation (Kiesler, 1983; Tiedens &
Jimenez, 2003), agency vs. communion (Locke, 2000), or competence
vs. warmth (Fiske et al., 2007; Judd et al., 2005). Wubbels and
colleagues (Créton, Wubbels, & Hooymayers, 1989; Wubbels,
Brekelmans, den Brok, & van Tartwijk, 2006) adopted the Leary
circumplex model (Leary, 1957) to the classroom context. The
interpersonal theoretical perspective in this study is an adaptation of
the classroom context model to the context of teacher teams. Figure 1
is a graphic representation of the Teacher Interpersonal Circle,
labelling the dimensions with control and affiliation. (a) Control
indicates the degree to which a teacher determines what happens in a
teacher team. (b) Affiliation indicates the degree of emotional proximity
between teachers (i.e., the degree to which a teacher takes needs and
wishes of other team members into account). The eight labels arranged
around the interpersonal circle represent the distinct combinations of
control and affiliation teachers convey in teams. Team collaboration is
conceptualized by the pattern of interpersonal relations between the
teachers in a team as an indication of the team’s social climate.
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Enforcing

Steering

Objecting

Friendly

Understanding

Dissatisfied

Uncertain

Conforming

Figure 1. Teacher interpersonal circle.

Interdependence perspective
The third perspective in which to study collaboration in teacher teams
focuses on the type of collegial interactions between team members.
Collegial interactions are placed on a continuum that ranges from
independence (i.e., teachers work highly autonomously) to
interdependence between team members (i.e., teachers work highly
collectively) (Little, 1990). Little poses that a shift in this dimension
towards interdependence relates to ‘changes in the frequency and
intensity of teachers’ interactions’ (p. 512) as well as the likelihood of
mutual influence, unasked feedback, the exposure of one’s work to
others, mutual obligation, and the prospect of conflict. Little suggests a
provisional continuum of four ideal-type collegial interactions between
teachers. (a) Storytelling and scanning for ideas. In this type of collegial
interaction, team members are nearly independent. For instance,
teachers exchange quick stories and anecdotes in staff rooms or
hallways or tell stories and anecdotes in passing. These stories are often
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incomplete accounts of a complex and subtle performance and
uncertainties are left out. Teachers also search for specific ideas,
solutions or seek reassurance with other teachers. (b) Aid and assistance.
Teachers provide each other with help and advice when asked,
however, teachers carefully preserve the boundary between offering
advice when asked and interfering in unwarranted ways in another
teacher’s work. Aid and assistance is mostly one to one. (c) Sharing.
Teachers routinely share materials and methods, and also openly
exchange ideas and opinions. By making the ordinary materials of their
work accessible to one another, teachers expose their ideas and
intentions to colleagues. The daily teaching routine becomes more
accessible to other teachers. (d) Joint work. In this type of collegial
interaction, team members are interdependent. In other words,
teachers have a shared responsibility for the work of teaching. Joint
work or collaboration ‘anticipates truly collective action’ (Little, 1990,
p. 519), for example, teachers engage in joint deliberation over difficult
and recurring problems.

Community of practice perspective
The final perspective in which to study collaboration in teacher teams is
the community of practice perspective. Works by Lave and Wenger
(Lave & Wenger, 1991; Wenger, 1998) have developed the concept of
communities of practice to describe sites where people jointly
construct, transform, conserve, and/or negotiate the meanings of
practices. Communities of practice are groups of people who share a
concern or a passion for something they do and learn how to do it
better as they regularly interact (Wenger, 1998). Over time, community
members develop a common sense of identity, they develop personal
relationships as well as establishing ways of interacting and they also
develop a unique perspective on their topic in addition to building a
body of common knowledge, practices, and approaches. A community
of practice defines itself along three dimensions (Wenger, 1998). (a)
Mutual engagement binds members of the community together into a
social entity. Mutual engagement creates relationships among
members; it connects them in ways that can become deeper than more
superficial similarities, such as personal features or social categories.
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Being included in ‘what matters’ in a group is a requirement for being
engaged in a community’s practice. (b) Shared repertoire refers to a
shared set of communal resources such as routines, words, tools, ways
of doing things, stories, and concepts. The concepts, language and
tools embody the history of the community and its perspective on the
world. The repertoire of a community is a resource for the negotiation
of meaning. (c) Joint enterprise is the collectively developed
understanding of what the community is about. The joint enterprise is
the result of a collective process of continuous negotiation and among
participants it creates relations of mutual accountability that become an
integral part of the practice.

Distinctive perspectives
The four existing frameworks represent different perspectives on
collaboration. The perspectives differ in the aspects of collaboration on
which they focus (i.e., the structure, nature, and content of social
connections between teachers). The social network perspective is
mainly methodological. Social network analysis is a set of methods to
analyse social structures (Scott, 2000). Much-used theories comprise
social capital, strength of weak ties, and social exchange. The social
network perspective focuses on individual actors and the social
relationships connecting them (Wasserman & Galaskiewicz, 1994). It
maps the structure of interaction between teachers in collaborative
groups, without regard to the specific content of the interaction. The
social network perspective provides opportunities to identify the
distribution of access to and exchange of resources within teacher
teams. The interpersonal perspective focuses on the relationships
between teachers and identifies the social climate in teacher teams. The
interdependence perspective focuses on types of collaborative activities
between teachers that are an indication of the degree of
interdependence between teachers. The interdependence perspective
provides opportunities to identify the level of interdependence that
characterizes teachers’ collegial interactions. Lastly, the community of
practice perspective includes both structure and content of connections
between teachers. A community of practice is not only a set of
connections with a certain structure; it is ‘about’ something (Wenger,
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1998). Its domain (topic of mutual interest, passion) gives the
community an identity, and the commitment to care for this domain
gives it cohesiveness and intentionality. The community of practice
perspective provides opportunities to identify the culture of practice
(Wenger, 1998) of a teacher team.

Assessing the potential of the perspectives
In this study, the usefulness of four perspectives on collaboration for
research on collaboration in teacher teams is assessed in terms of their
discriminative, predictive, and intervention potential. (a) Discriminative
potential refers to the degree in which perspectives provide a distinction
between teacher teams at a sufficiently high granulity level (Visser &
Bench-Capon, 1998). If the goal is to investigate the issue of whether
and the degree to which collaboration in teacher teams actually takes
place, and how this varies between teacher teams, a perspective needs
to be able to make distinctions between teachers teams at the
collaboration level, even within the same school context. Distinctions
between the levels of collaboration of teams can be defined by using a
classification scheme. As there is no indication in literature about where
to delineate absolute standards of ‘low’, ‘medium’, or ‘high’ levels of
collaboration, a classification scheme can be based on (a) value
judgement (i.e., do teams display distinct levels of collaboration in
comparison to a subjective norm), or on (b) benchmarks from
comparable but larger studies (i.e., do teams display distinct levels of
collaboration in comparison to teacher teams in a broader context)
(Lima, 1998). A classification scheme could be used to assess the
discriminative potential of the four perspectives. (b) Predictive potential
refers to the degree to which perspectives predict or correlate with
outcome measures. If the goal is to investigate the issue as to whether
there is a relation between collaboration in teacher teams and team
outcome measures (i.e., team performance indicators), a perspective
needs to be able to predict this outcome. As studies suggest that there
is a positive relation between team collaboration and perceived work
satisfaction (for instance Jarabkowski, 2002), work satisfaction could be
used as an outcome measure to assess the predictive potential of the
four perspectives. (c) Intervention potential refers to the degree to which
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perspectives provide a lead for the design and implementation of
interventions in practice. Interventions are purposeful measures
(products, processes or activities) that are formulated by a designer in
order to solve a design problem or need (Denyer, Tranfield, & van
Aken, 2008; Midgley, 2000). If the goal is to investigate the issue of the
factors that are relevant for the improvement of collaboration in teacher
teams, a perspective needs to be able to provide clues for the design of
interventions aimed at enhancing collaboration. Based on literature
research, Brouwer, Brekelmans, Nieuwenhuis, and Simons (in press)
identified eight principles which are relevant for the design of these
interventions: determine group goals, determine group norms, organize
group roles, stimulate a critical reflective attitude, develop mutual trust,
develop ownership, develop perceived interdependence, and stimulate a
collective memory. To assess the intervention potential of the four
perspectives, design principles could be used to verify whether the
perspectives provide cues for the design of interventions.
To conclude, in the current study collaboration is explored in terms
of (a) a network of social connections, (b) a pattern of interpersonal
perceptions, (c) the level of interdependence, and (d) a community of
practice. The following research question was formulated: What is the
discriminative, predictive, and intervention potential of the social
network perspective, interpersonal perspective, interdependence
perspective, and community of practice perspective?

Method
Participants
Data from seven teacher teams (72 teachers) from a secondary school
were gathered over a period of five months during the school year
2008/09. Participant selection was based on theoretical sampling (Yin,
1994; Eisenhardt, 1989). The selection criterion was that the team
members in the teacher teams collaborated with each other – at least to
a considerable extent. This resulted in the choice of a secondary school
with a work team structure in which teacher teams had two tasks that
require collaboration: team teaching and joint curriculum development.
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As teams were self-directed, differences in collaboration between teams
were expected. The design of the study required the participation of all
teachers within the school as well as intensive data gathering. In
addition to the exploratory nature of the current study, this resulted in
its small scale character.

Setting
The setting of the study is a secondary school located in a large city in
the Netherlands, which was established in 2002. The school has an
interdisciplinary work team structure, i.e., teachers with different
subject expertise are teamed together. During the current study in the
school year 2008/09 the school had 72 teachers and 700 students. With
regard to the teacher population, 57 percent of teachers was male and
43 percent female. The average occupational experience of the teachers
was 9 years and the average tenure was 3 years. The teachers’ average
age was 39 years. The seven teacher teams from the participating
school are self-directive and each shares responsibility for
approximately 100 students from one grade-level. Each team operates
in its own learning domain (an open, multifunctional space where
students work mainly in small groups) and has a team room with
facilities to work. Team leaders serve as middle managers and are
responsible for the ongoing functioning of their teams. Teams meet
twice a week, once to discuss students and the organization of the
teaching, and once to develop and arrange thematic lesson material.

Operationalization of the perspectives
Social network perspective
Collaboration was determined by administering a questionnaire (based
on Heyl, 1997) which measured the frequency of interaction on teamrelated issues between team members. In the questionnaire,
respondents were asked to assess their connection with each team
member on a six-point Likert scale ranging from ‘interact almost never’
to ‘interact almost daily’. The response rate was 78% (N=781). Using
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Ucinet 6.0 (Borgatti, Everett, & Freeman, 2002), data on the network
relations were represented in socio-matrices and dichotomized for
analysis purposes (Wasserman & Faust, 1994). This resulted in two
scales: ‘no frequent interaction’ (i.e., team members interact once per
week or less) and ‘frequent interaction’ (i.e., team members interact
more than once per week). Centralization was defined using Freeman’s
centralization index (Wasserman & Faust, 1994) which indicates the
degree of inequality or variance of teacher prominence in a network as
a percentage of the degree of inequality or variance of teacher
prominence in a perfect star network of the same size (Hanneman &
Riddle, 2005). Density was measured by the extent to which all
theoretically possible relations among teachers within the network are
actually activated (Wasserman & Faust, 1994).

Interpersonal perspective
Collaboration was determined by combining the interpersonal relations
of team members, i.e., perceptions of the amount of control and
affiliation each teacher conveys in the team. Teacher’s interpersonal
perceptions of other teachers were measured by an adaption of the
Questionnaire on Teacher Interaction (QTI, Wubbels, Créton, &
Hooymayers, 1985; Wubbels et al., 2006). A group of experts on
interpersonal perception was involved in reformulating the items. This
resulted in the Questionnaire on Team Interaction comprising 16
items, two items for each of the eight octants of the Teacher
Interpersonal Circle (Figure 1). Examples of items include ‘This
teacher is hesitant’, ‘This teacher is patient’, or ‘This teacher has
authority’. Items are rated on a five-point Likert-type scale ranging
from ‘never’ to ‘always’. To test the validity of the questionnaire the
circumplex structure was tested using CircE (Grassi, Luccio, & Di
Blas, 2010). A free circumplex model (Gaines et al., 1997) indicated a
good fit (Kline, 2005) to the data (RMSEA = .042, CFI = .994; TLI =
.984; SRMR = .062). Because Pearson’s correlations calculated
between teacher control and affiliation according to the factor loadings
based on the free circumplex model and the loadings according to the
theoretical circumplex model were .998, we used the theoretical scores
to compare the amount of control and affiliation teachers convey in
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teacher teams. Cronbach’s alphas for control and affiliation for the
current dataset were .63 and .77 (not aggregated and based on
theoretical factor loadings). Each teacher’s degree of control and
affiliation in the team was measured by the aggregated score of the
perceptions of two colleagues. The response rate was 86% (N=114).
On a team level, the following measures were used. Control was
determined by calculating the average control score of all teachers in a
team. Affiliation was determined by calculating the average affiliation
score of all teachers in a team.

Interdependence perspective
Collaboration was determined with a questionnaire (based on Heyl,
1997) that measured the types of collaborative activities between team
members. In the questionnaire, teachers were asked to indicate for each
team member the dominant type of collaborative activity in which they
engaged in the preceding period. The response rate was 78% (N=781).
Four scales were used, representing levels of interdependence:
storytelling and scanning for ideas, aid and assistance, sharing, and
joint work. The level of interdependence was determined by calculating
the average interdependence score of all the teachers in a team. The
validity of the questionnaire was determined by calculating the
symmetry between the target and respondent answers. Overall,
symmetry was 40%.

Community of practice perspective
Collaboration was measured using a questionnaire, developed by a
team of researchers, and based on Admiraal, Brouwer, Dobber,
Lockhorst, and Vandyck (2011) and Burroughs and Eby (1998).
Mutual engagement was measured using six items (e.g., ‘This team has a
real team spirit’), shared repertoire using three items (e.g., ‘The
communication in this team is discussed’), and joint enterprise using six
items (e.g., ‘Differences in educational perspectives in this team are
utilized’), using a five-point Likert scale ranging from ‘agree’ to
‘disagree’. The response rate was 85% (N=72). A principal component
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analysis (PCA) was conducted on all items with oblique rotation. The
analysis showed that three components had eigenvalues over Kaiser’s
criterion of 1 and in combination explained 64% of the item variance.
The reliability (Cronbach’s alpha) of the dimension scores was
acceptable: mutual engagement, α = .90, shared repertoire, α = .74,
joint enterprise, α = .83. In the analysis of the questionnaire data, the
degree of mutual engagement, shared repertoire, and joint enterprise
was determined by averaging the item scores representing each
dimension.

Assessment of the potential of the perspectives
Discriminative potential
To assess the discriminative potential of the social network,
interpersonal, and interdependence perspectives, benchmarks were
used to determine standards for low, medium, and high levels of
collaboration. Data from Moolenaar (2010) was used to benchmark the
social network data. Moolenaar (2010) investigated the network
measures of 53 school work teams, similar to those in the current study
in context, network type and the interdisciplinary nature of the teams.
To benchmark the interpersonal perspective data we used a nonpublished database of teacher Control and Affiliation perceptions
(N=230) of colleagues with an executive function. Data from van
Wessum (1997) was used to benchmark the interdependence data. Van
Wessum investigated the level of interdependence in 32 teacher teams
from four schools, similar to those in the current study in context and
types of collaborative activities. With regard to the classification
scheme, low and high were defined as team scores deviating more than
one standard deviation from the mean of the benchmark data. Medium
was defined as team scores falling within the range of one standard
deviation from the mean of the benchmark data (Table 1). To assess
the discriminative potential of the community of practice perspective,
standards for low, medium and high were determined based on value
judgement. Low was interpreted as more individuality than collectivity
and medium and high were interpreted as more collectivity than
individuality, resulting in a cut-off point in the middle of the scale.
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Table 1
Standards for low, medium and high levels of collaboration
Degree of collaboration
Scale
Social network
perspective
Centralization
Density
Interpersonal
perspective
Control
Affiliation
Interdependence
perspective
Interdependence
Community of
practice perspective
Mutual
engagement
Shared
repertoire
Joint enterprise

Low

Medium

High

0–1
0–1

0 – .23
0 – .25

.24 – .45
.26 – .49

.46 – 1
.50 – 1

-2.60 – 2.60
-2.60 – 2.60

-2.6 – -.05
-2.6 – .91

-.04 – .39
.92 – 1.99

.40 –2.60
2.00 – 2.60

0 –1

0 – .12

.13 – .63

.64 – 1

0–1

0 – .50

.51 – .80

.81 – 1

0–1

0 – .50

.51 – .80

.81 – 1

0–1

0 – .50

.51 – .80

.81 – 1

The second step was placing the team scores from the seven teacher
teams in the according categories for low, medium, and high to
determine whether the perspectives have the potential to discriminate
between the teacher teams.
Predictive potential
To assess the predictive potential of the four perspectives, we
determined the relation between data of each perspective and perceived
work satisfaction as a measure of team performance. Work satisfaction
was measured with the concept work engagement, defined by Schaufeli
and Bakker (2004) as ‘a positive fulfilling, work-related state of mind
that is characterized by vigour, dedication, and absorption’ (p. 295).
(a) Vigour is characterized by high levels of energy and mental
resilience when working, the willingness to invest effort in one’s work,
and also persistence in the face of difficulties. (b) Dedication is
characterized by a sense of significance, enthusiasm, inspiration, pride
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and challenge. (c) Absorption is characterized by fully concentrating on
and being happily engrossed in one’s work, whereby time passes
quickly and one has difficulty in detaching oneself from work (Schaufeli
& Bakker, 2004). Teachers were asked to complete a questionnaire
(Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004) with a seven-point Likert scale, ranging
from ‘never’ to ‘always’. The response rate was 65% (N=72). Vigour
was measured with five items (for example ‘When I get up in the
morning, I feel like going to work’), as were Dedication (for example ‘I
am enthusiastic about my job’), and Absorption (for example ‘When I
am working, I forget everything else around me’). A PCA was
conducted on all 15 items with orthogonal rotation (varimax). The
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure verified the sampling adequacy for the
analysis, KMO= .86 and Bartlett’s test of sphericity χ2 (105) = 409.84,
p < .000, indicated that correlations between items were sufficiently
large for PCA. The analysis showed that three components had
eigenvalues over Kaiser’s criterion of 1 and in combination explained
64% of the item variance. The reliability (Cronbach’s alpha) of the
dimension scores was acceptable: vigour, α = .85, dedication, α = .86,
absorption α = .85. In the analysis of the questionnaire, data scores on
vigour, dedication, and absorption were determined by first averaging
the item scores representing each dimension. Second, the relation
between the perspectives data and work engagement was determined
by calculating the Pearson correlation coefficient (large effect size, r=
.50 or larger (Cohen, 1988)).

Intervention potential
Based on the eight principles for the design of interventions to
stimulate collaboration, the substantive connections between each
framework and the eight principles for designing interventions were
described and summarized in a table.
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Results
Discriminative potential
The results imply that the social network perspective, interpersonal
perspective and community of practice perspective are able to provide
some distinctions in level of collaboration between the seven teacher
teams (see Table 3). Regarding centralization there is a distinction
between low and medium team scores, and with regard to density there
is a distinction between medium and high team scores. Regarding
control and affiliation there is a distinction between low and medium
team scores. Regarding joint enterprise there is a distinction between
low, medium, and high team scores, with regard to shared repertoire
there is a distinction between low and medium team scores. On the
other hand, the interdependence perspective does not seem able to
distinguish between team scores in this study.
Table 3
Distinctions between teams in level of collaboration
Degree of collaboration

Social network perspective
Centralization
Density
Interpersonal perspective
Control
Affiliation
Interdependence perspective
Interdependence
Community of practice perspective
Mutual engagement
Shared repertoire
Joint enterprise

Low

Medium

High

3 teams
0 teams

4 teams
1 team

0 teams
6 teams

1 team
1 team

6 teams
6 teams

0 teams
0 teams

0 teams

7 teams

0 teams

1 team
5 teams
0 teams

5 teams
2 teams
7 teams

1 team
0 teams
0 teams

Predictive potential
Data suggest that the strength of the relation (Pearson’s r) between the
level of collaboration and work engagement as a measure of perceived
performance is weak overall (Table 4). It seems that the predictive
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potential of the four perspectives is rather low; in other words they
cannot very well predict outcome measures of collaboration in our
study.
Table 4
Correlation between the perspectives and work engagement (Pearson’s r)
Vigour
Social network perspective
Centralization
Density
Interpersonal perspective
Control
Affiliation
Interdependence perspective
Interdependence
Community of practice
perspective
Mutual engagement
Shared repertoire
Joint enterprise

Dedication

Absorption

-.29
-.36

-.41
-.08

-.61
-.62

.53
.16

.45
-.13

.48
.21

-.33

-.02

-.51

-.48
-.00
-.16

-.78
-.15
-.40

-.37
.27
.10

Intervention potential
The potential leads from the four perspectives for the design of
interventions in practice are summarized in Table 5. The social
network perspective provides cues for three design principles: organize
group roles, develop mutual trust, and stimulate a collective memory.
The interpersonal perspective provides cues for two design principles:
organize group roles, and develop mutual trust. The interdependence
perspective provides cues for four design principles: stimulate a critical
reflective attitude, develop mutual trust, promote ownership, and
promote perceived interdependence. Lastly, the community of practice
perspective provides most clues for the design of interventions, as it can
be linked to six principles: determine group goals, determine group
norms, organize group roles, stimulate a critical reflective attitude,
develop mutual trust, and stimulate a collective memory. It seems that
the community of practice perspective has the highest intervention
potential.
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Organize group roles:
teams achieve a division
of roles related to tasks

Determine group norms:
teams achieve shared
rules and norms for
engagement.

Determine group goals:
teams achieve shared
goals, related to tasks
and/or vision.

Principles for the design
of interventions to
stimulate collaboration

Centralization: team
members’ degree of
access to resources has

Social network
perspective

Table 5
Intervention potential of the perspectives

Control: team members’
perception of control
indicates how power-

Interpersonal
perspective

Interdependence
perspective

Mutual engagement: team
members’ identity issues
within the team and teams’
identity issues in relation to the
outside world (Akkerman,
Petter, & de Laat, 2008) are
related to the development and
alignment of individual goals
and team goals.
Joint enterprise: what teams are
about and what are the topics
of interest (Akkerman et al.,
2008) have consequences for
team goals.
Shared repertoire: a team’s way
of working entails the
establishment of team rules for
engagement (de Laat, 2006).
This has consequences for
teams’ shared norms.
Shared repertoire: a team’s way
of working entails the
establishment and division of

Community of practice
perspective

Develop mutual trust:
teams achieve trust
between team members,
i.e., positive expectation
between team members
(Feng, Preece, & Lazar,
2003).

Density: the more
densely connected
teams are, the more they
perceive trust to prevail
in their team
(Moolenaar, 2010).

consequences for the
roles that team members
take on. Also, team
members’ roles can
increase or restrict
access to team
resources.

and/or expertise.

Stimulate a critical
reflective attitude: teams
achieve a culture of
structural critical
evaluation of team
practice.

Social network
perspective

Principles for the design
of interventions to
stimulate collaboration

Affiliation: team
members’ perception of
emotional distance
indicates the degree of
informal, private
interactions that can
build trust between
team members (Wenger
et al., 2002).

related roles (chair,
decision-maker, and
coordinator) are realized
in the team.

Interpersonal
perspective

Interdependence: high
degree of
interdependence is
characterized by giving
and receiving unasked
feedback and is related
to team members’
critical reflective
attitude.
Interdependence: high
degree of
interdependence is
characterized by having
the courage to reveal
one’s work to the
scrutiny of other team
members which is
related to issues of trust.

Interdependence
perspective

Mutual engagement: the process
of defining relations between
team members (Akkerman et
al., 2008) is related to trust
which is an important factor in
relationship-building.

Joint enterprise: a team’s joint
enterprise is continuously
(re)negotiated. This is related
to team members’ critical
reflections on team practices.

roles (de Laat, 2006). This has
consequences for the division
of roles.

Community of practice
perspective

Stimulate a collective
memory: teams achieve
an accessible
environment for team
documents.

Promote perceived
interdependence: teams
achieve awareness of
mutual dependence
between team members
for achieving tasks.

Promote ownership:
teams achieve a sense of
ownership and
commitment to team
responsibilities.

Principles for the design
of interventions to
stimulate collaboration

Centralization: team
members’ degree of
access to material
resources is related to
the use of a collective
memory which
distributes team
information.

Social network
perspective

Interpersonal
perspective
Interdependence: a team’s
degree of mutual
dependence is an
indication of the joint
responsibility and
commitment of team
members which refers to
a feeling of ownership.
Interdependence: a team’s
degree of
interdependence is an
indication of the
teachers’ perceived
dependence on team
mates to function
successfully as a team.

Interdependence
perspective

Shared repertoire: the
distribution and availability of
teams’ resources that are
created and used is related to
the use of a collective memory
which stimulates distribution
of resources.

Community of practice
perspective
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Conclusion and Discussion
This study addressed the following research question: what is the
discriminative, predictive, and intervention potential of the social
network perspective, interpersonal perspective, interdependence
perspective, and community of practice perspective? Results of our
study showed that the social network perspective, interpersonal
perspective and the community of practice perspective have the highest
discriminative potential. These perspectives have the highest potential
to distinguish levels of collaboration between the teacher teams. As
such, these perspectives seem to be the most usable in research
questioning ‘whether and the degree to which collaboration in teacher
teams actually takes place’, in other words, research with a descriptive
function. None of the four perspectives has a high potential to predict
outcome measures in the area of work satisfaction. The community of
practice perspective has the highest intervention potential. This
perspective offers most cues towards the design of concrete
interventions for practice. The community of practice perspective is
most usable in research concerning the question ‘To what degree do
perspectives provide a lead for the design and implementation of
interventions in practice?’, in other words, research with a design
function. We conclude that the usefulness of the four perspectives
depends on the goal of the research.
Three aspects of our study limit its conclusions. The first aspect is
the use of self-reports, which can be biased. The second aspect is the
quality of the instruments that were used. Because limited existing
instruments were available, some of the questionnaires have been
developed and/or adapted for the purpose of this study. The validity
and reliability of these questionnaires could be further improved. The
third aspect concerns the limited generalizability of the findings since a
small-scale study was employed.
Theoretical implications include three points of discussion. The first is
the degree to which the four perspectives are complementary. In the
current study, the social network perspective provides insight into the
structure of connections between team members. The interpersonal
perspective focused on a specific aspect, namely the nature of
connections between team members (control and affiliation). As such
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the social network and interpersonal perspectives could be used to
complement each other. The community of practice perspective could
be used complementary to the social network perspective because it
does include the content of the collaboration; the domain of practice
(i.e., what do teachers talk about). The interpersonal perspective and
community of practice perspectives somewhat overlap because the
social climate or atmosphere in a team is part of the dimension mutual
engagement. It seems that the interdependence perspective can be used
in additional to all perspectives, as interdependence is a prerequisite for
collaboration in general (Little, 1990; Imants, 2003). There needs to
be at least some level of task and/or goal interdependence before one
can speak of collaboration.
The second point of discussion is the degree to which the
perspectives are applicable to the teacher team context used in this
study. The social network perspective was originally intended to map
networks within an organization. The boundaries of these networks are
not known in advance, and the (mostly informal) networks often
deviate from a formal team structure within an organization. In the
current study, we used the social network perspective in a context
where the boundaries of the networks are already known. Although the
perspective provides insight into the frequency of interaction and
sharing of resources and in this way seems fairly applicable to the
teacher team context, it does not provide insight into the informal
networks that exist within the school. The interpersonal perspective
was originally intended for use in a classroom context. The social
climate in the classroom was described with use of the perceptions of
students about their teacher. The interpersonal perspective seems
applicable to the team context; however, the data gathering changes
from ‘many-to-one’ to ‘many-to-many’. This results in an increased
intensity of data gathering for individual teachers. Although in the
current study scores were based on the perception of two team
members, ideally control and affiliation scores would be based on the
average perception of all team members. The interdependence
perspective was used in its intended context, i.e., that of collaborating
teachers, whether in formally designated teams or informally
constituted groups (Little, 1990). Originally, the community of practice
perspective was intended not only for school organizations but for
organizations in general. In recent years it has been frequently used in
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the context of school organizations. The community of practice
perspective emphasizes the emergent nature of communities resulting
from a common interest or problem (Wenger, 1998) as well as the
dynamic boundaries and composition of the community. In this study,
however, we used the perspective on relatively stable teams (in terms of
boundaries and composition) composed by the school’s management.
Because of the interdependence between team members and the
responsibilities that the team members share, this perspective is also
applicable to the teacher team context.
The third point of discussion is the degree to which the perspectives
are applicable to work teams in general, i.e., work teams in
organizations, the government, and/or institutes. The social network
perspective seems applicable to the general team context; however, it
would be more ideal to use this perspective to map informal
collaboration (and informal networks) in organizations. This would
mean that the unit of analysis is not the team but the larger unit or
organization. The interpersonal perspective also seems applicable to
work teams in general, as the dimensions control and affiliation are
universal dimensions for interpersonal relations. The interdependence
perspective would be less applicable to another context than the teacher
team context as cultures between the school organization and
organizations in general may differ. Generally, schools for secondary
education have a rather egalitarian and autonomous tradition.
Although this tradition has somewhat changed in schools where
teachers are interdependent, it still differs from organizations in
general. Also, the four ideal-types of collaborative activities may not be
applicable to other contexts than the school context. The community of
practice perspective is suitable for work teams in general. This includes
teams that have been composed by management (yet have some level of
interdependence) as well as groups that emerge spontaneously and are
informal groups within an organization.
As the four perspectives on collaboration contribute to the diagnosis of
teacher collaboration they can help school managers and teachers to
discuss and develop the formal as well as informal collaboration in their
schools. The instruments that were used in this study can be used by
teachers as well as school managers as self-audit tools to monitor and
evaluate teacher collaboration. For instance, the social network
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perspective could help answer the question ‘Which formal and informal
teams exist in the school?’ The instrument that was used in this study
could be adapted to an ‘open’ version, in which there are no predefined names indicating the boundary of the network. The community
of practice perspective as well as the interdependence perspective could
help answer the question ‘What is the current and desired level of
collaboration within teams?’ When tasks of teachers become more
complex and ask for multidisciplinary solutions (for instance team
teaching, thematic curriculum development), collaboration needs to be
more intense. The instruments that were used in the current study
could be used to measure the intensity of the collaboration. The
instrument that was used for the interpersonal perspective would
implicate intense data gathering. However, the instrument is interesting
when school managers want to focus on leadership in teams and are
interested in answering questions like ‘To what degree is leadership
shared in teacher teams?’ and ‘Who are the formal and informal leaders
in teacher teams?’
Future research is recommended to investigate collaboration in
teacher teams, from the perspective of a community of practice. Selfreports should be complemented with video-observations to
complement measures of collaboration from an insider’s perspective
with measures of collaboration from an outsider’s perspective. Second,
research is recommended to further develop the instruments that were
used in this study in order to increase their quality and adapt them for
use in practice.
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Communities of practice in the
*
school workplace
Abstract
The first aim of this study is to explore to what extent communities of
practice occur in the school workplace. The second aim is to explore
the relation between communities of practice and diversity in
composition of teacher teams. Quantitative as well as qualitative data
was gathered from seven teacher teams in a school for secondary
education. Questionnaires and observation instruments were used to
measure and analyze teacher teams’ collaborative activities and
diversity in composition. Data suggest that communities of practice
actually occur in the school workplace, but to a moderate extent. Also,
communities of practice are related to four of the five diversity
attributes that were investigated. Future research is recommended to
focus on the development of communities of practice in the school
workplace by including longitudinal measurements. Implications for
teachers and administrators include follow-up activities aimed at
stimulating and sustaining communities of practice as well as taking
diversity considerations in team composition into account. Studies
suggest that a community is a promising context for embedding
collaboration into the culture of the school. However, empirical
research that focuses on communities in the school workplace seems
largely absent. This study provides insight in the occurrence of
communities of practice from two perspectives: the perception of
community members and the observation from outsiders.

*

Accepted for publication in adapted form as: Brouwer, P., Brekelmans, J.M.G., Nieuwenhuis,
A.F.M., & Simons, P.R.J. (in press). Communities of practice in the school workplace. Journal
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Introduction
Internationally, schools for secondary education have seen themselves
confronted with reforms pertaining to changing curriculum
frameworks, new designs for teacher professional development and the
changing role of teachers (Darling-Hammond & McLaughlin, 1995).
More specifically, reforms that underlie the increase in collective action
between teachers include collective teaching, coherence between
subject areas, and distributed decision making. These reforms call for
consultation and coordination between teachers. Teachers need to
share responsibility and authority for decision-making about their
common practices (Hargreaves & Dawe, 1990). Therefore, to deal with
recent reforms and the accompanying complexity of work, ongoing
collaboration between teachers has become more important.
In recent years, teacher collaboration has received more attention
from scholars as teachers work in a less isolated manner nowadays
(Hargreaves & Dawe, 1990). An array of scholars and reformers has
called for the strengthening of collaboration between teachers by means
of promoting communities of teachers in schools (Levine & Marcus,
2010; James, Dunning, Connolly, & Elliott, 2007). The term
‘communities of teachers’ refers to ‘teachers’ collective engagement in
sustained efforts to improve practices’ (Louis, Marks, & Kruse , 1996,
p. 758). An argument for promoting communities of teachers is that
communities foster collaboration to be more than an occasional
exchange between teachers. Communities embed teacher collaboration
into the culture of the school (Vescio, Ross, & Adams, 2008), making
collaboration expected, inclusive, genuine, and ongoing (Seashore,
Anderson, & Riedel, 2003). This is illustrated by a study by Bolam,
McMahon, Stoll, Thomas, & Wallace (2005), in which teachers
reported an increase in collaboration as they worked in communities.
This evidence suggests that a community is a promising context for
stimulating ongoing collaboration between teachers and embedding
collaboration into the school culture.
Even though there is growing awareness of the potentially strong
role of communities, the research base on communities of teachers is
sparse (Imants, 2003; Westheimer, 1999). First, there seems to be a
lack of conceptual clarity on communities of teachers (Westheimer,
1999; Vescio et al., 2007). Consequences are that concepts of
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community vary widely among scholars, also, there is little agreement
among teachers and administrators as to whether teacher communities
actually occur within their school. Second there seems to be an absence
of empirical research about teacher communities in the school
workplace (Westheimer, 1999). Hence, the first aim of this study is to
explore whether and to what extent communities of teachers actually
occur in the school workplace. To this end this study investigated to
what degree teacher teams in secondary education demonstrated
characteristics of a teacher community. Teacher teams are jointly
responsible for the work of teaching as well as team performance (Main
& Bryer, 2005). We used the conceptual framework of Wenger (1998),
in which communities are defined along the dimensions mutual
engagement, shared repertoire, and joint enterprise.
The second aim of this study is to explore the relation between diversity
in team composition and teacher communities. Hence, we investigated
whether there is a relation between teacher communities and diversity
in team composition. Although many scholars have studied the
relationship between team diversity and team functioning, few
empirical studies have investigated the role of diversity in teacher teams
in the school (Drach-Zahavy & Somech, 2002). Looking at the body of
literature, the educational context seems to be under-examined in
studies about diversity in team composition.
Studies on team functioning and diversity in team composition have
indicated the potential of diversity in team composition for team
processes as well as for team outcomes. Meta-analytic studies by
Horwitz and Horwitz (2007), Webber and Donahue (2001), Stewart
(2006), Bowers, Pharmer, and Salas (2000) and review studies by
Jackson (1996, 1992) show inconsistent findings with regard to the
effect of diversity in teams. Scholars talk of the ‘double-edged sword’
that is diversity. On the one hand, there is evidence for the value of
diversity in team composition (Bowers et al., 2000). The theoretical
arguments supporting diversity focus on the creativity associated with
diverse viewpoints and skill-sets in a team (Stewart, 2006). On the
other hand, there is evidence for the positive effect on processes and
outcomes of uniformity in team composition (Bowers et al., 2000).
Arguments supporting uniformity focus on the notion that highly
similar people experience less conflict (Stewart, 2006). With regard to
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these ambiguous findings, scholars recommend studying diversity not
as a generic concept, but distinguishing between types of diversity.
There is uncertainty with regard to which types of diversity are
beneficial for team processes and outcomes (Stewart, 2006). To
conclude, it seems that there is added value in distinguishing between
different diversity types when studying diversity in the educational
context.

Theoretical framework
Community of practice
The community of practice perspective provides opportunities to
identify the culture of practice (Wenger, 1998) of a teacher team. As
teacher teams usually develop around a shared work objective
(Skerrett, 2010), they are ‘about’ something. The domain (topic of
mutual interest, passion) of the team gives the team an identity, and the
commitment to care for this domain gives it cohesiveness and
intentionality (Wenger, McDermott, & Snyder, 2002). Works by Lave
and Wenger have developed the concept of communities of practice to
describe sites where people jointly construct, transform, conserve,
and/or negotiate the meanings of practices (Lave and Wenger, 1991;
Wenger, 1998). Communities of practice are groups of people who
share a concern or a passion for something they do and learn how to do
it better as they interact regularly. Over time, community members
develop a common sense of identity, they develop personal
relationships and established ways of interacting and they also develop
a unique perspective on their topic as well as a body of common
knowledge, practices and approaches. A community of practice defines
itself along three dimensions, mutual engagement, shared repertoire,
and joint enterprise (Wenger, 1998). (a) The mutual engagement binds
members of the community together into a social entity. Mutual
engagement creates relationships among members; it connects them in
ways that can become deeper than more superficial similarities in terms
of personal features or social categories. Being included in ‘what
matters’ in a group is a requirement for being engaged in a
community’s practice. (b) Community members develop a shared
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repertoire, a shared set of communal resources such as routines, words,
tools, ways of doing things, stories, and concepts. The concepts,
language and tools embody the history of the community and its
perspective on the world. The repertoire of a community is a resource
for the negotiation of meaning. (c) The joint enterprise is the collectively
developed understanding of what the community is about. The joint
enterprise is the result of a collective process of continuous negotiation
and it creates among participants relations of mutual accountability
that become an integral part of the practice.

Degree of mutual engagement, shared repertoire, and joint enterprise
To investigate to what degree teacher teams demonstrate characteristics
of a community of practice, a measurement-based approach is used.
However, there is no indication in the literature about where to draw
an absolute standard as to what limited, moderate and strong
(Admiraal, Lockhorst, & van der Pol, in press) degrees of mutual
engagement, shared repertoire, and joint enterprise are. Lima (1998)
offers two possibilities for solving this problem. The first possibility is
to draw a measure that is defined relative to a value judgment about
what is limited, moderate or strong. The second possibility is to use a
value abstracted from the data that are available as a standard for
comparison and classification (Lima, 1998).
The following research question was formulated: to what degree do
teacher teams in a school for secondary education demonstrate mutual
engagement, shared repertoire, and joint enterprise?

Diversity in team composition
The concept of diversity refers to the variation in team members’
individual characteristics. Diversity is about the social composition of a
team (Drach-Zahavy & Somech, 2002; Jackson, 1996). Frequently
used categories of diversity are task-related diversity and relations-oriented
diversity (Webber and Donahue, 2001). Task-related diversity
attributes are specific skills and abilities needed to perform an
educational job. Relations-oriented diversity attributes are innate team
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member characteristics (Drach-Zahavy & Somech, 2002; Jackson,
1996). Theoretical notions regarding diversity and uniformity in team
composition imply that task-related diversity will increase positive team
functioning because it broadens the resources of the team that are
relevant to task performance and increases its ability to engage in more
complex problem-solving (Webber & Donahue, 2001), and that
relations-oriented diversity will hamper successful team functioning.
That is because relations-oriented diversity triggers stereotypes that
influence the way team members think and feel about themselves as
well as others on the team (Drach-Zahavy & Somech, 2002; Horwitz &
Horwitz, 2007). Relations-oriented uniformity, on the other hand,
leads to attraction among team members, as a result of which team
members experience more cohesion (Webber & Donahue, 2001).
Studies on diversity, however, do not provide consistent empirical
support for these theoretical notions.
Even though studies on diversity in team composition show
inconsistent findings (e.g. Horwitz & Horwitz, 2007), scholars have
demonstrated that diversity in team composition can have an effect on
team outcomes as well as on team processes (e.g. Quinn & Restine,
1996). For instance, Jackson (1996) and Webber and Donahue (2001)
indicate that diversity has important consequences for team processes
including communication patterns, distribution of resources, decisionmaking, cohesion, and problem solving. Based on these studies, we
expect diversity in team composition to also have consequences for
collaborative processes between teachers. In other words, we expect
diversity in team composition to have consequences for the degree of
mutual engagement (i.e., through team processes related to
cohesiveness, social support and friendship coalitions), degree of shared
repertoire (i.e., through team processes related to communication
patterns and the establishment of roles), and degree of joint enterprise
(i.e., through team processes related to the acquisition of knowledge
and resource distribution) that teacher teams in the school workplace
demonstrate.
Until recently, little consideration has been given to the idea that
various diversity attributes may operate differently in their impact on
team functioning. As a reaction to this, scholars have advised that
researchers should stop treating diversity as a generic concept because
not all types of diversity will have a positive outcome on team
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performance (Webber & Donahue, 2001; Horwitz & Horwitz, 2007;
Jackson, 1996). The main suggestion coming from these studies is that
the content of diversity needs to be specified when it is studied. Hence,
in this study we distinguish the following task-related as well as
relations-oriented diversity attributes.

Task-related diversity attributes
Diversity in educational level: refers to the mix of educational
background of team members. This mix might enhance the breadth of
perspectives, cognitive resources, and overall problem-solving capacity
of the team since teachers from different educational backgrounds carry
not only different knowledge but also different vocabularies, cognitive
patterns and styles (Drach-Zahavy & Somech, 2002). This premise was
not empirically supported in the study of Drach-Zahavy & Somech
(2002). Diversity in tenure: refers to diversity in years on the job. Some
found that diversity in tenure was positively related to successful
outcomes due to the combination of experience of the long tenured
with the openness and new ideas of novices. Others found negative
effects of tenure diversity. It can lead to dissimilarities in attitudes and
experience which may cause varied outlooks that are difficult to
reconcile (Drach-Zahavy & Somech, 2002). Diversity in occupational
experience: refers to diversity in years of work in the educational
occupation (Drach-Zahavy & Somech, 2002). Studies do not seem to
report about any empirical data on diversity in occupational experience.

Relations-oriented diversity attributes
Diversity in gender: the mix of males and females in the team. The mix
can hinder performance because of underlying conventions that
stimulate the way team members feel, think, and interact (DrachZahavy & Somech, 2002). Gender diversity can result in conflict
(Horwitz & Horwitz, 2007). Diversity in age: diversity of ages within a
team. Studies indicate that interpersonal relations and interaction
patterns that result from age stereotyping determine what information
is available to the team, what information is addressed in the team and
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who has the most influence in decision making process (Turner, 1987).
There are no empirical data on age diversity (Drach-Zahavy & Somech,
2002).
The following research question was formulated: to what degree is
there a relation between task-related and relations-oriented diversity in
teacher team composition and degree of mutual engagement, degree of
shared repertoire, and degree of joint enterprise?

Method
As a community of practice of teachers is a relatively new and complex
concept, quantitative as well as qualitative data were collected,
analyzed and interpreted to investigate the same underlying
phenomenon (Leech & Onwuegbuzie, 2009). Data from seven teacher
teams (72 teachers) in one school were gathered within a period of
three months during the school year of 2008-09.

Participants
Participant selection was based on theoretical sampling (Eisenhardt,
1989). We aimed for participants who reflected the characteristics as
identified in the theoretical framework, i.e., the opportunity for
ongoing collaboration and diversity in team composition. The first
criterion was interdependence between teachers. This criterion was
based on the assumption that ongoing collaboration requires
interdependence (Little, 1990). That is, in the case of interdependence,
two or more teachers have indirect control over outcomes, depending
on their actions and the actions of other team members (Weick, 1979).
As a result, teachers have to collaborate with each other on an ongoing
basis. The second criterion was interdisciplinarity of teacher teams.
This criterion was based on the reasoning that when teaming is based
on interdisciplinarity with regard to subject matter, teachers with
various professional and demographic backgrounds are grouped
together. This resulted in the choice of a school for secondary
education which satisfied both criteria.
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Setting
The setting of this study is a school for secondary education, located in
a large city in the Netherlands. The seven teacher teams that
participated in this study are self-directive and responsible for
approximately 100 students from one grade-level. Each team operates
in its own learning domain: an open, multifunctional space where
students work mainly in small groups. In the learning domains,
students are educated by means of team teaching. Team teaching is a
type of education in which multiple teachers work together while
providing and organizing education (Main & Bryer, 2005). Consistent
with the school’s philosophy that teachers need to be present and
accessible for colleagues and others (e.g., parents), each team has its
own team room. In this team room there are facilities for preparing
lessons and correcting assignments. Each team leader has a private
office close to the learning domain. Team composition and team
leadership are determined by the school’s management. The position of
team leader is a middle management function that involves additional
responsibilities such as performance interviews with team members.
Each team meets twice a week. On Tuesday afternoons, teams hold
meetings in which they discuss students and the organization of the
teaching. This team meeting is chaired by the team leader. On
Thursday afternoons teams meet to develop thematic lesson material.
These meetings are chaired by the ‘education architect’, a member of
the team who is officially trained in developing thematic lesson
material.

Instrumentation and analysis
Degree of mutual engagement, shared repertoire, and joint enterprise
To measure the degree of mutual engagement, degree of shared
repertoire and degree of joint enterprise, two perspectives were used.
The first perspective was teachers’ perception of the community of
practice dimensions. Teacher perception related to all collaborative
activities that take place between teachers in the school. The second
perspective is observed teachers’ behaviour that is related to the
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community of practice dimensions. For practical reasons, this
behaviour related to selected formal collaborative activities between
teachers in the school.
Teachers’ perception was measured using a questionnaire, developed
by a team of researchers, and based on Admiraal, Brouwer, Dobber,
Lockhorst, and Vandyck (2010), and Burroughs and Eby (1998).
Mutual engagement was measured with six items designed to assess
group identity. Shared repertoire was measured with three items
designed to assess shared interactional repertoire. Joint enterprise was
measured with six items designed to assess shared domain. A five-point
Likert scale ranging from ‘agree’ to ‘disagree’ was used. The response
rate was 85%. A principal component analysis was conducted on all
items with oblique rotation. The analysis showed that three
components had eigenvalues over Kaiser’s criterion of 1 and in
combination explained 64% the variance. The three subscales of the
questionnaire had high reliabilities: mutual engagement, α = .90 (e.g.,
‘This team has a real team spirit’), shared repertoire, α = .74 (e.g., ‘The
communication in this team is discussed’), joint enterprise, α = .83
(e.g., ‘Differences in educational perspectives in this team are utilized’).
In addition to administration of the questionnaire, video observations
of the teams were performed, using an observation instrument that was
developed by a team of researchers, based on the teacher community
model (Admiraal, Lockhorst, & van der Pol, in press). For each team,
two meetings were selected from a total of 10 meetings that took place
during the data collection period. For each team, meetings were
selected as much as possible from the same time period. The length of
each meeting varied from one to two-and-a-half hours. In total, 14
meetings were scored using a scoring form with indicators that were
rated on a three-point Likert scale. As a scoring unit consisted of one
whole meeting, every indicator was scored once for each meeting.
Mutual engagement was measured with four indicators designed to
assess group identity: identification, multi-perspective contribution,
mutual trust and responsibility, and social ties. Shared repertoire was
measured with four indicators designed to assess shared interactional
repertoire: intellectual building, regulation of interaction, role taking,
and dynamic effort. Joint enterprise was measured with four indicators
designed to assess shared domain: commitment to domain, common
ground in concept, collective goal, and shared knowledge.
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The indicators from the observation instrument are high inference
measures that rely on more subjective observer judgment (Land, 1980).
Context knowledge about the team was used as a means of supporting
the interpretation of the observation data. The observation instrument
yielded qualitative descriptions (i.e., illustrative concrete behaviour) as
well as quantitative scores for each indicator. Inter-rater agreement
between the two raters was determined with Coefficient Kappa
(Cohen, 1960), whereby ĸ = .66. As a level of .60 is indicated as a
minimum of acceptable inter-rater agreement (Eggens & Sanders,
1993), we consider the agreement between both raters sufficient.
In the analysis of the questionnaire data, the degree of mutual
engagement, shared repertoire, and joint enterprise was determined by
calculating mean scores for each dimension. In addition to mean
scores, the standard deviation was calculated as an indication of the
dispersion of scores within teams. In the analysis of the quantitative
observation data, the degree of mutual engagement, shared repertoire,
and joint enterprise was determined by calculating mean scores for
each indicator and subsequently for each dimension. As the present
study is small in scale, a classification based on value judgment was
developed, resulting from an intensive discussion with a team of
researchers. On a scale between 0 and 1, the term limited was
represented with a score between 0 and 0.50, the term moderate was
represented with a score between 0.51 and 0.80, and the term strong
was represented by a score between 0.81 and 1.
With regard to the qualitative observation data, descriptions for
each indicator were summarized over the collaborative team activities.
This resulted in a summary of concrete team behaviour for each
indicator. Subsequently, qualitative data for each indicator was
grouped per dimension. Next, similarities and differences between
teacher teams on each dimension were described. Qualitative
observation data was used to add insight and understanding to the
quantitative data.

Diversity in team composition
Data about diversity in team composition were collected with a
questionnaire. The response rate was 89%. For the purpose of analysis,
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diversity in educational level (bachelor degree, master degree) was
defined as deviation from uniformity (i.e., a team consisting of all
bachelor degree teachers or all master degree teachers). A score of 0
indicates maximum uniformity or minimum diversity and a score of 50
indicates maximum diversity within a team). Diversity in tenure was
defined as the standard deviation of teachers’ years of work experience
at the school (higher scores indicating higher diversity within a team).
Diversity in occupational experience was defined as the standard deviation
of teachers’ years of occupational experience (higher scores indicating
higher diversity within a team). Diversity in gender was defined as
deviation from exact uniformity (i.e., a team consisting of all men or all
women), ranging from 0 (maximum uniformity or minimum diversity)
to 50 (maximum diversity). Lastly, diversity in age was defined as the
standard deviation of teachers’ age (higher scores indicating higher
diversity within a team). In the analysis, coherence between diversity in
team composition and degree of mutual engagement, shared repertoire,
and joint enterprise was determined by calculating Spearman rank
correlation coefficient, large effect size, ρ= .50 or larger (Cohen, 1988).
The descriptives in Table 1 provide insight into the level of diversity
in team composition within each of the teacher teams (T1 to T7).
Table 1
Descriptives for diversity in team composition
T1
Task-related diversity
attributes
Diversity in educational
level (range: 0-50)
Diversity in tenure
(range: 2.4–3.9 years)
Diversity in
occupational
experience
(range: 5.3–13 years)
Relations-oriented diversity
attributes
Diversity in gender
(range: 0-50)
Diversity in age
(range: 33.6–46.1 years)
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T5
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0
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10

42.9
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0
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Results
Perceived degree of mutual engagement, shared repertoire, and joint
enterprise
Results indicate that the extent in which the teacher teams perceive the
community of practice dimensions is modest (figure 1). Teacher teams’
perceived mutual engagement is moderate overall, with a mean score of
.63. Teacher teams’ perceived shared repertoire is limited overall. The
mean score is .45. Third, teacher teams’ perceived joint enterprise is
moderate overall, with a mean score of .64.

Observed degree of mutual engagement, shared repertoire, and joint
enterprise
Quantitative results
Results show that teacher teams demonstrate the community of
practice dimensions to a modest extent (figure 1). Teacher teams’
observed mutual engagement is moderate overall, however, five of the
seven teams’ observed mutual engagement is strong. The mean score is
.77. Teacher teams’ observed shared repertoire is moderate overall, with
a mean score of .54. Lastly, teacher teams’ observed joint enterprise is
moderate overall, with a mean score of .64.
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To sum up, the results indicate that communities of practice actually
occur to a certain degree in the school that was studied. However, the
extent in which teacher teams perceive and demonstrate the
community of practice dimensions is moderate.

Qualitative results
Overall, observed mutual engagement in the teacher teams was
moderate, however, most teams showed a strong mutual engagement.
More specifically, teams that show a strong mutual engagement are
teams 3 (1.0), 4 (1.0), and 7 (.97). Collaborative processes in team 3
can be characterized as follows. All team members belong to and have a
voice in the team. Team members identify with the team as teachers
primarily use the ‘we’ perspective when they refer to or talk about the
team. Team members are open to multiple perspectives during group
discussions. Sometimes deviating perspectives are explicitly invited by
team members or the team leader. The perspectives that are offered
during discussions are mostly valued positively by team members, that
is, perspectives are listened to and taken seriously. Sometimes,
however, perspectives that are offered during discussions are judged or
rejected without being properly considered. The atmosphere in the
team is somewhat businesslike but at the same time also relaxed and
friendly in a professional way. Team members make jokes during team
meetings and share frequent laughs together. Collaborative processes in
team 4 are largely similar to those in team 3; however they differ in the
following respects. Perspectives that are offered during group
discussions are explicitly valued by team members. Multiple
perspectives are treated as enriching input to discussions. The team
climate is open and team members are comfortable to share thoughts
and ideas, also when they are negative. When team members open up
to the group, e.g. ask for help or share a negative experience, they
receive positive reactions from the team. That is, input is recognized
and also acknowledged by the other team members. Collaborative
processes in team 7 are highly similar compared to the processes in
team 3; nonetheless, the following differences were observed. Team
members use the ‘I’ perspective as well as the ‘we’ perspective when
they refer to or talk about the team. Different and deviant perspectives
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that are offered during discussions are explicitly valued positively by
other team members. Also, perspectives that are offered are utilized in
the discussion to reach goals or reach a decision. The team climate is
open, teachers are comfortable to share ideas and experiences. When
teachers open up to the group, e.g. ask for help, the reaction of the
team is positive and team members show understanding for each
other’s problems.
Overall, the observed shared repertoires in the teacher teams were
moderate. More specific, teams that show a moderate shared repertoire
are teams 2 (.51), 3 (.72), and 4 (.68). Collaborative processes in team
2 can be characterized as follows. Team members engage actively in
group discussions. However, team members hardly build constructively
on each other’s input and arguments during discussions. Ideas from
team members are often judged in a negative way. Also, emerging
discussions are often cut short by the chair. The team does not discuss
the regulation of the interaction, that is, the way the interaction is
regulated stays implicit. The regulation by the chair is quite strict and
allows team members with little space during meetings. Although it is
rigid, team members accept the regulation as it is. The division of roles
in the team is concentrated around existing and fixed roles in the team
such as chair and secretary. Roles that team members take on are
accepted by the team. During discussions, there are clearly differences
in verbal effort. Some teachers are verbally more dominant than other
teachers. However, these differences in verbal input are accepted by the
team and team members even joke about it. The collaborative
processes in team 3 are largely comparable to those in team 2; but
some processes are different. Team members mostly build
constructively on each other’s input and ideas during group
discussions. Team members frequently ask each other positive-critical
questions and often ask each other for argumentation. Team members
also ground their own input with arguments during discussions. To a
large extent, processes in team 4 are similar to those in team 2; however
they differ in the following respect. During team meetings, little
regulation takes place. Team members do not discuss how interaction
is regulated, however, the regulation is accepted by the team. The
division of roles is sometimes concentrated around existing and fixed
roles and sometimes team members take on roles spontaneously, for
instance the role of time-keeper or the role of criticaster. Within the
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team, differences in verbal input during discussions are accepted.
Differences in the division of tasks, on the other hand, are often not
accepted. The team divides tasks equally among all team members.
Overall, observed joint enterprise in the teacher teams was
moderate. More specific, teams that show a (close to) moderate joint
enterprise are teams 1 (.46), 2 (.65), and 6 (.66). Collaborative
processes in team 1 can be characterized as follows. Most team
members are committed to the group topic; they show involvement in
the subject that is central during the discussion. Common ground with
regard to central concepts that are used in discussions is not always
based on agreement between all team members. The goals of the team
are sometimes shared but, at the same time, individual goals also exist.
During team meetings, goals are not explicitly communicated. Goals
stay implicit. The team develops knowledge together, e.g. a new
procedure for dealing with sick pupils. Sometimes, however, no new
knowledge is developed but team members only exchange knowledge,
for instance by sharing best practices. To a large extent, processes in
team 2 are similar to the processes in team 1; nonetheless, the following
differences were observed. Some of the time, a small part of the team is
less engaged with the central topic in the discussion. This mainly
depends on teacher’s disciplines and involvement in collective
responsibilities. Teachers’ shared understanding of concepts that are
central in discussions is not discussed and stays implicit, that is, shared
understanding is oftentimes assumed. Team goals are mostly shared
goals. Team members develop new knowledge. This knowledge or
knowledge products, however, are not always based on mutual
agreement among team members. Processes in team 6 are largely
similar to those in team 1; but some processes are different. All team
members are committed to the subject at hand during the discussion.
They are actively engaged in discussions. Possible differences in
understanding of central concepts between team members are not
discussed and stay implicit. Knowledge products that are developed in
the team are based on mutual agreement between team members. All
team members are involved in knowledge development.
The data imply that even within the same school context, teacher
teams can differ in the extent to which they can be characterized as a
community of practice. Also, between teacher teams with similar
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degrees of mutual engagement, shared repertoire, and joint enterprise,
the collaborative processes in the team can be (slightly) different.

Relation between diversity in team composition and degree of mutual
engagement, shared repertoire, and joint enterprise
The results in table 2 indicate that diversity in team composition has
consequences for the degree in which teams demonstrate mutual
engagement, shared repertoire, and joint enterprise. We will discuss the
most prominent results. One, positive as well as negative relations
between the community of practice dimensions and diversity attributes
were found. The relation between community degree and diversity in
tenure as well as occupational experience is negative. The relation
between community degree and diversity in educational level as well as
gender is positive. More specifically, the degree of mutual engagement,
shared repertoire, and joint enterprise is higher when there is less
diversity in tenure and less diversity in occupational experience of team
members. On the contrary, the degree of mutual engagement, shared
repertoire, and joint enterprise is higher when there is more diversity in
educational level and more diversity in gender.
Two, data show that the strong relations exist between the perceived
community of practice dimensions and the diversity attributes as well
as the observed community of practice dimensions and the diversity
attributes. With regard to the perceived community of practice
dimensions, especially mutual engagement and joint enterprise are
quite strongly related to diversity in educational level, tenure,
occupational experience, and diversity in gender. An exception is age,
which does not seem to be related to any dimension, perceived and
observed.
To conclude, the data seem to imply that higher mutual
engagement (ME), shared repertoire (SR), and joint enterprise (JE) go
together with a team composition that is characterized by diversity in
educational level as well as gender, and uniformity in tenure as well as
occupational experience.
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Table 2
Relation between diversity in team composition and the community of practice dimensions
(Spearman’s ρ)
Task-related diversity attributes

Relations-oriented
diversity attributes

Educational
level

Tenure

Occupational
experience

Gender

Age

Perceived
ME
SR
JE

.61
.47
.56

-.82
-.32
-.68

-.89
-.11
-.75

.79
-.18
.68

.11
.32
-.36

Observed
ME
SR
JE

.27
.58
.58

-.41
-.69
-.36

-.63
-.61
-.57

.81
.74
.50

-.45
-.32
.07

Conclusion and Discussion
The first research question that we posed was: To what degree do
teacher teams in a school for secondary education demonstrate mutual
engagement, shared repertoire, and joint enterprise? Overall we can
conclude that communities of practice do actually occur in a school for
secondary education. The teacher teams in our study generally
demonstrate modest degrees of mutual engagement, shared repertoire,
and joint enterprise.
We discuss the main findings.
Overall, teacher teams’ degree of mutual engagement, shared repertoire, and
joint enterprise is moderate. This study provides insights in the current
state of affairs with regard to the occurrence of communities of practice
in a school for secondary education. Within the setting of our study,
communities of practice do occur in the school, although to a moderate
extent. However, there are two exceptions to the overall moderate
ratings. Observed mutual engagement is the first exception. That is, the
teams on average showed a moderate to strong mutual engagement
when observed. This could be caused by the operationalisation of
mutual engagement in the observation instrument. It is possible that
the indicators concern fairly superficial behaviour and are less
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concerned with underlying feelings of belonging, being understood,
and being accepted. Another possible explanation for this finding could
be that during coordinated team activities, interaction between team
members is quite often directed at operational affairs. For instance,
teachers discussed how to organize the yearly excursion of the students.
Mostly, these discussions stayed on a superficial level and more
profound matters (e.g., vision, beliefs) are not often discussed. One
reason is that during coordinated team activities, teachers strived to
work efficiently and concluding on time. This could mean that because
of the rather superficial interactions, teams seem like cohesive social
entities on the surface. Perceived shared repertoire is the second
exception. That is, teams on average perceived this dimension as
limited while on average it is observed as moderate. A possible
explanation for this finding is that although outsiders can observe group
norms, not all team members are conscious of these norms.
Perceived and observed degree of mutual engagement, shared repertoire,
and joint enterprise differ from each other. The current study shows the
added value of bringing together two (methodological) perspectives on
community of practice: the team members’ own perceptions and the
observation of team members’ behaviour. The first perspective can be
viewed as ‘sense of community’ and the second perspective can be
viewed as ‘community behaviour’. A plausible explanation for the
difference between perceived and observed degree of community is that
‘sense of community’ refers to all collaboration between team
members, formal as well as informal, between all group members and
between subgroups of the team. ‘Community behaviour,’ on the other
hand, refers to a selection of formal collaborative activities. It could be
argued that it matters which type of collaboration (i.e., formal or
informal) is focused on. Heyl (1997) underlines the importance of
taking into account both formal and informal collegial interaction
between teachers. Informal collaboration and interaction between
teachers has the potential of relationship building and increasing trust
between teachers (see also Wenger et al., 2002). Furthermore, informal
collaboration or interaction can open up opportunities for teachers to
experiment, seek help, and discuss sensitive topics because teachers feel
less pressure to perform, less loss of face as well as less judging from
colleagues (Lima, 1998). It seems that both formal and informal
collaboration is worth studying.
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The second research question we posed was: to what degree is there a
relation between task-related and relations-oriented diversity in teacher
team composition and degree of mutual engagement, degree of shared
repertoire, and degree of joint enterprise? We can conclude that within
this study, team composition matters for the degree of mutual
engagement, shared repertoire, and joint enterprise. Also, it seems
relevant to distinguish between different types of diversity in the
educational context.
We discuss our main finding.
Team composition is a significant factor with regard to teacher teams’ degree
of community of practice. To date, school context has been largely absent
in studies about team diversity. In addition, team diversity has been
treated as a generic concept.
The diversity in our study was indeed a ‘double-edged sword’. In our
study, support for both diversity and uniformity was found. In the
school that was investigated, team diversity in educational level and
gender corresponded positively with degree of community. On the
other hand, team diversity in tenure and work experience related
negatively to degree of community. This might suggest that the teacher
teams should comprise of a mix of teachers with a bachelor’s and
master’s degree, a mix of males and females but also comprise of
teachers with the same amount of years of occupational experience as
well as experience at the school. The study confirms that in the current
school context there is added value in distinguishing between different
types of diversity.
Two aspects of our study limit its conclusions. The first aspect is the
generalizability of the findings. Since a small-scale study was employed,
the generalizability of our findings is rather limited. By carefully
selecting appropriate cases and making explicit our selection criteria,
we tried to clearly define the limits for generalizing the findings
(Eisenhardt, 1989). The second aspect is the snapshot measurement in
the current study. Degree of mutual engagement, shared repertoire,
and joint enterprise were measured at one moment in time. However,
teacher teams are dynamic and interaction patterns change. The same
holds for diversity in composition. Team composition is also subject to
change as teachers find other jobs, new teachers join the team or
teachers get ill.
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Although the notion of communities of practice is being embraced by a
range of occupational fields, it has also been critiqued in relation to the
school organization. James et al. (2007) and Li, Grimshaw, Nielsen,
Judd, Coyte, & Graham (2007) point out that by focusing on
community and practice, the community of practice notion underplays
the primary task. The primary task is the task that an organization must
perform to survive and is –according to James et al. (2007) vital to
team functioning. The danger of not focusing on the primary task is
that teams’ behaviour becomes directed at meeting the needs and
desires of its members instead of focusing on carrying out specific tasks
and assessing their effectiveness doing it (James & Connolly, 2000). In
the current study, joint enterprise was considered at a more local level
instead of a meta level. This way, the joint enterprise included the tasks
and goals for which the teacher teams are jointly responsible.
A second critical note comes from Yandell and Turvey (2005).
Their critique is focused on the process by which newcomers become
part of a community of practice, i.e., legitimate peripheral participation
(Lave & Wenger, 1991). Although the community of practice notion
considers newcomers to the community without experience (i.e.,
teachers from teacher education), it does not consider newcomers to
the community that do have experience (i.e., teachers from other
schools). In contrast to novice teachers, who gradually become part of a
community of practice, old-timers are expected to fully participate
immediately (Fuller, Hodkinson, Hodkinson, & Unwin, 2004). In the
current study, we dealt with this potential friction by focusing on
teams’ flexibility towards unequal participation in discussions as well as
team tasks.
Implications for theory include a more local interpretation of teams’
joint enterprise in research in the school context, so that the primary
task is not underplayed. Also, in addition to focussing on informal
structures, researchers could focus on formal school structures in
investigating communities of practice in the school.
The findings of this study could serve to encourage school leaders to
focus more on stimulating and sustaining communities of practice as
well as the organisation of teams in their school. The moderate degree
in which teacher teams in the school workplace demonstrate the
dimensions of communities of practice indicates that school leaders
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need to support efforts to stimulate mutual engagement, joint
enterprise and particularly shared repertoire. Areas of communitybuilding efforts that school leaders could focus on are determining
group goals, determining group norms, organizing group roles,
stimulating a critical reflective attitude, developing mutual trust,
promoting ownership, promoting perceived interdependence, and
stimulating a collective memory (Brouwer, Brekelmans, Nieuwenhuis,
& Simons, in press-a). School leaders can include the following aspects
in their support strategy. The first aspect is to investigate what
community-building efforts teacher teams already undertake. Even
without support, it is possible that on their own, teacher teams
undertake community-building efforts in different areas (Brouwer,
Brekelmans, Nieuwenhuis, & Simons, in press-b). For instance, teams
build trust by organising informal team activities outside work. The
second aspect is to build on community-building efforts that teacher
teams already undertake, in other words, to build on teams’
community-building repertoire. It is important to use a custom-made
approach to take the needs of each team into account. The third aspect
is to make existing community-building efforts more explicit with the
aim to discuss, evaluate, and share efforts. It is possible that a part of
community-building efforts that are undertaken are implicit (i.e., not
discussed and/or unintentional). The instruments that were used in this
study can be used by school leaders and teachers as self-audit tools to
monitor and evaluate the development of teams’ mutual engagement,
shared repertoire, and joint enterprise in their school.
The findings also highlight that school leaders who aim to sustain or
develop communities of practice in their school can benefit from taking
diversity considerations into account. This implies that team
composition should not only be focused on interdisciplinarity but
school leaders should also consider educational level, tenure,
occupational experience, and gender in the composition of teacher
teams. In addition to organising diverse teams, school leaders could
increase teachers’ joint responsibility for tasks and team performance as
a way to increase teams’ joint enterprise. These strategies call for
increased shared leadership, i.e., decisions are not made by a single
individual; rather, decisions emerge from collaborative dialogues
between many individuals, engaged in mutually dependent activities
(Scribner, Sawyer, Watson, & Meyers, 2007).
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Further research can enhance our understanding of the issues that were
raised in our research questions. Research focusing on longitudinal
measurements of the development of communities of practice in the
school workplace is recommended. This way, more insight can be
gained into the stability and development of teacher teams in terms of
mutual engagement, shared repertoire and joint enterprise. It would
also be valuable for studies to focus on arranging and implementing
principles to stimulate community building in schools. This would add
to our understanding of what additional activities could be successful in
increasing teacher teams’ degree of mutual engagement, shared
repertoire and joint enterprise. Lastly, future research is recommended
to focus on the relation between the degree of community of practice
dimensions and outcomes that are considered to be related (Vescio et
al., 2008; Stoll, McMahon, Wallace, & Thomas, 2006), i.e., teachers’
work satisfaction and efficacy or even students’ cognitive and affective
achievements. These lines of research could provide more in-depth
insights in the development and effectiveness of communities of
practice in secondary education.
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CHAPTER 4 • FOSTERING COMMUNITIES

Fostering community development: a
*
set of design principles
Summary
To deal with recent reforms and the accompanying complexity of work
in secondary education, ongoing collaboration between teachers has
become more important. A community of practice is seen as a
promising environment to support and embed collaboration into the
culture of the school. However, community theory for the design of
communities of practice seems underdeveloped. Therefore, this study
aims to formulate a set of design principles to foster the development of
communities of practice in secondary education. The set of design
principles is based on a review from literature as well as a best practice
case. The case study was used to validate design principles from
literature in the target context. The resulting design principles were
based on Context-Intervention-Mechanism-Outcome logic that takes
into account the context-dependency of interventions as well as the
mechanisms that help to understand how interventions produce certain
outcomes. Implications for practice relate to ownership and co-design
of the arrangement. The set of design principles provides a practical
basis for teachers as well as school managers aiming to facilitate
community-building in their school. Future research is recommended
to focus on testing the effectiveness of the arrangement in the target
context by means of a multiple case study.

*

Accepted for publication in adapted form as: Brouwer, P., Brekelmans, J.M.G., Nieuwenhuis,
A.F.M., & Simons, P.R.J. (in press). Fostering teacher community development: a review of
design principles and a case study of an innovative interdisciplinary team. Learning
Environments Research.
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Introduction
Internationally, schools for secondary education have seen themselves
confronted with reforms pertaining to changing curriculum
frameworks, new designs for teacher professional development and the
changing role of teachers (Darling-Hammond & McLaughlin, 1995).
More specifically, reforms that underlie an increase in collective action
between teachers include collective teaching, development of
comprehensive lesson material, coherence between subject areas, and
distributed decision making (Main & Bryer, 2005; Imants, Sleegers, &
Witziers, 2001). These reforms call for consultation and coordination
between teachers. Teachers need to share responsibility and authority
for decision-making about their common practices (Hord, 1986).
Therefore, to deal with recent reforms and the accompanying
complexity of work, ongoing collaboration between teachers has
become more important.
In recent years, teacher collaboration has received more attention
from scholars as teachers work in a less isolated manner nowadays
(Hargreaves & Dawe, 1990). An array of scholars and reformers has
called for the strengthening of collaboration between teachers by means
of promoting communities of teachers in schools (Levine & Marcus,
2010). One argument for promoting communities of teachers is that a
community is seen as a way to embed teacher collaboration into the
culture of the school (Vescio, Ross, & Adams, 2008). When it is part of
the culture of the school, collaboration is more than an occasional
exchange between teachers. Rather, collaboration becomes expected,
inclusive, genuine, and ongoing (Seashore, Anderson, & Riedel, 2003).
In other words, community contributes to a fundamental shift in the
way teachers approach their work (Vescio et al., 2008). This is
illustrated by a study by Bolam, McMahon, Stoll, Thomas, and
Wallace (2005), in which teachers reported an increase in collaboration
as they worked in communities. Another argument for promoting
communities is that claims from researchers that support the positive
effects of teacher collaboration in communities have been steadily
increasing. These claims are based on the premise that when teachers
collaborate with each other in communities, this has potential benefits
for teachers and students. Vescio et al. (2007) reviewed 11 studies
about the impact of communities on teaching practices and student
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learning. Also, Stoll, Bolam, McMahon, Wallace, & Thomas (2006)
reviewed 55 studies on the effectiveness of communities of teachers.
Their findings indicate that there is growing evidence that supports the
impact of communities on teachers’ professional development as well
as on student outcome achievements. These findings are supported by,
for instance, Jackson (2009), Skerrett (2010), Levine and Marcus
(2010), Little (2003), and Imants (2003). This evidence suggests that a
community is a promising environment in which ongoing collaboration
between teachers is stimulated.
Works by Lave and Wenger (Lave & Wenger, 1991; Wenger, 1998)
have developed the concept of communities of practice to describe sites
where people jointly construct, transform, conserve, and/or negotiate
the meanings of practices. Communities of practice are groups of
people who share a concern or a passion for something they do and
learn how to do it better as they regularly interact (Wenger, 1998). A
community of practice defines itself along three dimensions (Wenger,
1998). (a) Mutual engagement binds members of the community
together into a social entity. Mutual engagement creates relationships
among members; it connects them in ways that can become deeper
than more superficial similarities, such as personal features or social
categories. Being included in ‘what matters’ in a group is a requirement
for being engaged in a community’s practice. (b) Shared repertoire refers
to a shared set of communal resources such as routines, words, tools,
ways of doing things, stories, and concepts. The concepts, language
and tools embody the history of the community and its perspective on
the world. The repertoire of a community is a resource for the
negotiation of meaning. (c) Joint enterprise is the collectively developed
understanding of what the community is about. The joint enterprise is
the result of a collective process of continuous negotiation and among
participants it creates relations of mutual accountability that become an
integral part of the practice. In literature about communities, often the
spontaneous occurrence of communities of practice is emphasized. The
emergence of communities of practice, however, can also be facilitated
(Wenger, McDermott, & Snyder, 2002; Ropes, 2010). According to
Wenger et al. (2002), a carefully crafted design can drive the evolution
of communities. Facilitation seems relevant especially in the
educational domain, as the ‘contexts in which teachers generally work
are not conductive to the natural flourishing of communities’
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(Palincsar, Magnusson, Marano, Ford, & Brown, 1998, p. 17). In sum,
it seems that communities of practice in education can be developed by
being facilitated, or, in other words, designed.
A design approach is generally accompanied by the formulation of (a
set of) design principles. Design principles are a general template of
solutions for a broader design problem or need (van den Akker, 1999).
This knowledge can be used in designing solutions to field problems
(van den Akker, 1999) such as the development of teacher
communities. To ensure the quality of design principles, design
principles should be both field-tested and grounded (van Aken 2004,
2005). If a design principle is field-tested this means it is tested in its
intended field of application. This provides evidence of whether or not
the design principle gives the desired performance in the local context.
Establishing a good fit between the design and needs of the local
context can foster ownership on behalf of the users, thus increasing the
potential for the intervention to become implemented in the target
context (McKenney & van den Akker, 2005). If a design principle is
grounded, this means it is known why the intervention gives the desired
performance (van Aken, 2005). Van Aken (2004) indicates that the key
question is not so much whether the intervention works but what it is
about the intervention that makes it work. Why does an intervention
lead to a certain outcome in a specific context? The criteria of fieldtesting and grounding imply that it is relevant to take into account the
context-dependency of interventions as well as the mechanisms that
help to understand how interventions produce certain outcomes. A
conceptual framework for developing design principles and generating
design knowledge that takes both issues into account, is the CIMOlogic (Denyer, Tranfield, & van Aken, 2008). The CIMO-logic
originated from the domain of organisational and management design
and has been successfully used in the educational domain for instance
by Zitter (2010) and Ropes (2010). Design principles that are
formulated according to CIMO-logic indicate what to do, in which
situations, to produce what effect, and offer understanding of why this
happens (Denyer et al., 2008). CIMO-logic stands for problematic
Context, Intervention, Mechanism and Outcome. (a) Problematic
context constitutes surrounding (external and internal environment)
factors and the nature of the human actors that influence behavioural
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change (Denyer et al., 2008). (b) Interventions are purposeful measures
(products, processes or activities) that are formulated by the designer
or design team in order to solve a design problem or need (Denyer et
al., 2008; Midgley, 2000). (c) Mechanisms indicate why the
intervention produces a certain outcome. The mechanism is triggered
by the intervention in the context (Denyer et al., 2008) and is an
account of the cognitive processes (reasoning) actors use with regard to
their choice of response to the intervention and their ability (resources)
to put the intervention into practice (Pawson & Tilley, 1997; van Aken,
2005). Underlying conditions for the actions of actors are for instance
motivation, team culture, financial incentives and policy (Pawson &
Tilley, 1997). (d) Outcomes are the result of the interventions.
CIMO-logic determines that a design principle has the following
structure: ‘in this class of problematic contexts, use this intervention
type to invoke these mechanism(s), to deliver these outcome(s)’
(Denyer et al., 2008, p. 395). For example ‘If you have a project
assignment for a geographically distributed team (class of problematic
contexts), use a face-to-face kick-off meeting (intervention type) to
create an effective team (intended outcome) through the creation of
collective task insight and collective commitment (mechanism)’ (van
Aken 2007).
Considering the potential of community of practice as an environment
to stimulate ongoing collaboration between teachers, it is relevant to
investigate how communities of practice can be designed. However,
community theory for the design of communities of practice is
underdeveloped (Ropes, 2010). The aim of this study is to formulate a
set of design principles to foster the development of communities of
practice in secondary education. The arrangement of design principles
is informed by both theory and practice, that is, design principles from
literature as well as design principles that are already in use in the target
context have been used as a source. The framework of Wenger (1998)
is used to describe the intended outcome. The quality criteria of testing
and grounding of design principles have implications with regard to the
formulation of the design principles. First, design principles should be
formulated according to CIMO-logic. The causal relation between the
intervention and outcome in the context is (potentially) more plausible
when all CIMO components are described. This resulted in two
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research questions: (1) Which design principles can be derived from
literature? and (2) To what degree are design principles from literature
formulated according to CIMO-logic? Second, the design principles
should be adapted to the target context in order to increase the
potential for implementation. More specifically, general design
principles need to be translated to the context of application. This
resulted in a third and fourth research question: (3) Which design
principles from literature are relevant to the target context? and (4)
Which design principles are already in use in the target context?
Together, preceding four questions will answer our fifth and final
research question: (5) What are characteristics of an arrangement to
foster the development of a community of practice in secondary
education?

Method
Literature search
A literature search was performed to answer the first two research
questions. The goal of the literature search was to identify empirically
tested design principles for fostering community development. To
focus on the educational context, the database of the Education
Resources Information Centre (ERIC) was searched using eight
queries,1 combining words referring to ‘design principles’ with words
referring to ‘communities’ and ‘community development of groups’.
Using a snowball method (i.e., references in articles), other sources
such as Google Scholar were used as well. A first selection of articles
was based on their abstracts. The second step involved a screening of
the complete article. The following criteria were used for the selection
of articles. (1) We looked for principles, guidelines and strategies that
could be designed. Articles that focused on contextual variables,
1

(1) ((design and principle*)) and ((communit* and building) or communit* or group or team or
collaborat* or learning)), (2) (designing) and ((communit* and building) or communit* or group
or team or collaborat* or learning)), (3) (design) and ((professional and communit*) or cscl), (4)
(moderat* and communit*), (5) (facilitating and communit* and building), (6) (professional and
communit* and workplace), (7) (effective* and work) and (group or team*), (8) (effective* and
group and dynamics).
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prerequisite variables and community characteristics were left out. (2)
As there are many interpretations of the concept ‘community’, articles
that focused on geographical communities and communities at meso
(e.g. school-wide community) and macro level (e.g., national subject
community English) were left out as they differ from the local concept
of community as used in the current study. A total of 28 studies
provided the basis of further analysis.
The studies were summarised. For each study the problematic
Context, Intervention(s), Mechanism(s) and Outcome (CIMO-logic)
was described in a table. Next, problematic contexts were clustered
into problematic context types, based on context (e.g., education) and
actors (e.g. teachers). Interventions were clustered into intervention
types based on corresponding content. For instance, interventions
‘determine common goals’, ‘formulate shared goals’ and ‘formulate
goals’ were clustered into ‘determine shared goals’. Outcomes were
clustered into outcome types based on group and group process. For
instance, ‘community of learners’ and ‘learning community’ were
clustered into ‘community of learners’. The table of design principles
was categorised according to type of problematic context.
Subsequently, each design principle in the table was scored, indicating
whether it was formulated according to CIMO-logic. Design principles
of which Problematic context, Intervention, Mechanism and Outcome
were described were scored with a ‘+’. Design principles of which one
or more descriptions of the CIMO components were missing were
scored with a ‘-’. To check the completeness of the table with design
principles from literature (in other words, does the table cover all
intervention types that might be relevant) a focus group interview was
held with experts from the educational research field who discussed
about principles to foster community development in the context of
secondary education.

Case study
To answer the third and fourth research question a case study was
conducted. Participant selection was based on theoretical sampling
(Eisenhardt, 1989). We aimed for a participant that reflected the
characteristics as identified in the introduction, i.e., the opportunity for
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ongoing collaboration. The criterion was interdependence between
teachers, based on the assumption that ongoing collaboration requires
interdependence (Little, 1990; Imants, 2003; Main & Bryer, 2005).
That is, in the case of interdependence, two or more teachers have
indirect control over outcomes, depending on their actions and the
actions of other team members (Weick, 1979). As a result, teachers
have to collaborate with each other on an ongoing basis. This resulted
in the choice of a school for secondary education which satisfied the
criterion of interdependence. Within the school, a best practice team
was chosen based on school management’s perception of ‘most
collaborative team’. This resulted in the choice of the team which
served as a best practice case.
In the analysis, intervention types from literature were categorised
according to relevance to the target context. The selection criterion was
manipulation of the intervention type in the local context. This was
based on a retrospective interview with the team leader, which focussed
on the local problematic context. Subjects in the interview included
team composition, team autonomy, and team goals. Subsequently,
intervention types that were possible to manipulate were scored with a
‘+’. Intervention types that were not possible to manipulate were
scored with a ‘-’.
Retrospective interviews were held to uncover design principles as
already in use in the target context. The assumption was that design
principles which are in use in a best practice case can be viewed as
successful. Participants were five team members of the best practice
team. Each participant was interviewed separately. To obtain a
comprehensive picture of the collaborative processes in the team, an
array of different group member perspectives was chosen by selecting
teachers with different team roles. The assumption was that teachers in
different roles could be aware of different aspects of collaboration.
Hence a team leader, a curriculum designer, a mentor, a relative
inexperienced teacher, and a relative experienced teacher were
interviewed. The interview began with an open question about the
characteristics of the collaboration in the team. Next, participants were
asked about strategies that were used or had been used in the team to
bring about the collaboration. The resulting intervention types from the
third research question were used as guiding themes in the interview.
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During data collection, the researcher remained a non-obtrusive role.
Each interview was recorded.
Transcriptions were analysed with Atlas.ti. To analyse which
interventions were used in the best practice case, interview data were
categorised (event sampling) bottom-up by describing interventions
that were mentioned and clustering corresponding interventions. Data
was validated by selecting interventions that were mentioned by two or
more team members independently. Furthermore, results from the
interviews were reported and discussed with the team leader. The team
leader indicated the degree in which he recognized the description that
was given in the report with regard to interventions that were used.

Setting
The setting of the study was an innovative school for secondary
education. The school was innovative because of its interdisciplinary
team structure and thematic curriculum development (integration of
different subjects into thematic assignments). Located in a large city in
the Netherlands, the school was established in 2002. During this study
in the school year 2008/09 the school had 72 teachers and 700
students. The educational vision of the school was based on the
philosopher Montaigne. Central concepts in this vision were studentcentered, student autonomy, differentiation, collaboration and thematic
work. With regard to the teacher population, 57 % of teachers were
male and 43 % female. Most teachers had a Bachelor’s degree (79 %)
versus 21 % with a Master’s degree. The average occupational
experience of teachers was 9 years and average tenure was 3 years.
Teachers’ average age was 39 years.
The best practice case was a team that consisted of fourteen
teachers from different subject areas. The team was highly self-directive
and responsible for approximately 100 students from one grade-level.
The team operated in its own learning domain: an open,
multifunctional space where students worked mainly in groups. In the
learning domains, students were educated by means of team teaching.
Team teaching is a type of education in which multiple teachers work
together while providing and organising education. Consistent with the
school’s philosophy that teachers needed to be present and accessible
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for colleagues and others (e.g., parents), the team had its own team
room. In this team room there were facilities to prepare lessons, correct
assignments, etc. The team leader had a private office close to the
learning domain. Team composition and team leadership were
determined by school management. The team leader role was a middle
management function that required additional responsibilities such as
performance interviews. The whole team met twice a week. On
Tuesday afternoons, the team held meetings in which they discuss
students and the organisation of the teaching. This meeting was chaired
by the team leader. On Thursday afternoons the team met to develop
thematic lesson material. These meetings were chaired by a member of
the team who was trained in developing and arranging lesson material.
The average age of teachers was 40.6 years. Teachers’ average work
experience was 9.8 years and 70 % of team members were male. Since
the establishment of the school in 2002, there was little turnover in the
team.

Results
Design principles from the literature
The first research question was: What design principles can be
extracted from literature? As shown in the appendix, the analysis of the
studies resulted in 6 problematic context types (for instance teachers in
education, teams in organisations), 31 intervention types (for instance
determine shared goals, organise roles) and 10 outcome types (for
instance community of practice, professional learning community).
Mechanism descriptions were cited directly from the studies. The table
in the appendix 1 is arranged according to problematic context type.
We will highlight some prominent results. First, design principles from
literature are based on various theoretical perspectives such as
computer supported collaborative learning (Kreijns, Kirschner, &
Jochems, 2003), workplace learning (Collis & Margaryan, 2005), group
dynamics (Kain, 1998), and community building (Wilson, LudwigHardman, Thornam, & Dunlap, 2004). Second, the composition of the
arrangement of design principles in each study differs. Although there
is overlap between design principles, most studies report a different
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combination of intervention types. Most occuring intervention types
are ‘stimulate reflection’, ‘develop shared goals’ and ‘stimulate a
diversity of expertise’.
The second research question was: To what degree are design
principles from literature formulated according to CIMO-logic? We
will highlight the most prominent results (appendix). First, results show
that of the 122 design principles that were extracted from literature, 50
miss a description of one or more CIMO components. In all 50 cases, a
description of the mechanism is missing. Seventy-two of the 122 design
principles contain a description of all CIMO components. Second, the
empirical basis of the design principles in the majority of studies was
not specified. As a result, the plausibility of the causal relation between
intervention and outcome in the problematic context is questionable.
Furthermore, it stands out that most of the Interventions, Mechanisms
and Outcomes that are formulated in rather abstract terms. Some of
the mechanism descriptions consist of one word or concept, for
instance ‘interaction’ or ‘sociability’. Mechanisms at this high level
provide an explanation of what orchestrating behaviour or activity is
needed to produce an outcome in an abstract form (Pajunen, 2008).
Two examples of design principles formulated at abstract level are the
following: (a) Problematic context: teachers in education. Intervention
type: determine shared goals. Mechanism: sociability. Outcome type:
community of practice. (b) Problematic context: teachers in education.
Intervention type: stimulating a diversity of expertise. Mechanism:
value of different perspectives. Outcome type: professional learning
community. Only a small number of the mechanisms are described in
more concrete terms. The lower level combination of component parts
(actors and their activities) explains exactly how the mechanism as a
whole was activated and the outcome produced in that particular case
(Pajunen, 2008). Two examples of design principles formulated at a
more concrete level are the following: (a) Problematic context:
workplace learners in organisations. Intervention type: determine
shared goals. Mechanism: when members share goals, there is a greater
desire to participate in activities and to contribute to the group’s goal.
Outcome type: bounded learning community. (b) Problematic context:
teachers in education. Intervention type: stimulating a diversity of
expertise. Mechanism: novices can learn through collaboration with
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others and by working alongside more experienced members. Outcome
type: community of practice.
In sum, the literature research served as a source for the
arrangement of the set of design principles aimed at fostering
community development. In most cases, however, it remains unclear,
to what degree the design principles have been empirically tested. Also,
a substantial number of the design principles from literature are not
formulated according to CIMO-logic and do not contain a description
of a mechanism. In cases where the mechanism is described, however,
it is fairly abstract.

Design principles from the target context
The third research question was: Which design principles from
literature are relevant to the target context? The analysis resulted in 24
relevant intervention types (listed in Table 1). As this study’s
arrangement aims at community development of existing teacher
teams, some elements are not designable in the local context. That is,
teachers and/or administrators are not able to manipulate or control
these design principles. As a result, intervention types related to the
content and authenticity of tasks as well as group size and group
composition were considered not relevant with regard to the target
context. These types of intervention would be more suitable in a formal
training context. An existing interdisciplinary teacher team has mostly
authentic tasks. Furthermore, intervention types that are related to
group characteristics (group size as well as group composition) were
left out of the arrangement. Existing interdisciplinary teacher teams
have hardly any possibility of changing the composition of their group
as it is already composed and functioning.
The fourth research question was: Which design principles are
already in use in the target context? Ten of the intervention types from
the literature search were actually used in the best practice case (Table
1). Hence, analysis of the case resulted in the validation of these
intervention types. Examples of intervention types in use in the best
practice case are the following: (a) group goals are determined during
formal group meetings, (b) natural development of group norms, (c)
after a conflict, existing norms are discussed during a team meeting, (d)
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team members ask each other for feedback, (e) team members organize
social events after work hours. Given how intervention types from
literature relate to interventions already in place in the local setting, two
observations can be made. Interventions from the case study are
formulated by the teachers on a more concrete than the intervention
types from literature. The interventions from the case study can be
viewed as concrete operationalisations of the intervention types from
literature. For instance, an intervention type from literature is
‘determine shared goals’ and an intervention type from the best
practice case is ‘goals are determined during formal group meetings’.
Furthermore, the question arises as to what extent the interventions
from the case study are in fact interventions; defined as purposeful
measures or actions by an agent? Two interventions seem to hold no
purposeful measures by an agent. These are ‘natural development of
group norms’ and ‘natural development of role division’.
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Table 1.
Intervention types from literature, relevance to and use in target context
Intervention types from literature

Determine shared goals
Determine a shared vision
Map individual goals
Develop norms/rules of conduct
Develop guidelines for dealing with conflict
Develop guidelines for dealing with decision-making
Make agreements on non-functional behaviour
Organise roles
Organise leadership roles
Share leadership
Stimulate reflection
Stimulate peer-feedback
Stimulate evaluation
Develop trust
Enable a positive/safe atmosphere
Promote collaboration
Support community building
Support social/non-task interaction
Provide authentic tasks/problems
Provide ill-structured/complex tasks/problems
Formulate relevant themes/problems
Develop ownership
Promote individual accountability
Promote interdependence
Promote shared responsibility
Provide ICT tools that support communication
Provide ICT tools that support the group
Consider group size
Stimulate a diversity of expertise
Involve boundary relations
Set clear boundaries

Relevant to
target context

In use in
target
context

yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
-

yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
-

In sum, the case study was used to validate relevant intervention types
from the literature search. In addition, two extra intervention types
were added to the arrangement: promote interdependence, and provide
ICT tools to support communication. Although intervention type
‘promote interdependence’ was not validated in the case study, this
principle was included in the arrangement. Interdependence is viewed
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as a prerequisite for collaboration between teachers (Imants, 2003;
Little, 1990). Therefore, it seems relevant to increase group members’
conscience of their mutual interdependence. The same applies to
intervention type ‘provide ICT tools to support communication’.
Although this was not viewed as a context-relevant intervention type,
the outcome was considered valuable as there is increasing evidence of
the positive effects of computer support on community building.
Furthermore, the case provided concrete interventions in the language
of the local context. The results were used to translate the generic
design principles to the context of application in the arrangement. The
resulting intervention types were used as a basis for the development of
the arrangement.

Arrangement for fostering teacher community development
The fifth research question was: What are characteristics of an
arrangement to foster the development of a community of practice in
secondary education? The arrangement contains 8 design principles.
Problematic context, Intervention, Mechanism as well as Outcome are
formulated on a concrete level. The second and third design principles
in the arrangement consist of multiple interventions. The outcome of
the first intervention is conditional on the second intervention in both
cases. The design principles within the arrangement are a set and
expected to have a joint effect on teacher community development.
The interventions are interrelated and potentially strengthen each other
(Kali, Levin-Peled, & Dori, 2009). We used CIMO-logic to describe
the arrangement on two levels to underline the holistic character of the
arrangement. The first level describes the effect of the individual
interventions (table 2). The second level describes the joint effect of the
set of interventions as expected.
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Table 2.
Arrangement for fostering the development of teacher communities in secondary education
Intervention

Mechanism

1

Discuss and
align group
and
individual
goals.

Since all group members are involved in
discussion about group goals, every group
member feels heard and feels their opinion is
valued. The inventory of each group member’s
contribution means that differences between
individual and group goals become explicit.
Group members gain a broader perspective on
group goals by being exposed to input from
colleagues with different backgrounds. Group
members reach increased consensus about the
group’s shared goals.

The group has
established a
set of shared
goals to which
the group
members are
committed.

2

Discuss
group norms
for
interaction.

Since all group members are involved in
discussion about group norms, every group
member feels heard and feels their opinion is
valued. The inventory of each group member’s
contribution means existing and desired group
norms become explicit. Group members gain a
broader perspective on group norms by being
exposed to input from colleagues with different
backgrounds. Group members reach increased
consensus about a shared set of group norms.

The group has
established a
shared set of
group norms
to which the
group
members are
committed.

Evaluate
group norms
for
interaction.

Through regular evaluation of group norms,
the group norms stay on the group’s agenda.
Group members become shepherd of the group
norms and feel increasingly responsible for
compliance with the group norms.

The group
behaves and/or
intends to
behave
according to
the established
set of group
norms.

Map existing
group roles.

Mapping of the current division of group roles
in the group makes existing group roles explicit.
Group members become aware of their role
within the group, as perceived by themselves
and as perceived by their group members.

The group has
established an
overview of the
current role
division.

3
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Intervention

Mechanism

Expected outcome

Discuss
effective
group roles.

Since all group members are involved in
discussion about group norms, every group
member feels heard and feels their opinion is
valued. By discussing the group roles from a
group perspective, group members gain
awareness about the value of complementary
roles. Group members reach increased
consensus about effective group roles.

The group has
established an
effective role
division and
are committed
to the role
division.

4

Promote the
use of
critical
questions,
arguments
and
reasoning
during
discussions.

By questioning existing assumptions, values
and perspectives during discussions, group
members become increasingly critical of their
own practice. Group members encourage each
other to be critical of their practice.

The group has
obtained a
critical
reflective
attitude (van
Woerkom
2001).

5

Promote
private and
informal
interaction
between
group
members
(Wenger et
al., 2002).

By having interaction with other group
members that is not task-related, group
members get to know each other better on a
personal level. Group members gain insight
into each other’s personal motives.

The group has
established
mutual trust.

6

Promote
decision
freedom for
task content
and
execution.

By providing group members with decision
freedom, group members feel valued and
trusted with their tasks. Group members feel
increasingly involved with and committed to
their tasks.

The group has
established
ownership
(responsibility
and
accountability)
with regard to
their tasks.

7

Discuss
perceived
interdepende
nce between
group
members.

Since all group members are involved in
discussion about interdependence, every group
member feels heard and feels their opinion is
valued. The inventory of each group member’s
contribution means interdependence between
group members becomes explicit. Group
members become increasingly aware of their
mutual dependence with regard to the
performance of tasks.

The group
perceives
interdependen
ce between
group
members.
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8

Intervention

Mechanism

Expected outcome

Promote the
use of an
online group
document
library.

Storage and structuring of group documents
online mean documents become accessible and
retrievable for all group members. Group
products, decisions and procedures become
more tangible. Daily practice becomes
documented. This creates a collective memory.

The group has
a knowledge
repository as a
collective
memory.

The expected joint effect of interventions to foster the development of
teacher communities in secondary education can be described as
follows. Problematic context: there is a need for teacher collaboration
to cope with innovations in secondary education. Interventions:
establish shared goals, shared group norms, effective role division,
critical reflective attitude, mutual trust, task ownership, perceived
interdependence as well as a collective memory. Mechanism: the set of
interventions evoke ‘sharedness’ (Mathieu, Heffner, Goodwin, Salas, &
Cannon-Bowers, 2000). This sharedness is aimed at continuous
coordination and negotiation between team members with respect to
defining central processes in the team (Akkerman, van den Bossche,
Admiraal, Gijselaers, Segers, & Simons, 2007). These central processes
involve mutual engagement, shared repertoire, and joint enterprise.
Outcome: community development of teacher teams. This implies a
group of teachers who share a concern or a passion for something they
do and learn how to do it better as they regularly interact, with a degree
of mutual engagement, shared repertoire, and joint enterprise (Wenger,
1998).

Conclusions and discussion
In the current study, CIMO-logic was used as a conceptual framework
for the development of design principles that were based on theory as
well as practice. Specific attention was paid to the mechanism
component as the mechanism is central to the plausibility of a design
principle. This is in line with van Aken (2004), who indicates that
design-based research studies show increased interest in the
mechanisms behind the interventions. Also Mahoney (2003, p. 1)

88

CHAPTER 4 • FOSTERING COMMUNITIES

indicates that ‘the study of causal mechanisms should constitute a
central part of causal inference in the social sciences’. There seems,
however, to be no agreement in the social sciences about the defining
criteria of mechanisms (Pajunen, 2007; Mahoney, 2003) and that ‘a
good deal of confusion currently surrounds the precise meaning of
causal mechanism’ (Mahoney, 2003, p 3).
Three aspects of the study limit its conclusions. First, the literature
search was focused on the educational domain because this constituted
the target context. Focusing, however, may have limited the number of
design principles from other relevant domains such as organisational
science. Second, the case study that was conducted to validate the
design principles was based on a single case which is rather small.
However, the case was carefully chosen based on theoretical sampling.
Furthermore, participant selection criteria were made explicit to clearly
define the limits of generelisability to other contexts. Third, the validity
of the results of the best practice case was addressed by only selecting
those interventions that were mentioned by two or more teachers
independently during the retrospective interviews. In addition, the
results were discussed with the team leader. However, participants were
limited.
The study has practical implications. The set of design principles
provides a practical basis for teachers and school managers (school
leaders and team leaders) aiming to facilitate community building in
their school. Based on the arrangement, teachers and school managers
can take further steps to improve or sustain communities of practice in
their school by adapting the interventions to their local needs. Two
questions that seem relevant nonetheless concern the ownership of the
arrangement of design principles. The first question is: design with
users or design for users? According to Lee (2006), users can have a
variety of roles, ranging from imagined user or representative to active
client. Designers’ roles can also vary from master and authority to
craftsman and builder. Depending on the type of interaction between
designer and user, arrangements can vary in degrees of designer-driven
and user-driven. Generally, design with participation between designer
and user is seen as a way to improve the designer-user relationship, a
way to inspire designers and a way to make arrangements usable and
desirable for users (Lee, 2006; McKenney & van den Akker, 2005).
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Establishing partnerships with local participants and collaborating with
them on the design is a central tenet of educational design research
(Tabak, 2004). By intensifying the designer-practitioner interaction,
the designer gets a better understanding of field problems, their
possible solutions, the needs of practitioners and the complexity of
effective communication with practitioners (van Aken, 2005). Design
participation can be used as a strategy to localise an arrangement. The
second question is: who is responsible for the implementation of the
interventions? When users are able to implement design principles
themselves, this has a positive impact on the ecological validity of the
arrangement as it represents the context in its natural setting. In most
schools, the natural setting in which teachers work does not contain an
implementer or change agent. These are roles that users could fulfil
when properly instructed or incorporated in the arrangement.
This study opens up a number of avenues for future research. As the
developed arrangement is yet untested, future studies could be aimed
at investigating interventions and mechanisms in a real-life context.
Using a design-based perspective, research could be aimed at
implementing and testing the set of design principles in multiple design
rounds. The aim should be to validate the arrangement by
systematically testing its effectiveness within the context of its intended
use (van Aken, 2004), for instance by using a multiple case study
methodology (Andriessen, 2007). Validating the arrangement should
take place in close collaboration with practice (McKenney, 2006;
Volman; 2006). Furthermore, future studies could be aimed at
investigating the community development of teacher teams in
secondary education and community-building efforts that teacher
teams themselves undertake. It is recommended to focus on
longitudinal measures of community development. This could enable
more insight into developmental stages of communities of practice in
secondary education and their specific needs with regard to
community-building. Issues of validity and reliability of interview data
could be addressed by determining agreement between multiple coders
as well as gather observational data in addition to teachers’ self-reports.
Lastly, further research is needed to shed more light on the concept of
mechanisms in relation to CIMO-logic. This would further improve the
quality of design principles as design knowledge.
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Problematic Context Type

Education (teachers): teacher community
participation is needed to cope with innovative
change processes

Education (teachers): new professional
development models are needed that foster a
culture of sharing and sustained support

Education (teachers): long-term professional
development is needed for lasting instructional
improvement

Education (teachers): well-designed team work
supports improvement of practice

Education (teachers): improvement of practice
calls for continuing professional development.

Education (teachers): to impact on teacher
practice and student learning, professional
development has to be sustained

Source

Andrews and Lewis (2002)

Barab et al. (2001)

Brettschneider and Mather
(2005)

Conley et al. (2004)

Hanraets et al. (2006)

Henderson (2007)

Design principles from literature search

Appendix

Determine shared goals
Develop norms/rules of conduct
Develop trust
Formulate relevant themes/problems
Involve boundary relations
Stimulate reflection
Promote collaboration
Support community building

Stimulate a diversity of expertise

Stimulate reflection
Stimulate a diversity of expertise
Involve boundary relations
Make agreements on non-functional
behaviour
Provide ICT tools that support
communication
Consider group size

Determine a shared vision
Develop trust
Stimulate a diversity of expertise
Determine shared goals
Organise roles
Promote collaboration
Determine shared goals

Intervention Type

Reduced communication time and
effort
Enhancing the amount of knowledge
and skill applied to the teaching
process
Enhancing the amount of knowledge
and skill applied to the teaching
process

Brings value of different perspectives
Sociability
Ownership
Sociability
Promotes social interaction among
teachers

Mechanism

Community of
practice

Community of
practice

Effective
teacher team

Community of
learners

Community of
practice

Professional
learning
community

Outcome Type

-

+

+

+

-

+
+
+
+
+

CIMOlogic

Problematic Context Type

Education (teachers): Teaming as organisational
convenience does not show their added value

Education (teachers): professional development
is needed to cope with new demands of ICT
integration and sustainability

Education (teachers): teachers are deprived of
collegial and intellectual support

Source

Kain (1998)

MacDonald (2008)

Palincsar et al. (1998)

Determine shared goals
Determine a shared vision
Stimulate reflection
Develop trust
Promote interdependence
Stimulate a diversity of expertise

Stimulate a diversity of expertise

Develop ownership
Provide ICT tools that support
communication
Consider group size

Develop trust

Involve boundary relations

Stimulate reflection

Develop guidelines for dealing with
conflict
Organize leadership roles

Develop norms/rules of conduct

Support social/non-task interaction
Map individual goals

Intervention Type

Diversity provides a reason for
interaction

Enables teachers to share their
experiences with others
Teachers develop interpersonal
relationships
Novices can learn through
collaboration with others and by
working alongside more experienced
teachers

Stimulates the team to hold to its
purpose, establish and enforce
productive norms, conduct the
boundary business of the team
Teachers become inquirers of their
practice
Teams focus outwards and use
outsider’s input
Teachers become honest and
comfortable with each other

Teachers work together to
accomplish something beyond
individual end-products
Establishes a social structure that
supports the work the team have set
out to do and how they do it

Mechanism

Community of
practice

Community of
practice

Effective
teacher team

Outcome Type

+

+

+

+

+

+

+

+

-

+

+

CIMOlogic

Problematic Context Type

Education (teachers): there is a need to establish
team structures that enable teachers to
contribute to school changes

Education (students): small learning groups
nurture skills that enable students to enter the
workforce well-prepared

Education (students): to teach students to
collaborate, computers are a valuable context
for social interaction

Source

SREB (1994)

Benson et al. (2001)

Gros (2001)

Stimulate peer-feedback
Provide ill-structured/complex
tasks/problems

Organise roles

Stimulate evaluation

Stimulate peer-feedback

Stimulate reflection

Share leadership

Develop guidelines for dealing with
conflict
Develop guidelines for dealing with
decision-making
Organise roles

Determine shared goals
Develop guidelines for dealing with
conflict
Develop guidelines for dealing with
decision making
Organise leadership roles
Stimulate reflection
Develop trust
Support community building
Stimulate a diversity of expertise
Determine shared goals

Intervention Type

-

-

+

+

+

+

+

Positive and productive behaviours
become reinforced and action can be
taken to deal with less effective roles
Decision-making becomes flexible
and conflicts are managed
constructively
Group members can advance to a
higher level of performance
Group members can advance to a
higher level of performance
Group members can advance to a
higher level of performance

-

+

-

-

CIMOlogic

+

Computersupported
collaborative
learning

Small group
learning

Effective
teacher team

Outcome Type

Consensus

All students become responsible and
accountable for achieving goals

Mechanism

Problematic Context Type

Education (students): collaborative games make
it possible to design environments that promote
higher-order cognitive skills

Education (students): attention to collaborative
learning and working is needed to develop future
job skills

Education (students): to enhance learning
processes, environments are needed that support
collaboration

Education (students): it is important to strive for
integration of individual and social dimensions
in new learning environments

Education (students): CSCL environments need
social interaction for deep learning and
information retention

Source

Hamalainen et al. (2006)

Hamalainen (2008)

Janssen et al. (2007)

Korhonen (2001)

Kreijns et al. (2003)

Stimulate evaluation
Enable a positive/safe atmosphere
Promote individual accountability
Promote interdependence
Map individual goals
Develop norms/rules of conduct
Organise roles
Stimulate reflection
Promote collaboration
Provide authentic tasks/problems
Develop norms/rules of conduct
Promote collaboration
Support social/non-task interaction
Provide authentic tasks/problems
Provide ill-structured/complex
tasks/problems
Promote individual accountability
Promote interdependence
Consider group size
Stimulate a diversity of expertise
Social interaction
Social interaction
Social interaction
Social interaction

Social interaction
Social interaction
Social interaction
Social interaction
Social interaction

Participation
Participation
Participation
Participation

Collaboration

Rich interaction
Rich interaction
Rich interaction

Promote individual accountability
Promote shared responsibility
Provide ICT tools that support
communication
Consider group size
Stimulate a diversity of expertise
Determine shared goals
Develop norms/rules of conduct
Stimulate reflection
Provide authentic tasks/problems

Mechanism

Intervention Type

Computersupported
collaborative
learning

Collaborative
learning
network

Computersupported
collaborative
learning
Computersupported
collaborative
learning
Computersupported
collaborative
learning

Outcome Type

+
+
+
+

+
+
+
+
+
+
+
+
+

+

+
+
+

-

CIMOlogic

Problematic Context Type

Education (students): students and teachers
need to engage collaboratively in knowledgebuilding and problem-solving

Education (students): computer-supported
collaborative learning needs both technological
and pedagogical principles

Education (students): guidelines are needed to
determine a learning environment’s design

Education (students): many instructors are
unaware of strategies and processes to build
viable learning teams

Organisation (teamwork): teams need to meet
client standards of acceptable performance

Source

Leinonen et al. (2001)

Rubens et al. (2005)

Strijbos et al. (2004)

Wang et al. 2001)

Wageman et al. (2005)

Promote interdependence

Provide authentic tasks/problems

Organise leadership roles

Develop norms/rules of conduct

Provide ill-structured/complex
tasks/problems
Provide ICT tools that support the
group
Consider group size
Stimulate reflection
Provide authentic tasks/problems
Provide ill-structured/complex
tasks/problems
Determine shared goals

Support community building

Provide ICT tools that support
communication

Intervention Type

Engages the full range of members'
talents
Norms promote continuous scanning
of the performance situation and
proactive planning of group
performance strategies, they specify
those behaviours that are out of
bounds for the team
Coaches can help teams take the best
possible advantage of their
performance circumstances
Well-designed group tasks foster
high, task-focused effort by team
members
A common purpose produces a

Members become energised, oriented
towards their main purpose

Interaction

Interaction

Interaction

Supports extended and sustained
working with shared ideas and
knowledge objects
Means to interact socially and engage
in social bonding
Students develop a sense of
community and belonging

Mechanism

Effective work
team

Computersupported
collaborative
learning

Computersupported
collaborative
learning
Computersupported
collaborative
learning

Computersupported
collaborative
learning

Outcome Type

+

+

+

+

+

+

+
-

+

+

+

+

CIMOlogic

Problematic Context Type

Organisation (workplace learners): to integrate
formal learning with work responsibilities,
redesign of courses is needed

Organisation (workplace learners): with rapid
changes in today's workplace, workers need to
adapt to new skills, processes and knowledge

Organisation (workplace learners): synchronous
learning environments have potential when they
facilitate learning beyond content-learner
interaction

Organisation (workplace learners): courses are
richer and more authentic learning

Source

Collis and Margaryan
(2005)

De Laat (2006)

Moller (1998)

Wilson et al. (2004)

Determine shared goals

Provide ICT tools that support the
group

Provide ill-structured/complex
tasks/problems

Provide authentic tasks/problems

Promote collaboration
Provide authentic tasks/problems
Provide ICT tools that support the
group
Develop norms/rules of conduct
Organise roles
Stimulate reflection
Develop trust
Support community building
Support social/non-task interaction
Formulate relevant themes/problems
Develop ownership
Determine shared goals

Set clear boundaries

Stimulate a diversity of expertise

Consider group size

Intervention Type

Learners are prompted to share ideas
and information toward finding a
solution as their common goal
Allow learners to explore relevant
situations beyond the presented
content
Allow learners to explore relevant
situations beyond the presented
content
Learners can connect with previously
identified content experts and other
resources
When learners share goals there is a
greater desire to participate in

potentially assessable outcome for
which members bear collective
responsibility
Right size and ideal member mix
bring different perspectives and skills
Right size and ideal member mix
bring different perspectives and skills
Boundaries reliably distinguish
members from non-members

Mechanism

Bounded
learning

Community of
learners

Community of
practice

Workplace
learning

Outcome Type

+

+

+

+

+

-

+

+

+

CIMOlogic

Organisation (small groups): groups need to be
sensitive and responsive to their function and
dynamic need

Organisations (workers): communities are the
foundation of an organisation's ability to know
and learn

Wenger et al. (2002)

environments when learning communities are
encouraged and supported

Problematic Context Type

Murk (1994)

Source

Provide ICT tools that support
communication
Involve boundary relations
Make agreements on non-functional
behaviour
Organise roles
Share leadership
Support social/non-task interaction

Promote collaboration
Provide authentic tasks/problems

Enable a positive/safe atmosphere

Organise roles
Share leadership
Stimulate peer-feedback

Develop norms/rules of conduct

Intervention Type

Relationship building

Knowledge-building

activities and to contribute to the
group’s goals
Ensure a safe and respectful
environment
Stronger forms of collaboration
Stronger forms of collaboration
Respectful and full inclusion of all
learners
Foster the development of trust and
respect among the learners
Strong forms of collaboration
Learners become sympathetic to the
ideas around which the group is
based
Stronger forms of collaboration

Mechanism

Community of
practice

Effective work
team

community

Outcome Type

+

+
-

+

+
+

+

+
+
+

+

CIMOlogic
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CHAPTER 5 • COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Community development in the
*
school workplace
Abstract
The aim of this study is to explore whether and to what degree
community development of teacher teams takes place and how
community development comes about, that is, what communitybuilding efforts teacher teams undertake. Using a multi method
approach, quantitative and qualitative data were gathered from seven
interdisciplinary teacher teams in a secondary school during one school
year. Teachers’ perceptions of community development were
complemented with video-observations of team meetings by relative
outsiders. Data showed that the teacher teams undertook a wide variety
and amount of community-building efforts. However, community
development of the teacher teams as perceived by the teachers was
limited. Relative outsiders observed some community development.
There was not sufficient variation in community development between
the teacher teams studied to investigate the link between community
development and the effect of specific community-building efforts,
requiring design-based research to study the underlying mechanism of
specific efforts. From the findings we conclude that school managers
could play a more proactive role in supporting teacher teams’
community-building efforts. Strategies embedding community-building
into the culture and policy of the school, including diagnosing, custommade support and making efforts explicit, could be effective. The
current study takes a long-term approach, investigating the community
development of teacher teams during the course of one school year. In
addition, community development is measured using two perspectives,
i.e., that of the community members and that of the relative outsider.

*

Accepted for publication in adapted form as: Brouwer, P., Brekelmans, J.M.G., Nieuwenhuis,
A.F.M., & Simons, P.R.J. (in press). Community development in the school workplace.
International Journal of Educational Management.

99

COLLABORATION IN TEACHER TEAMS

Introduction
Internationally, schools for secondary education have seen themselves
confronted with reforms pertaining to changing curriculum
frameworks, new designs for teachers’ professional development and
the changing role of teachers (Darling-Hammond & McLaughlin,
1995). More specifically, reforms that underlie the increase in collective
action between teachers include collective teaching, development of
thematic lesson material, coherence between subject areas, and
distributed decision-making. These reforms call for consultation and
coordination between teachers. Teachers need to share responsibility
and authority for decision-making about their common practices
(Hargreaves & Dawe, 1990). Therefore, to deal with recent reforms
and the accompanying complexity of work, ongoing collaboration
between teachers has become more important.
In recent years, teacher collaboration has received more attention
from scholars (Achinstein, 2002). An array of scholars and reformers
has called for the strengthening of collaboration between teachers by
means of promoting communities of teachers in schools (Levine &
Marcus, 2010; James, Dunning, Collolly, & Elltiott, 2007). The term
‘communities of teachers’ refers to ‘teachers’ collective engagement in
sustained efforts to improve practices’ (Louis, Marks, & Kruse, 1996,
p. 758). An argument for promoting communities of teachers is that
communities foster collaboration to be more than an occasional
exchange between teachers. Communities embed teacher collaboration
into the culture of the school (Vescio, Ross, & Adams, 2008), making
collaboration expected, inclusive, genuine, and ongoing (Seashore,
Anderson, & Riedel, 2003). This is illustrated by a study by Bolam,
McMahon, Stoll, Thomas, and Wallace (2005), in which teachers
reported an increase in collaboration as they organised their work
according to a community. This evidence suggests that organising and
stimulating teachers to work together as a community is a promising
strategy for school management to reinforce collaboration between
teachers.
Although there is a growing awareness of the potentially strong role
of communities, empirical research about how teacher communities in
the school workplace function is largely absent (Imants, 2003;
Westheimer, 1999). In a review on teacher communities in secondary
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education Lomos, Hofman, and Bosker (2011) conclude that they
‘consider it desirable to conduct more research into the functioning of
professional community in the day-to-day practices within schools’. ‘It
would be interesting to see whether teachers have actually integrated
the professional community approach into their daily practices on their
own initiative rather than in response to external measures of change or
governmental pressure’ (p. 140). In this study, we want to investigate
the issue of whether communities of teachers develop in the current
school workplace context and if so, how community development
comes about. The aim of this study is twofold. The first aim is to
explore whether and to what extent community development of teacher
teams actually takes place during an extended period of time. The
second aim of this study is to explore the community-building efforts
that teacher teams undertake.

Theoretical framework
Community of practice
Teacher teams in schools have a practice-oriented nature, since they
usually develop around a shared work objective (Skerrett, 2010).
Therefore, a practice-oriented conception of community seems most
suitable in this study. Works by Lave and Wenger (Lave & Wenger,
1991; Wenger, 1998) have developed the concept of communities of
practice to describe sites where people jointly construct, transform,
conserve, and/or negotiate the meanings of practices. Communities of
practice are groups of people who share a concern or a passion for
something they do and learn how to do things better as they interact
regularly (Wenger, 1998). A community of practice defines itself along
three dimensions (Wenger, 1998). Admiraal, Lockhorst, and van der
Pol (in press) developed indicators to further specify the rather abstract
community of practice dimensions (Li, Grimshaw, Nielsen, Judd,
Coyte, & Graham, 2009).
Mutual engagement binds members of the community together into a
social entity. Mutual engagement creates relationships among
members; it connects them in ways that can become deeper than more
superficial similarities such as personal features or social categories.
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Being included in ‘what matters’ in a group is a requirement for being
engaged in a community’s practice. Based on Admiraal et al. (in press),
we formulated the following indicators for this dimension. (a)
Identification: the extent to which members identify with the group. (b)
Multi-perspective contribution: the degree to which there is room for
multiple perspectives in contributions to the group. (c) Mutual trust
and responsibility: the degree of security of the community in telling
the truth; the degree to which group members feel socially responsible
for the group and individual members. (d) Social ties: the strength of
the social bond that group members share.
Shared repertoire refers to the shared set of communal resources such
as routines, words, tools, ways of doing things, stories, and concepts
the community develops. The concepts, language and tools embody
the history of the community and its perspective on the world. The
repertoire of a community is a resource for the negotiation of meaning.
Based on Admiraal et al. (in press), we formulated the following
indicators for this dimension. (a) Intellectual building: the degree to
which members of the group constructively build on each other during
discussions. (b) Regulation of interaction: the degree to which the
interaction in the group is organized, discussed and reflected on. (c)
Role-taking: the degree to which group members take up roles, tasks,
and positions and accept these from others. (d) Dynamic effort: the
degree of flexibility with which group members look at differences in
commitment, being active in discussion and the performance of tasks.
Joint enterprise is the collectively developed understanding of what
the community is about and is the result of a collective process of
continuous negotiation. It creates among team members relations of
mutual accountability that become an integral part of the practice.
Based on Admiraal et al. (in press), we formulated the following
indicators for this dimension. (a) Commitment to domain: the degree
of commitment of group members to the content domain of the shared
work objective. (b) Common ground in concept: the degree to which
group members have mutual understanding of concepts, and are aware
of possible differences in understanding. (c) Collective goal: the degree
to which group members build on each other with the aim of reaching
something collectively. (d) Shared knowledge: the degree of
development of shared knowledge, clear and agreed, and the degree of
being able to use and expand this knowledge.
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Community development
In literature it is suggested that communities of practices are not static
entities; communities continuously evolve and change (see for instance
Wenger, 1998; Grossman, Wineburg, & Woolworth, 2001). A
community of practice is a long-term enterprise that is located in the
school workplace (Hindin, Morocco, Mott, & Aquilar, 2007). Over
time, community members develop a common sense of identity (i.e.,
mutual engagement), they develop personal relationships and
established ways of interacting (i.e., shared repertoire), and they also
develop a unique perspective on their topic as well as a body of
common knowledge, practices and approaches (i.e., joint enterprise).
Studies on community development have mainly focused on fostering
newly composed groups of teachers. In the context of teacher teams’
current actual practice, however, the issue of whether teams’ mutual
engagement, shared repertoire, and joint enterprise develops over time,
would be interesting to investigate. Hence, the first research question
we want to answer is: To what degree does community development of
teacher teams take place? In the current study, community
development is viewed as the change in degree of mutual engagement,
degree of shared repertoire, and degree of joint enterprise of the teacher
teams over an extended period of time.

Community-building
Besides a focus in the current study on the question if community
development takes place, we also focus on how this community
development comes about through community-building. Communitybuilding refers to ongoing efforts (activities and/or procedures) that
strengthen the community of practice (Weil, 1996). Based on literature
research, Brouwer, Brekelmans, Nieuwenhuis, and Simons (in press-a)
derived eight community-building principles that may be related to
strengthening communities of practice in the school workplace. More
specifically, these eight community-building principles may lead to the
development of the mutual engagement, shared repertoire, and joint
enterprise of communities. The community-building principles are as
follows. (1) Determine group goals, i.e., shared goals, related to tasks
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and/or vision. (2) Determine group norms, i.e., shared rules and norms
for engagement, functional as well as social. (3) Organize group roles by
a division of roles related to tasks, expertise, and/or personality. (4)
Stimulate a critical reflective attitude by stimulating a culture of structural
critical evaluation of team practice. (5) Develop mutual trust, i.e., a
positive expectation between team members. (6) Promote ownership by
stimulating a sense of ownership and commitment to team
responsibilities and tasks. (7) Promote perceived interdependence by
stimulating awareness of mutual dependence between team members
for achieving tasks. (8) Stimulate a collective memory by organizing an
accessible environment for team documents.
Because less is known about which of these eight communitybuilding principles teacher teams engage in in the context of current
actual practice, we formulated a second research question: To what
extent do teacher teams engage in the eight community-building
principles - and perhaps other principles? Figure 1 depicts the assumed
relationships behind the central concepts in the research questions.
Figure 1
Research model
Community-building
principles
Interventions to…
1. Determine group
goals
2. Determine group
norms
3. Organize group
roles
4. Stimulate a critical
reflective attitude
5. Develop mutual
trust
6. Promote
ownership
7. Promote perceived
interdependence
8. Stimulate a
collective memory

Community
Community-building

Activities and/or
procedures aimed at…
- Determining group
goals
- Determining group
norms
- Organizing group roles
- Stimulating a critical
reflective attitude
- Developing mutual
trust
- Promoting ownership
- Promoting perceived
interdependence
- Stimulating a collective
memory

-…
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efforts

Change over time in
degree of…
1. Mutual engagement
2. Shared repertoire
3. Joint enterprise
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In studies on stimulating or designing for community development, the
potential of community-building efforts is generally acknowledged, i.e.,
community-building has been hypothesized to foster the development
of communities (see for instance Conley, Fauske, & Pounder, 2004;
Kain, 1998; Palincsar, Magnusson, Marano, Ford, & Brown, 1998;
Wageman, Hackman, & Lehman, 2005; Wilson, Ludwig-Hardman,
Thornam, & Dunlap, 2004). Our research questions relate to the
hypothesis that teacher teams’ engagement in community-building
efforts will result in community development, in other words, will result
in a change in teams’ mutual engagement, shared repertoire, and joint
enterprise.

Method
As not much is known yet about community development and
community-building efforts in teacher teams, a mixed methods
approach was used, i.e., qualitative and quantitative research methods
were used in a single study (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004). Data
from seven teacher teams (72 teachers) in one school were gathered
within the school year of 2008-09. With regard to community
development, one school year was considered an extended period of
time.

Case selection
Case selection was based on theoretical sampling (Eisenhardt, 1989).
The criterion was interdependence between teachers, based on the
assumption that community development requires a context of
interdependence (Little, 1990). In this context teachers have to
collaborate on an ongoing basis because they have only indirect control
over outcomes, and their actions depend on the actions of other team
members (Weick, 1979). This resulted in the choice of seven
interdisciplinary teacher teams that satisfy the interdependence
criterion, because in these teams teachers from different disciplines are
mutually dependent in developing a thematic curriculum. To ensure
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contextual comparison across teacher teams, multiple interdisciplinary
teams from one secondary school were chosen.

Cases
The setting of this study was a secondary school located in a large city
in the Netherlands, established in 2002. Teams were self-directive and
each responsible for approximately 100 students from one grade-level.
Students were educated by means of team teaching, a type of education
in which multiple teachers work together while providing and
organizing education. Team leaders served as middle managers in the
school and were responsible for the ongoing functioning of their teams.
Each team met twice a week. In the first meeting, chaired by the team
leader, teachers discussed the organisation of the education as well as
students. In the second meeting, chaired by the education architect, the
teachers developed thematic education. The education architect was
responsible for developing thematic lesson material with his/her team.
Team member characteristics are described in Table 1.
Table 1
Team member characteristics
Percentage of...

Average years of...

Team

n

male team
members

teachers with a
bachelor’s
degree
(vs. master’s)

occupational
experience

tenure

age

1
2
3
4
5
6
7

10
11
11
9
9
8
14

30 %
63 %
40 %
43 %
86 %
71 %
69 %

100 %
87 %
90 %
43 %
86 %
100 %
46 %

10
6
9
5
13
9
10

2
4
3
3
3
4
4

36
37
38
34
43
46
41
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Instrumentation and analysis
Community development
To measure community development, i.e., changes in the degree of
mutual engagement, shared repertoire, and joint enterprise, data were
gathered at the beginning and end of the school year. Two perspectives
were used. The first is the teachers’ perception of the community of
practice dimensions, related to formal and informal collaborative
activities that take place between team members. The second
perspective is observation by a relative outsider of the behaviour of the
teachers related to the community of practice dimensions during team
meetings.
Teacher perception was measured using a questionnaire (Appendix)
developed by a team of researchers, based on Admiraal, Brouwer,
Dobber, Lockhorst, and Vandyck (2010), and Burroughs and Eby
(1998). The questionnaire was administered at the beginning and end
of the school year. Perception of mutual engagement was measured
with six items (for example: ‘There is a good team spirit in this team’).
Perception of shared repertoire was measured with three items (for
example: ‘This team takes time to discuss how we communicate’).
Perception of joint enterprise was measured with six items (for
example: ‘Differences in educational perspectives in this team are
utilized’). A five-point Likert scale ranging from ‘agree’ to ‘disagree’
was used. Response rate was 85% (N=72). A principal component
analysis was conducted on all items with oblique rotation. The analysis
showed that three components had eigenvalues over Kaiser’s criterion
of 1 and in combination explained 64% of the item variance. Reliability
(Cronbach’s alpha) of the dimension scores was acceptable: mutual
engagement, α = .90, shared repertoire, α = .74, joint enterprise, α =
.83.
To measure teacher behaviour, video observations of the teams were
performed and analyzed using an observation instrument that was
developed by a team of researchers based on Admiraal, Lockhorst, and
van der Pol (in press). For each team, two meetings were selected from
the beginning and end of the school year. The length of the meetings
varied from one to two-and-a-half hours. In total, 28 meetings were
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scored using a scoring form with indicators that were rated on a threepoint Likert scale. As a scoring unit consisted of one whole meeting,
every indicator was scored once for each meeting. Each community of
practice dimension was measured with four indicators. (a) Mutual
engagement: identification, multi-perspective contribution, mutual
trust and responsibility, and social ties. (b) Shared repertoire:
intellectual building, regulation of interaction, role-taking, and dynamic
effort. (c) Joint enterprise: commitment to domain, common ground in
concept, collective goal, and shared knowledge. The dimension
indicators were high inference measures that relied on subjective
observer judgment (Land, 1980). Context knowledge about the team
was used as a means of supporting the interpretation of the observation
data. The observation instrument yielded qualitative descriptions (i.e.,
illustrative concrete behaviour) as well as quantitative scores for each
indicator. Inter-rater agreement between the two raters was determined
with Coefficient Kappa (Cohen, 1960), whereby ĸ = .66. As a level of
.60 is indicated as a minimum of acceptable inter-rater agreement
(Eggens & Sanders, 1993), we consider the agreement between both
raters sufficient.
In the analysis of the questionnaire data, the degree of mutual
engagement, shared repertoire, and joint enterprise were determined by
averaging the item scores representing each dimension. In the analysis
of the observation data, the degree of mutual engagement, shared
repertoire, and joint enterprise were determined by calculating mean
scores for each indicator and subsequently for each dimension.
Community development was determined by comparing dimension
scores of measurements at the beginning and end of the school year for
both questionnaire and observation data. Transformed to a scale from
0-1, changes up to .10 were labelled as ‘no development’, changes
between .11 and .25 were labelled as ‘limited development’, and
changes larger than .25 were labelled as ‘considerable development’.

Community-building efforts
The teacher teams’ community-building efforts were measured by
gathering data during the course of the school year, in between the data
gathering on the community development. Because existing teacher
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teams were investigated, data included teacher teams’ current
community-building efforts as well as the results of previous
community-building efforts. Again, two perspectives were used –
teachers’ perception and observation by relative outsiders. Teacher
perception of community-building efforts was measured with individual
semi-structured interviews. Perception related to formal and informal
collaborative activities that take place between team members.
Participants were team leaders and one or two team members,
depending on the size of the team. Team leaders were interviewed
twice, team members were interviewed once. The interview began with
an open question about the collaboration in the team. Next,
participants were asked about community-building efforts (activities
and/or procedures) in the team that supported and/or strengthened the
collaboration. The eight community-building principles from Brouwer
et al. (in press-a) were used as guiding themes in the interviews. Each
interview was recorded and transcribed.
To collect data from the observation perspective, a meeting that
took place in the middle of the school year was video recorded. The
length of the meetings varied from one to two-and-a-half hours. In
total, seven meetings were observed using categories based on the eight
community-building principles. The observation instrument yielded
qualitative descriptions of community-building efforts for each of the
eight community-building principles.
In the analysis of the interviews and video observations, data were
categorized according to the eight types of community-building
principles. An additional ninth open category was used to include new
principles. For each team, community-building efforts from interviews
and observations were gathered in a table and categorized according to
the eight community-building principles. Each community-building
effort included a description of the initiator of the effort, i.e., the team,
the team leader, and/or the school leader. Using this table, relative
frequencies with regard to community-building efforts of each team
were determined. To compare community-building efforts across
teams, subsequently, for each community-building principle efforts
were gathered in a table. Highly overlapping community-building
efforts were merged (e.g., community-building efforts ‘the team
involves all team members when determining their vision’ and ‘the
team involves all team members when determining their goals’ were
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merged into one type of effort). Using this second table, we could
determine which community-building efforts were common amongst
the teacher teams (i.e., undertaken by more than half of the teams).

Results
Community development
The community development as perceived and observed for each
teacher team is described in Table 2. No development is depicted with
a ‘0’, limited positive and negative development is depicted with a ‘+’
and ‘-’ considerable positive and negative development is depicted with
a ‘++’ and ‘--’. To help interpret teacher teams’ absolute community
development (column CD), teams’ begin levels (column T0), that is,
teams’ degree of Mutual engagement, Shared repertoire, and Joint
enterprise at the beginning of the school year, are included in table 2
(T0).
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Table 2
Perceived and observed community development of the seven teacher teams
Mutual engagement
Perceived

Shared repertoire

Observed

Perceived

Observed

Team

T0

CD

T0

CD

T0

CD

T0

CD

Team 1
Team 2
Team 3
Team 4
Team 5
Team 6
Team 7

.52
.78
.58
.83
.39
.55
.75

0
0
0
0
0
0

.42
.83
1
1
.28
.91
.97

++
0
-0
0
0

.43
.55
.37
.41
.55
.38
.49

0
0
0
0
0
-

.25
.50
.72
.68
.47
.44
.69

++
+
0
0
0
++
+

Joint enterprise
Perceived

Observed

Team

T0

CD

T0

CD

Team 1
Team 2
Team 3
Team 4
Team 5
Team 6
Team 7

.60
.71
.63
.68
.59
.52
.74

0
0
0
0
0
0
0

.46
.65
.59
.85
.50
.66
.74

++
0
0
0
0

The results of Table 2 imply that overall there was little community
development according to the perceptions of the teachers. In teams 1,
3, 4, and 6, no community development took place according to the
team members. In team 2, there was limited negative perceived
development with regard to Mutual engagement. In teams 5 and 7,
there was limited negative development with regard to Shared
repertoire. However, the results imply that overall there was some
community development according to the observations. In team 1
there was considerable positive observed community development with
regard to all three dimensions. In team 3 there was considerable
negative community development with regard to Mutual engagement.
In team 6 there was considerable positive community development
with regard to the dimension Shared repertoire. In teams 2, 5, and 7,
there was limited positive and negative observed community
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development on one or more dimensions. In team 4 there was no
observed community development.

Community-building efforts
The data show that, overall, teacher teams engage in a wide range of
community-building principles. With the exception of one team,
teacher teams engage in community-building efforts concerning all
eight community-building principles. Common efforts are found in
each of the eight community-building principles. Common
community-building efforts aimed at determining group goals are (a) the
team involves all team members in determining their vision and/or
goals. Common efforts aimed at determining group norms are (a) the
team follows implicit rules for engagement, (b) the team follows
naturally arising rules for engagement, (c) team members listen to each
other and/or let each other finish, (d) team members take each other
seriously, (e) the team gives the team leader responsibility for taking
final decisions, (f) the team documents decisions, (g) the team
discusses decisions during team meetings, (h) the team takes decisions
democratically, (i) the team involves all team members in decisionmaking. Efforts aimed at organizing group roles are (a) the team
organizes roles based on expertise/function and/or interest, (b) school
leaders organize the leadership role by means of application, (c) the
team organizes the leadership role in team meetings based on function,
(d) the team divides the leadership role in team meetings by means of
agenda items based on expertise/function and/or responsibility.
Common community-building efforts aimed at stimulating a critical
reflective attitude are (a) the team underpins input during team meetings
with arguments, (b) the team evaluates mentor evenings/project
weeks/thematic weeks after they take place. Efforts aimed at developing
mutual trust are (a) the team uses humour, (b) the team organizes team
trips. Efforts aimed at promoting ownership are (a) the team has freedom
in developing and/or organizing the education, (b) the team leader
gives team members freedom in the outlining of their task-schedule, (c)
the team leader and/or team appeal to each other’s responsibilities, (d)
the team leader makes team members responsible for input with regard
to agenda items in team meetings based on function and/or
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responsibility. Efforts aimed at promoting perceived interdependence are
(a) school leaders provide the team with time to work together on the
organization and development of the education, (b) team members
discuss pupil-related matters with each other during the team meeting,
(c) the team members perform team teaching in the domain and see a
lot of each other. Common community-building efforts aimed at
stimulating a collective memory are (a) the team uses e-mail to
communicate and exchange documents.
Overall, the data show that the majority of community-building efforts
are undertaken by the team itself, with a smaller amount of
community-building efforts undertaken by the school management,
i.e., team leaders and/or school leaders (see Table 3). In addition,
efforts undertaken by school management are mostly similar for each
team. For instance, in six out of seven teacher teams, communitybuilding efforts undertaken by school leaders are aimed at organising
group roles, specifically by organising the team leadership role by
means of application. In all teacher teams, community-building efforts
undertaken by school leaders are aimed at promoting interdependence,
specifically by providing teams with time to collaborate on organization
of education and development of educational materials. Lastly, the
findings show that a substantial proportion of community-building
efforts are implicit (i.e., not explicitly discussed or named) and/or
unconscious (i.e., not intentional). An example of such an effort is ‘the
team follows implicit rules for engagement’. Table 3 presents an
overview of the amount of community-building efforts for each teacher
team.
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Table 3
Percentage of community-building efforts for each principle
Community-building principle
Determine group goals
Determine group norms
Organize group roles
Stimulate a critical reflective
attitude
Develop mutual trust
Promote ownership
Promote perceived
interdependence
Stimulate a collective
memory
Total

Efforts team
Efforts team leaders
Efforts school leaders
Total

T1

T2

T3

T4

T5

T6

6%

9%

0%

2%

14%

5%

13%

24%

22%

31%

25%

41%

43%

24%

18%

16%

17%

12%

14%

13%

10%

12%

13%

8%

14%

7%

10%

15%

10%

18%

15%

17%

3%

3%

12%

8%

2%

10%

11%

7%

13%

10%

20%

18%

15%

18%

10%

13%

13%

2%

2%

4%

2%

3%

3%

1%

100

100

100

100

100

100

100

%

%

%

%

%

%

%

82 %

84%

81%

75%

62%

85%

87%

12 %

11%

15%

22%

31%

10%

10%

6%

5%

4%

3%

7%

5%

3%

100

100

100

100

100

100

100

%

%

%

%

%

%

%

Analysis of the data resulted in new types of community-building
efforts by the teacher teams. However, these efforts fitted into the
existing eight community-building principles that were used as the
analytic framework, which led to a refinement of five of the eight
community-building principles (see Table 4).
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Table 4
The existing community-building principles and resulting refinement
Community-building principles

Refinement of principles

1. Determine group goals
2. Determine group norms

- Develop guidelines for dealing with decision-making
- Develop agreements on non-functional behaviour
3. Organize group roles
- Organize leadership roles
4. Stimulate a critical reflective attitude
5. Develop mutual trust
- Enable a positive and/or safe atmosphere
- Support social and/or non-task interaction
6. Promote ownership
- Promote collaboration
7. Promote perceived
- Promote equality between team members
interdependence
- Promote knowledge of and/or involvement in each
other’s practice
8. Stimulate a collective
- Provide ICT tools that support communication
memory

Conclusions
Our first research question concerned the degree to which community
development of teacher teams takes place. We discuss our main
finding.
Community development of the seven teacher teams is modest. There was
limited community development according to the teachers’
perceptions. However, from the observations it was shown that there
was some observed community development. In three of the seven
teams there was substantial community development with regard to
one or more community of practice dimensions. However, not all
development indicated an increase in degree of Mutual engagement,
Shared repertoire, and Joint enterprise, that is, positive as well as
negative community development was found. Overall, the teacher
teams’ degree of Mutual engagement, Shared repertoire and Joint
enterprise did not change much. In some cases, limited community
development could be explained by a ‘ceiling effect’. This may apply to
the perceived Mutual engagement of teams 2, 4, 6, and 7. Due to these
teams’ high dimension scores at the beginning of the school year, the
development space of these teams was rather limited. Overall, the
limited community development does not match with studies that
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emphasize the dynamic ever-changing nature of communities of
practice. For instance, it is suggested by Weick and Quinn (1999) that
the change process is continuous, and can be viewed as a series of fast
mini-episodes of change. It may be possible that these continuous miniepisodes of change are hard to measure with the instruments and/or the
level of analysis that was used in the current study. Another possible
explanation for our main finding could be that as a relatively new way
of organising secondary education schools, teaming is a challenge for
teachers and school management. Maybe collaboration in teams is
mostly functional as opposed to being an integrated part of the team
and school culture. After all, in the relatively new school that was
investigated, the majority of teachers come from a more autonomous
school culture. The big exception to our finding is team 1, which
showed considerable observed community development on all three
dimensions. This team’s diverging results could be explained by the
fact that the team started the school year with the highest amount of
new team members. This ‘imbalance’ in composition, interpersonal
relations, and social processes at the beginning of the year, probably
resulted in more changes than in other teams.
Our second research question led us to investigate the extent to which
teacher teams engage in the eight community-building principles - and
perhaps other principles. Findings lead us to conclude the following.
In spite of limited support by school management, teacher teams
undertake a considerable amount and range of community-building efforts. It
is generally acknowledged by scholars and practitioners that team
development processes benefit from the support of school management
(see for instance Huggins, Scheurich, & Morgan, 2011). The teacher
teams in our study undertake a wide variety of community-building
efforts. All community-building principles are part of the teams’
repertoire. This repertoire offers cues for support by school
management. In addition, teams undertake a substantial amount of
community-building efforts. We may conclude that, in large measure,
teacher teams already know how to go about the process of building
community.
The theoretical added value of this study is twofold. One, it offers a
validation of the community-building principles from literature. Two, it
offers a refinement of the community-building principles that were
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used as the analytic framework. Methodological added value concerns
the use of observations of behaviour in addition to teacher perceptions.
It is apparent from the data that there is no direct link between
community-building efforts and community development of the seven
teacher teams. This study originally set out to explore this link. Based
on studies, we expected to find that community-building efforts
undertaken by teacher teams would relate to their community
development. We were not able to investigate this in more detail as
there was limited variation in community development between teacher
teams. However, in the majority of these studies, the effectiveness of
community-building efforts is not empirically underpinned and
empirical evidence of the effectiveness of community-building efforts
(how and why efforts work and under what conditions) is limited. The
current study does not seem to yield evidence that contributes to
closing this gap.
Two aspects of our study limit its conclusions. The first aspect is the
generalizability of the findings, since this was a small-scale study. By
carefully selecting appropriate cases and making our selection criterion
explicit, we tried to clearly define the limits for generalizing the findings
(Eisenhardt, 1989). The second aspect is that community development
was based on measurements at the beginning and end of a school year.
More interim measurements of the degree of community could result in
a more dynamic display of community development.
The study has some practical implications for school managers,
from the perspective that communities of practice can be a
management strategy for fostering collaboration of teams with mutual
task responsibility. The findings seem to imply that school managers
(i.e., school leaders and team leaders) could play a more proactive role
in supporting the teacher teams’ community-building efforts.
Specifically, administrative arrangements should include the following
aspects. The first aspect is for school management to investigate what
community-building efforts teacher teams already engage in.
Instruments from the current study provide a suitable basis for the
development of a self-audit tool to monitor community-building.
Subsequently, school management can diagnose teacher teams’ strong
and weak points in community-building. The second aspect is for
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school management to use a custom-made approach in supporting
teacher teams’ community-building efforts. Not all teams will benefit
from the same community-building efforts, as each team has its own
culture and composition. Besides, establishing a good fit between
management support and the needs of each teacher team can foster
ownership on behalf of the teachers, thus increasing the potential for
the support to be implemented and/or accepted (McKenney & van den
Akker, 2005). The third aspect is that school management should
support mechanisms for making community-building efforts in teacher
teams explicit as well as conscious. Strategies could involve a
meaningful dialogue between team members in which the use of
metaphors can be used to enable team members to articulate their own
perspectives (Nonaka, 1994), experiences, and vision of communitybuilding. These arrangements could help school management to embed
community-building into the culture and policy of the school.
Future research can enhance our understanding of the issues raised
in our research questions. Research is recommended to focus on
empirically investigating the effectiveness of community-building
efforts to enhance insights into which efforts work and which do not, as
well as how they work (the underlying mechanisms). Design-based
research seems be a suitable research approach. In addition, research
could focus on adapting the instruments used in this study into tools
that are suitable for school managers to diagnose the status quo of
teacher teams’ community development.
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Appendix
Questionnaire sense of community
Dimension

Item

Mutual engagement
1. There is good team spirit in this team
2. I am proud being part of this team
3. I feel loyal to the people in this team
4. I really care about the fate of this
team
5. This team feels like a community
6. There is a real sense of community in
this team
Shared repertoire
7. This team takes time to discuss how
we communicate
8. This team takes time to reflect and
discuss how we work together as a
group
9. During meetings, people call for a
‘time out’ when necessary to deal
with potential problems so certain
individuals do not go on feeling hurt
or unheard
Joint enterprise
10. Differences in educational
perspectives in this team are utilized
11. I benefit from the skills and
knowledge of my coworkers from this
team
12. Being part of this team supports me
in my work
13. One of the ways we move forward in
this team is by using shared ideas
14. We discuss each others’ educational
beliefs in an open manner
15. Membership in this team is
meaningful and valuable to me

M*

SD*

T0

T1

T0

T1

3.38
3.82
4.16
3.95

3.26
3.54
3.87
3.74

.99
.90
.71
.81

1.12
.97
.77
.83

3.27
3.37

3.15
3.21

1.10
.98

1.11
1.17

2.91

2.92

1.14

.94

2.69

2.47

1.11

.89

2.62

2.23

1.19

.87

3.31

3.33

.92

.93

3.60

3.49

.88

.89

3.53

3.33

1.08

1.16

3.74

3.73

.85

.80

3.62

3.62

.90

.92

3.66

3.58

1.04

1.18

* On a scale from 1-5
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General conclusions and discussion
Conclusions
This dissertation aims to explore the collaboration between teachers in
secondary education. The four studies that were conducted provide
insight into how and to what degree teacher teams collaborate in their
daily practice, and insight into potential strategies to stimulate
collaboration in teacher teams. The research question that was
formulated is: What is the nature of collaboration in teacher teams? We will
now briefly discuss the four studies that were conducted and the
conclusions that were drawn from them.
As there is no consensus in studies on teacher collaboration
regarding the definition of the concept of collaboration (Lima, 2001;
Little, 1990; Hargreaves, 2001; Westheimer, 1998), the first study in
this dissertation focused on different perspectives on collaboration. The
aim of this study was to explore the usefulness of four existing
conceptual frameworks for research on collaboration in teacher teams.
The conceptualisation of collaboration was empirically explored in
terms of a network of social connections, a pattern of interpersonal
relations, the level of interdependence and a community of practice.
Data from seven teacher teams were used to assess the discriminative,
predictive and intervention potential of the four conceptual
frameworks. We concluded that the usefulness of the four conceptual
frameworks for research on collaboration in teacher teams depends on
the goal of the research. The social network perspective and the
community of practice perspective had the most discriminative
potential and seemed to be useful perspectives for distinguishing the
degree of collaboration within the teacher teams. The community of
practice perspective had the most intervention potential and seemed to
be a useful perspective for designing concrete interventions for practice
in order to stimulate collaboration.
The second study focused on the status quo of collaboration in
teacher teams, using the community of practice perspective. The first
aim of this study was to explore the extent to which communities of
practice occur in schools. The second aim was to explore the
relationship between the degree of community and diversity in team
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composition. Quantitative as well as qualitative data were gathered
from seven teacher teams in a secondary school. A questionnaire and
an observation instrument were used to measure and analyse the
collaborative activities and compositional diversity of teacher teams.
We concluded that the degree of mutual engagement, shared repertoire
and joint enterprise in the teacher teams was moderate. We also
concluded that the perceived and observed degree of mutual
engagement, shared repertoire and joint enterprise differed, and that
they represented an insider and an outsider perspective on the
community of practice. The third conclusion that was drawn was that
the composition of the teacher teams in terms of diversity is significant
with regard to the degree of community within the teams. Diversity in
terms of educational level and gender corresponded positively with the
degree of community, and diversity in terms of tenure and work
experience corresponded negatively to the degree of community in
teacher teams.
Considering the moderate degree of community in the teacher
teams, in the next study, we set out to investigate ways to stimulate
collaboration. Hence, the third study focused on fostering the
community development of teacher teams. The aim of this study was to
formulate a set of design principles in order to foster the community
development of teacher teams in secondary education. The set of
design principles was arranged based on a literature review, as well as a
best practice case. The case study validated the design principles from
the literature in the target context. We concluded that the arrangement
which is intended to foster community development includes a
coherent set of design principles aimed at developing group goals,
developing group norms, organising group roles, stimulating a critical
reflective attitude, promoting trust, promoting perceived
interdependence, promoting ownership, and organising a collective
memory. We also concluded that design principles should be based on
CIMO-logic in order to take into account the context-dependency of
interventions as well as the mechanisms that can help to understand
how interventions produce certain outcomes.
With this overview of the design principles that may potentially
stimulate collaboration, the fourth study focused on design principles
which teacher teams have already integrated into their daily practice.
The aim of this study was to explore whether and to what extent the
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community development of teacher teams takes place and what
community-building efforts teacher teams undertake themselves.
Quantitative as well as qualitative data were gathered from seven
teacher teams in a secondary school during one school year. Teachers’
perceptions of community development were complemented with
video-observations of team meetings by relative outsiders. We
concluded that the community development of the seven teacher teams
was limited. Very little community development occurred according to
the teachers’ perceptions, while relative outsiders observed slightly
more community development. We also concluded that, in spite of
limited support from the school management, teacher teams undertook
a considerable amount and range of community-building efforts. The
efforts that the teacher teams undertook included all of the design
principles intended to foster collaboration. However, many of their
efforts were unintentional, that is, without the specific aim of
strengthening the community of practice. In the next paragraph, we
will reflect on the conclusions that were drawn from the four studies.

Reflection on conclusions
Community of practice as a perspective on collaboration
The findings of our first study implied that the community of practice
perspective was useful for determining whether and to what degree
collaboration takes place in teacher teams, and for designing
interventions that are successful in stimulating collaboration in teacher
teams. Hence, the notion of a community of practice (Wenger, 1998)
was used as an analytical tool for defining and operationalising
collaboration in teacher teams in the subsequent studies. Teacher
collaboration was conceptualised as a community of practice, defined
by three dimensions: mutual engagement, shared repertoire and joint
enterprise (Wenger, 1998). Some adjustments were made to the
original framework in order to increase its usefulness. One drawback of
the community of practice framework is that the dimensions are
somewhat general, i.e., they are not aimed at a specific context. Wenger
formulated indicators for detecting the presence of a community of
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practice (1998, p. 125); however, these indicators are not directly
linked to the three dimensions, and are also rather abstract (Li,
Grimshaw, Nielsen, Judd, Coyte, & Graham, 2009).
In order to further specify the main characteristics of the
community of practice concept, we used the indicators from the
teacher community model devised by Admiraal, Lockhorst and van der
Pol (in press). The addition of these indicators to the dimensions put
forward by Wenger helped make the three (more general) dimensions
of communities of practice more applicable to the context of teacher
teams. In addition, because of this adjustment, it became possible to
measure the community of practice dimensions from the perspective of
an insider (i.e., teachers’ perceptions), as well as from the perspective
of an outsider (i.e., teachers’ behaviour). We could also label the degree
to which the dimensions were observed and perceived as ‘limited’,
‘moderate’ or ‘strong’.
We recommend that future research on teacher collaboration
includes multiple perspectives on collaboration. Investigating different
aspects of collaboration may further improve our understanding of
what collaboration looks like in teacher teams, not only in terms of a
community of practice, but also in terms of a network of social
connections, the level of interdependence, and a pattern of
interpersonal relations.

Degree of collaboration
In our second study, we found that, overall, the teacher teams had a
moderate degree of mutual engagement, shared repertoire and joint
enterprise. In other words, the teachers in the teacher teams did
collaborate, but not on the most intensive level. This moderate degree
of collaboration can be interpreted from the perspective that ‘the glass
is half empty’ or from the perspective that ‘the glass is half full’. The
first, ‘half empty’ line of reasoning is reflected in Hargreaves and
Dawe’s notion of contrived collegiality (1990), which implies that
collaboration in administratively composed groups, such as teacher
teams, will be limited. To elaborate, Hargreaves distinguishes between
two types of collaborative working arrangements in schools. The first
working arrangement is contrived collegiality (i.e., administratively
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controlled forms of collaboration), while the second working
arrangement is a collaborative culture (i.e., evolutionary, spontaneous
and unpredictable forms of collaboration). According to Hargreaves,
teacher teams are a form of contrived collegiality, indicating that
collaboration in this type of working arrangement is not as intense as it
would be in a collaborative culture (which is comparable to a
community). The conclusion of a study conducted by Visscher and
Witziers (2004) fits with the notion of contrived collegiality. In this
study, the researchers investigated the extent to which 39 subject
departments in Dutch secondary schools operated as communities.
Based on their findings, Visscher and Witziers questioned whether or
not subject departments should be labelled as professional
communities. They concluded that the subject departments ‘should be
characterized as mechanical units aimed at increasing efficiency rather
than professional communities aimed at developing teachers and
improving education’ (p. 797). This study supports the suggestion that
collaboration in settings of contrived collegiality will be limited.
However, this study focused on subject departments and not on teacher
teams. Team members are more dependent on each other for the
purposes of collaboration.
Using the second, ‘half full’ line of reasoning, we can say that, to a
certain degree, the teacher teams in schools do collaborate. The degree
of collaboration within the teams that we investigated was similar to
that of the teacher teams in other studies that we found. As an
example, the work of Meirink (2007) and Bolam, McMahon, Stoll,
Thomas and Wallace (2005) shows similar results with regard to the
degree of collaboration. Meirink carried out research on collaboration
in Dutch interdisciplinary teams in an innovative context, using the
interdependence perspective (Little, 1990). Meirink (2007) found that
collaboration was characterised by ‘sharing’ (i.e., a less intensive form
of collaboration) rather than ‘joint work’ (i.e., the most intense form of
collaboration). In addition, in a large representative survey involving
secondary schools in England, Bolam et al. (2005) found that,
according to self-reports, the degree of community is modest in most
schools. These studies suggest that moderate collaboration may not be
so bad.
Future research is recommended to investigate the degree of
collaboration in more secondary schools with a teacher team structure
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as well as a subject department structure. That way, the nature of
collaboration between teachers in different school contexts and at
different levels of interdependence can be compared. When
investigating different school contexts, it would also be interesting to
focus on the relationship between workplace characteristics and the
degree of collaboration. Future research could investigate which
workplace characteristics inhibit or stimulate collaboration between
teachers.

Diversity in team composition
In our second study, we used five attributes of diversity in order to
explore the relationship between diversity in team composition and the
degree of community within teacher teams. We concluded that
diversity in team composition was related to the degree of community
in teacher teams. More specifically, support for both diversity and
uniformity in team composition was found. In studies from the
educational domain, we found mainly support for global diversity, that
is, these studies do not specify between different types of diversity. For
instance, Slater (2004) emphasises that it is important for the
collaborative process to utilise the different perspectives that come from
diversity in team composition. Anchinstein (2002) also indicates the
importance of ‘embracing’ the different perspectives that result from
diversity in a community. Slater (2004) and Anchinstein (2002),
however, do not elaborate on which attributes of diversity are
responsible for creating different perspectives. Pounder (2005) is
somewhat more specific and notes that it is best if teacher teams differ
in terms of attitudes, backgrounds and experiences; however, they
should not be radically different. In her research on self-regulated work
teams in four organisations, Tjepkema (2003) reached the same
conclusion regarding appropriate team composition: there should be
enough variety, but not too much. Interestingly, these studies do not
differentiate between types of diversity. Our study adds to the current
knowledge base regarding diversity in team composition in the school
context because we distinguished between different types of diversity
instead of treating diversity as a generic concept.
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Future research is recommended to study the relationship between
collaboration and team composition, using task-related as well as
relations-oriented diversity attributes in order to make more
generalisable claims about the relationship between team diversity and
the degree of collaboration.

Community development
Based on a comparison of the degree of community at the beginning
and end of the school year, we concluded in our fourth study that
community development in the teacher teams was limited. The degree
of engagement, shared repertoire and joint enterprise in the teacher
teams barely increased or decreased. The data from the current study,
however, do not provide indications regarding the development process
or why the community development of the seven teams was limited.
We will discuss three possible explanations for our findings and also
provide suggestions for further research. The first possible explanation
concerns the ‘ceiling effect’. It is possible that the community
development of the teams was already at the highest possible level when
it was measured. When we consider the notion of contrived collegiality
(Hargreaves & Dawe, 1990), a moderate degree of community may be
all that is possible in a context in which collaboration is
administratively organised. Maintaining this degree of community at
the same level throughout a school year may take enough effort as it is.
The second possible explanation concerns in-between changes.
The degree of community was measured at the beginning and end of
the school year and so it is possible that in between these two points,
(mini)episodes of community development took place that were not
visible in our data. The third possible explanation concerns the
development process. Considering that the development process of the
teacher teams began in 2002 and is still ongoing, we investigated a
specific part of this process. In terms of the teams’ development process
as a whole, it is not possible to say which part and/or phase of the
development process was observed by the researchers. In addition, it is
hard to predict what the development process could look like because
there are many theories about the development process of teams, i.e.,
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processes can be linear, cyclic or phased (see, for instance, Homan,
2001).
All in all, we can conclude that, in order to be able to interpret what
the development process of the teacher teams looked like and why
community development was limited, additional research is necessary.
We recommend that future research focuses on measuring community
development on a more continuous basis, i.e., taking measurements at
more points in time. In addition, future research should focus on the
long-term community development of teacher teams over the course of
multiple years in order to gain insight into the development process.

Community building
Based on an analysis of interviews and observations, we concluded in
our fourth study that the teacher teams undertake a wide variety and
amount of community-building efforts. We also concluded that many
of the community-building efforts undertaken by teams are not made
explicit and/or are unintentional. In other words, the teacher teams that
we investigated did engage in efforts to build up their community, but
often without the specific aim of strengthening the community. This
finding is in line with studies about learning in the workplace that
indicate that a large number of the processes at work are unplanned
and implicit (Tynjälä, 2008). In their study, Simons and Ruijters
(2001) concluded that many work-related processes as well as learning
outcomes remain implicit (i.e., unconscious and/or unintentional;
Nieuwenhuis & van Woerkom, 2007). However, the question arises as
to whether the teacher teams would benefit from making their efforts
more explicit. On the one hand, Simons and Ruijters (2001) indicate
that it is not always necessary to make all work-related processes
explicit. Applying this notion of community-building – which is viewed
as a work-related process in our study –, keeping community-building
efforts implicit means that community-building stays a natural process
embedded in daily practice. On the other hand, making communitybuilding efforts explicit means that teams can evaluate, share and
negotiate community-building efforts (Simons & Ruijters, 2006;
Savelsbergh, Poell, & van der Heijden, 2010). This has potential value
for the team itself, but also for other teams in the school and school
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management. We think that by making efforts more explicit, it becomes
possible to evaluate their effectiveness (Do these efforts work or not?)
and how they work (What do these efforts trigger in the team, what is
the immediate result for the team?).
In order to make community-building efforts explicit and to
generate more support from the school management (in other words, in
order to intentionally stimulate community development), the set of
design principles that was arranged can be used. We concluded that
this arrangement consists of a set of eight coherent design principles. In
the context of existing teacher teams, interventions should complement
the efforts that teams are already undertaking. Tabak (2004) calls the
set of interventions that were developed the ‘exogenous design’ and the
practices that are already in place with regard to community
development the ‘endogenous design’. The endogenous design can be
used to adapt the exogenous design to the local target context.
We recommend that future research aims to investigate the
effectiveness of the arrangement. A relevant question is: What are the
characteristics of an arrangement that is successful in stimulating the
community development of teacher teams? Using a design-based
perspective, research could aim to implement and test the set of design
principles in multiple design rounds, taking the endogenous design into
account. The aim should be to validate the arrangement by
systematically testing its effectiveness within the context of its intended
use (van Aken 2004), for instance by using a multiple case study
methodology (Andriessen, 2007). Validating the arrangement should
take place in close collaboration with practice (McKenney, 2001).

Reflection on methods
We adopted multiple research methods in order to explore
collaboration in teacher teams. Some of the instruments were newly
developed within the field of special interest or adapted specifically for
the purpose of this research. Although the instruments proved to be
valuable for describing collaboration in teacher teams, further research
is necessary to improve the quality of the instruments and to test their
usefulness in other contexts. In addition, further attention should be
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paid to the adaptation of the instruments that were used in this
dissertation for use in practice, so that teacher teams and school
managers are able to use the instruments to monitor or evaluate
collaboration in their schools. We will evaluate these instruments and
provide suggestions for further improvements.

Degree of community
According to Lima (2005), in order to achieve a more inclusive
representation of teacher collaboration, a double focus is called for.
This double focus consists of the perceptions of individuals within a
group, as well as an overall perspective that goes beyond individual
relations between teachers. We will discuss how this double focus was
incorporated in the measurements of community and community
development, which were used in three of the four studies. Within the
field of special interest, instruments were developed in order to
measure the degree of community. A questionnaire was developed in
order to measure the degree of community from the viewpoint of team
members (i.e., the insider perspective), and an observation instrument
was developed in order to measure the degree of community from the
viewpoint of relative outsiders (i.e., the outsider perspective, based on
Headland, 1990). The advantage of using two instruments was that it
provided insight into the degree of community from the viewpoint of
team members as well as relative outsiders such as school managers and
other teams. Another advantage of using two instruments was that the
questionnaire provided information about formal as well as informal
collaboration between team members, while the observations provided
information about formal collaborative activities. Furthermore,
qualitative and quantitative data were obtained, including concrete
examples of community behaviour.
The observation instrument was developed as a high-inference
measure, i.e., the interpretation of indicators is open to subjectivity
(Land, 1980). In other words, contextual knowledge about the team
was used as a means of supporting the interpretation of the observation
data. We assumed that contextual knowledge would be necessary in
order to provide accurate interpretations of and to ‘frame’ the teams’
behaviour. This seemed especially relevant as the teacher teams were
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not new; they already had a history as a team. Contextual knowledge
about the teams was acquired during acquaintance meetings with the
team leaders at the beginning of the study. In these meetings, team
leaders were asked to talk about the history of the team, provide the
names and functions of the team members and to talk about changes in
the team composition and team functions that had taken place. This
contextual information was regarded as relevant for the interpretation
of community behaviour. As the researcher spent a lot of time in the
school, we wanted to separate systematically-acquired contextual
information from haphazard contextual information. Hence, during the
data gathering period, the researcher kept a research log in which she
documented haphazard contextual information with the aim of
reducing the use of contextual information in interpreting community
behaviour.

Perspectives on collaboration
For the purpose of the first study, the Questionnaire on Teacher
Interaction (QTI, Wubbels, Créton, & Hooymayers, 1985; Wubbels,
Brekelmans, den Brok, & van Tartwijk, 2006) was adapted in order to
measure teacher’s interpersonal perception of other teachers. A group
of experts on interpersonal perception was involved in reformulating
the items in order to adapt them from the classroom context to the
team context. The quality of this first version of the QTI was
promising. In order to reduce the intensity of the data gathering
process in this study, we asked teachers to fill in the questionnaire for
two (appointed) team members. In order to get a complete picture of
the interpersonal perceptions of the team, ideally, this questionnaire
would be administered using a round-robin design in which each
teacher fills in the questionnaire regarding all his or her team members.
A round-robin design adds other possibilities for analysis, e.g.,
separating perceptions into actor, partner and relationship components.
The quality of the questionnaire could be further improved by
gathering data from larger samples.
In addition, the network questionnaire devised by Heyl (1997) was
adapted in order to measure the structure of the teachers’ relationships.
We adapted the instrument from an ‘open’ to a ‘closed’ questionnaire

131

COLLABORATION IN TEACHER TEAMS

because the networks in our study had closed boundaries (i.e., team
boundaries). In the questionnaire, teachers were asked about the
frequency of their team-related interaction with each of their team
members. A downside of using this method was that in order to
perform the necessary analysis to answer our research questions and to
be able to compare our results to data from other studies, the
answering categories had to be reduced in order to fit a dichotomous
format. This resulted in a loss of detail because of data reduction.
Instead of information about the strength of ties between individual
teachers, the data only included information about the absence or
presence of ties. On the other hand, social network analysis proved to
be a non-intensive way to gather data about the informal structures in
teacher teams.

Generalisability of findings
Due to the exploratory nature of this dissertation, a small-scale study
design was employed. Although the goal of a small-scale study is not to
generalise the results, it provides a base for the exploration of the
degree to which the results apply to other secondary schools. As hardly
any comparable studies are available that both use the community of
practice perspective and were conducted in teacher teams, we will
elaborate on the comparability of related contexts. The innovative
school where the studies in this dissertation were conducted was chosen
deliberately because a school with teacher teams with joint
responsibility for students as well as the development and execution of
the curriculum was viewed as an ideal context in which to study
collaboration. However, this school is not representative of Dutch
secondary schools. That the school in our study is fairly unique is
illustrated by the study by Onderbouw VO (2006). This study, in
which 105 Dutch secondary schools were surveyed, showed that in the
vast majority of schools (92%), teachers divide their work and/or work
together on an individual basis and consult one another within subject
departments. Teachers work together in interdisciplinary teacher teams
with curricular responsibility in only 6% of schools. We can therefore
conclude that the context in which our study was conducted is fairly
unique. When considering the applicability of our findings, it is fair to
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assume that the findings apply most to schools in which teachers work
in interdisciplinary teams. In traditional schools with subject
departments, teachers are less dependent on each other for
collaboration.

Practical implications
We will now discuss the practical implications of our conclusions for
school management, teacher teams and educational designers.

School management
One of our prominent findings was that although we conducted
research on collaboration in a ‘favourable’ context (i.e., in
interdisciplinary teacher teams), the degree of collaboration between
teachers was moderate. In terms of the analytical framework that was
used, it seems that organising teachers into teams is not enough to
ensure ongoing and intense collaboration between teachers (i.e., a
‘strong’ degree of community). The idea that teaming alone is not
sufficient is supported by researchers such as Hindin, Morocco, Mott
and Aquilar (2007) and Main and Bryer (2005). ‘Merely bringing
teachers together does not assure success’ (Hindin et al., 2007, p. 352),
although school managers often expect that a natural and harmonious
relationship will develop between teachers (Main & Bryer, 2005).
On the other hand, in the school workplace, a moderate degree of
community may be all that can be realised in terms of the degree of
collaboration (see Hargreaves & Dawe, 1990). However, when school
leaders and/or team leaders want to strengthen the collaboration
between teachers in their schools and teams, they need to help teacher
teams to develop explicit agreements regarding collaboration. In
strengthening the collaboration within teacher teams, the insider and
outsider perspectives can be useful. The outsider perspective in
particular can play a role in helping teacher teams to develop as
communities, as some of the community-building strategies that
teacher teams engage in are implicit. In addition, the community-
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building principles that were the result of our third study could serve as
a concrete basis from which to develop explicit agreements.
We recommend that school managers (i.e., school leaders and/or team
leaders) take the following strategies into account:
Monitoring and evaluating. The consequence of the lack of
conceptual clarity with regard to collaboration is that there is very little
agreement among teachers and school managers as to whether or not
collaborative processes actually occur within their schools (Lima, 2001,
p. 100). School managers need to gain insight into the current degree
of collaboration in their schools, for example, by using the instruments
that were used in this study. School managers could use the
instruments from this dissertation as self-auditing tools in order to
monitor and evaluate the degree of collaboration that is currently
taking place in their schools;
Stimulating community development by supporting community building.
The results indicate that school managers need to focus on activities
designed to stimulate mutual engagement, shared repertoire and joint
enterprise. The set of design principles provides a practical basis for
school managers aiming to facilitate community building in their
schools. Based on this arrangement, school managers can take further
steps to improve or sustain teacher communities within their schools by
adapting the interventions to their local needs. The first step is to
investigate what community-building activities teacher teams are
already undertaking. The second step is to build on communitybuilding activities that the teacher teams are undertaking themselves; in
other words, to build on the teams’ community-building repertoire
(i.e., a custom-made approach). The third step is to make existing
community-building activities more explicit and increase the awareness
of teacher teams with regard to community-building;
Diversity considerations. School managers aiming to sustain or
develop communities of practice in their schools can benefit from
taking diversity into account. This implies that team composition
should not only be focused on interdisciplinarity. School managers
should also consider educational level, tenure, occupational experience
and gender in the composition of teacher teams.
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Teacher teams
In order to define the degree to which teachers collaborate, we used the
categories ‘limited’, ‘moderate’ and ‘strong’, as devised by Admiraal et
al. (in press). These categories make it possible to classify different
intensities of collaboration and to compare teacher teams. However,
the degree to which teachers collaborate does not provide any
indication of what is ‘good’ or what is ‘enough’. However, there are
suggestions that a certain degree of collaboration is desirable, i.e., that
a certain level of intensity of collaboration is needed in order to benefit
from the positive outcomes that are associated with collaboration. On
the other hand, we found support for the suggestion that too much is
not good either. Janis (1971) warned of the dangers of groupthink, a
mode of thinking that persons engage in when concurrence seeking
becomes so dominant in a cohesive group that it tends to override the
realistic appraisal of alternative courses of action. This leads to bad
group decisions because different perspectives are not valued and used.
In addition, when bonds between team members are so tight that they
become exclusive, this presents a major barrier for the integration of
newcomers into a group (Li et al., 2009). The idea that weaker
relations between team members (i.e., less intensive collaboration from
a social network perspective) can also have advantages is represented in
the notion of ‘the strength of weak ties’. Weak ties allow teachers to feel
less inhibited to seek help and support because weak ties reduce the
fear of being rejected by known others. In addition, weak ties can allow
teachers to experiment with new behaviours and identities without
being judged by team members (Lima, 1998).

Educational designers
One of the practical results of this dissertation is that a set of realistic
design principles was developed. These design principles are realistic
because we found that teacher teams already use these principles in
practice, albeit not always intentionally (i.e., with the aim of
strengthening the community). We concluded that teacher teams
should make explicit agreements regarding community-building
activities. Community-building efforts are more powerful and effective
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when they are intentional, that is, when they aim towards a specific goal
as well as being explicit (explicitly discussed and agreed upon). The
design perspective can be useful in the transition from effort to
intervention. In our study, we used CIMO-logic (Denyer, Tranfield, &
van Aken, 2008) as a way to formulate design principles. CIMO-logic
determines that a design principle has the following structure: ‘In this
class of problematic contexts, use this intervention type to invoke these
generative mechanism(s), to deliver these outcome(s)’ (Denyer et al.,
2008, p. 395). CIMO-logic was a suitable framework for the
development of design principles that are expected to foster the
community development of teacher teams. The mechanisms
component added to the plausibility of the design principle, and the
context component enabled the design principle to be localised, i.e.
adapted to the specific problematic context at hand. In this research,
the outcome of the intended change was formulated very clearly in
terms of community development (i.e., a change in mutual
engagement, shared repertoire and joint enterprise over an extended
period of time). This perspective on change seems to contrast with
other perspectives on change that focus more on open-ended
outcomes. Weick and Quinn (1999) distinguish between episodic
change and continuous change. Episodic change is intentional. Change
is driven externally and is seen as an occasional interruption or
diversion from equilibrium. Continuous change is constant and
evolving. Change is a pattern of endless modifications in work
processes and social practice and is open-ended. In this dissertation, by
using CIMO-logic (i.e., intentional interventions), but also by
exploring and describing current practice (i.e., current efforts), we tried
to combine aspects of both perspectives on change, first by making the
outcome concrete and measurable, and second by describing current
practice so that change is not a result of the belief that ‘what teachers
do now is wrong’, but ‘redirecting what is already underway’ (Weick &
Quinn, 1999). In our view, the mechanism component of CIMO-logic
can play an important role here because it forms a link between the
interventions and – through one or more direct outcomes – the final
outcome. The mechanism component can be used to map intermediate
outcomes and thereby provides insight into the direction of the change
that takes place.
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Summary
This dissertation concerns the nature of collaboration in teacher teams
and provides insight into how and to what degree teacher teams
collaborate in their daily practice, as well as insight into potential
strategies to stimulate collaboration in teacher teams.
In Chapter 1, the context, core concepts and general research
question of this dissertation are introduced. In order to deal with
innovations and the associated complexity of work, ongoing
collaboration between teachers has become more important in
secondary education. Teacher collaboration is one of the factors that
contribute to the successful implementation of innovations in
secondary schools (Waslander, 2007; van den Berg & Sleegers, 1996).
However, there is no consensus regarding the definition of the concept
of collaboration (Lima, 2001; Little, 1990). As a consequence, there is
little agreement as to whether and to what degree collaborative
processes actually occur in schools (Lima, 2001). Hence, the general
research question guiding the exploration of collaboration in teacher
teams in this dissertation was formulated as: What is the nature of
collaboration in teacher teams? In order to answer the general research
question, four empirical studies were conducted.
In the first study we aimed to conceptualise the nature of
collaboration in teacher teams, based on the following research
question:
1. What is the discriminative, predictive and intervention potential of
the social network perspective, the interpersonal perspective, the
interdependence perspective and the community of practice
perspective?
The second study aimed to explore the degree of collaboration in
teacher teams based on the following research questions:
2a. To what degree do teacher teams in a secondary school
demonstrate mutual engagement, shared repertoire and joint
enterprise?
2b. To what degree is there a relationship between task-related and
relations-oriented diversity in the composition of teacher teams and the
degree of mutual engagement, shared repertoire and joint enterprise?
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In order to gain further insight into the development of collaboration in
teacher teams, the third and fourth study were designed according to
the following research questions:
3. What are the characteristics of an arrangement designed to foster the
development of a community of teachers in secondary education?
4a. To what degree does the community development of teacher teams
take place?
4b. To what extent do teacher teams engage in community-building
efforts?
The four studies were conducted in an innovative secondary school
in the Netherlands. The school was innovative because of its
interdisciplinary team structure (i.e., teachers with different subject
expertise are teamed together) and thematic curriculum development
(i.e., the integration of different subjects into thematic assignments).
The school was organised into seven interdisciplinary teacher teams.
Teachers worked together on the organisation of education and student
affairs as well as on the development of thematic educational material.
This specific context was chosen because of the interdependence
between the team members, which is generally seen as a prerequisite
for collaboration (e.g., Little, 1990).
Chapter 2 (study 1) reports on different perspectives on collaboration.
The aim of this study was to explore the usefulness of four existing
conceptual frameworks for research on collaboration in teacher teams.
The conceptualisation of collaboration was explored in terms of a
network of social connections, a pattern of interpersonal relations, the
level of interdependence and a community of practice. Data from seven
teacher teams were used to assess the discriminative, predictive and
intervention potential of the four conceptual frameworks. We
concluded that the usefulness of the four conceptual frameworks for
research on collaboration in teacher teams depends on the goal of the
research. The social network perspective and the community of
practice perspective had the most discriminative potential and seemed
to be useful perspectives for distinguishing the degree of collaboration
between the teacher teams. The community of practice perspective had
the most intervention potential and seemed to be a useful perspective
for designing concrete interventions for practice in order to stimulate
collaboration.
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Chapter 3 (study 2) reports on the status quo of collaboration in
teacher teams using the community of practice perspective. The first
aim of this study was to explore the extent to which communities of
practice occur in schools. The second aim was to explore the
relationship between the degree of community and diversity in team
composition. Quantitative as well as qualitative data were gathered
from seven teacher teams in a secondary school. A questionnaire and
an observation instrument were used to measure and analyse the
collaborative activities and compositional diversity of teacher teams.
We concluded that the overall degree of mutual engagement, shared
repertoire and joint enterprise in the teacher teams was moderate. We
also concluded that the perceived and observed degree of mutual
engagement, shared repertoire and joint enterprise differed, and that
they represented an insider perspective and an outsider perspective on
the community of practice. The third conclusion that we drew was that
the composition of the teacher teams in terms of diversity is significant
with regard to the degree of community in teacher teams. In other
words, diversity in terms of the educational level and gender was
positively related to the degree of community, while diversity in terms
of tenure and work experience was negatively related to the degree of
community.
Chapter 4 (study 3) reports on ways to stimulate collaboration between
teachers. The aim of this study was to formulate a set of design
principles in order to foster community development within teacher
teams in secondary education. The set of design principles was
arranged based on a literature review as well as a best practice case.
The case study validated the design principles from the literature in the
target context. We concluded that an arrangement which is intended to
foster community development includes a coherent set of design
principles aimed at developing group goals, developing group norms,
organising group roles, stimulating a critical reflective attitude,
promoting trust, promoting perceived interdependence, promoting
ownership, and organising a collective memory. We also concluded that
design principles should be based on CIMO-logic in order to take into
account the context-dependency of interventions as well as the
mechanisms that help to understand how interventions produce certain
outcomes.

149

COLLABORATION IN TEACHER TEAMS

Chapter 5 (study 4) reports on the design principles that teacher teams
have already integrated into their daily practice. The aim of this study
was to explore whether and to what extent the community development
of teacher teams takes place and what community-building efforts
teacher teams undertake themselves. Quantitative as well as qualitative
data were gathered from seven teacher teams in a secondary school
during one school year. Teachers’ perceptions of community
development were complemented with video-observations of team
meetings by relative outsiders. We concluded that the community
development of the seven teacher teams was limited. In other words,
very little community development occurred according to the teachers’
perceptions, while relative outsiders observed slightly more community
development. We also concluded that, in spite of limited support from
the school management, the teacher teams made a considerable
amount and range of community-building efforts. The communitybuilding efforts that the teacher teams undertook included all of the
design principles intended to foster collaboration. However, many of
the efforts were unintentional, that is, efforts were undertaken without
the specific aim of strengthening the community of practice.
In Chapter 6, we discuss and reflect on the conclusions, methods and
implications for practice of these studies.
With regard to the community of practice perspective on collaboration,
we discuss the use of the notion of communities of practice (Wenger,
1998) as an analytical tool for defining and operationalising
collaboration and note that some adjustments were made to the
original framework in order to increase its usefulness. The addition of
indicators (based on the work of Admiraal, Lockhorst, & van der Pol,
in press) to Wenger’s original dimensions helped to make the three
(more general) dimensions of communities of practice more applicable
to the context of teacher teams. In addition, this adjustment provided
the possibility of measuring the community of practice dimensions
from the perspective of an insider (i.e., teachers’ perceptions), as well
as from the perspective of an outsider (i.e., teachers’ behaviour). We
recommend that future research on teacher collaboration includes
multiple perspectives on collaboration. Investigating different aspects of
collaboration may further improve our understanding of what
collaboration looks like in teacher teams.
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With regard to the degree of collaboration, two perspectives are discussed.
The ‘glass is half empty’ perspective is reflected in the notion of
contrived collegiality (Hargreaves & Dawe, 1990), which implies that
administratively controlled forms of collaboration (i.e., teacher teams)
will always be limited. In accordance with the ‘glass is half full’
perspective, we discuss two other studies that also report a moderate
degree of collaboration between teachers in secondary education. The
outcomes of these studies suggest that moderate collaboration may not
be as bad as was previously believed. Future research is recommended
to investigate the degree of collaboration in more secondary schools
with a teacher team structure as well as a subject department structure.
That way, the nature of collaboration between teachers in different
school contexts and at different levels of interdependence can be
compared.
With regard to diversity in team composition, we note that, in studies
from the educational domain, we found mainly support for global
diversity, that is, these studies do not specify between different types of
diversity. Furthermore, we discuss the fact that our study adds to the
current knowledge base regarding diversity in team composition in the
school context because we distinguished between different types of
diversity instead of treating diversity as a generic concept. Future
research is recommended to study the relationship between
collaboration and team composition, using task-related as well as
relations-oriented diversity attributes in order to make more
generalisable claims about the relationship between team diversity and
the degree of collaboration.
With regard to community development, this chapter discusses our
conclusion that community development in teacher teams is limited,
but that our data do not provide indications as to why the development
process and community development of the seven teams were limited.
Three possible explanations for our findings are discussed. One is the
ceiling effect, as it is possible that the community development of the
teams was already at the highest possible level when it was measured.
Second, it is possible that in between the two measuring points,
(mini)episodes of community development took place that were not
visible in our data. Third, in terms of the teams’ development process
as a whole, it is not possible to say which part and/or phase of the
development process was observed by the researchers. We recommend
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that future research focuses on measuring community development
more continuously (i.e., taking measurements at more points in time)
and focusing on the long term.
With regard to community building, we discuss arguments and
counter-arguments for making a work-related process like communitybuilding explicit. Keeping community-building efforts implicit means
that community-building stays a natural process embedded in daily
practice. On the other hand, making community-building efforts
explicit means that teams can evaluate, share and negotiate
community-building efforts (Simons & Ruijters, 2001). Furthermore,
the potential use of the set of design principles is discussed, taking into
account the practices that are already in place in teacher teams (i.e., the
community-building efforts that the teacher teams undertake
themselves). We recommend that future research aims to investigate
the effectiveness of the arrangement that was developed. Using a
design-based perspective, research could aim to implement and test the
set of design principles in multiple design rounds, taking the
endogenous design into account.
Next, we reflect on the methods that were used in this dissertation.
In addition, the generalisability of the findings to other secondary
schools is discussed. We conclude that the generalisability of the
findings is limited because of the unique context in which the empirical
studies were conducted.
The chapter ends with recommendations for practice. With regard
to school management, we suggest that when school leaders and/or team
leaders want to further strengthen the collaboration between teachers in
their schools and teams, they need to help teacher teams to develop
explicit agreements regarding collaboration. The ‘outsider perspective’
in particular can play a role in helping teacher teams to develop as
communities, as some of the community-building strategies that
teacher teams engage in are implicit. In addition, the communitybuilding principles that were the result of our third study could serve as
a concrete basis for these agreements. We recommend that school
managers take three strategies into account. One, to monitor and
evaluate the degree of collaboration that is currently taking place in the
school. Two, to focus on activities designed to stimulate mutual
engagement, shared repertoire and joint enterprise, using a custommade approach. Three, to take considerations regarding diversity into
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account. With regard to teacher teams, we discuss the implications of
collaboration characterised as relations or connections between team
members that are too intensive or too weak. Overly intensive
connections between team members can lead to the problem of
groupthink. On the other hand, the strength of the notion of weak ties
suggests that weak connections between team members can have
advantages for teachers, such as reducing uncertainty. With regard to
educational designers, we have noted that community-building efforts are
more powerful and effective when they are intentional, that is, when
they are aimed towards a specific goal as well as being explicit. The
design perspective can be useful in the transition from effort to
intervention. Designers are recommended to formulate design
principles according to CIMO-logic (Denyer et al., 2008), which takes
into account the context-dependency of interventions and also provides
insight into why an intervention produces a certain outcome.
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Samenvatting
Deze dissertatie gaat over de aard van de samenwerking in
docententeams. Ze geeft inzicht in de wijze waarop en de mate waarin
docententeams in hun dagelijkse praktijk samenwerken. Potentiële
strategieën om deze samenwerking te stimuleren komen tevens aan de
orde.
In Hoofdstuk 1 worden de context, de hoofdconcepten en de algemene
onderzoeksvraag van deze dissertatie geïntroduceerd. Om met
innovaties en de bijbehorende complexiteit van het werk om te gaan, is
het voor docenten in het voortgezet onderwijs belangrijker geworden
om samen te werken. Samenwerking tussen docenten is één van de
factoren die bijdragen aan een succesvolle implementatie van innovaties
in het voortgezet onderwijs (Waslander, 2007; van den Berg &
Sleegers, 1996). Daarentegen is er geen consensus over hoe het
concept samenwerking te definiëren (Lima, 2001; Little, 1990). Een
gevolg hiervan is dat er weinig overeenstemming is over de vraag, of en
in welke mate samenwerkingsprocessen daadwerkelijk voorkomen in de
school (Lima, 2001). De algemene onderzoeksvraag die leidend is bij
de verkenning van de samenwerking in docententeams luidt daarom:
Wat is de aard van de samenwerking in docententeams? Om deze algemene
onderzoeksvraag te beantwoorden, zijn er vier empirische studies
uitgevoerd.
De eerste studie was gericht op het conceptualiseren van de aard
van de samenwerking in docententeams en werd geleid door de
volgende onderzoeksvraag:
1. Wat is het onderscheidend, voorspellend en interveniërend
vermogen van het sociale netwerk perspectief, het interpersoonlijke
perspectief, het wederzijdse afhankelijkheid perspectief en het
werkgemeenschap (community of practice) perspectief?
De tweede studie was gericht op het verkennen van de mate van
samenwerking in docententeams en werd geleid door de volgende
onderzoeksvragen:
2a. In welke mate hebben docententeams in een school voor voortgezet
onderwijs een wederzijdse verbondenheid, een gedeeld
omgangsrepertoire en een gezamenlijke onderneming?
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2b. In welke mate is er een relatie tussen taakgerelateerde en
relatiegeoriënteerde diversiteit in de samenstelling van de
docententeams en de mate van wederzijdse verbondenheid, gedeeld
omgangsrepertoire en gezamenlijke onderneming?
Om meer inzicht te krijgen in de ontwikkeling van de samenwerking
in docententeams, is het ontwerp van de derde en vierde studie
ontleend aan de volgende onderzoeksvragen:
3. Wat zijn de karakteristieken van een arrangement om de
ontwikkeling van een werkgemeenschap van docenten in het voortgezet
onderwijs te stimuleren?
4a. In welke mate vindt bij docententeams de ontwikkeling tot
werkgemeenschap plaats?
4b. In hoeverre ondernemen docententeams activiteiten voor het
opbouwen van de werkgemeenschap?
De vier studies zijn uitgevoerd in een innovatieve school voor
voortgezet onderwijs in Nederland. De school was innovatief door de
interdisciplinaire teamstructuur (dat wil zeggen, docenten met
verschillende vakinhoudelijke expertise vormen samen een team) en de
thematische curriculum ontwikkeling (dat wil zeggen, de integratie van
verschillende vakken in thematische opdrachten). De school was
georganiseerd in zeven interdisciplinaire docententeams. Docenten
werkten samen aan de organisatie van het onderwijs en studentenzaken,
alsmede aan de ontwikkeling van thematisch onderwijsmateriaal. Deze
specifieke context is gekozen vanwege de wederzijdse afhankelijkheid
tussen de teamleden, wat in het algemeen wordt gezien als een
voorwaarde voor samenwerking (zie bijvoorbeeld Little, 1990).
Hoofdstuk 2 (studie 1) rapporteert over verschillende perspectieven op
samenwerking. Het doel van deze studie was om de bruikbaarheid van
vier bestaande conceptuele kaders voor onderzoek naar samenwerking
in docententeams te verkennen. De conceptualisatie van samenwerking
werd verkend in termen van een netwerk van sociale connecties, een
patroon van interpersoonlijke relaties, de mate van werderzijdse
afhankelijkheid en een werkgemeenschap. Gegevens van zeven
docententeams werden gebruikt om het onderscheidend, voorspellend
en interveniërend vermogen van de vier conceptuele kaders te
beoordelen. We concludeerden dat de bruikbaarheid van de vier
conceptuele kaders voor onderzoek naar samenwerking in
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docententeams afhangt van het doel van het onderzoek. Het sociale
netwerk perspectief en het werkgemeenschap perspectief hadden het
grootste onderscheidend vermogen. Dit lijken bruikbare perspectieven
om onderscheid te maken tussen de mate van samenwerking in de
docententeams. Het werkgemeenschap perspectief had het grootste
interveniërend vermogen. Dit lijkt een bruikbaar perspectief voor het
ontwerpen van concrete interventies om samenwerking in de praktijk te
stimuleren.
Hoofdstuk 3 (studie 2) rapporteert over de huidige samenwerking in
docententeams en maakt daarbij gebruik van het werkgemeenschap
perspectief. Het eerste doel van deze studie was om te verkennen in
hoeverre werkgemeenschappen voorkomen in de school. Het tweede
doel was om de relatie te verkennen tussen de mate waarin
docententeams een werkgemeenschap vormen en de diversiteit in
teamsamenstelling. Bij zeven docententeams in een school voor
voortgezet onderwijs zijn zowel kwantitatieve als kwalitatieve gegevens
verzameld. Om de samenwerkingsactiviteiten en diversiteit in
teamsamenstelling van de docententeams te meten en te analyseren, is
gebruik gemaakt van een vragenlijst en een observatieinstrument. We
concludeerden dat de wederzijdse verbondenheid, het gedeeld
omgangsrepertoire en de gezamenlijke onderneming van de
docententeams in het algemeen matig is. Tevens concludeerden we dat
er verschil is tussen de gepercipieerde en geobserveerde mate van
wederzijdse verbondenheid, gedeeld omgangsrepertoire en
gezamenlijke onderneming. Dit verschil representeert een insider
perspectief en een buitenstaander perspectief op de werkgemeenschap.
De derde conclusie die we trokken, was dat de samenstelling van de
docententeams in termen van diversiteit gerelateerd is aan de mate
waarin de docententeams een werkgemeenschap vormen. Met andere
woorden, diversiteit in opleidingsniveau en sekse correspondeerden
positief met de mate waarin de docententeams een werkgemeenschap
vormen; diversiteit in jaren dienstverband en jaren beroepservaring
correspondeerden negatief met de mate waarin de docententeams een
werkgemeenschap vormen.
Hoofdstuk 4 (studie 3) rapporteert over hoe de samenwerking tussen
docenten gestimuleerd kan worden. Het doel van deze studie was het
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formuleren van een set van ontwerpprincipes die de ontwikkeling van
docententeams tot werkgemeenschappen stimuleert. De set van
ontwerpprincipes werd samengesteld aan de hand van een review van
de literatuur alsmede een gevalsstudie. De gevalsstudie valideerde de
ontwerpprincipes uit de literatuur in de bedoelde context van
toepassing. We concludeerden dat een arrangement om de
ontwikkeling van docententeams tot werkgemeenschappen te
stimuleren bestaat uit een coherente set van ontwerpprincipes gericht
op het ontwikkelen van groepsdoelen, het ontwikkelen van
groepsnormen, het organiseren van groepsrollen, het stimuleren van
een kritisch-reflectieve houding, het bevorderen van vertrouwen, het
bevorderen van de gepercipieerde werderzijdse afhankelijkheid, het
bevorderen van eigenaarschap en het organiseren van een collectief
geheugen. We concludeerden tevens dat ontwerpprincipes gebaseerd
dienen te zijn op een Context-Interventie-Mechanisme-Uitkomst logica
(Denyer, Tranfield, & van Aken, 2008), willen zij rekening houden met
de context-afhankelijkheid van interventies alsmede met de
mechanismen die helpen te begrijpen hoe interventies tot bepaalde
uitkomsten leiden.
Hoofdstuk 5 (studie 4) rapporteert over de ontwerpprincipes die
docententeams hebben geïntegreerd in hun dagelijkste praktijk. Het
eerste doel van deze studie was om te verkennen of en in hoeverre er bij
docententeams een ontwikkeling tot werkgemeenschap plaatsvindt.
Het tweede doel was om in kaart te brengen welke activiteiten voor het
opbouwen van een werkgemeenschap docententeams zelf ondernemen.
Gedurende één schooljaar werden kwantitatieve en kwalitatieve
gegevens verzameld bij zeven docententeams in een school voor
voortgezet onderwijs. Gegevens over de ontwikkeling tot
werkgemeenschap zoals deze werd gepercipieerd door de docenten zelf,
werden aangevuld met video-observaties van teambijeenkomsten door
relatieve buitenstaanders. We concludeerden dat de ontwikkeling tot
werkgemeenschap bij de zeven docententeams minimaal was. Dat wil
zeggen, in de perceptie van de docenten vond er in de docententeams
weinig ontwikkeling tot een werkgemeenschap plaats. Relatieve
buitenstaanders observeerden bij de docententeams iets meer
ontwikkeling tot een werkgemeenschap. Tevens concludeerden we dat
ondanks de beperkte ondersteuning van het schoolmanagement, de
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docententeams redelijk veel en ook een grote verscheidenheid aan
activiteiten voor het opbouwen van werkgemeenschappen ondernamen.
De activiteiten voor het opbouwen van werkgemeenschappen die de
docententeams ondernamen omvatten alle ontwerpprincipes om
samenwerking te stimuleren. Daarentegen was een deel van de
activiteiten niet intentioneel, met andere woorden, deze activiteiten
hadden niet het specifieke doel de werkgemeenschap te versterken.
In Hoofdstuk 6 bespreken we en reflecteren we op de conclusies, de
gebruikte methoden en de implicaties voor de praktijk.
Met betrekking tot de werkgemeenschap als een perspectief op
samenwerking gaan we in op het gebruik van de notie werkgemeenschap
(Wenger, 1998) als een analytisch instrument voor het definiëren en
operationaliseren van samenwerking. We merken daarbij op dat aan het
originele kader aanpassingen zijn gedaan om de bruikbaarheid ervan te
vergroten. De toevoeging van indicatoren (gebaseerd op Admiraal,
Lockhorst & van der Pol, ter perse) aan de dimensies van Wenger hielp
om de drie (vrij algemene) werkgemeenschap dimensies specifiek te
maken voor de context van docententeams. Daarnaast werd het door
deze aanpassing mogelijk om de werkgemeenschap dimensies meetbaar
te maken, zowel vanuit het perspectief van een insider (dat wil zeggen,
de perceptie van de teamleden) als het perspectief van een
buitenstaander (dat wil zeggen, het gedrag van de teamleden). We
raden vervolgonderzoek over samenwerking tussen docenten aan om
meerdere perspectieven op samenwerking mee te nemen. Het
onderzoeken van verschillende aspecten van samenwerking kan het
bestaande inzicht over hoe de samenwerking in docententeams er uit
ziet, versterken.
Met betrekking tot de mate van samenwerking bespreken we twee
perspectieven. Het perspectief ‘het glas is half leeg’ wordt weerspiegeld
in de notie van administratieve collegialiteit (Hargreaves & Dawe,
1990). Deze notie impliceert dat in administratief gecontroleerde
vormen van collegialiteit, zoals docententeams, de samenwerking altijd
beperkt zal zijn. Vanuit het perspectief ‘het glas is half vol’ bespreken
we twee andere studies in de context van het voortgezet onderwijs
waarin de samenwerking tussen docenten tevens matig was. De
bevindingen van deze studies impliceren dat een matige samenwerking
mogelijk zo slecht niet is. We raden aan dat vervolgonderzoek nagaat
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wat de mate van samenwerking tussen docenten is in zowel scholen met
een teamstructuur als scholen met een vakgroepstructuur. Op deze
manier kan de aard van de samenwerking tussen docenten in
verschillende schoolcontexten met verschillende niveaus van
wederzijdse afhankelijkheid in kaart worden gebracht en worden
vergeleken.
Met betrekking tot diversiteit in teamsamenstelling merken we op dat
we in studies uit het onderwijskundig domein veelal ondersteuning
vinden voor globale diversiteit, met andere woorden, veel studies
maken geen onderscheid tussen verschillende typen diversiteit.
Vervolgens bespreken we dat onze studie bijdraagt aan de huidige
kennisbasis over diversiteit in teamsamenstelling, doordat we
onderscheid maken tussen verschillende typen diversiteit in plaats van
diversteit als een generiek concept te zien. Vervolgonderzoek wordt
aangeraden om de relatie tussen samenwerking en teamsamenstelling te
onderzoeken, daarbij gebruikmakend van taakgerelateerde en
relatiegeoriënteerde diversiteit. Op deze manier kunnen er meer
generaliseerbare claims worden gemaakt over de relatie tussen
diversiteit in teamsamenstelling en de mate van samenwerking in
docententeams.
Met betrekking tot de ontwikkeling van de werkgemeenschap wordt
besproken dat we concludeerden dat er in de docententeams een
minimale ontwikkeling tot werkgemeenschap plaatsvond, maar dat de
gegevens geen aanknopingspunten geven over het ontwikkelproces of
de reden van de minimale ontwikkeling tot werkgemeenschap. Drie
mogelijke verklaringen voor de minimale ontwikkeling passeren de
revue. Eén is het plafond effect. Het is mogelijk dat de ontwikkeling
van de docententeams tot werkgemeenschap op het moment van meten
al het hoogst mogelijke niveau had bereikt. Twee, het is mogelijk dat er
(mini)-episodes van ontwikkeling tot werkgemeenschap hebben
plaatsgevonden tussen de twee meetmomenten in die niet zichtbaar
waren in de verzamelde gegevens. Drie, gezien het complete
ontwikkelproces van de docententeams vanaf het moment van
oprichting is het niet mogelijk vast te stellen welk deel of fase van dit
proces is geobserveerd door de onderzoekers. We raden
vervolgonderzoek aan om de ontwikkeling van docententeams tot
werkgemeenschap meer continu (dat wil zeggen, metingen verrichten
op meerdere momenten in de tijd) en longitudinaal te onderzoeken.
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Met betrekking tot het opbouwen van werkgemeenschappen bespreken we
argumenten voor en tegen het expliciteren van werkgerelateerde
processen zoals het opbouwen van werkgemeenschappen. Het impliciet
houden van activiteiten gericht op het opbouwen van
werkgemeenschappen, betekent dat het opbouwen een natuurlijk
proces blijft dat is ingebed in de dagelijkse praktijk. Aan de andere kant
is het voordeel van het expliciteren van activiteiten voor het opbouwen
van werkgemeenschappen, dat docententeams deze activiteiten kunnen
evalueren, delen en onderhandelen (Simons & Ruijters, 2001).
Daarnaast wordt besproken dat bij het gebruik van de set van
ontwerpprincipes rekening gehouden dient te worden met de
activiteiten die de docententeams zelf ondernemen met betrekking tot
het opbouwen van een werkgemeenschap. We raden toekomstig
onderzoek aan om de effectiviteit van het arrangement uit de derde
studie te onderzoeken. Gebruikmakend van een ontwerpperspectief kan
dit onderzoek zich richten op het implementeren en testen van de set
van de ontwerpprincipes in meerdere ontwerprondes, daarbij rekening
houdend met het bestaande ontwerp.
Daarnaast reflecteren we op de methoden die zijn gebruikt in de
studies. Tevens bespreken we de generaliseerbaarheid van de
bevindingen naar andere scholen voor voortgezet onderwijs. We
concluderen dat de generaliseerbaarheid beperkt is doordat de context
waarin de empirische studies gedaan zijn, vrij uniek is.
Het hoofdstuk eindigt met aanbevelingen voor de praktijk. Met
betrekking tot schoolmanagers raden we aan dat wanneer schoolleiders
en/of teamleiders de samenwerking tussen docenten in hun school of
team verder willen versterken, ze docententeams moeten ondersteunen
bij het ontwikkelen van expliciete afspraken over de samenwerking.
Met name het buitenstaander perspectief kan een rol spelen bij het
helpen van docententeams om zich te ontwikkelen tot
werkgemeenschap, aangezien een deel van de activiteiten voor het
opbouwen van werkgemeenschappen impliciet zijn. Daarnaast kunnen
de principes voor het opbouwen van werkgemeenschappen, die het
resultaat waren van onze derde studie, gebruikt worden als een
concrete basis voor deze afspraken. We raden schoolmanagers aan om
drie strategieën in te zetten. Eén, het monitoren en evalueren van de
huidige mate van samenwerking in de school en in de docententeams.
Twee, het zich richten op activiteiten om de wederzijdse
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verbondenheid, het gedeeld omgangsrepertoire en de gezamenlijke
onderneming te stimuleren, daarbij gebruik makend van een aanpak op
maat. Drie, het overwegen van diversiteit bij de teamsamenstelling.
Met betrekking tot docententeams worden de implicaties van
samenwerking die als te intensief of juist te weinig intensief te
karakteriseren is, besproken. Een te nauwe samenwerking kan leiden
tot groepsdenken. Aan de andere kant suggereert de notie ‘de kracht
van zwakke connecties’ dat weinig intensieve samenwerking ook
voordelen kan hebben voor docenten, bijvoorbeeld
onzekerheidsreductie. Met betrekking tot onderwijskundig ontwerpers
bespreken we dat activiteiten voor het opbouwen van
werkgemeenschappen meer effect sorteren wanneer zij intentioneel zijn,
met andere woorden gericht op een specifiek doel en tevens expliciet
gemaakt. Het ontwerpperspectief kan bruikbaar zijn in de transitie van
activiteit naar interventie. Ontwerpers wordt aangeraden om
ontwerpprincipes te formuleren aan de hand van de ContextInterventie-Mechanisme-Uitkomst logica omdat deze rekening houdt
met de context afhankelijkheid van interventies alsmede inzicht geeft in
waarom een interventie leidt tot een bepaalde uitkomst.
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Bewijs uit het gerijmde
(Notitie naar aanleiding van het onlangs mislukte IRE-Project)
Hoi Patries,
Door wat ik het ‘cumulatieve dominosteeneffect’ noem belandde ons
onderwijs in een neergaande spiraal. Deskundigen hanteerden decennia
een Denk&Spreek-Verbod. Totdat docenten onoverkomelijke
problemen kregen met het moeten overbrengen van kennis en
vaardigheden, waarover ze zelf niet (meer) beschikten. Wat nu? Herna-en-bijscholing was als knieval voor de reactionaire orthodoxie
ondenkbaar. Dus iedereen op zoek naar eigentijdse
vervangingsinstrumenten. Dus stapten we in de voorgespitte valkuil van
digitalisering, CSL, CSCL, flatscreenscreening, competentie-gezever
en kleinschalig diploma geknoei. Best wel leuk en grensverleggend.
Tevens alibi voor dichtbevolkte congressen. Maar het schoot niet echt
op.
En opeens was daar dat uitdagende en innovatieve IRE-Project. IRE
staat voor: ‘Instant Reincarnation as a way to trigger vice versa
Exchange of competences between the members of inferior and
superior Communities Of Teachers’.
Mislukt dus. Op het nachtkastje van de projectleider werd een
afscheidsgedicht aangetroffen:
The mortal perils of instant reincarnation
I wish I were a white balloon
drifting high up in the sky
but why
must I descend that soon
I wonder - wonder why
Why is my shrunken face that pale
a condom - second hand
why am I rotting in my jail
the hawthorn hedge where I did land

I wish I were a hawthorn hedge
with hedgehogs near my feet
to drink the dew-drops I would pledge
at any time we meet
And now I am a hawthorn hedge
the finest in the land
no hedgehogs drink the tears I pledge
they loathe my condom - second hand
Ziezo Patries: Zodra ik weer iets interessants op jouw vakgebied
tegenkom, laat ik dat natuurlijk weten.
Groetjes van Ger
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