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Critical Attributes of Interdisciplinary Teaming in Middle School:

Current Practice in an Urban School District in Texas

Randy Reuben Hoyer, Ed.D.

The University of Texas at Austin, 2013

Supervisor: Ruben Olivarez

This study identified perceived structural and instructional critical attributes of

interdisciplinary teaming at the middle school. Through interviews with principals and

teachers, data was collected on critical attributes of interdisciplinary teaming in areas

such as the formation of teams and the implementation of interdisciplinary teaming as a

process with specific functions, both structural and instructional in nature. The critical

attributes identified in this study were associated with the results from two earlier studies

on interdisciplinary teaming conducted by Hackmann et al. (2002) and Valentine et al.

(1993). Additionally, this study gathered data from participants on the perceived benefits

and challenges of interdisciplinary teaming.

Using purposeful sampling, principals and teacher participants were selected from

a school district located in a metropolitan city in Texas. There were a total of 13 middle

schools in the school district and five schools were selected for participation in the study.

From the five middle schools, ten participants were surveyed and interviewed for this

study; five principals and five teachers. The researcher conducted interviews over the
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telephone with each of the participants. Data collected from the interviews were analyzed

using descriptive statistics.

Findings indicated that critical attributes of interdisciplinary teaming, identified

earlier by Hackmann et al. (2002) and Valentine et al. (1993), were generally associated

with results from the current research. The critical attributes were developed from the

following categories: Team characteristics, team membership, team planning time, and

curriculum design practices. The second part of the study described perceived benefits

and challenges of interdisciplinary teaming. In general, participants identified more

benefits than challenges. Specifically, participants found interdisciplinary teaming to be

beneficial in the areas of relationships, instruction, and parent communication.

Challenges in the implementation of interdisciplinary teaming were described by both

groups of participants.

Implications for school officials who are trying to maintain interdisciplinary

teaming in the face of budgetary constraints will necessitate a balanced look at

effectiveness and efficiency. Further inquiry into an important relationship between

interdisciplinary teaming and student achievement is also necessary.
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Chapter 1: Introduction to the Study

Educating children in their adolescent years has been in place in the United States

for more than 100 years. The original junior high school model, through which education

was delivered to this group of children, was introduced during the first decade of the 20th

century and served countless numbers of students with an organizational design intended

to address and correct the “inefficiencies of the graded school, large numbers of out-of-

school youth, and out-of-work 12- and 13-year olds” (Cuban, 1992, p. 231). During the

early part of the century, this particular age group became the focus of psychologists who

also argued for the reorganization of secondary schools by advocating for a separate

school for early adolescents. According to Cuban (1992), “the notion of attending to the

nature of the child rather than entirely focusing upon subject matter and basic skills had

begun to take hold among educators who saw themselves as progressive” (p. 233).

The move to address the unique needs of adolescents in public schools continued

forward across decades. By the 1960’s, the term middle school was used by educators

who found that the junior high school model was inadequate (Cuban, 1992). The early

view that junior high schools served as a necessary transition between elementary and

high school had evolved into a movement that pushed for a school that supported the

whole child; not just the academic side of education, but one that considered the social

and emotional development of children in this age group. McEwin and Greene (2010),

offered the following regarding the junior high school model:

This form of schooling had come to look more like senior high school than a
unique school program responsive to the nature and needs of the young adolescent
students it served. The middle school movement grew out of concerns with the
junior high school, and after more than four decades there is much to celebrate
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when considering the accomplishments of the movement to establish
developmentally responsive middle schools for young adolescents. (p. 49)

The middle school movement captured a growing interest in reforming the

education of early adolescent children (McEwin & Greene, 2010). It also spawned the

middle school concept, which sought to advance a greater understanding of the “nature of

the early adolescence developmental period” and help clarify the “essential components

of an exemplary middle school” (George, 2009, p. 5). Key points within the middle

school concept included the reduction or elimination of departmentalized structures;

heterogeneously grouped instruction; and the new concept of team teaching (Mertens &

Anfara, 2006). By the 1980’s, the implementation of interdisciplinary teaming in middle

schools, a model used to connect teachers and students on a common team, served as one

of those essential components that also marked a significant difference between the junior

high school and the new middle school (George, 2009). This difference incorporated an

identity, a sense of team, for students and introduced the concept of a common planning

time for teachers.

This chapter addresses the organization of middle level education in public school

systems in the United States and, in particular, a large urban school district in the state of

Texas. The specific focus is on interdisciplinary teaming as an organizational structure.

Included within this chapter is the statement of the problem, the purpose of the study, the

research questions that guide the study, an overview of the methodology that guides the

collection of data, a definition of terms, the limitations and delimitations of this study,

general assumptions found within the study, and the significance of the study.
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Statement of the Problem

The current era of high-stakes accountability in public education, notably a result

of federal legislation referred to as the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, has been in

place for the past decade across the United States (U.S. Department of Education, 2002).

The state of Texas, a forerunner in the high-stakes effort to connect student achievement

and accountability, developed its own system for defining academic achievement in 1984

and sought to create and maintain an emphasis on student achievement as a prime basis

for determining acceptable and unacceptable levels of accountability within public

schools. The system in place in Texas, the Academic Excellence Indicator System, has

remained an essential component in the state’s accountability process. The system uses

the following rating scale to identify levels of performance in public schools: exemplary,

recognized, acceptable, and unacceptable. All levels of public schools, elementary,

middle, and high school, are issued a rating each year (Texas Education Agency [TEA],

2011a). After schools administer the state assessments at the end of each year, school

communities wait anxiously for the results.

Efforts to reach and sustain higher levels of student achievement continue today

and have challenged many public school systems to further evaluate programs and

procedures that have long been in place, not only because of the demands for greater

accountability in the area of student achievement, but also because of financial

constraints that have forced school systems at the local level to examine and possibly

reconsider how schools are organized (Flowers, Mertens, & Mulhall, 1999; Moak, 2011;

Rottier, 2000; Trimble & Rottier, 1998). As a result of increasing demands for
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accountability, public schools at all levels have been pressed to embrace structures within

organizations that will better serve students. This reality merits inquiry in an attempt to

determine the effectiveness of arrangements such as interdisciplinary teaming in the

middle school.

A critical element of the middle school concept centers on how teachers are

organized in order to work with groups of students. As an organizational structure,

interdisciplinary teaming has been described as the most important component of the

middle school concept (George, 2009; Valentine, Clark, Irvin, Keefe, & Melton, 1993).

However, the critical attributes of an effective teaming program at the middle school

level need to be reassessed.

Purpose of the Study

This study centered on the organizational structure of middle level education in

public schools. This research effort examined a widely used instructional arrangement

referred to as interdisciplinary teaming. The purpose of the study was to identify the

perceived critical attributes of interdisciplinary teaming and explore the method and

means by which middle schools utilize interdisciplinary teaming, as an organizational

structure, in order to create a learning environment that promotes higher levels of student

achievement. The nature of this study featured a purposefully selected large urban school

district in a metropolitan city in Texas in 2012 that has implemented and used

interdisciplinary teaming in all middle schools for the past two decades and has recently

eliminated the instructional arrangement from the same middle schools.
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Research conducted in this study used an instrument from two earlier studies on

interdisciplinary teaming. A description of interdisciplinary teaming in selected middle

schools was compared with the results from two national studies conducted by the

National Association of Secondary School Principals (NASSP) on interdisciplinary

teaming in middle schools from across the United States (Hackmann et al., 2002;

Valentine et al., 1993). Results from the national studies, completed in 1992 and 2000,

allowed the reader to form a historical perspective on the implementation of

interdisciplinary teaming at the middle school level over a 20-year period with the most

recent data coming from a purposefully selected school district in the state of Texas. The

stated importance of this study was found in a comparison of the implementation of

interdisciplinary teaming in middle schools during two prior intervals with current

practice in a selected school district. This research effort, reassessing critical attributes

pertinent to interdisciplinary teaming at the middle school level, covered the following

areas: Team characteristics, team membership, team planning time, and curriculum

design practices. Additionally, principals and teachers were asked to identify perceived

benefits and challenges of interdisciplinary teaming.

The focal point of this study centered on how middle level education in public

schools attempts to improve student achievement using interdisciplinary teaming to meet

the needs of children between the ages of 11 and 14. To accomplish this, the middle

school concept served as the conceptual framework for this study. Recommendations that

support the middle school concept include a response to the physical, intellectual, and

social-emotional needs of middle school children and a program of study based on the
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concept of exploration for student growth (Carnegie Council on Adolescent

Development, 1989; George, 2009; Merenbloom, 1983).

Interdisciplinary teaming can include from two to five core subject area teachers

(English/language arts, reading, math, science, and social studies) on a team. Each team

is responsible for providing classroom instruction to a group of students which can

number anywhere from 50 to 150 students or more (Clark & Clark, 1997). Varying

reasons for the size of teams often have much to do with the size of the school, the

certifications of teachers, and “the existing attitudes and experiences of teachers”

(Rottier, 2002, p. 17). In addition to the individual planning period that all teachers have

as a routine part of their daily schedule, teachers on interdisciplinary teams also share an

additional common planning period for the purpose of collaboration on topics such as

instruction, management of student behaviors, conferencing with parents, and other

concerns related to meeting the needs of their students (Bagwell, 2009).

Interdisciplinary teaming in middle schools has significant benefits for both

students and teachers. Research has demonstrated such benefits as increased job

satisfaction for teachers and gains in levels of achievement for students (Flowers et al.,

1999). There are additional benefits that result from outcomes associated with

interdisciplinary teaming, an organizational structure used by more than 80% of all

middle schools in the United States (Hanson, 2009).
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Research Questions

This study addressed the following research questions:

1. What are the perceived structural and instructional critical attributes of

interdisciplinary teaming in selected middle schools?

2. What are the perceived structural and instructional benefits and challenges

found in interdisciplinary teaming?

Overview of Methodology

A qualitative design (Anfara & Mertz, 2006; Miles & Huberman, 1994) was used

in the collection and analysis of data from a purposefully selected large urban school

district in a metropolitan city in Texas. The intent of this research was to describe data

collected on interdisciplinary teaming from interviews with selected middle school

principals and teachers in a school district and juxtapose the findings with the results

from two similar national studies from 1993 and 2002. This allows the reader to

determine current levels of implementation with a historical basis. The instrumentation

used in this study originated from an earlier study conducted by the NASSP in 1992 and

is replicated in selected areas in the current study (Valentine et al., 1993).

A broad survey developed by the research team for the 1992 study included items

that “were designed to reflect the current literature and best practice in middle level

schools on the themes of leadership, programs, and issues/trends” (Valentine et al., 1993,

p. xvii). In the 1992 study, 2,000 middle level schools out of a national total of 12,100

middle level schools were selected through a systematic and stratified sampling.

Principals of the selected schools were mailed an introductory letter requesting
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participation and the survey instrument (p. xvii). Of the 2000 surveys sent to principals,

570 principals responded for a return rate of 29% (p. xviii).

The second study, conducted eight years later by the NASSP in 2000, mirrored

the first study in terms of survey items, with some variation to reflect current practice. In

the 2000 NASSP study, principals from all middle level schools in the United States

“were invited to participate in this study, which involved the collection of survey data by

means of the Internet” (Hackmann et al., 2002, p. 34). The research team collected more

than 1,400 completed principal surveys for this study out of a total of 14,107 middle level

schools contacted. The return rate for this survey was approximately 10%. The specific

focus in this study centered on interdisciplinary teaming.

This study identified those survey items from the 1993 and 2002 NASSP studies

that were specific to the topic of interdisciplinary teaming. The following categories and

subsequent questions are listed in Appendix A as follows: Team characteristics, team

membership, team planning time, and curriculum design practices (Hackmann et al.,

2002; Valentine et al., 1993).

Definition of Terms

Critical terms in this study are defined and will provide the reader with greater

clarity, and thus an opportunity to build a deeper understanding of the stated problem.

Academic Excellence Indicator System (AEIS): A data management system employed by

the state of Texas to report district and campus performance in a number of areas,

primarily levels of academic achievement in student populations. The origin of

the AEIS extends to 1984, when the Texas Legislature for the first time sought to
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emphasize student achievement as the basis for accountability. That year, House

Bill 72 called for a system of accountability based primarily on student

performance. Prior to that, accountability focused mostly on process. Districts

were monitored to see if their schools had been following rules, regulations, and

sound educational practices (TEA, 2011b).

Accountability Rating: The Texas Education Agency (TEA) assigns one of four ratings

based on student achievement results to every school district and individual

campus in the state. The four ratings are: Exemplary, Recognized, Academically

Acceptable, and Academically Unacceptable. Passing standards for each rating

category follow. The Exemplary standard was set at 90% passing for all student

groups in each tested area (math, reading, social studies, and science); the

Recognized standard was set at 80% passing for all student groups in each tested

area (math, reading, social studies, and science); the standard for Academically

Acceptable was set at 70% for all student groups in these tested areas: reading,

writing, and social studies. The standard for Academically Acceptable in math

was 65% and for science it was set at 60% (TEA, 2011a).

Adequate Yearly Progress: A measurement system, designed by the federal government,

under the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, which requires each state to design

and monitor a timeline for adequate yearly progress on the state’s academic

standards (U.S. Department of Education, 2011).

Common Planning Time: In addition to the individual planning period that all teachers

have as a routine part of their daily schedule, teachers on interdisciplinary teams
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also share an additional common planning period for the purpose of collaboration

on issues of instruction, management of student behaviors, conferencing with

parents, and other concerns related to meeting the needs of their students

(Bagwell, 2009).

Curriculum Design Practices: This term describes the instructional focus that

interdisciplinary teams at the middle school use in four categories. Those

curriculum categories are as follows:

 Discipline-centered – instruction is departmentalized by content area.

 Topic-centered – instruction is mostly departmentalized, but links between the

core disciplines are attempted.

 Theme-centered – instruction is completely interdisciplinary in terms of

approach without regard to defined content from the various disciplines.

 Student-centered – instruction is built in collaboration between students and

teachers and centers on the interests of students. The content is integrated

across each of the disciplines (Hackmann et al., 2002).

Heterogeneous Grouping: A term used in education circles to describe the practice of

grouping students for instruction. Heterogeneous grouping refers to grouping or

organizing students without regard to ability or other characteristics (Heathers,

1970).

Interdisciplinary Teams: An organizational structure used in middle level schools where

teachers and students are placed on teams. The number of teachers can vary from

two to five with the student population on the team ranging from 50-150 or more.
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Teachers typically come from the core disciplines (math, social studies, science,

and English/language arts) and share the same group of students throughout the

school day (McEwin & Greene, 2010; Mertens & Flowers, 2004).

Junior High School: The original term used for students in the public school system

between elementary and high school. This instructional arrangement was

introduced in the first part of the twentieth century and served students in their

early teens (Cuban, 1992).

Middle School: A common term that evolved in the 1960’s and is used to describe

students in their early teens who attend public school between grades five through

eight, with the most common arrangement being grades six through eight. This

term has replaced the junior high school term and frequently uses interdisciplinary

teaming as an organizational component (Cuban, 1992; George, 2009; McEwin &

Greene, 2010).

National Association of Secondary School Principals: The National Association of

Secondary School Principals (NASSP) is a national organization and voice for

middle and high school principals, assistant principals, and other school leaders in

the United States and other countries around the world. The organization’s

mission is to promote excellence in school leadership and promote the interests of

public schools (NASSP, 2011).

No Child Left Behind Act of 2001: The purpose of this law was to ensure that all children

have a fair, equal, and significant opportunity to obtain a high-quality education
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and reach, at a minimum, proficiency on challenging state academic achievement

standards and academic assessments (U.S. Department of Education, 2002).

Professional Learning Communities: This term is used by educators to describe a

collaborative process for teachers through which they focus on the following

concepts: shared goals, collaborative teamwork, best practices, and an orientation

on measureable results (DuFour, Eaker, & DuFour, 2005).

Team Characteristics: Within interdisciplinary teaming programs, there are a number of

general characteristics that are commonly shared. These include the grade levels

served, subject areas included on teams (math, science, social studies,

English/language arts), features of teams such as how students are grouped

(heterogeneous or homogenous) and the percentage of students on the campus

who are involved in teaming (Hackmann et al., 2002).

Team Membership: Team membership includes the number of teachers on

interdisciplinary teams, the placement of teachers on teams, team leadership, and

the common planning time shared by teachers on teams (Hackmann et al., 2002).

Limitations of the Study

The limitations in any study refer to “potential weakness” in the design or

methodology; what the study does and what the study does not do (Calabrese, 2006, p.

12). In this qualitative study on interdisciplinary teaming the sample that was studied was

limited to one purposefully selected school district in Texas. These results cannot be

generalized to all middle schools in any way other than to describe what is presently

occurring in the sample school district with the results from the NASSP studies described
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earlier. By design, this current study which was conducted in the fall of 2012, may have a

sampling size limitation because it used a pre-determined sample of middle schools from

the same school district in a large metropolitan city in Texas.

Another identified limitation of the study is that all of the middle schools in the

sample, by school district mandate, implemented interdisciplinary teaming as a general

structure, and therefore, by definition, the potential for variability is reduced and presents

the possibility that some survey items may be skewed.

Delimitations of the Study

Delimitations can be described as boundaries that narrow the scope of a study

(Calabrese, 2006). This current research study used only one school district, thus a

“convenience sample” was constructed (Calabrese, 2006, p. 13). The national studies

conducted by the NASSP research teams, using a broad range of survey items, collected

data in addition to that involving interdisciplinary teaming. The current study addressed

interdisciplinary teaming as a structure and it did not evaluate other outcomes. This study

is also limited to the perceptions and interpretations of the principals and selected

teachers of the middle schools in the sample. No other individuals were interviewed for

this research.

Assumptions

This qualitative study on interdisciplinary teaming in the middle school has a

number of assumptions present. As this study was conducted, it was assumed that all of

the middle schools in the sample to be surveyed utilized interdisciplinary teaming as an

organizational structure and had done so for at least three years or longer. It was also
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assumed that each of the principals was well-versed in the basic tenets of

interdisciplinary teaming as a structure, given the fact that all principals have been at

their middle schools for at least three school years. Another assumption is that each

principal had a working knowledge of the common planning period, and therefore was

able to describe the qualities found within this component of interdisciplinary teaming.

Significance of the Study

This study adds to the literature on the organization of middle level education by

highlighting the critical attributes of interdisciplinary teaming identified in middle

schools in a large urban school district in a metropolitan city in Texas. Research on

interdisciplinary teaming in middle schools, much of which describes the value and

importance that it holds for both teachers and students, continues to be important to the

profession (Mertens & Anfara, 2006; Mertens & Flowers, 2004). This is particularly true

during a time of budget constraints where superintendents and principals are defining

programs in terms of effectiveness and efficiency (Flowers, Mertens, & Mulhall, 2003).

This study may serve as information for selecting or maintaining effective organizational

structures.

The body of literature on the topic of interdisciplinary teaming in the middle

school has expanded as the organizational structure has matured. However, efforts to

describe what teachers actually do during their shared common planning time are

relatively new and considered necessary (Mertens, Flowers, Anfara, & Caskey, 2010).

This premise underscores the growing importance of understanding how professional

collaboration between teachers actually happens rather than the earlier focus on the
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programmatic topics discussed during the common planning time. This study contributed

to the exploration of how teachers on interdisciplinary teams collaborate and deepen team

learning by asking principals and teachers in selected middle schools to identify those

qualities used to describe the common planning period.

Summary

Chapter 1 of this study considered the implications of using interdisciplinary

teaming in middle level education. This structure is now widely practiced in middle

schools, placing students and teachers on designated teams. This chapter also introduced

key concepts such as the middle school concept and common planning time. The middle

school concept refers to a decades-long effort to restructure middle level education and

supports the following tenets: reduction or elimination of departmentalized structures;

heterogeneously grouped instruction; and the concept of team teaching. Common

planning time in the middle school finds teachers on interdisciplinary teams sharing an

additional planning period for the purpose of collaboration on issues of instruction,

management of student behaviors, conferencing with parents, and other concerns related

to meeting the needs of their students.

This chapter established the need for the present study on interdisciplinary

teaming in the middle school. The chapter also presented the problem statement, the

purpose for the study, the research questions guiding the study, identified the

methodology, provided assumptions, limitations and delimitations, included definitions

for key terms important to the study, and developed the significance of the study. The

next chapter is a review of the literature which examined the existing research base on the
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topic of this study and provides greater clarity on key issues and implications related to

interdisciplinary teaming in middle schools.
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Chapter 2: Review of the Literature

Public school leaders face numerous challenges today as they navigate through

the pressures of accountability systems and school funding. There is a clearly defined

need to contain school budgets as calls for austerity are heard from state legislatures and

the voting public (Moak, 2011). Reductions in school budgets in the state of Texas have

increased significantly and this has forced school leaders to make changes to programs

and services. The most effective strategy for reducing budgets is decreasing the number

of staff, and that typically means cuts in teaching positions (National Council on

Economic Development, 2011).

In the state of Texas, funds budgeted for personnel account for three quarters or

more of a school district’s budget (TEA, 2011b). Therefore, when school districts reduce

budgets, the elimination of teaching positions follow. One program that has not fared

well in this economic climate is interdisciplinary teaming at the middle school level. In

this instructional arrangement, an additional planning period for teachers is considered an

essential component and is built into the school’s master schedule. This arrangement

costs more because teachers on interdisciplinary teams have fewer students throughout

the school day. When faced with budget reductions, school leaders acknowledge that

increasing the number of students that a teacher services each day allows the school

system to lower the actual number of teachers needed.

As a central component of the middle school concept, the use of interdisciplinary

teaming has been widespread in middle schools across the United States since the 1980’s

(George, 2009). Middle schools that utilize this structure afford team teachers the
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additional planning period during the work day so that they may collaborate. While there

is a direct cost when teacher-student ratios are lowered, the benefits of organizing

students on teams around a core group of teachers charged with collaborating has been

established. Research has shown that the use of interdisciplinary teaming is efficacious in

terms of student outcomes, both academic and social (Flowers et al., 1999).

Proponents of interdisciplinary teaming assert that creating opportunities for

teachers to collaborate is essential. Furthermore, advocates contend that providing job-

embedded time during the work day for middle school teachers to collaboratively discuss

instruction and the needs of their individual students is essential in the current public

school world of state standards and high-stakes accountability systems (Flowers et al.,

1999). Historically, teachers in public schools have often had to collaborate before or

after the work day in order to communicate or share ideas relevant to the job they

perform every day. The traditional model used in school systems across the country

allows one class period for planning the next day’s lesson or communicating with

parents. This universal model, still employed in many elementary and secondary schools,

fails to provide a common time for team collaboration.

Interdisciplinary teaming in middle schools changed the way that teachers

collaborate by adding a shared second planning period during the work day and focusing

teacher conversation on the academic and social needs of students. This critical aspect of

interdisciplinary teaming, teacher collaboration during the work day, widely regarded as

a best practice (George, 2009), is now threatened by the pressure school districts face to

reexamine budgets and answer calls for austerity.
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Interdisciplinary teaming, as a critical function of the middle school concept,

greatly influences the organizational culture of the school. The practice of placing adults

and children on teams impacts both the instruction delivered to students and the quality of

team learning that can occur for adults in the organization (Flowers et al., 1999). In the

development of organizational culture, the use of interdisciplinary teaming enables

middle school teachers to define their common purpose and to plan specific, coordinated

activities that produce greater levels of productivity (Bolman & Deal, 2008;

Merenbloom, 1983).

This chapter presented, through a review of the literature, the historical evolution

of middle level education, critical aspects of the middle school concept, and important

elements of interdisciplinary teaming. More importantly, there is a call for re-examining

the value of retaining interdisciplinary teams in the face of current budget reductions.

School leaders faced with making decisions regarding programs will need to consider the

benefits to students and teachers when interdisciplinary teams are utilized (Flowers et al.,

1999; George, 2009; Rottier, 2000; Trimble & Rottier, 1998).

Evolution of Middle Level Education

As a practical experience for millions of children who migrated through the

nation’s public school systems prior to 1980 and earlier, the middle level years between

the ages of twelve and fifteen have been organized as a junior high school. The label and

subsequent characterization of students in this age group was significant in that it

conveyed a tighter focus, albeit an important one, on the high school years (Cuban,

1992). The next section provides a historical context for the more current organizational
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structure for middle level education, how students have been grouped chronologically,

and background for the essential elements of curriculum and instruction.

Grade Structure

As early as the late 1800’s, leaders in education expressed concern over ways to

improve public school education. In 1893, The Committee of Ten on Secondary School

Studies, led by the president of Harvard University, found that the “secondary school

program should begin two grades earlier, with six years of elementary and six years of

secondary education” (George, Stevenson, Thomason, & Beane, 1992, p. 3) In 1899, the

Committee on College Entrance Requirements (as cited in Koos, 1920) added their

support:

In one of its resolutions this committee took a stand in favor of a “unified six-year
high school course of study beginning with the seventh grade.” They found that
educators agreed that the work of the seventh and eighth grades “must be enriched
by eliminating nonessentials and adding new subjects formerly taught only in the
high school.” It was their belief that these reforms were to be more quickly
affected by making these grades a part of the high school. They contended that the
“seventh grade, rather than the ninth, is the natural turning point in the child’s life,
as the age of adolescence demands new methods and wiser direction.” (p. 6)

The introduction of the 6-3-3 organization of public schools occurred in two

cities, Columbus, Ohio and Berkeley, California, at the start of the 1909-1910 school

year. The numbers designated the period of years allotted for each educational

arrangement: six referred to the elementary grades; followed by three years in junior high

school and three years in high school (Gruhn & Douglas, 1947). Two models were used

during the first decade of the twentieth century, and their distribution was almost equal.

One model favored grouping grades seven and eight; the other grouped grades seven

through nine (Koos, 1920, p. 90).
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By 1913, the U.S. Bureau of Education suggested that elementary school should

end at the age of 12; secondary school should begin at the age of 12 and end at the age of

18 and secondary schools should be divided into two administrative units, a junior high

school and a senior high school. In the following decades, between the years 1922 and

1938, the number of junior high schools in the United States increased from 387 in 1922

to 2,372 in 1938. During this same time period, growth in the number of junior-senior

high schools, which comprised grades 7 through 12, was also taking place. In 1922, there

were 1088 junior-senior high schools and by 1938 there were 6,203 junior-senior high

schools (Gruhn & Douglas, 1947, p. 39).

The influence and impact of the evolution and early structure of middle level

education for adolescents in their early teens can still be seen today. Different

configurations continue to place children in particular groups: elementary schools with

grades 1 through 6; junior high schools with grades 7 through 9; and high schools with

grades 10 through 12. In another configuration, elementary school has been organized

around grades 1 through 5 with junior high schools organized around grades 6 through 8

and high schools serving students in the ninth through the twelfth grade. Another model

offers the concept of the intermediate school that may group together students in the fifth

and sixth grade or the seventh and eighth grade (Cuban, 1992; George et al., 1992; Gruhn

& Douglass, 1947).

Functions of the Junior High School

Prior to 1900 and into the early part of the 20th century, educators in the United

States were trying to define the purpose and usefulness of public school, including the
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role of the junior high school. Koos (1920) described the early junior high school model

as having the following seven purposes or aims: “health, command of the fundamental

processes, worthy home membership, vocation, citizenship, worthy use of leisure, and

ethical character” (p. 13). By the 1940’s, Gruhn and Douglass’s (1947) “Six Functions of

the Junior High School” provided the most comprehensive look at junior high school. It

included the following components: integration, exploration, guidance, differentiation,

socialization, and articulation (p. 59).

The varying configurations found in middle level education suggest that the

middle years have perplexed educators for some time and also brings to the forefront the

acknowledged reality that children within this age group are unique and require attention,

structure, and focus different from that provided to elementary and high school students

(Jackson & Davis, 2000; McEwin & Greene, 2010). As evidence, George et al. (1992)

cited a report from the Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development in

1961, entitled “The Junior High School We Need,” which suggested that the best junior

high schools were characterized by “moderate size; block-of-time instruction; flexible

scheduling; teachers prepared for and devoted to teaching young adolescents; and modern

instructional techniques” (p. 5). Furthermore, the report from 50 years ago contended that

such schools would permit “student groupings to be designed without reference to

chronological number of years in school; without bells; rich in guidance services; and

characterized by differential assignments for teachers” (p. 5).

Although the term middle school concept originated in the early 1960’s,

throughout the 1980’s and forward, many school systems across the United States began
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to examine existing patterns of organizational structure to address students in this age

group (Valentine, Clark, Hackmann, & Petzko, 2004). A growing shift in name from

junior high school to what is commonly known as middle school was also associated with

this change (Cuban, 1992; George, 2009).

Middle School Concept

During the 1960’s, the prevailing structure for educational programs for 12-15

year olds was the junior high school. It was during this time that the middle school

movement capitalized on a growing interest in reforming the education of early

adolescent children (McEwin & Greene, 2010). The middle school movement also

spawned the middle school concept, which sought to advance a greater understanding of

the “nature of the early adolescence developmental period and the essential components

of an exemplary middle school” (George, 2009, p. 5).

The middle school concept was developed over a number of years with the

intention of transforming middle level education (Carnegie Council on Adolescent

Development, 1989; George, 2009; Merenbloom, 1983). Specifically, the middle school

concept called for “improving academic achievement for all students, a focus on young

adolescence, a challenging and integrative curriculum, a safe and supportive

environment, improved teacher preparation for the middle grades, and better relationships

with families and communities” (Beane & Lipka, 2006). Additional areas of focus

included the reduction or elimination of departmentalized structures, the use of

heterogeneously grouped instruction, and the implementation of interdisciplinary team

teaching (Mertens & Anfara, 2006).
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By the 1980’s, the implementation of interdisciplinary teaming in middle schools,

a model used to connect teachers and students on a common team, served as one of those

essential components which also marked a significant difference between the junior high

school and the new middle school (George, 2009). The interdisciplinary team structure

incorporated an identity and a sense of team for students and teachers. The shared

planning time allowed teachers to plan integrated instructional units and discuss the needs

of students.

In 1989, the Carnegie Foundation’s Turning Points: Preparing American Youth

for the 21st Century (Carnegie Council on Adolescent Development, 1989) included a

series of recommendations for the education of middle school children and is generally

regarded as the first major publication to clarify the middle school concept. These

recommendations, which helped form the conceptual notion of what is essential in a

reformed middle school setting, have had tremendous influence over teachers and

students during the last three decades (George, 2009). The recommendations follow:

1. Create small communities for learning with an emphasis on relationships with
adults and peers.

2. Teach a core academic program that ensures students will be literate, critical
thinkers, with an emphasis on citizenship.

3. Ensure success for all students through the elimination of tracking by
achievement level.

4. Empower teachers and administrators to make decisions about the experiences
of middle grade students tailored to enhance the intellectual and emotional
development.

5. Staff middle grade schools with teachers who are expert at teaching young
adolescents.
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6. Improve academic performance through fostering the health and fitness of
students.

7. Re-engage families in the education of young adolescents.

8. Connect schools with communities in order to promote a shared responsibility
for each student’s success. (p. 9)

Reforming and Restructuring Middle Level Education

Efforts to reform and restructure middle level education have been attempted for

decades. Initially, middle schools were restructured for several reasons: to impact

desegregation laws; to address changing demographics and exploding enrollments; and to

meet state funding requirements (George et al., 1992). As educators began developing the

middle school concept, they restructured student grouping and revised curricula of

schools for 12-15 year old students. In contrast to the reasons listed for the earlier

restructuring, George (2009) described the evolution of the middle school concept and

the movement to reform middle schools during the first part of the 1990’s as having the

important goal of addressing the special learning needs of students at a crucial stage in

their development. Additional studies have examined the middle school concept and

characterized it as an integrated reform model with an increased focus on the effects on

student academic and social-emotional performance (Anfara & Andrews, 2003; Erb,

2000).

Suggesting a greater need to focus on the developmental aspects of the middle

level years, Merenbloom (1983) expanded the middle school concept by providing a list

of critical attributes that foster the creation of an effective middle school. These critical

attributes describe a program that:
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responds to the physical, intellectual, social-emotional, and moral needs of early
adolescents; employs teachers who focus on the learning needs of students, uses
varied teaching techniques and actively involve students; organizes teaching
teams using block-of-time and modular scheduling; emphasizes the guidance and
counseling function of staff members by providing for a home base program,
stressing the importance of self-concept and providing a positive climate; and
actively involves parents in various aspects of the school experience.
(Merenbloom, 1983, p. 1)

There has been much discussion and considerable research on how best to address

the intellectual and social development of children in the middle level age group (Anfara

& Andrews, 2003; Jackson & Davis, 2000). Recognizing the need for a change in title,

from junior high school to middle school, educators shifted from treating this age group

like a smaller version of high school students. Other examples of this shift include

revising instructional content and subjects offered to students, the length and structure of

the school day, the grouping of students, and the way in which teachers are organized in

interdisciplinary teams to address the unique needs of students in middle schools

(McEwin & Greene, 2010; Valentine et al., 1993). This overall shift in focus required

interdisciplinary teaming as a primary way to organize both teachers and students for the

purpose of improving student outcomes.

Interdisciplinary Teaming

The practice of organizing teachers and students in middle schools into

interdisciplinary teams generally structures teams of two to five core subject area

teachers. The core subjects typically represent English, reading, math, science, and social

studies. Teachers on an interdisciplinary team are jointly responsible for providing

classroom instruction to a group of students that can number anywhere from 50 to 150

students or more (Clark & Clark, 1997). The reasons for the varying size of teams often



27

have much to do with the size of the school, the certifications of teachers, and “the

existing attitudes and experiences of teachers” (Rottier, 2002, p. 17) which is sure to

influence team composition. In addition to the planning period that all teachers have as a

routine part of their daily schedule, teachers on interdisciplinary teams also share an

additional common planning period for the stated purpose of collaboration. With

collaboration in place, interdisciplinary teams focus on meeting the needs of students

(Bagwell, 2009).

Merenbloom’s (1983) work in the early 1980’s and Turning Points: Preparing

American Youth for the 21st Century (Carnegie Council on Adolescent Development,

1989) at the end of the decade pointed to the importance of organizing teachers around

students on teams using blocks of time during the school day and creating smaller

learning communities (Carnegie Council on Adolescent Development, 1989;

Merenbloom, 1983; Oxley, 2001). The general acceptance of the value of

interdisciplinary teams led to increasing use. In 1992, 57% of middle level leaders

reported the prevalent use of interdisciplinary teams on their campuses (Mertens &

Flowers, 2004, p. 1). By the year 2000, “80% of middle level leaders reported that some

form of teaming” was a part of their school’s program (Hansen, 2009, p. 35).

In 2006, in Breaking Ranks in the Middle (Rourke, 2006), support for

interdisciplinary teaming was further solidified. Among the nine cornerstone strategies

for improving middle level education was the notion that dynamic teams of teachers

should be created, complete with the requisite common planning period, so that team

teachers can “organize and improve the quality and quantity of interactions between
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teachers and students” (p. 8). In particular, the concept of interdisciplinary teaming was

described as an important component in fulfilling the need for dynamic teams. In a

review of the research, George (2009) contended that the organization of teachers and

students into interdisciplinary teams has been the “middle school movement’s most

significant contribution” (p. 7) in the effort to reform middle level education for children

across the country.

Organization of Interdisciplinary Teams

The structure of interdisciplinary teaming at the middle school level involves

creating teacher teams for groups of students. There are various configurations possible

in the actual number of teachers constituting a team as it draws together teachers from the

different disciplines. Formed with two or more teachers, interdisciplinary teams share the

“same group of students and a responsibility for the curriculum, instruction and

evaluation of that group of students” (Capelluti & Brazee, 2003, p. 32). Clark and Clark

(1997) used the same descriptors, but add that the “core subjects are grouped back-to-

back so that team members have the flexibility to adjust time frames based upon

instructional and student needs (p. 269).

The creation of teams in order to further an organization’s goals and objectives

requires that those involved demonstrate a level of commitment toward the specified end.

In the case of interdisciplinary teams, increasing levels of student achievement is the

desired end. With the advent of interdisciplinary teams in middle schools, teachers have

been asked to open their classroom doors and, through the additional common planning

period, have been expected to meet regularly during the work day to collaborate and
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make mutual decisions which are intended to advance the knowledge and skills of the

students they serve (Capelluti & Brazee, 2003).

In the middle school setting, the organization of interdisciplinary teams is

connected to the goal of developing well-rounded students who are able to improve their

individual knowledge and skills. This endeavor demands that teachers work in

collaboration to achieve this outcome. Building time for collaboration within the school

day, clarifying the purpose of the collaborative effort, having teacher teams clarify their

own operating procedures, and demanding that teams identify specific and measurable

performance goals are essential points necessary for establishing successful collaboration

within interdisciplinary teams (Bagwell, 2009). General operating principles deemed

critical for team effectiveness have been identified:

 Interdisciplinary teams should remain constant in terms of membership for a
number of years.

 Interdisciplinary teams should be kept reasonably small in terms of number of
teachers and students per team.

 Sufficient planning time should be created and maintained for teachers so that
they can meet as an interdisciplinary team as well as plan on an individual
basis.

 Interdisciplinary teams should be allowed to design their students’ daily
schedule.

 Classrooms assigned to teams of teachers should be centrally located relative
to the respective team and its members. (Bagwell, 2009, p. 19)

In addition to these general principles established for interdisciplinary teams,

research compiled by the National Middle School Association on essential attributes for

interdisciplinary teams include: a student-centered focus, a strong commitment to
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academic achievement, collaborative policies and accountability systems, a strong sense

of community, regular communication with parents, a proactive approach, and teachers

who work professionally and collaboratively (Mertens & Flowers, 2004).

Expectations for teams and general operating principles are critically important.

Other considerations, such as the placement of students on teams, are also necessary. Key

factors in placing students on teams include the “needs of students, the number of

students per grade, the division of teaching responsibilities, and the design of the school

building” (Mertens & Flowers, 2004, p. 2). Given these considerations, the placement

and grouping of students on interdisciplinary teams suggests an important emphasis on

the needs of students.

Grouping Students on Interdisciplinary Teams

The grouping of children for instruction and related issues relative to the tracking

of students by race or ability has been and continues to be an important practice that

sparks controversy and challenging conversations in education circles. As a component of

the middle school concept, the heterogeneous grouping of students on interdisciplinary

teams is considered central to the mission of educating all children, “regardless of

previous achievement or the pace at which they learn” (Carnegie Council on Adolescent

Development, 1990, p. 14).

The practice of heterogeneously grouping students allows teachers on

interdisciplinary teams to “create temporary grouping patterns” (Clark & Clark, 1997, p.

268) in order to better meet the individual and special needs of all students, and not just

the high achievers. Mayer (2008), in his research on the topic of how schools sort
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children, concurred by stating that “eliminating the practice of sorting students according

to any criteria and focusing on providing a good general education may be the answer”

(p. 7). Research conducted in the area of middle school mathematics achievement found

that higher achieving students were not compromised when integrated with lower

achieving students. In fact, “scores of initial high achievers before and after all students

had studied the accelerated curriculum in de-tracked classes did not reveal a statistically

significant difference” (Burris, Heubert, & Levin, 2006, p. 131). In a study examining

how student grouping arrangements, randomly assigning students with differing ability

levels to homogeneous or heterogeneous groups, affected achievement, social interaction,

and motivation, results demonstrated that lower ability students were able to “achieve

more and are more motivated to learn in heterogeneous groups” (Saleh, Lazonder, & De

Jong, 2005, p. 105). Research by Gable and Manning (1999) concluded that it is the kind

and type of teacher collaboration found on successful interdisciplinary teams that “offers

an effective approach” (p. 2) and is suited very well for meeting the diverse needs of

heterogeneously grouped students on middle school campuses.

Grouping practices remain an important consideration for interdisciplinary teams.

Although the heterogeneous grouping of children is still desirable in both theory and

practice, McEwin and Greene (2010) found that there has been a gradual decrease in

what they refer to as the random instructional grouping of children, citing a decline of 9%

since 1993 in middle schools. Their research signals a “move away from heterogeneous

grouping in middle schools” (p. 55) and points to an increase in ability grouping or

tracking. McEwin and Greene (2010) recommended the following:
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Middle level educators should “work deliberately to reduce disparities in
educational attainment by adopting open and fair student assignment practices.
When students are grouped and regrouped for instruction, the assignments should
be temporary and based on diagnosed needs, interests, and talents of students, not
on a single achievement test.” (p. 56)

Common Planning Time for Interdisciplinary Teams

It has been a long-standing feature in public education, and one with contractual

implications, for teachers to have a designated planning period each day. This period

during the daily schedule releases the teacher from the responsibility of children in the

classroom and allows the teacher to plan lessons, assess student work products, and

contact or meet with parents. An essential component of interdisciplinary teaming is the

addition of a shared planning period for team teachers. For practical purposes, each

member of the team has the planning period scheduled during the same period; for

example, second period of the school day becomes the common planning period for that

particular interdisciplinary team.

Considered an “essential element for establishing an effective team environment”

(Cook & Faulkner, 2010, p. 2), the common planning period shared by members of the

interdisciplinary team must be a regular part of the school’s master schedule so that teams

can meet on a daily basis. In their review of research on middle level education, Flowers

et al. (1999) described the importance of regular meetings for interdisciplinary teams

stating that “teachers need to meet for common team planning time at least four times

each week for 30 minutes or more per meeting to achieve consistent positive outcomes”

(p. 55). When teams of teachers are forced to meet outside of the general work day,

before school, after school, or during their lunch breaks, the necessary continuity is
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placed at risk. Without this component built into the school’s master schedule, it becomes

exceedingly difficult for teacher teams to conduct their work: coordinating the various

team activities that lead to effective outcomes for both teachers and students (Hackmann

et al., 2002). As a caution, the need to separate the teacher’s individual planning period

from the team’s common planning period is critical. Jackson and Davis (2000)

maintained that “when common planning supplants individual time, collaborative work

suffers because teachers are concerned with their own workloads” (p. 131).

With shared planning time, teachers are expected to perform important tasks in

collaboration. Examples of the kinds of tasks central to effective teams include:

“integrating the curriculum, analyzing assessment data, examining student work,

discussing current research, reflecting on the effectiveness of educational approaches, and

addressing management issues related to individual student and parent concerns and the

day-to-day management of the team” (Mertens et al., 2010, p. 50). Additional tasks and

functions include “engaging in mutual problem-solving, determining how the

interdisciplinary blocks of instructional time will be scheduled, and reinforcing a sense of

unity among teachers and students” (Hackmann et al., 2002, p. 38).

If each of the tasks or practices assigned to teams of teachers is to be completed

with a clearly defined level of effectiveness, teachers will need to interact regularly with

each other, collaborate at a high level, and share in the decisions that the team makes

(Gable & Manning, 1999). Such dynamics have also resulted in what is referred to as

intra-team mentoring. Five types of mentoring have been identified: “collaborative

mentoring, clerical, professional teacher, interdisciplinary content, and social/informal
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mentoring” (Erb, 2000, p. 197). These forms of mentoring were seen as leading to

positive outcomes when teachers on interdisciplinary teams engage in their work.

How interdisciplinary teams communicate during their team meetings has also

been studied. Hart et al. (as cited in Erb, 2000) found that one team, over the course of

one school year, used multiple strategies to communicate, but used the following six

strategies 70% of the time: “considering alternatives, describing, sharing information,

creating, telling stories, and finalizing decisions” (p. 197).

Questions About Common Planning Time for Interdisciplinary Teams

Defined tasks and practices that take place during common planning time have

been identified (Clark & Clark, 1997). What is less prevalent in the research are the

precise ways through which team teachers actually accomplish the tasks and practices

they set out to complete. Mertens et al. (2010) stated the following:

Most notably missing from the research already conducted on common planning
time are the “nuts and bolts” of how teachers work collaboratively during
common planning time to accomplish the goals of interdisciplinary teaming. What
we don’t know, however, is how teams accomplish these tasks during common
planning time, what knowledge and skills teachers need, or the quality of these
collaborative activities when they do take place. (p. 53)

There are key questions that stem from this gap in the research on common planning time

and which require further investigation. Three areas of inquiry are presented:

1. How do teachers use their common planning meetings to plan and coordinate?

2. Does the composition of the group and the establishment of group norms
impact the quality of interaction among team teachers?

3. What knowledge and skills related to interdisciplinary teaming and common
planning time are most beneficial for teachers to gain? (Mertens et al., 2010,
p. 53)
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Cook and Faulkner (2010), in their study of the use of common planning time in

two highly effective middle schools, referenced the limited research available on how

interdisciplinary teams actually use common planning time. Supported by the National

Forum to Accelerate Middle Grades Reform, their particular study focused on the

effective use of common planning time in two high-performing middle schools. In each

case study, three consistent themes emerged: “a common vision and mission, clearly

defined goals for common planning time, and effective building level leadership” (p. 6).

Cook and Faulkner (2010) drew the conclusion that effective interdisciplinary teaming

cannot solely rest upon the tasks and activities teams choose to undertake. Instead, a

greater focus must begin and end with how teams actually use common planning time for

the benefit of students.

Benefits and Outcomes of Interdisciplinary Teaming

The essential elements of interdisciplinary teaming as an organizational structure

within the middle school have been identified. Research on numerous fronts has also

established the importance of interdisciplinary teaming relative to its impact on students

and the positive effects it has had on adult members of teams (Anfara & Andrews, 2003;

Felner, Jackson, & Kasak, 1997; Flowers et al., 1999; Lee & Smith, 1993; Mertens &

Flowers, 2004). In the early stages of interdisciplinary teaming, Lee and Smith (1993)

produced a study on student achievement and engagement using a sample of 8,845 eighth

grade students. They found that students attending schools that were restructured with

interdisciplinary teams “evidenced higher achievement” (p. 180). Their findings also

revealed that “less grouping by ability and a less rigid departmental structure appear to



36

promote social equality in achievement” (p. 180). Flowers et al. (1999) suggested that

interdisciplinary teaming is effective in creating a “context that enables students and

teachers to know one another better and allowing teachers to better support and

understand the educational needs of students” (p. 58). Their research further identified the

following important outcomes:

Not only can schools answer the question of whether teaming is working, but they
can also point to data which demonstrates that teaming schools provide a more
positive working climate for teachers, engage in more frequent contact with
parents, report more positive teacher job satisfaction, and finally, exhibit higher
student achievement scores. It is also evident that the impact of teaming on a
school’s outcomes is magnified when the school implements teaming with high
levels of common planning time: meeting at least four times each week for a
minimum of thirty minutes. (Flowers et al., 1999, p. 59)

Schools with greater levels of implementation, such as common planning time,

smaller teams, and an advisory class “consistently reported more positive and productive

learning environments and were found to have higher levels of student achievement and

student self-esteem” (Anfara & Andrews, 2003, p. 1). Furthermore, schools with fully

implemented interdisciplinary teams demonstrated “improvement in student self-reported

outcomes such as depression, self-esteem, behavior problems, and academic efficiency

and student achievement scores also improved dramatically, particularly for schools with

high percentages of free/reduced lunch students” (Anfara & Andrews, 2003, p. 1).

However, questions regarding the overall implementation of middle level reforms

have appeared. In their study, Roney, Brown, and Anfara (2004) found that questions

remain relative to how consistent middle schools are in the implementation of all of the

middle level reform components found in Turning Points 2000: Educating Adolescents in

the 21st Century (Jackson & Davis, 2000). In particular, a study of twelve high- and low-
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performing public middle schools points out that there was very “little difference between

the various types of middle school reform in high-performing schools and low-

performing schools” (Roney et al., 2004, p. 153). As a result of this study, practitioners

are urged to work toward enhancing the “middle school learning environment and,

ultimately, student achievement” (Roney et al., 2004, p. 158) by clearly understanding

the purpose for the reforms.

The impact of common planning time for teachers on interdisciplinary teams and

its role in the teaming process has produced numerous benefits. Mertens et al. (2010)

reported the following benefits for teachers:

Interdisciplinary team teachers with common planning time reported statistically
higher levels of more positive perceptions of their working environment. Using
the same data set, Warren and Payne (1997) reported that teachers on
interdisciplinary teams with common planning time had significantly higher
perceptions of personal teacher efficacy and more positive perceptions of their
working environment than did teachers on interdisciplinary teams without
common planning time or teachers who were organized departmentally. (p. 52)

Benefits for teachers in the workplace were also described by Husband and Short (1994)

as they drew the conclusion that “teachers who were a part of interdisciplinary teams

were significantly more likely to perceive a sense of empowerment among six factors:

decision-making, professional growth, status, self-efficacy, autonomy, and impact as

opposed to teachers who worked in schools organized into the traditional departmental

structure” (p. 27).

Numerous studies have focused on the impact of interdisciplinary teaming when

common planning time is present for teachers (Cook & Faulkner, 2010). The following

key points surface when teams are afforded the extra planning period:
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 There is a greater opportunity for students to be better known by their
teachers.

 Higher overall self-concepts, increased self-esteem, and more positive
perceptions of school climate are present.

 Lower levels of depression and fewer behavior problems occur.

 Teachers report higher levels of job satisfaction.

 Teachers experienced more positive interaction and heightened
collegiality with their teammates.

 Higher levels of interdisciplinary team and classroom instructional
practices took place. (p. 2)

The critical elements of interdisciplinary teaming and the positive outcomes associated

with middle schools that fully implement interdisciplinary teaming have been established.

Another important aspect of interdisciplinary teaming centers on the role it plays in terms

of a professional learning community.

Interdisciplinary Teams as Professional Learning Communities

Over the past 50 years, restructuring the traditional junior high school and

transforming it into the current middle school model, more often with interdisciplinary

teams than without, has occurred across the United States (McEwin & Greene, 2010). In

recent years, educators at the middle school level have also witnessed the emergence of

the professional learning community. The concept of team learning is considered a

cornerstone of this approach and has garnered considerable attention at all levels of

public education (Honawar, 2008). For middle school teachers, a significant question

develops: How will the professional learning community concepts be embraced by

interdisciplinary teams?
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A professional learning community is based entirely upon the supposition that

educators will not fulfill their “fundamental purpose until all students have learned at

high levels” (DuFour et al., 2005, p. 15). Clarifying questions for those who support the

premise of the professional learning community include:

1. What do we want each student to learn?

2. How will we know when each student has learned it?

3. How will we respond when a student experiences difficulty in learning?
(DuFour et al., 2005, p. 33)

DuFour’s (2007) work served as a reminder that the professional learning community

must not act in name only. It must be a vibrant component of every school, within each

team, and on every grade level, regardless of school level – elementary, middle, or high

school. The question is whether an interdisciplinary team at the middle school level

serves also as a forum for a professional learning community?

If an interdisciplinary team intends to define itself as a professional learning

community, it must embrace the established tenets of the professional learning

community. To this end, each team must address the clarifying questions stated earlier

(DuFour, 2007). Furthermore, each interdisciplinary team will also have to embrace the

belief that the school is responsible for each student’s level of learning. DuFour (2007)

placed a particular emphasis on the way in which students are assessed, how formative

assessments are used by the team, and what happens to students “who are having

difficulty in their learning” (p. 5).

As a result of the pressure of accountability, interdisciplinary teams will need to

focus more intently on the forms of assessment utilized across the team. The instructional
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and assessment components will capture more time during the common planning period

and require deeper levels of collaboration and team learning. This increased focus will

require that teams move past the practices and functions of earlier team meetings where

problem-solving and organizing activities consumed large portions of team meeting time

(Capelluti & Brazee, 2003). It will also mean that the collaborative process on teams and

in the larger school setting will become a “basis for restructuring schools so that all

students have an equal, though not the same, opportunity to succeed” (Gable & Manning,

1999, p. 184). If practiced at a high level of professionalism and expertise, the

interdisciplinary team that is able to move beyond organizational tasks will find success

in this challenge. Capelluti and Brazee (2003) described an environment where “teams

become learning communities when there are numerous opportunities to pose and answer

important questions, work collaboratively with other people, foster respect for the work

of others, and work under the assumptions that in-depth inquiry and exploration are

important” (p. 35).

The focus of the interdisciplinary team, as a forum for a professional learning

community, now rests more intensely on student achievement. Accountability for student

achievement moves the discussion away from the earlier tenets of interdisciplinary

teaming: organizational tasks and practices. Challenging those who work with

interdisciplinary teams is the suggestion that teams must be better-prepared for

collaboration and that merely focusing on organizational practices will not create and

perpetuate the kind of true learning community from which children will benefit

(Capelluti & Brazee, 2003).
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Theoretical Framework

The structure inherent in organizations, simple or complex, can define and

describe not only the purpose of the organization, but the actions and activities of the

organization which can lead to greater levels of productivity, or in the case of public

schools, higher levels of student achievement (Bolman & Deal, 2008). A fundamental

part of any organizational structure has much to do with how learning, or what Deming

(1982) referred to as education and self-improvement, will occur within the organization

itself. Organizational learning, according to Bolman and Deal (2008), asked the important

question: “How can lessons be extracted from surroundings that are complex, surprising,

deceptive, and ambiguous?” (p. 33). The important lessons that emanate from

organizational learning in response to such surroundings help organizations such as

schools with interdisciplinary teams achieve higher levels of productivity.

This qualitative study used organizational learning theory as a theoretical

framework because of the relevance it holds for interdisciplinary teams in middle

schools. This is due in part because of the multiple opportunities for team learning that

occur through daily interaction and also because of the greater need to define the

effectiveness of and outcomes associated with team learning. This relevance is supported

by Anfara and Mertz (2006) who described organizational theories as those that “focus

on bureaucracies, institutions, organizational structures and functions, and effectiveness

or excellence in organizational performance” (p. xviii).

In their discussion on organizational learning, Bolman and Deal (2008) submitted

a model for “reframing organizations” (p. 22), a term used when looking at the same
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thing from multiple lenses or points of view, as a theoretical construct for understanding

how organizations learn or don’t learn; how they work or don’t work; and how

organizations create or struggle to create desired levels of effectiveness and productivity.

Given the emphasis in this study on an organizational structure found in public school

settings, the application of this theoretical framework to the study on interdisciplinary

teaming in the middle school is appropriate.

The act or process of reframing, or using multiple perspectives to better

understand an organization’s complexities, requires the definition of a frame. Bolman and

Deal (2008) developed the context of a frame in the following way:

A mental model – a set of ideas and assumptions – that you carry in your head to
help understand and negotiate a particular “territory.” A good frame makes it
easier to know what you are up against and, ultimately, what you can do about it.
Frames are vital because organizations don’t come with computerized navigation
systems to guide you turn-by-turn to your destination. Such maps make it possible
to register and assemble key bits of perceptual data into a coherent pattern. (p. 11)

The discussion of reframing begins with an explanation of the four-frame model.

Using the concept of the lens as a way to process and analyze what is occurring or what

should be occurring in the organization, Bolman and Deal (2008) explained the need for

multiple frames because no single view or “story is comprehensive enough to make an

organization truly understandable or manageable” (p. 19). The four frames upon which

the reframing theory is constructed are: structural, human resources, political, and

symbolic.

The structural frame deals largely with rules, roles, goals, policies, technology,

and the organization’s environment. The human resources frame emphasizes the

organization’s needs, skills, and relationships. The political frame consists of power,
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conflict, competition, and organizational politics. The fourth frame, which is the

symbolic frame, features culture, meaning within the organization, and how the

organization uses metaphors, rituals, ceremonies, and stories. This frame also places an

emphasis on heroes within the organization (p. 18). A definition for each of the frames is

found in Table 1.

Table 1

Bolman and Deal’s Four-Frame Model

Frame Central Concepts

Structural Rules, roles, goals, policies, technology, environment
Human Resources Needs, skills, relationships,
Political Power, conflict, competition, organizational politics
Symbolic Culture, meaning, metaphor, ritual, ceremony, stories, heroes

Source. Bolman & Deal, 2008.

Each of the frames described above reflects a general definition. The need for the

organization’s membership to use all four frames, based on the situation, is essential. The

reason is simple: developing a broader context is necessary in order for teams to deepen

their learning and to understand the complexity of daily interactions that occur within a

team. Bolman and Deal (2008) continued by describing the importance of organizational

learning:

Decades ago, scholars debated whether the idea of organizational learning made
sense: Could organizations actually learn, or was learning inherently individual?
That debate lapsed as experience verified instances where individuals learned and
organizations didn’t, or vice versa. Lessons are enshrined in acknowledged
protocols and shared cultural codes and traditions. At the same time, individuals
often learn when systems cannot. (p. 34)

Organizational learning creates the theoretical framework under which this review

of the literature proceeds. Interdisciplinary teaming, which serves as instructional
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arrangement for the middle school organization, is rich in potential for team learning.

How teams of teachers and students learn connects well with improving levels of

achievement. However, in another seminal work on the theory of organizational learning,

The Fifth Discipline: The Art and Practice of the Learning Organization, Senge (1990)

posited that the learning dilemma facing organizations can be viewed as such: “We learn

best from experience but we never directly experience the consequences of many of our

most important decisions” (p. 23). In the context of a middle school, interdisciplinary

teams meet each day of the school year during their common planning period and make

decisions through their interactions and yet, as Senge pointed out, “the most critical

decisions made in organizations have system-wide consequences that stretch over years”

(p. 23).

Organizational learning is the clear focus of Senge’s work. The core disciplines

that comprise The Fifth Discipline: The Art and Practice of the Learning Organization

(Senge, 1990) promote a learning organization that includes these components: personal

mastery, mental models, shared vision, and team learning. Personal mastery refers to

one’s ability to commit to the kind of creative life necessary for learning to occur. Senge

(1990) pointed out that “organizations learn only through individuals who learn” (p. 139).

The essence of mental models captures how our internal pictures of how the world works

affects what we do. Senge (1990) stated that “mental models are active – they shape how

we act” (p. 175). Shared vision reflects the will of the group to answer the question:

“What do we want to create?” (Senge, 1990, p. 207). Team learning, as a discipline in the
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learning organization, is dependent upon the team’s ability to create alignment. Senge

(1990) elaborated in this way:

The fundamental characteristic of the relatively unaligned team is wasted energy.
Individuals may work extraordinarily hard, but their efforts do not efficiently
translate to team effort. By contrast, when a team becomes more aligned, a
commonality of direction emerges. There is less wasted energy. There is
commonality of purpose, a shared vision, and understanding of how to
complement one another’s efforts. (p. 243)

The theoretical framework applied to this literature review, organizational

learning, is based on the belief that the potential for creative energy within the team is

powerful and impacting. Senge, Cambron-McCabe, Lucas, Smith, Dutton, and Kleiner

(2000) listed three “core guiding ideas” (p. 19), which illustrate this point: “Every

organization is a product of how its members think and interact; learning is connection;

and learning is driven by vision” (p. 19). The essence of this literature review on

interdisciplinary teaming in the middle school encompasses these core ideas.

Summary

Interdisciplinary teaming at the middle school level incorporates the basic tenets

of the middle school concept. Such tenets include building smaller teams of students and

developing relationships within the team that encourage students to reach greater heights,

both academically and socially (Carnegie Council on Adolescent Development, 1989).

Schools that use interdisciplinary teaming organize teacher teams around students,

manage the daily activities of these students, and work in collaboration during a shared

common planning period with student achievement serving as the primary goal.

Interdisciplinary teaming is supported in the research as an effective tool to

enhance learning and achievement for children (Flowers et al., 1999; Mertens & Anfara,
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2006). Attributes of effective interdisciplinary teaming include a student-centered focus,

a strong commitment to academic achievement, collaborative policies and accountability

systems, a strong sense of team community, regular communication with parents, a

proactive approach, and teachers who work professionally and collaboratively (Mertens

& Flowers, 2004). It has also been established that teachers who work in schools with

interdisciplinary teaming find an improved work climate and higher levels of job

satisfaction due to the very nature of the collaborative effort which encourages

collegiality, shared-decision making, and professional growth (Flowers et al. 1999).

Additional research needs to address how teachers on interdisciplinary teams

collaborate and work together in a collegial manner during the common planning period.

To that end, research should investigate how interdisciplinary teams work to accomplish

their goals and through what measures effectiveness is determined (Mertens, Roney,

Anfara, & Caskey, 2007). Key questions suggest the need to know more precisely what

teachers understand about the purpose and goals of common planning time, how teachers

use their common planning time, how teachers are professionally prepared to use

common planning time, and what teachers perceive as the barriers and benefits of

common planning time (Mertens et al., 2007). Further investigation would also explore

the added value of incorporating the practices of professional learning communities into

the current structure of interdisciplinary teaming.

The current economic climate has forced many school districts to evaluate their

programs in light of significant reductions in funding from state governments. However,

there is a clear and definite need for school leaders to re-examine the value of retaining
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interdisciplinary teaming in middle schools, even as school budgets are being reduced. A

review of the literature on interdisciplinary teaming describes an effective program with

positive outcomes for students and teachers. Such outcomes lead to greater levels of

student achievement, which is the primary goal of any school.

During the past three decades, research has described support for organizing

teachers around teams of students. The ability of school leaders to create high-

functioning interdisciplinary teams has the added benefit of improving social

competencies for children as teachers find ways to build stronger relationships and create

a sense of identity for their student cohorts. Not only do students benefit when teachers

collaborate, but the adults on teams find greater satisfaction in their jobs. Regardless of

era, with or without financial constraints, all children benefit when their school

environment is focused on relationship and quality instruction.

The key ingredient for interdisciplinary teams revolves around the common

planning time afforded teachers. This simple, yet costly measure places teachers in

position to collaborate on two primary points: individual students and the instruction they

are to receive. School leaders certainly need to answer calls for austerity with realistic

budgets that place a priority on safety and the placement of a highly-qualified teacher in

every classroom. Both of those things are important. However, when teachers collaborate

the literature is clear in terms of benefits and outcomes.

How interdisciplinary teams in middle schools embrace the concepts of the

professional learning community is timely and suggests a need for further review. The

popularity of the professional learning community in public education lends itself to a
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broader discussion that will inevitably include middle schools. The tenets of the

professional learning community set in motion a greater need to examine the factors

which impact variations in student achievement. The implications for interdisciplinary

teams center on how teams will examine such factors and how much time will teams

commit during their common planning time to this endeavor.

Interdisciplinary teaming, as a program with a direct cost benefit for school

systems, is in need of further study. Today’s educational leaders would benefit from a

current study of interdisciplinary teaming extending beyond the literature in this review,

to include an analysis of the financial cost of providing teachers with an additional

planning period. A proposal for a specific and new inquiry is necessary in order to further

explore the value of retaining interdisciplinary teams in the face of intensive public

pressure to conserve school district funds.

A new study on interdisciplinary teaming, pairing a qualitative approach with a

quantitative component, is recommended to examine the actual outcomes of students in

one or more middle schools that have retained interdisciplinary teams with the outcomes

of those middle schools that have replaced interdisciplinary teaming with the traditional

departmentalized approach. This investigation would provide current evidence as to the

effectiveness of interdisciplinary teaming and assist educational leaders as they make

programmatic decisions in the context of the current economic challenges public schools

are now facing.

This chapter presented, through a review of the literature, the middle school

concept and its major component, interdisciplinary teaming, and built the case for a new
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look at an organizational structure that has been in place for more than three decades in

many middle level schools across the United States. The urgency is clear because many

school systems are facing dilemmas based on financial and budgetary constraints and

certain programs, even those that have existed for many years, are in jeopardy of being

eliminated. The theoretical framework, organizational learning, which serves as an

umbrella for this study, is also featured in this chapter. The research questions upon

which this study is based ask the following:

1. What are the perceived structural and instructional critical attributes of

interdisciplinary teaming in selected middle schools?

2. What are the perceived structural and instructional benefits and challenges

found in interdisciplinary teaming?

The next chapter focuses on the methodology of the study. In this chapter, the

research design, a description of the sample, the procedures and instrument for data

collection, and data analysis will be discussed.
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Chapter 3: Methodology

The focus of this study was to identify the critical attributes of interdisciplinary

teaming at the middle school level. A qualitative study was conducted using participants

from a purposefully selected school district in a metropolitan city in Texas. This chapter

describes the research methodology of a single case study, which consists of the

following sections: purpose and objectives of the study, the research questions which

guide this study on interdisciplinary teaming in the middle school, the research design, a

description of the sample, the procedures and instrument for data collection, and data

analysis. This chapter also includes information regarding the survey used in the study.

The intent of this chapter was to describe the methodology used in this study in sufficient

detail so that other researchers with similar interests can replicate the study (Calabrese,

2006).

Purpose of the Study

The research effort to identify the critical attributes of interdisciplinary teaming

centered on the organizational structure of middle level education in public schools.

Within this study, a widely used middle school structure known as interdisciplinary

teaming was examined. Interdisciplinary teaming combines from two to five core subject

area teachers (English/language arts, reading, math, science, and social studies) into an

academic team which is responsible for providing classroom instruction to a group of

students which can number anywhere from 50 to 150 students or more (Clark & Clark,

1997).
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The purpose of the study was to identify the perceived critical attributes of

interdisciplinary teaming and explore the method and means by which middle schools

utilize interdisciplinary teaming as an organizational structure to create a learning

environment that promotes higher levels of student achievement. The study also sought to

develop perceived benefits and challenges of interdisciplinary teaming through

interviews with selected principals and teachers. The scope of this study featured a

purposefully selected large urban school district in a metropolitan city in Texas in 2012

that implemented interdisciplinary teaming in all district middle schools over the past two

decades, from 1992-2011. Due to budget constraints, the school district discontinued

funding the program for the 2011-2012 school year and as a consequence none of the

middle schools currently structure their master schedule so that teachers have an

additional period to meet. The stated importance of this study is found in a comparison of

the stages of implementation of interdisciplinary teaming in middle schools during two

prior intervals, 1992 and 2000, with current practice in the selected school district.

Specific topics addressed by the two national studies and this research effort will cover

the following areas which are pertinent to interdisciplinary teaming at the middle school

level: team characteristics, team membership, team planning time, and curriculum design

practices (Hackmann et al., 2002). Additionally, perceived benefits and challenges of

interdisciplinary teaming were addressed.

The focal point of this study centered on how middle level education in public

schools bridges the need to improve student achievement with the organizational

structure, interdisciplinary teaming, which is designed to meet the needs of children
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between the ages of 11 and 14. The middle school concept serves as the conceptual

framework for this study. In support of the middle school concept, examples of general

recommendations include a response to the physical, intellectual, and social-emotional

needs of middle school children and a program of studies based upon the concept of

exploration which should provide opportunities for student growth (Carnegie Council on

Adolescent Development, 1989; George, 2009; Merenbloom, 1983).

Research Questions

Research questions in a qualitative study provide a basis for gathering rich and

descriptive information that assists in the development of critical pieces which address

the purpose of the study (Bogdan & Biklen, 2003; Calabrese, 2006). Research questions

also “set the boundaries” (Strauss & Corbin, 1990, p. 37) on what will be studied. Miles

and Huberman (1994) suggested that as research questions are formulated, they are

clearly connected to the conceptual framework and “represent the facets of an empirical

domain that the researcher most wants to explore” (p. 23). According to Calabrese

(2006), research questions set out to accomplish the following:

Research questions are the basis for the appropriate research strategy employed in
the study. They dictate the methods used in the study, creating a strong nexus
between the questions asked and the methodology. In qualitative research the
research question is an interrogative sentence that asks a question about some
process, issue, or phenomenon to be explored. (p. 9)

Strauss and Corbin (1990) reminded us that the “original research question is a directive”

(p. 39) that leads the researcher to examine the specifics such as performance, location,

relevant and important documents, and other essential pieces; namely, keeping the

researcher focused on the topic of study.
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The research in this study addressed the following two research questions:

1. What are the perceived structural and instructional critical attributes of

interdisciplinary teaming in selected middle schools?

2. What are the perceived structural and instructional benefits and challenges

found in interdisciplinary teaming?

Research Design

Defining Qualitative Research

This study on interdisciplinary teaming in the middle school called for a

qualitative research design that used a single case study approach. Research that ascribes

to the definition and general boundaries of the term qualitative “produces findings not

arrived at by means of statistical procedures or other means of quantification” (Strauss &

Corbin, 1990, p. 17). Qualitative research emanating from the field was described by

Bailey (2007) as the “systematic study of ordinary activities in the settings in which they

occur. The primary goal is to understand these activities and what they mean to those

who engage in them” (p. 1). The case study of a single school district used in this

research examined the organizational structure of interdisciplinary teaming in the middle

school through interviews with principals in an effort to identify critical attributes of an

effective interdisciplinary teaming process. In addition to this, both principals and

teachers were asked to identify the perceived benefits and challenges of interdisciplinary

teaming.

In the design of a study, research questions that are common in qualitative studies

“are not framed by operationalizing variables; rather, they are formulated to investigate
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topics in all their complexity, in context” (Bogdan & Biklen, 2003, p. 2); thus, the

question asking principals and teachers to describe benefits and challenges. Bogdan and

Biklen (2003) defined five features of qualitative research that are typically present and

are sometimes found in varying degrees:

1. Naturalistic - refers to the actual setting as the direct source of data and the
researcher is the key instrument.

2. Descriptive data - data in this type of research is found in the form of words or
pictures rather than numbers.

3. Concern with process - researchers in qualitative studies are more concerned
with process over outcome or product. (p. 4)

The Case Study

The case study approach used in this study is defined by Merriam (as cited in

Willis, 2007) as a qualitative research method that examines “a specific phenomenon

such as a program, an event, a person, a process, an institution, or a social group” (p.

238). This study was conducted in a single institution; a school district in the public

school system in Texas. The specific phenomenon in this study is interdisciplinary

teaming; an organizational structure used in the middle schools participating in the study.

There are a number of different types of case studies that exist in the world of qualitative

research: ethnographic, situational analysis, historical, historical organizational, and life

history (Bogdan & Biklen, 2003; Willis, 2007). This study utilized the historical

organizational case study because of the intent on the part of the researcher to concentrate

on the organization’s development and implementation of the interdisciplinary teaming

structure used in the middle schools over time (Bogdan & Biklen, 2003).
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Although the case study approach appeared best suited for the topic and research

questions in this study, limitations in using case studies in a qualitative study are

acknowledged. Willis (2007) found that the case study model has been one of “the most

criticized and most used forms of social science research” (p. 239), adding that there has

been a historical view held by some referring to the lack of control in some studies which

lessens the scientific value. This premise, according to Willis, had much to do with an

earlier emphasis on the scientific method and the lack of adherence to the method in case

studies. Bogdan and Biklen (2003) referred to the long-held perception that data

collection in qualitative research studies, in general, has been soft, “rich in description of

people, places, and conversations, and not easily handled by statistical procedures” (p. 2).

Using the theoretical framework of organizational learning theory (Bolman &

Deal, 2008; Senge, 1990), an understanding of the structure of interdisciplinary teaming

from the perspective of middle school principals and teachers in a purposefully selected

school district was developed. Organizational learning describes the actions of

individuals and the meaning they construct, as members of interdisciplinary teams, from

their unique perspective on those actions undertaken (Bolman & Deal, 2008). The need

for and value of a qualitative approach to the research in this study was set up by the view

that the data collected is “well-grounded and rich in descriptions and explanations of

processes in identifiable local contexts” (Miles & Huberman, 1994, p. 1). Miles and

Huberman (1994) also asserted that qualitative data “can preserve chronological flow, see

precisely which events led to which consequences, and derive fruitful explanations” (p.

1).
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For the purpose of this study, descriptive data was collected. This form of data

found in qualitative observation was defined as sources of case study data that may

“include participant and nonparticipant observation, interviews, historical and narrative

sources, writing such as journals and diaries, and a variety of quantitative data sources”

(Willis, 2007, p. 239). This study utilized participant interviews, quantitative data

compiled from a survey, and historical data which described each middle school’s

achievement results on state accountability tests over a period of years from 1992 through

2011. Demographic data for the principals, teachers, and the student groups served by the

middle schools in the sample was compiled.

Description of Sample

In qualitative studies, the selection of participants is critically important. Thus, the

sample, participants, and the organization in the study are described. The sampling

selection method is addressed as is the number of participants and their salient

characteristics. The participants in this study on the critical attributes of interdisciplinary

teaming in the middle school were purposefully selected to provide a campus-level

perspective on the implementation of interdisciplinary teaming (Miles & Huberman,

1994).

Purposive sampling occurs when the researcher chooses particular subjects to

include in the study because the researcher believes that they are suited to “facilitate the

expansion of the developing theory” (Bogdan & Biklen, 2003, p. 65). Ritchie and Lewis

(2003) suggested that purposive sampling is used to represent a location in relation to a

key criterion. In this study, a public school district in Texas that implemented
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interdisciplinary teaming at the middle school level was used. There are two significant

aims Ritchie and Lewis associate with this type of sampling. Those aims are: “ensure that

all the key constituencies of relevance to the subject matter are covered; and within each

of the key criteria, some diversity is included so that the impact of the characteristic

concerned can be explored” (p. 79).

The use of stratified purposive sampling, as described by Patton (as cited in

Ritchie & Lewis, 2003), was applied to this study. This form of purposive sampling

refers to a “hybrid approach in which the aim is to select groups that display variation on

a particular phenomena but each of which is fairly homogeneous, so that the subgroups

can be compared” (Ritchie & Lewis, 2003, p. 79). This study examined whether the

stratified purposive sampling approach was relevant because of the potential for

variation, given that each school had the autonomy to implement interdisciplinary

teaming in various ways (Miles & Huberman, 1994).

Convenience sampling was appropriate for this study as the researcher arbitrarily

chose the school district of which he was a part and, therefore, ease of access was a

significant factor. While this is a very common decision in qualitative research, Ritchie

and Lewis (2003) argued that many authors in the field prefer a more systematic and

predefined approach to the selection of a sample population. Ritchie and Lewis (2003)

also clearly explained why probability sampling is not suitable for qualitative research:

Unlike statistical research, qualitative research does not set out to estimate the
incidence of phenomena in the wider population. Qualitative sampling therefore
requires a different logic to quantitative inquiry, one in which neither statistical
representation nor scale are key considerations. (p. 81)
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Population

The school district selected for this study is one of 16 school districts found in a

large metropolitan city in South/Central Texas. The population of the metropolitan area is

more than 1.5 million people (U.S. Census Bureau, 2012). The school district itself has

more than 67,000 students and a total of 65 campuses (Sample School District, 2012).

Within this large urban school district there are 13 middle schools. The school district

was purposefully selected because the researcher, as a former employee of the school

district, had immediate access to the schools and participants.

Participants

Not all middle schools in the school district were selected for the study. Principals

and teachers from the selected middle schools were the subjects interviewed for the

purpose of data collection. To be included as a participant in the study, each of the

principals selected had to have served in the principalship in that particular middle school

for three or more years. As a result, only 5 of the 13 middle school principals met the

established standard for inclusion in the study. The characteristics of the principal

participants were identified in the following way: total number of years employed in the

school district, total number of years as a middle school principal, total number of years

at the particular middle school where they currently serve, total number of years

associated with interdisciplinary teaming as a principal, highest degree earned, major area

of undergraduate study, race/ethnicity, and gender.

Teacher participants were selected by the principal participants from the five

middle schools eligible for inclusion in the study. Principals were asked to select from a
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pool of teacher participants who had worked on an interdisciplinary team for three or

more years. Characteristics of the teacher participants were identified in the following

way: total years as a middle school teacher, total years at the current middle school, total

years in the school district, highest degree earned, major area of undergraduate study,

race/ethnicity, and gender. A total number of five teachers were included as participants

in the study, one from each of the participating middle schools.

Procedures/Instruments for Data Collection

Procedures for data collection in the study must be clearly detailed and serve the

purpose for which they are intended. In this section, the plan for data collection has been

established; the instrument described and data-gathering sites identified. Prior to data

collection, institutional approval through the IRB process at the University of Texas was

completed. The school district selected for this study also maintains a process for

allowing research to be conducted within the larger school district and in individual

schools. A letter from the school district granting permission to the researcher to conduct

the study was acquired. The requirements from the school district included: executive

summary, background of the study, fiscal implications, and timeline. The procedural

form from the school district required that there be no cost to the district and that

provisions for protecting the confidentiality of those interviewed, surveyed, or observed

be established. All requirements from the procedural form were met.
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Instrumentation

Instrumentation is the tool that was used to gather the desired information and

identified the question: How will the researcher obtain this information (Miles &

Huberman, 1994)? In this study, the researcher used major portions of an existing survey

sponsored by the NASSP (Hackmann et al. 2002; Valentine et al., 1993) that addressed

the topic of this study, interdisciplinary teaming in the middle school. Permission from

the authors of the study and the NASSP was requested and granted.

A description of the critical attributes of interdisciplinary teaming in place in each

of the middle schools included in the study were juxtaposed with the results from two

national studies conducted by the NASSP on interdisciplinary teaming in middle schools

from across the United States in 1993 and 2002 (Hackmann et al., 2002; Valentine et al.,

1993). Results from the national studies allow the reader to form a historical perspective

on the implementation of interdisciplinary teaming at the middle school level over a

twenty-year period, with the most recent data coming from a school district in the state of

Texas in 2012.

The initial survey, created in 1991 through a study sponsored by the NASSP on

middle level education, included items which “were designed to reflect the current

literature and best practice in middle level schools on the themes of leadership, programs,

and issues/trends” (Valentine et al., 1993, p. xvii). The instrument was field tested in the

fall of 1991 and survey data was collected in the winter of 1991-1992 (Valentine et al.,

1993).
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In the 1993 study, 2,000 middle level schools out of a national total of 12,100

middle level schools were selected through a systematic and stratified sampling.

Principals of the selected schools were mailed an introductory letter requesting

participation and the survey instrument (Valentine et al., 1993, p. xvii). Of the 2000

surveys sent to principals, 570 principals responded for a return rate of 29% (p. xviii).

An additional longitudinal study replicating the study from 1993 was conducted

eight years later in 2002. The 2002 NASSP study mirrored the first study in terms of

survey items, with some variation to reflect current practice. The specific focus in this

study centered on interdisciplinary teaming. In the 2002 study, principals from all middle

level schools in the United States “were invited to participate in this study, which

involved the collection of survey data by means of the Internet” (Hackmann et al., 2002,

p. 34). The research team collected more than 1,400 completed principal surveys for this

study out of a total of 14,107 middle level schools contacted. The return rate for this

survey was approximately 10%.

The current study identified and used those survey items from the 1993 and 2002

NASSP studies that are specific to the topic of interdisciplinary teaming and addressed

the research questions stated earlier. The survey, which used the following categories, is

found in Appendix A. Team characteristics, team membership, team planning time, and

curriculum design practices (Hackmann, et al., 2002; Valentine et al., 1993). The study

also addressed the perceived benefits and challenges of interdisciplinary teaming by

asking participants to identify benefits and challenges from their experience with

interdisciplinary teaming. The interview instrument for teachers is found in Appendix B.
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The letter to participants requesting participation is found in Appendix C.

Procedures

Data were collected from the principal and teacher participants from the five

middle schools in the study. The interviews were conducted between November 9 and

December 5, 2012 and lasted approximately 30 minutes. The interviews occurred over

the telephone. The survey administered to principal participants addressed the first

research question: What are the perceived structural and instructional critical attributes of

interdisciplinary teaming? The interview for both principal participants and teacher

participants addressed the second research question: What are the perceived structural

and instructional benefits and challenges found in interdisciplinary teaming. Interviews

were not digitally recorded and therefore did not require transcription.

In addition to the survey and interview administered to the participants in the

study, a review of school documents was also conducted. The documents provided the

researcher with background information about the school setting, which includes

demographic and student achievement data (Morse & Richards, 2002). A broader picture

of how interdisciplinary teams operate within the context of the state’s accountability

system was developed. The documents reviewed were obtained from the Texas Education

Agency under the heading of the Academic Excellence Indicator System (TEA, 2012a).

The documents included information on the number of students and teaching staff in the

building; student groups based on race and ethnicity; the percentage of students receiving

free or reduced lunch; and the performance rating for each school which describes levels

of student achievement.
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Data Analysis

A description of the qualitative analysis process that was used in this study is

presented in this section. The study of the critical attributes of interdisciplinary teaming

in the middle school began with the survey of the middle school principals who are

largely responsible for the organization of the school and the placement of teachers and

students on interdisciplinary teams. The questions found within the survey provide

descriptive statistics for the researcher to analyze and make comparisons with the NASSP

studies from 1992 and 2000 (Hackmann et al., 2002; Valentine et al., 1993).

According to Trochim (2006), “descriptive statistics are used to describe the basic

features of the data in a study. They provide simple summaries about the sample and the

measures. With descriptive statistics the researcher is simply describing what is or what

the data shows” (p. 1). The researcher in this study was able to use data obtained from the

instrument, apply descriptive statistics, primarily in the form of percentages, and draw

conclusions regarding the identified critical attributes of interdisciplinary teaming and the

stages of implementation between the different time periods, 1992, 2000, and 2012.

Comparing results “can be a highly effective aspect of qualitative research design

and analysis” (Ritchie & Lewis, 2003, p. 50). Ritchie and Lewis (2003) stated that the

“value of qualitative research is in understanding rather than measuring difference” (p.

50). The authors offered the following in terms of how comparison may be used in

qualitative research designs:

1. Identifying the absence or presence of particular phenomena in the accounts of
different groups.

2. Exploring how the manifestations of phenomena vary between groups.



64

3. Exploring how the reasons for, or explanations of, phenomena, or their
different impacts and consequences, vary between groups.

4. Exploring the interaction between phenomena in different settings.

5. Exploring more broadly differences in the contexts in which phenomena arise
or the research issue is experienced. (Ritchie & Lewis, 2003, p. 50)

The researcher in this study gathered data beyond the descriptive statistics

discussed earlier. Each category in the survey instrument, team characteristics,

membership, planning time, and curriculum design practices, allowed for a number of

open-ended responses based on selected questions or prompts. The data collected was

labeled and categorized using the cross-sectional code and retrieve method described by

Mason (as cited in Ritchie & Lewis, 2003, p. 203). In this process, the researcher

“devises a common system of categories which is applied across the whole data set and

used as a means of searching for and retrieving chunks of labeled data” (p. 203). Ritchie

and Lewis (2003) stated the benefits of this method:

This approach is felt to offer a systematic overview of the scope of the data; to aid
in finding themes or examples which do not appear in an orderly way in the data;
to aid in locating conceptual, analytical categories in the data; and to help in
getting a handle on the data for making comparisons or connections. (p. 203)

Data collected from the surveys and interviews were analyzed for each of the

research questions. This section outlines the type of analysis specific to each research

question.

Research Question 1

What are the perceived structural and instructional critical attributes of

interdisciplinary teaming in selected middle schools? For this question, descriptive

statistics were used to analyze data. A survey was used to collect data as principals
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responded to a total of 18 questions from four different categories. The four categories

were: team characteristics, membership, planning time, and curriculum design practices.

Each of the five middle school principal participants responded to all 18 questions in the

survey and the responses were then compiled so that an average in percent for the five

schools was determined. Individual scores for each question were then placed in columns

for purposes of comparison with results from the NASSP studies in 1993 and 2002.

Research Question 2

What are the perceived structural and instructional benefits and challenges found

in interdisciplinary teaming? For this question, both principal and teacher participants

were asked to address the perceived benefits and challenges of interdisciplinary teaming.

The purpose of this question was to examine of the perceptions of participants who have

an established intimacy with the process. This question formed the second part of the

interview process for principals and served as the only question asked of teachers

selected for the study.

Trustworthiness

Regarding the notion of trustworthiness for this study, Schwandt, Lincoln, and

Guba (2007) found that a particular challenge “faced by investigators committed to

interpretive practices in disciplines and fields such as educational research and evaluation

is deciding whether an interpretation is credible and truthful and whether one

interpretation is better than another” (p. 1). The researcher for this study contends that

credibility has been established for this study in part because of the length of time the

researcher has been a participant in middle schools that use interdisciplinary teaming as
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an organizational structure. Trustworthiness in this study has also been established

because of the research design: the survey and interview, and a review of documents,

which includes the master schedule used by the school to implement the use of

interdisciplinary teaming across the school.

Confirmability

The concept of confirmability was described by Mertens (2005) as critical to

qualitative research in that it is the standard for objectivity. This researcher is an observer

in the study, but has worked as a peer with the subjects interviewed in this study. The

researcher has also served as an educator in the public school systems of Texas for 29

years in the roles of teacher, coach, assistant principal, and principal. The researcher

worked in the purposefully selected school district in this study for 23 years. Currently,

the researcher is a doctoral student in the Cooperative Superintendency Program at the

University of Texas at Austin. It can be stated that the role and experience of the

researcher may, at some level, influence the research findings of this study.

Summary

The chapter on methodology incorporated a qualitative research design using the

case study method for the purpose of addressing the research questions that guide this

study on interdisciplinary teaming in the middle school. Included in this chapter is the

purpose of the study, the research questions, the research design, a description of the

sample, instrumentation and procedures for data collection, and the process for data

analysis.
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Chapter 4: Results

The purpose of this study was to examine interdisciplinary teaming in middle

school education by identifying perceived critical attributes found in a sampling of five

middle schools in a large urban school district in Texas. The study also sought to develop

perceived benefits and challenges to interdisciplinary teaming through interviews with

selected principals and teachers. Two research questions guided the study:

1. What are the perceived structural and instructional critical attributes of

interdisciplinary teaming in selected middle schools?

2. What are the perceived structural and instructional benefits and challenges

found in interdisciplinary teaming?

This chapter begins with a description of the demographic data found in the study.

Data include a description of the school district, the middle schools selected for the study,

and the principal and teacher participants. Data from the survey and interview conducted

with the principal participants follow. The chapter concludes with a narrative describing

the responses from the participants when asked about the perceived benefits and

challenges of interdisciplinary teaming.

Demographic Description of the Sample Population

The school district selected for this study is located in a metropolitan city in

Texas. Geographically, the school district sits in the north central quadrant of the city. In

terms of total campuses, there are 44 elementary schools, 13 middle schools, and 8 high

schools. There are 11 magnet programs in the school district. Total student enrollment in

the school district exceeds 67,000 students. The number of students in the school
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district’s 13 middle schools exceeds 15,000 students. The school district employs more

than 4,000 teachers. Hispanic students comprised the highest percentage of students

within the school district at 55% followed by White students at 31% (Sample School

District, 2012). According to district information, between the years 2007 and 2011, the

performance rating achieved most frequently by all campuses in the school district was

Recognized (Table 2). The number of campuses in the school district rated Exemplary or

Recognized dropped from 2010 to 2011. The number of campuses rated Acceptable went

from 8 in 2010 to 25 campuses in 2011.

Table 2

Performance Ratings for All Campuses in the Selected School District
Campus Ratings 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

Exemplary 9 19 28 25 16
Recognized 28 28 25 30 24
Acceptable 23 15 10 8 25
Unacceptable 0 0 0 0 0

Source. Sample School District, 2012.

Sample Middle Schools

A description of the five middle schools from the school district participating in

the study follows. Each of the middle schools assigned letter names, A-E, are profiled in

terms of student population size and the race and ethnicity of the student population

(Table 3). Regarding program and category, the following information is presented:

Percentage of students qualifying for free or reduced lunch prices for meals in the school

cafeteria, percentage of students receiving special education services, percentage of

students enrolled in the gifted and talented program, and the percentage of students

qualifying as limited English proficient (Table 4). The percentage of the student body
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categorized as mobile and the percentage of students placed in alternative placements for

behavior for each school are presented (Table 5). The number of teachers on each campus

and the average years of experience for teachers on each campus are also detailed (Table

6). Student achievement for the five middle schools is also presented (Tables 7, 8, & 9)

and discussed in this section (TEA, 2012b).

Each of the middle schools in the study were located in a different geographic

area, or cluster, of the school district. The clusters are represented by a respective high

school to which the middle schools’ students matriculate. The five middle schools

(Schools A, B, C, D, & E) in this study had varied enrollment sizes ranging from 955

students to a high of 1498 students, which is a difference of more than 500 students.

Student groups as defined by race and ethnicity also demonstrate variance for the middle

schools. No middle school had a population of African American or Asian students that

exceeded 10% of the school’s total population. The student populations of two middle

schools are predominantly Hispanic with populations above 60%. The range of White

students for the five schools reached a high of 49% with a low of 16%. The percent of

Hispanic students for the five middle schools ranged from a high of 76% to a low of 37%

(Table 3).
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Table 3

Student Enrollment and Student Group Percentages for the Five Middle Schools (A, B, C,
D, & E)

School Number and Percentage
Enrollment and Student Groups A B C D E

Student Enrollment 1261 955 1183 1346 1498

Student Group Percentages
Asian 2.6 .8 2.6 7.4 5.5
African American 2.8 4.6 9.3 4.2 3.8
Hispanic 42.7 76.4 65.5 37.1 40.7
White 48.3 16.3 20.1 49.0 46.3

Source. TEA, 2012a.

Program categories find students identified by (a) income level, which qualifies

them for either free or reduced lunch prices; (b) special education services, which is

based on a qualifying learning or behavioral challenge, (c) their ability to qualify for the

gifted and talented at an early age; and (d) a demonstrated lack of proficiency in the

English language. The percentage of students qualifying for free or reduced lunch prices

ranged from a high of 68.6% to a low of 11.1% for the schools in the study. The

percentage of students receiving special education services for all schools ranged

between 6.1% and 12.6%. The school with the highest percentage of special education

students also had the second highest percentage of students receiving free or reduced

lunch prices. The percentage of students qualifying for gifted and talented services for all

schools ranged from 6% to 12.9%. Four of the five schools had a percentage of gifted and

talented students 3.8% higher than the school with the lowest percentage. Students with

limited English proficiency ranged between 2% and 9% for the schools in the study. The

schools with the highest percentage of students qualifying as limited English proficient
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also had the highest percentage of students receiving free or reduced lunch prices (see

Table 4).

Table 4

Program Data for the Five Middle Schools (A, B, C, D, & E)
School Percentage

Program Categories A B C D E

Free/Reduced Lunch 24.0 64.9 68.6 11.1 14.9
Special Education 6.1 12.6 9.0 7.9 6.5
Gifted and Talented 9.8 6.0 12.3 12.9 10.9
LEP 2.0 8.6 7.2 5.4 1.7

Source. TEA, 2012a.

The percentage of students placed in alternative education placements for

behavior ranged from a high of just under 5% to a low of less than 1% (Table 5). The two

schools with the lowest percentage of students placed in alternative education placements

also had the lowest percentage of students receiving free or reduced lunch prices. The

school with the highest percentage of students receiving free or reduced lunch prices also

had the most students placed in alternative education placements for behavior. The five

middle schools in the study had mobility rates ranging between 6.3% and 20.5% (Table

5). Schools with higher rates of student mobility also had higher rates of students

receiving free or reduced lunch prices.

Table 5

Discipline Placement and Student Mobility Percentages for the Five Middle Schools (A,
B, C, D, & E)

School Percentage
Category A B C D E

DAEP Placements 2.2 3.4 4.9 .4 .4
Student Mobility 13.5 19.9 20.5 13.9 6.3

Source. TEA, 2012a.
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Data on teachers from the five middle schools in the study demonstrated a range

in the total number of teachers per campus. The campus with the highest enrollment had

the most teachers and the campus with the fewest students had the fewest number of

teachers. Average years of experience for teachers ranged from a high of 13 years to a

low of 10.1 years (Table 6).

Table 6

Teacher Data for the Five Middle Schools (A, B, C, D, & E)
Teacher Data A B C D E

Number of Teachers 67.4 63.6 81.0 78.1 81.8
Average Years of Teaching Experience 13.0 10.1 10.7 11.9 12.4

Source. TEA, 2012a.

Student Achievement for the Sample Middle Schools

The State of Texas has an accountability system for assessing and measuring

student performance called the Academic Excellence Indicator System (AEIS). The

initial assessment system under the umbrella of state accountability, the Texas

Assessment of Academic Skills (TAAS), was in place between 1995 and 2002. With a

transition in tests occurring in 2003, students in Texas were assessed using the Texas

Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) from 2004 through 2011 (TEA, 2012a).

Student achievement during the two respective assessment periods, 2004-2011

(Table 7) and 1995-2002 (Table 8), for the five middle schools is described in the data

from Table 7 and Table 8. Both assessment periods find the five middle schools rated in

three of the following performance categories: Acceptable, Recognized, and Exemplary.

No schools were rated Unacceptable during either assessment period (TEA, 2012b).
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Between the years 2004-2007, only four schools received ratings because the fifth school

was not in existence (TEA, 2012b).

Table 7

Performance Ratings for the Five Middle Schools, 2004-2011

Test Performance Ratings
Year Exemplary Recognized Acceptable Unacceptable

2011 2 2 1 0
2010 2 2 1 0
2009 2 1 2 0
2008 2 1 2 0
2007 0 2 2 0
2006 0 3 1 0
2005 0 1 3 0
2004 0 2 2 0

Note. Assessment System: Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS), 2004-2011.
Source. TEA, 2012b.

Table 8

Performance Ratings for Sample Middle Schools Between 1995-2002

Test Performance Ratings
Year Exemplary Recognized Acceptable Unacceptable

2002 2 1 1 0
2001 1 1 1 0
2000 1 1 1 0
1999 1 1 1 0
1998 0 1 2 0
1997 0 1 2 0
1996 0 1 2 0
1995 0 0 3 0

Note. Assessment System: Texas Assessment of Academic Skills (TAAS), 1995-2002.
Source. Multi Year Accountability Rating History, TEA, 2012b.

The Texas Education Agency assigns all public schools in the state a rating that

labels the results of student performance. Table 7 and Table 8 provide a broad picture of

student performance using the rating labels. The following table (Table 9) uses

assessment data from the Texas Education Agency to identify performance results for
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two student groups: All Students and Economically Disadvantaged Students. The student

group, All Students, contains students who received free or reduced lunch prices in

addition to those students who did not receive free or reduced lunch prices. The student

group, Economically Disadvantaged Students, contains only those students who receive

free or reduced lunch prices. For purposes of comparison, scores for reading and math are

described for the two assessment periods.

Table 9

Multi-Year History of Assessment Results on TAAS and TAKS for Reading and Math for
Schools A, B, C, & D

TAAS Campus State TAKS Campus State

1995 2002 Change Change 2003 2011 Change Change

Reading Percentages

All Students

School A 91 97 7 15 89 96 7 18

School B 81 96 15 15 83 88 5 18

School C 74 92 17 15 75 88 13 18

School D N/A N/A N/A N/A 88 96 8 18

Economically Disadvantaged Student Percentages

School A 75 94 19 23 75 90 15 24

School B 70 93 24 23 76 84 8 24

School C 62 87 26 23 65 84 19 24

School D N/A N/A N/A N/A 88 96 18 24

Math Percentages

All Students

School A 79 97 18 32 76 92 16 27

School B 63 97 33 32 67 84 17 27

School C 63 93 30 32 58 85 27 27

School D N/A N/A N/A N/A 79 97 18 27

Economically Disadvantaged Student Percentages

School A 59 94 35 44 66 84 18 33

School B 48 95 48 44 57 79 22 33

School C 52 91 39 44 44 81 37 33

School D N/A N/A N/A N/A 57 94 37 33

Note: Performance Results for Five Middle Schools: Rates of Change Between 1995-2002 and 2003-2011.
Source. TEA, 2012b.
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Reading scores during both assessment periods, TAKS and TAAS, improved on

average for the schools in the study. Gains for the students group, All Students, grew by

13% during the TAAS era and by 8% during the TAKS era. For the student group.

Economically Disadvantaged, scores in reading improved by 23% (TAAS) and 15%

(TAKS) (Table 9).

In the area of math, scores improved for both student groups: All Students and

Economically Disadvantaged. The student group, All Students, grew by 28% between

1995 and 2002 (TAAS). Between 2003 and 2011 (TAKS), scores in math increased by

20%. Scores in math increased by 40% for the student group, Economically

Disadvantaged, on the TAAS assessment. On the TAKS assessment, scores increased by

29% (Table 9).

Participants: Principals and Teachers

Once a middle school campus was identified as eligible for the study, the

principal and teacher participants were profiled demographically. Five middle schools

were selected for the study on interdisciplinary teaming. Correspondingly, five principals

and teachers, two participants from each campus, were invited to participate in the study.

This portion of the study asked each participant pertinent questions related to their

background. These questions included gender, ethnicity or race, number of years as a

middle school principal or teacher, number of years at the current middle school, number

of years in the school district, and number of years working with or on an

interdisciplinary team.



76

Related to the question of gender, the demographic data from the surveys

indicated that a majority of the principal participants were male (4 out of 5). All five of

the teacher participants in the study were female. The ethnicity of the participants in the

study revealed that a majority of the principals (80%) were White, with one principal

identified as Asian. All teacher participants (100%) identified themselves as White (Table

10).

The study sought to determine years of experience for participants serving as a

middle school principal and years of experience for participants serving as a middle

school teacher. Data indicated that all of the principals (100%) had between 4-7 years of

experience. Teacher responses indicated that 100% of the teachers in the study had more

than 10 years of experience as a middle school teacher. Participants were also asked to

reveal the number of years at their current middle school. Principals indicated that 80%

had served in their current schools between 4-7 years and 20% had served between 1-3

years. Teachers indicated that 80% had served in their current schools more than 10 years

with 20% serving between 4-7 years in their current schools (Table 10).

The demographic data revealed that all of the principals (100%) had more than 10

years of experience in the school district. Data showed also that 80% of the teachers in

the study had more than 10 years of experience in the school district with 20% of the

teachers having experience between 8-10 years. Years of experience with

interdisciplinary teaming revealed teachers having more experience than principals in

their current position. All of the teachers in the study (100%) had more than eight years

of experience, with 80% having more than 10 years of experience with interdisciplinary
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teaming. It was determined that 100% of the principals had seven or fewer years of

experience as a principal with interdisciplinary teaming; 40% of the principals had

between 1-3 years of experience with interdisciplinary teaming (Table 10).

Table 10

Respondents’ Demographic Data, n=10

Demographic

Data Principals N Teachers N

Gender Females 1 Females 5
Males 4 Males 0

Ethnicity Hispanic 0 Hispanic 0
White 4 White 5
African American 0 African American 0
Asian 1 Asian 0

Years as a middle school principal/teacher
1-3 0 1-3 0
4-7 5 4-7 0
8-10 0 8-10 0
10+ 0 10+ 5

Years at current middle school
1-3 1 1-3 0
4-7 4 4-7 1
8-10 0 8-10 0
10+ 0 10+ 4

Years in school district
1-3 0 1-3 0
4-7 0 4-7 0
8-10 0 8-10 1
10+ 5 10+ 4

Years with interdisciplinary teaming
1-3 2 1-3 0
4-7 3 4-7 0
8-10 0 8-10 1
10+ 0 10+ 4

Highest degree earned
Bachelors 0 Bachelors 2
Masters 4 Masters 3
Doctorate 1 Doctorate 0
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The final question in the demographic section asked for the highest degree earned

by principals and teacher participants. More principals (5) than teachers (3) had a

master’s or doctorate degree. A master’s degree is the minimum requirement for

certification for employment as an administrator in Texas (TEA, 2012c). One principal

(20%) had a doctorate in education. Among the teacher participants, more than half

(60%) had masters degrees. No teacher had earned a doctorate degree in any field (Table

10).

Results for Research Question 1

The next section provides the results for the first research question: What are the

perceived structural and instructional critical attributes of interdisciplinary teaming in

selected middle schools? For this research question, descriptive statistics were utilized to

analyze the data from the principal participants. The survey comprised four different

components: Team characteristics, team membership, team planning time, and

curriculum design practices.

Team Characteristics

The first survey category addressed team characteristics. There were five

questions for this category. Topics included the presence of interdisciplinary teaming

across the middle school, the subjects taught on interdisciplinary teams, reading as a

separate course for students in the eighth grade, how students were placed on

interdisciplinary teams, and the location of interdisciplinary teams within the school

building. Responses for each question in the survey were calculated using a percentage.

This process allowed the researcher to compare results from the NASSP studies in 2002
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and 1993 and associate critical attributes of interdisciplinary teaming across time periods

(Hackmann et al., 2002; Valentine et al., 1993).

The percentage of middle schools in the study with interdisciplinary teams across

all three grade levels (grades 6-8) was 100%. Seventy-nine percent of the schools

surveyed in 2002 had interdisciplinary teams at all three grade levels and 66% of the

middle schools surveyed in 1993 had interdisciplinary teams at all grade levels (Table

11).

Each of the five middle schools in the study (100%) used five core courses for

instruction during the school day: English, science, social studies, reading, and math. In

the studies from 2002 and 1993, fewer than 60% of the schools utilized this format. The

other instructional format used language arts that combines English and reading. In

addition to this, the middle schools in the current study had eighth grade students take

reading as a separate course in 93% of the schools. In the study from 2002, 59% of the

schools had students taking reading as a separate course (Table 11).

The fourth question in the category of team characteristics considered the method

used to assign students to interdisciplinary teams. Heterogeneous grouping practices were

used in more than 90% of the schools surveyed. The notion of heterogeneously grouping

students on interdisciplinary teams was identified as a standard practice within the middle

school concept (Carnegie Council, 1989) (Table 11).
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Table 11

Principal Responses to Survey Questions on Team Characteristics
Percentage

Question Five Middle Schools, 2011 NASSP, 2002 NASSP, 1993

1. Does your school have interdisciplinary teams at all three grade levels (6-8)?
Yes 100 79 66
No 0 21 34

2. What subjects are included on interdisciplinary teams at your school?

English, Science, Social 100 52 59
Studies, Reading, Math

Language Arts, Science, 0 44 33
Social Studies, Math

Do middle school students in eighth grade take reading as a course?
Yes 93 59 N/A
No 7 41 N/A

How are students assigned to interdisciplinary teams?
Heterogeneously 100 93 90
Homogenously 0 7 10

Are interdisciplinary teams assigned to locations in the same area of the school?
Classrooms of all teachers 0 26 33
on the same team are
adjacent
Classrooms of most 100 61 50
teachers on the same
team are adjacent
Classrooms of most 0 13 17
teachers on the same
team are not adjacent

The last question in this category concerned the proximity of classrooms for

teams within the school building. Results from the survey (100%) indicated that most of

the teachers on interdisciplinary teams had classrooms that were considered adjacent.

This pattern continued across the 2002 and 1993 surveys, respectively, as participants

chose the same response half the time or more (61% and 50%) (Table 11).



81

Team Membership

The next survey category addressed team membership. There were five questions

for this category. Topics included determining the number of teachers serving on a team,

how principals sought input when teams were formed, how principals addressed

vacancies on teams, the presence of designated team leaders, and the process for selecting

team leaders (Table 12).

Team membership included a question on the number of teachers serving on an

interdisciplinary team. Results for this question indicated that 100% of the middle

schools in the study had five teachers on the team. In the study from 2002, 25% of the

schools surveyed reported using five-member teams and 34% of the schools reported

using four-member teams. Teams with six or more members were reported in 25% of the

cases (Table 12).

The next question addressed the formation of interdisciplinary teams. When

schools found it necessary to form new teams, 80% of the principals surveyed stated that

they asked for teacher input. In the earlier studies, 61% (1993) and 59% (2002) of the

principals surveyed sought input from the teaching staff. When vacancies on an

interdisciplinary team would arise, principals were asked if they obtained input from the

remaining teachers on the team prior to filling the vacancy. The survey revealed that

100% of the principals obtained input from the remaining team teachers. The study from

2002 indicated that 61% of the principals obtained input from teachers prior to filling a

vacancy on an interdisciplinary team (Table 12).
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Table 12

Principal Responses to Survey Questions on Team Membership
Percentage

Question Five Middle Schools, 2011 NASSP, 2002 NASSP, 1993

1. In terms of the number of teachers serving on a team, what is the average size of interdisciplinary
teams at your school?

Two 0 4 N/A
Three 0 13 N/A
Four 0 34 N/A
Five 100 25 N/A
Six or More 0 24 N/A

2. When teams are formed, do principals ask for teacher input?
Yes 80 59 61
No 20 41 39

3. When vacancies arise, does the principal obtain input from the remaining teachers on the team?
Yes 100 61 N/A
No 0 39 N/A

4. Do the interdisciplinary teams at your school have designated team leaders or are responsibilities
shared?

Designated Team Leaders 100 71 78
Shared Leadership 0 29 22
Responsibilities

5. Are team leaders selected by team members, chosen by the principal, or rotated among team members?
Selected by Team Teachers 20 48 39
Selected by the Principal 80 25 38
Team Leader Position Rotates 0 23 18

The fourth question in the team membership category asked principals if the

interdisciplinary teams at their schools had designated team leaders or were leadership

responsibilities shared by all team members. Responses by the principal participants

demonstrated that 100% of the schools had designated team leaders. The studies prior to

the current study indicated that 71% in 2002, and 78% in 1993 also utilized designated

team leaders in order to accomplish team business. The last question in the category

asked how team leaders were selected. The choices were: selected by team teachers,
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selected by the principal, or the position rotated among team members. Principals chose

the team leader in 80% of the schools surveyed. Twenty percent of the schools allowed

team teachers to select the team leader. In both the 2002 study and the 1993 study, team

leaders were selected more often by team teachers than by the principal (Table 12).

Team Planning Time

Six questions populated the third category, team planning time, in the survey.

Questions included topics on the common planning period, the frequency of meetings for

interdisciplinary teams, the opportunity for teachers to meet within their subject area

departments during the week, common activities for interdisciplinary teams, levels of

team effectiveness as perceived by principals, and a question on the length of time that

interdisciplinary teams should remain together (Table 13).

Principals were asked if interdisciplinary team teachers had a common planning

period built into their school’s master schedule. Each of the middle schools in the study

(100%) stated that a common planning period was built into the master schedule for all

interdisciplinary teams. In the studies from 2002 and 1993, just over half (59% and 56%)

of the principals surveyed said their team teachers had a common planning period. Just

over one third (37% and 35%) of the principals in these two studies acknowledged that

team teachers had a common planning period, but it was provided without an additional

period for individual teacher planning (Table 13).
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Table 13

Principal Responses to Survey Questions on Team Planning Time
Percentage

Question Five Middle Schools, 2011 NASSP, 2002 NASSP, 1993

1. Do interdisciplinary team teachers have a common planning period within the master schedule at
your school?
Common and individual 100 59 56
planning times are provided
Common planning time 0 37 35
provided without an additional
period for individual planning
Individual planning period not 0 11 17
scheduled at a common time
for all team members

2. Do interdisciplinary teams meet every day of the week?
2 to 4 hours each week 100 55 N/A
More than 4 hours each week 0 22 N/A
Less than 2 hours each week 0 23 N/A

3. Do teachers meet by grade level/department at any time during the week?
Every day 0 N/A N/A
Every other day 40 N/A N/A
Two times each week 60 N/A N/A
Not at all 0 N/A N/A

4. What are the most common activities in which the interdisciplinary teams engage during their
planning period?
Discussing individual 60 38 N/A
student needs and how to
address them
Developing integrated 40 22 N/A
learning/curriculum
Keeping written records 0 21 N/A
Meeting with students 0 6 N/A
Meeting with parents 0 5 N/A

5. In terms of effectiveness, where do interdisciplinary teams at your school fall?
Highly effective 80 28 N/A
Beginning to become 20 64 N/A
effective
Just learning how to 0 8 N/A
become effective

6. Once teams have been formed, how long should teachers on the team remain together?
Together at least 4 years 100 65 N/A
Together at least 5 years 0 39 N/A
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The question on the frequency of interdisciplinary team meetings during the

school week found that 100% of the principals in the study said their teams met between

two and four times each week. In the study from 2002, 55% of the principals stated that

their teams met between two and four times each week. Twenty-three percent of the

principals in the 2002 study stated that the interdisciplinary teams in their schools met

less than two times during the week. However, the principals also indicated that 22% of

the team teachers met more than four times each week (Table 13).

When asked if team teachers met with like-department members during the week,

60% of the principals in the current study stated that their teachers met with like-

department members two times each week. Forty percent of the principals responded that

their team teachers met with like-department members every other day (Table 13). This

question was not addressed in either the 2002 study or the 1993 study.

The next question addressed the kinds of activities in which interdisciplinary

teams engaged during the common planning period. The primary activity selected by

principals, discussing individual student needs and how to address them, occurred in 60%

of the responses. This compared with 38% in the 2002 study (Table 13).

A question regarding the effectiveness of interdisciplinary teams was addressed

by principals in this category. Principals were asked the question: In terms of

effectiveness, where do interdisciplinary teams at your school fall? The choices offered to

principals were highly effective, beginning to become effective, and just learning how to

become effective. Eighty percent of the principals in the study found their teams to be

highly effective. Twenty percent of the principals found their teams beginning to become
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effective. In the 2002 study, 64% of the principals selected the choice, beginning to

become effective (Table 13).

The final question in the category on team planning time asked principals in the

study to address the length of time teachers should remain together on interdisciplinary

teams. The five principals in the current study all selected the same response: Together at

least four years. Results from the 2002 study indicated that 65% of the principals selected

the same response. Thirty-nine percent of the principals in the 2002 study selected the

response, together at least five years (Table 13).

Curriculum Design Practices

The last category in the survey focused on curriculum design practices. Principals

were asked to estimate the amount of time spent in the four areas of curriculum design:

Discipline-centered, topic-centered, theme-centered, student-centered. The data in Table

14 describes the responses from principals in the current study and the study from 2002.

Almost half (47%) of the principals in the current study selected the discipline-centered

approach to curriculum. Just over one third (36%) of the principals in the 2002 study

selected the same approach (Table 14).

Principals were also asked to identify a scheduling model for instruction that

served the most students in their school building. Results from the current study indicated

that 60% of the principals perceived the most common scheduling model as one that

linked content between disciplines or subject areas but with instruction mostly

departmentalized. Results from the 2002 study varied in terms of the choice selected.

Thirty-six percent of the principals believed that most instruction occurred in
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departmentalized settings. Twenty-eight percent chose the scheduling model where

content was linked between disciplines, but instruction was mostly departmentalized

(Table 14).

Table 14

Principal Responses to Survey Questions on Curriculum Design Practices
Percentage

Question Five Middle Schools, 2011 NASSP, 2002 NASSP, 1993

1. Estimate the percentage of instructional time used by team teachers in the four curriculum design
practices: discipline-centered, topic-centered, theme-centered, student-centered.
Discipline-centered approach 47 36 N/A

Topic-centered approach 10 28 N/A

Theme-centered approach 15 21 N/A

Student-centered approach 28 15 N/A

Which scheduling model, of the five general scheduling classifications offered, serves the most

students in your school building?

Most instruction in 20 36 N/A

departmentalized settings

Content linked between 60 28 N/A

disciplines but instruction

mostly departmentalized

Interdisciplinary themes; 20 21 N/A

instruction is truly

interdisciplinary

Teachers and students identify 0 15 N/A

themes/units; instruction is

almost entirely interdisciplinary

Results for Research Question 2

The next section provides the results for the second research question: What are

the perceived structural and instructional benefits and challenges found in

interdisciplinary teaming? For this research question, participants were prompted to

describe the benefits and challenges of interdisciplinary teaming during an interview
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conducted over the telephone. Responses to the prompt were coded by participant and

school. The identity of all participants and schools were masked to ensure confidentiality.

Participant responses were placed in categories based on particular themes

associated with interdisciplinary teaming. Five general categories were developed and all

responses were coded and then associated with the category. The five categories are:

Student behavior, relationships, instruction, parents, and implementation. Additional

codes were used for the relationship category as participant responses were associated

either with children or with teachers.

The number of participant responses for each category varied. There were more

responses for perceived benefits of relationships in interdisciplinary teaming than for any

other category. This was followed by responses for perceived challenges in implementing

interdisciplinary teaming. Overall, there were more participant responses for perceived

benefits across all categories than for perceived challenges (Table 15).

Table 15

Number of Participant Responses All Categories: Student Behavior, Relationships,
Instruction, Parents, and Implementation
Category Perceived Benefits Perceived Challenges

Student Behavior 2 2
Relationships 29 3
Instruction 20 0
Parents 10 3
Implementation 4 30
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Student Behavior

In the student behavior category the number of responses for perceived benefits

and challenges was limited. Principals were the only participants to offer comments

under perceived benefits. It was stated that a positive benefit in the area of behavior

occurs when a teacher is able to see how the other team teachers interact with a particular

student and “may be having better luck (with that child) and accomplishing more with the

child.” Another principal stated that expectations for behavior with interdisciplinary

teaming can be more “standardized,” and therefore, expectations can be “remedied” more

easily across the team.

Perceived challenges in the area of student behavior came from a principal and a

teacher. A perceived challenge for interdisciplinary teams occurred as teams worked to

keep the “focus off discipline.” This reinforced the notion that interdisciplinary team

meetings could easily become a “gripe session” if the team became overwhelmed with

discipline issues. Another comment supported this theme, acknowledging a perceived

challenge when a team began “focusing too much on student behaviors and getting

caught up in the negativity.”

Relationships

There were numerous responses in the relationships category, predominantly in

the perceived benefits column. This category was divided into two additional areas for

purposes of coding: relationships among teachers and relationships with children.

Common themes emerged for both areas. Comments in the area of relationships with

children focused on levels of communication between adults for the purpose of getting to
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know children and their interests. As teachers discussed children on their team, they were

better able to learn that “what worked for one child might not work for another child.”

The general thought was that teaming was a “proactive” approach to children and their

learning. An additional comment found that “it is harder for students to fall behind

because teaming provides a safety net for students.” Furthermore, it was suggested that

interdisciplinary teaming “helped children in building friendships and relationships”

because of the very nature of placing a set group of children on the same team.

Interdisciplinary teams were described as important “emotionally for children…where

they are emotionally; it gives them a place to belong, a structure in middle school where

they can feel supported.”

Another theme within the relationships category spoke of building a “sense of

community” in students as well as teachers.” One participant offered that “smaller teams

have a more positive atmosphere” and that morale is higher. With a smaller learning

community, teachers were better able to get to know the children on the team.

Participants, primarily teachers, found interdisciplinary teams to have value for

the adults. Four different participants described the sense of team with the word

camaraderie. It was stated that because of the camaraderie on the team, “it was fun to

come to work.” Another response found that interdisciplinary teaming “built camaraderie

among team members” as it was a way to “work as a team to divide up the work.” With

adults on teams, teachers were no longer “on an island.” Teachers were in fact a “part of

a bigger picture” as opposed to working alone. Job satisfaction was enhanced as teachers
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were able to “share things with other people.” Learning from other people was considered

a benefit as it made one particular teacher “better in the end.”

Interdisciplinary teams provided other benefits also as “true teaming benefited

teachers with mentoring; stronger members could help develop less experienced

teachers” in areas such as “classroom management, developing lessons or just

mentoring.” Regarding instruction for children, teams offered “more support” and each

teacher “brought their own talents to the group.” Interdisciplinary units were enhanced

with collaboration as team teachers were better able to “connect” subject matter.

Instruction

The category on instruction provided many responses under the perceived benefits

column. No perceived challenges were reported for instruction by the principal

participants or the teacher participants. This category was divided into two additional

areas for purposes of coding: lesson planning and student achievement issues.

Teacher and principal participants identified perceived benefits for instruction as a

component of interdisciplinary teaming. The planning of lessons, delivery of instruction,

and assessments were impacted by the work of teachers on teams. One of the most

important benefits involved “cross-curricular” or “interdisciplinary” lessons. The

development of a major theme or focus would then “be carried across the other content

areas.” Another related response indicated that “interdisciplinary curriculum” would

often encourage team members to have “discussions and hold them accountable” for the

integrated lesson. It was acknowledged that “content that was related heightened student

interest.” Integrated lessons also offered parents insight into the curriculum, allowing
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them to “see the connection” between subject areas. For students, “real-world

applications” could be developed, helping them to see the “connections.” In addition to

the interdisciplinary or thematic units found in daily lessons, participants also found that

collaboration could occur on “homework and tests.”

Perceived benefits within the category of instruction were also identified for

students, their achievement, and their academic needs. With the common planning

period, interdisciplinary teaming provided opportunities for teachers to “discuss how kids

learn.” Furthermore, interaction between team teachers “allowed them to see academic

needs and then better serve children.” A participant noted that “teachers are able to spot

something immediately,” and this led to more effective “tracking of students in terms of

data and intervention.” Teachers on interdisciplinary teams are able to talk “about what

works for each child… and then tweak instruction to fit each child.”

Parents

The next category involved relations with parents. Interdisciplinary teams,

because of the additional planning period, often meet with parents to discuss a variety of

issues related to the parent’s child. Many responses from the participants demonstrated

the feeling that communication with parents was an integral part of interdisciplinary

teaming. Comments from participants involved the value of having parent conferences

with all team members in attendance. The response referred to such a meeting as an

opportunity for a “one-stop type of information gathering” where “strengths and

concerns” of the student could be addressed in a timely manner instead of the parent

having to attend multiple individual teacher conferences.
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Parent meetings with all teachers present created a sense of support for teachers:

“no one could be put in a corner, parents as well.” Teachers also believed that there was

“strength in numbers” where teachers could provide a “unified front” as they articulated

their concerns about a student. There was also the feeling that it was usually not “just one

teacher the student was having a problem with, often more than one.” Patterns developed

“when the student has the same teachers on a team.” Such patterns, when discussed in

parent meetings, allowed parents to observe multiple perspectives from the adults who

worked with the student.

Perceived challenges in the area of parents, as reported by participants in the

study, indicated a conflict for those parents who wanted to meet individually with one

teacher instead of the entire team. A participant response noted that “individual

conferences became more difficult as teachers wanted to rely on the team.” Another

comment supported this point as teachers would fear the parent who would “pick out one

teacher.” Conversely, a participant acknowledged that “sometimes teams can gang up on

a student or a parent if things aren’t going well.”

Implementation

The implementation category described how participants viewed both the benefits

and challenges of implementing the school-wide process of forming and maintaining

interdisciplinary teams at the individual campus. Responses for perceived challenges (30)

outnumbered responses for perceived benefits (4). Under the heading of benefits,

participants stated that with interdisciplinary teaming “directives from administration”

were more clearly communicated as this was a function of team leaders meeting with the
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principal and then communicating back to the team the directives or points of interest

from the administration. Another view found that implementation issues like rules and

expectations for students benefited from what was termed “consistency across the board,”

as teachers on teams met regularly to develop and deliver such plans. Speaking to an

identified function of the team leader, a response indicated that because the team leader

was the “point of contact, a liaison,” communication could be provided to the parent

more efficiently. A response indicated that, with interdisciplinary teaming no longer

present in the school district, the value of teaming at the 6th grade level was termed

“essential.” The reason for this was due to a need for an effective “transition” for students

coming from the elementary school because of “fears” related to moving from elementary

to middle school.

Participants articulated many issues under the perceived challenges of

implementing interdisciplinary teaming. A majority of the concerns were related to

interpersonal dynamics within the team, primarily relations among the adults and issues

connected to how the master schedule was built and adjusted for varying reasons during

the school year. A response on the length of time teams should remain intact suggested

that movement among members, in order to “build capacity,” was a good thing. Another

comment indicated that finding the “right people” was critical. Noting that personality

clashes can and do occur, it was offered that “sometimes it just doesn’t work with the

people on the team.” In such cases, the “administrator has to be very good at reading

personalities when putting teams together.” Other comments dealt with how a single

member of the team can be “cancerous,” which requires courageous conversation on
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many levels. Additional issues were created when team members did not “pull their own

weight or be as consistent with the rules.”

Under the perceived challenges heading regarding how a school’s master schedule

impacted interdisciplinary teaming, different responses addressed issues such as the

placement of students on teams and minimizing the “cross-teaming” of students, building

a schedule of classes that integrates both core instruction with elective classes, and

ensuring that special events, like benchmark testing or assemblies, do not interfere with

the common planning period for interdisciplinary teams. The grouping of students was

also identified as a perceived challenge as one participant advocated for flexibility in the

master schedule so that the notion of “moving kids around or double-blocking” them in

particular subjects would foster an environment where teams could make “solid

decisions” about what is best for students. The grouping of students for instruction was

also addressed in the context of how students were placed on teams and how individual

schedules of students with varying abilities should be prioritized to provide “exposure to

a wider variety” of learning environments and the students found in those learning

environments. The participant’s comment on this particular issue indicated a need to

manage this process so that “fewer kids traveled together” during the school day.

Summary

Chapter 4 reviewed the research questions that guided the study on

interdisciplinary teaming. The chapter described the population of the study, which

included the demographic data of the school district, the five sample middle schools, and

the participants in the study. The chapter addressed data collected from a survey
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administered to principal participants and the qualitative data gathered from individual

interviews conducted with the principal and teacher participants.

Chapter 5 presents a discussion of the findings and addresses the implications of

those findings for the adults who implement this program and for the students impacted

by being on an interdisciplinary team during their middle school years. Suggestions are

made for future research on interdisciplinary teaming at the middle school.



97

Chapter 5: Summary of the Findings, Conclusions, and

Discussion of Implications for Future Research

The need for current research on interdisciplinary teaming at the middle school

comes at a time when school districts in Texas face pressures to reduce budgets,

eliminate programs, and trim personnel and staff (Lesley, 2013). Because of budget

constraints, school districts are forced to examine programs from all angles to determine

efficiencies and effectiveness. This requires that proponents of interdisciplinary teaming

identify those attributes that can contribute to effective practice through efficient means

and demonstrate gains in student achievement.

The current study on the perceived structural and instructional critical attributes of

interdisciplinary teaming identifies best practices that are consistent with the middle

school concept and implementation practices established over different time periods

(Hackmann et al., 2002; Valentine et al., 1993). The study also reports on the perceived

structural and instructional benefits of interdisciplinary teaming from the perspective of

10 individuals, principals, and teachers, from a purposefully selected school district. In

addition to the perceived benefits of interdisciplinary teaming described by participants in

the study, the participants reported on perceived challenges that confronted principals and

teachers during the implementation of interdisciplinary teaming.

Purpose of the Study

This study centered on the organizational structure of middle level education

through an examination of a widely used instructional arrangement referred to as

interdisciplinary teaming. The purpose of the study was to identify the perceived critical
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attributes of interdisciplinary teaming and explore the perceived benefits and challenges

of interdisciplinary teaming, as a component in the organizational structure of middle

schools. The development of perceived benefits and challenges to interdisciplinary

teaming occurred through interviews with selected principals and teachers. This study

featured a purposefully selected large urban school district in a metropolitan city in Texas

in 2012 that has implemented and used interdisciplinary teaming in all school district

middle schools for the past two decades and has recently eliminated the instructional

arrangement from the same middle schools because of budgetary constraints.

Research Questions

This study addressed the following research questions:

1. What are the perceived structural and instructional critical attributes of

interdisciplinary teaming in selected middle schools?

2. What are the perceived structural and instructional benefits and challenges

found in interdisciplinary teaming?

Participants

There were 13 middle schools in the school district selected for the study.

Principals and teachers from only five middle schools were selected for the study, and

they were the subjects interviewed for the purpose of data collection. To be included as a

participant in the study, each of the principals selected had to have served in the

principalship in that particular middle school for three or more years. As a result, only 5

of the 13 middle school principals met the established standard for inclusion in the study.

The characteristics of the principal participants were identified in the following way: total
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number of years employed in the school district, total number of years as a middle school

principal, total number of years at the particular middle school where they currently

serve, total number of years associated with interdisciplinary teaming as a principal,

highest degree earned, major area of undergraduate study, race/ethnicity, and gender.

Teacher participants were selected by the principal participants from the five

middle schools eligible for inclusion in the study. Principals were asked to select from a

pool of teacher participants who had worked on an interdisciplinary team for three or

more years. Characteristics of the teacher participants were identified in the following

way: total years as a middle school teacher, total years at the current middle school, total

years in the school district, highest degree earned, major area of undergraduate study,

race/ethnicity, and gender. A total number of five teachers were included as participants

in the study, one from each of the participating middle schools.

Instrument

The researcher used major portions of an existing survey sponsored by the

NASSP (Hackmann et al. 2002; Valentine et al., 1993) that addressed the topic of this

study, interdisciplinary teaming in the middle school. Permission from the authors of the

study and the National Association of Secondary School Principals (NASSP) was

requested and granted.

A description of the perceived critical attributes of interdisciplinary teaming in

place in each of the middle schools included in the study were juxtaposed with the results

from two national studies conducted by the NASSP on interdisciplinary teaming in

middle schools from across the United States in 1992 and 2000 (Hackmann et al., 2002;
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Valentine et al., 1993). Results from the national studies and the current study allow the

reader to form a historical perspective on the implementation of interdisciplinary teaming

at the middle school level over a 20-year period.

Summary of Findings and Discussion

This section of the chapter provides a summary of the findings for the research

questions that guided the study on interdisciplinary teaming. The first research question

in the study addressed the perceived critical attributes of interdisciplinary teaming

generated by principals of five middle schools in a school district in Texas. The critical

attributes were developed from four categories: Team characteristics, team membership,

team planning time, and curriculum design practices. These categories were initially

developed in the NASSP studies from 2002 and 1993 (Hackmann et al., 2002; Valentine

et al., 1993).

Research Question 1

Under the category of team characteristics, critical attributes identified in the two

previous studies continued to show percentage gains across all five of the attributes: the

presence of teams at all three grade levels, the number of subjects included on teams,

reading as a required subject for students in the eighth grade, the placement of students

on teams, and the assigned locations of teams within the school building. The

heterogeneous placement of students on teams, as reported by principals, was utilized by

all middle schools in the current study and demonstrated a continuing trend of

heterogeneously grouping students. This method of grouping students is considered a

pillar of the middle school concept and seeks to create diversity on interdisciplinary
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teams regardless of ability level or program (Carnegie Council on Adolescent

Development, 1989). Assigning teams to classrooms in common parts of a school

building was identified as a priority. A trend over the past 20 years indicated that

principals continue to believe that placing team classrooms in close proximity to one

another is important.

Team membership, which involved adult members, addressed the following

attributes: How teams were formed, teacher vacancies, and the leadership of those adults.

Results from the current study showed complete agreement among principals (100%)

regarding the number of teachers serving on a team. Principals selected five teachers as

the average size of interdisciplinary teams. This contrasted considerably with results from

the study in 2002 where 34% of the principals surveyed considered four teachers to be

the average size of teams. The 2002 study also revealed that principals selected five team

members (25%) or six or more team members (24%) (Table 12). It is likely that the

number of courses offered for students on a team impacted the number of teachers

required.

The formation of teams and the need to fill vacancies was addressed in this

category. The importance of teacher input when forming teams and in filling vacancies

was affirmed by principals in the study. The predominant view elicited from the

responses indicated that 80% of the participants supported asking teachers for their ideas

and opinions as teams were put together. This response was considerably higher than

results from the earlier studies, possibly indicating a greater sense of collaboration and

partnership between principals and team teachers. Principals also found it useful or
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important to ask teachers on the team for input when filling vacancies. The response from

principals (100%) was again much higher than the response from the 2002 study where

only 61% of the principals sought input from teachers as they filled vacancies on

interdisciplinary teams (Table 12).

Leadership on interdisciplinary teams was addressed as a final component in the

team membership category. In the studies from 2002 and 1993 (Hackmann et al., 2002;

Valentine et al., 1993), designated team leaders were present on interdisciplinary teams

more than 70% of the time (Table 12). In the current study, all of the principals (100%)

determined that this component was important for interdisciplinary teams. The next

question focused on the process for selecting team leaders. Responses varied across time

periods as principals in the current study selected team leaders in 80% of the cases. In the

earlier studies, an emphasis on allowing team members to select their leader was evident,

although results were mixed. Rotating the team leader position among team members

occurred less frequently in the earlier studies and it did not occur at all in the current

study (Table 12).

The team planning time category identified the presence of an additional common

planning period for team members, the frequency of meetings during the week, the

occurrence of additional meetings with members outside of the interdisciplinary team

either by grade level or department, the kinds of activities in which teams engaged during

the common planning time, and questions regarding effectiveness and longevity. In a

departure from the earlier studies, where slightly more than half of the principals

surveyed said that common and individual planning time was provided, interdisciplinary
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teams in all of the middle schools in the current study were afforded both common and

individual planning time each day.

The main feature of common planning time is the expectation for teachers on

interdisciplinary teams to interact on a regular basis. Studies from 2012 and 2002 reveal

that interdisciplinary teams did not always meet every day of the week. The range of

functions for teams included additional meetings with members outside of the

interdisciplinary team, to include grade level members or subject area colleagues. A

question found in the current study indicated that a portion of time during the week was

devoted to meetings with members of a common grade level or subject area. Sixty

percent of the principals reported that teachers met with grade level or subject area

colleagues two or more times each week. This question was not addressed in either the

2002 or 1993 studies, and it may reflect an increasing focus on the curriculum associated

with standardized assessments and a reduction in the emphasis on interdisciplinary team

activities such as the social development aspects of middle school education.

Principals were asked to address the range of common activities in which

interdisciplinary teams engaged and their perceptions on team effectiveness. In a

comparison with the study from 2002, more principals in the current study perceived that

teams used the common planning time for the discussion of individual student needs and

developing integrated curriculum units. This would appear to strengthen the model for

interdisciplinary teaming that devoted attention to the social and academic progress of

students and the integration of curriculum. In this context, the developmental progress of

students was described as more important to interdisciplinary teams than were activities
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such as keeping written records and meeting with students and parents, although each

may have an important function for both teachers and students (Table 13).

Perceptions of team effectiveness varied widely between the 2012 study and the

2002 study. Principals in the current study perceived their teams as highly effective in

80% of the cases versus 28% from the 2002 study. Reasons for the variance are most

likely related to individual school settings and circumstances. It is also possible that

principals in the current study intended to have their teams reflect effectiveness.

Principals in both studies believed that interdisciplinary teams should remain together at

least four years. This is likely to be associated with the necessary time needed to form

relationships although other factors may have impacted this response.

The last category, curriculum design practices, involved two primary questions

for principals: Estimate the percentage of instructional time used by teachers on

interdisciplinary teams in four different approaches to implementing curriculum, and

describe the scheduling model that serves the most students in their respective schools.

Each question addressed curriculum and instruction as perceived by principals.

The study from 2002 indicated considerable variance in the responses to the first

question. No response garnered more than 36%. In the current study, there was less

variation in the responses principals selected. However, the response chosen most

frequently, the discipline-centered approach, did not exceed 50%. The next response

selected most frequently found that principals in the current study perceived that

interdisciplinary teams used a student centered-approach 28% of the time. In both studies,

the discipline-centered approach to delivering instruction was cited most frequently. It is
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likely that this approach recognized a perceived need to focus on the state standards

(discipline-centered) rather than choosing to spend instructional time on topics, themes,

or individual student interests.

The second question in the category asked principal participants to describe a

scheduling model that served the greatest number of students in their school. Responses

to this question supported the first question that identified discipline-centered instruction

as a priority. Both studies, 2012 and 2002, indicated that most scheduling models utilized

a departmentalized or discipline-centered setting. This appears to demonstrate perceived

support for or interest in an instructional arrangement where standards are emphasized.

The introduction and application of standards in the various disciplines and the

accompanying accountability in Texas and in other states is likely to have impacted the

perceptions of the principal participants.

Research Question 2

This study found both sets of participants, principals and teachers, identifying

more benefits than challenges for interdisciplinary teaming. It is likely that participants

valued the collaborative atmosphere created by interdisciplinary teaming and legitimately

appreciated both the form and function of the long-standing program. Another factor that

may have influenced the variance in the number of identified benefits versus challenges

is the fact that the interviews for this study took place one year after interdisciplinary

teaming in the school district was no longer mandated due to funding issues. This change

came shortly after a period of 19 consecutive years where teaming was mandated and

implemented.
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In the categories, relationships, instruction, and parents, perceived benefits

outnumbered perceived challenges. The categories were generated from responses

extracted from the participants. Each category lends itself to essential components of

interdisciplinary teaming: building relationships between teachers and students and

between teachers, using common planning time to reinforce instruction, and

communicating with parents about student progress (Carnegie Council on Adolescent

Development, 1989).

Perceived challenges found in the implementation of interdisciplinary teaming far

outweighed perceived benefits. The perceived challenges were often associated with

potential problems inherent in adult interaction, primarily, the placement and meshing of

unique personalities on a team. Stated challenges revealed particular dilemmas connected

with the building of a structure required for interdisciplinary teams to operate at a high

level of efficiency and effectiveness, namely, holding the common planning time for

teachers sacred when interruptions in the daily schedule occurred and the specific

challenges found in placing students on teams and then grouping them for purposes of

instruction.

Suggestions for Future Research

In an environment in which school districts are making decisions about

educational programs, their legitimacy and the prospects for funding such programs, it is

necessary for school district officials to have a sense of the value of interdisciplinary

teaming, as perceived by principals and teachers. It is also critical that school district

officials use a well-constructed quantitative measure to address effectiveness in terms of
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student achievement. The era of accountability, state standards, and budget constraints,

mixed together, create an incredible need for school district officials to be prudent when

funding programs. Future research should focus on the relationship between student

achievement and interdisciplinary teaming.

This study draws conclusions on the critical attributes of interdisciplinary teaming

established in the three studies. The critical attributes identified in this study demonstrate

consistency in implementation over time, depicting an adherence to many of the central

concepts that were described in the review of the literature. Additional research that

focuses on the relationship of state accountability systems and interdisciplinary teaming

is necessary so that school district officials can make a balanced decision regarding the

funding of a program that affords teachers on teams an additional class period during the

instructional day without children.

The qualitative component in this study brings to light the human element that is

often difficult to quantify for purposes of measurement. The perceptions of participants

who have worked directly with interdisciplinary teams; teachers on teams and the school

principals who are charged with monitoring the program, also play an important role in

terms of offering evidence that supports interdisciplinary teaming. The perceptions

recorded in this study describe an advocacy for interdisciplinary teaming. The quandary

appears to lay squarely at the doorstep of the funding mechanism for school districts.

Ultimately, school district officials must decide whether to spend funds on the program

based on the data that they have in front of them. That is precisely why additional

research is necessary.
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Appendix A: Survey Questions for Principal Participants

Principal Interview Instrument

Gender/Race/Ethnicity?

Number of Years as a Middle School Principal?

Number of Years at Current Middle School?

Number of Years in the School District?

Number of Years with Interdisciplinary Teaming?

Highest Degree Earned?

Team Characteristics

1. Does your middle school have interdisciplinary teams at all three grade levels (6-
8)?
Yes No

2. What core subjects are included on interdisciplinary teams at your school?

English ____ Reading ___ ELA ___ Social Studies ____ Science ___ Math ___

3. Do students in the eighth grade take reading as a class?
Yes No

4. How are students assigned to interdisciplinary teams at your school

Homogenously

Heterogeneously

5. Are interdisciplinary teams assigned to locations in the same area of the school?

Classrooms of all teachers on the same team are adjacent

Classrooms of most teachers on the same team are adjacent

Classrooms of most teachers on the same team are not adjacent

Team Membership

1. In terms of the number of teachers serving on a team, what is the average size of

interdisciplinary teams at your school?

Two Three Four Five Six or more

2. When teams are formed, do principals ask for teacher input?

Yes No

3. When vacancies arise, does the principal obtain input from the remaining teachers

on the team?

Yes No

4. Do the interdisciplinary teams at your school have designated team leaders or are

responsibilities shared?

Designated Team Leaders Shared Leadership Responsibilities
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5. Are team leaders selected by team members, chosen by the principal, or rotated

among team members?

Selected by Team Teachers

Selected by the Principal

Team Leader Position Rotates

Team Planning Time

1. Do interdisciplinary team teachers have a common planning period within the

master schedule at your school?

Common and individual planning times are provided

Common planning time provided without an additional period for individual

planning

Individual planning period not scheduled at a common time for all team members

2. Does the interdisciplinary team meet every day of the week?

2 to 4 hours

More than 4 hours each week

Less than 2 hours each week

3. Do teachers meet by grade level/department at any time during the week?

Every day Every other day

Two times each week Not at all

4. What are the most common activities in which the interdisciplinary teams engage

during their planning period?

Discussing individual student needs and how to address them

Developing integrated learning/curriculum

Keeping written records

Meeting with students

Meeting with parents

5. In terms of effectiveness, where do the interdisciplinary teams at your school fall?

Highly effective

Beginning to become effective

Just learning how to become effective

6. Once teams have been formed, how long should teachers on the team remain

together?

Together at least 4 years

Together at least 5 years



110

Curriculum Design Practices

7. Estimate the percentage of instructional time used by team teachers in the four

curriculum design practices: discipline-centered, topic-centered, theme-centered,

student-centered.

Discipline-centered Topic-centered

Theme-centered Student-centered

8. Which scheduling model, among the five general scheduling classifications

offered, serves the most students in your school building?

Most instruction in departmentalized settings

Content linked between disciplines but instruction mostly departmentalized

Interdisciplinary themes; instruction is truly interdisciplinary

Teachers and students identify themes/units; instruction is almost entirely

interdisciplinary

1. What are the perceived structural and instructional benefits and challenges

of interdisciplinary teaming?



111

Appendix B: Teacher Interview Instrument

Teacher Interview Instrument

Gender/Race/Ethnicity?

Number of Years as a Middle School Teacher?

Number of Years at Current Middle School?

Number of Years in the School District?

Number of Years with Interdisciplinary Teaming?

Highest Degree Earned?

1. What are the perceived structural and instructional benefits and challenges

of interdisciplinary teaming?



112

Appendix C: Letter to Participants

November 5, 2012

Dear Principal/Teacher:

You are receiving this letter because you have been selected to participate in a study on

middle school teaming. As the primary researcher for this study, I invite you to

participate in an effort to learn more about middle school teaming, its benefits and

challenges.

Currently, I am a doctoral student at the University of Texas at Austin. I have also

worked as a teacher and administrator at the middle level for a number of years. The title

of my dissertation follows: Critical attributes of interdisciplinary teaming in the middle

school: Current practice in an urban school district in Texas. This study seeks to answer

research questions focused on middle school teaming; how teams operate in terms of

identified functions and the perceived benefits and challenges.

Rest assured, if you choose to participate, all of your questions will be answered fully.

The actual time involved will be less than 30 minutes. Again, your participation in this

study is voluntary and I do hope you choose to participate.

Please reply to this email with the following response:

Yes, I do want to participate or No, I do not want to participate

Thank you very much for considering participation in a study on middle school teaming.

Sincerely,

Randy Hoyer

Doctoral Student

The University of Texas at Austin

Cooperative Superintendency Program



113

References

Anfara, V. A., & Andrews, P. G. (2003). Research and resources in support of: This we

believe. Westerville, OH: National Middle School Association.

Anfara, V. A., & Mertz, N. T. (2006). Theoretical frameworks in qualitative research.

Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Bagwell, T. T. (2009, March). Teaming up for success in today’s middle schools. Paper

presented at the annual meeting of the Louisiana Education Research Association,

Lafayette, LA.

Bailey, C. A. (2007). A guide to qualitative field research. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage

Publications.

Beane, J., & Lipka, R. (2006). Guess again: Will changing the grades save middle level

education? Educational Leadership, 63(7), 26-30.

Bogdan, R. C., & Biklen, S. N. (2003). Research for education: An introduction to

theories and methods. Boston, MA: Allyn & Bacon.

Bolman, L. G., & Deal, T. E. (2008). Reframing organizations. San Francisco, CA:

Wiley & Sons.

Burris, C. C., Heubert, J. P., & Levin, H. M. (2006). Accelerating mathematics

achievement using heterogeneous grouping. American Educational Research

Journal, 43(1), 105-136.

Calabrese, R. (2006). The elements of an effective dissertation & thesis. Lanham, MA:

Rowman & Littlefield Education.



114

Capelluti, J., & Brazee, E. (2003). Promising practice or unfulfilled promise. Principal

Leadership, 3(5), 32-37.

Carnegie Council on Adolescent Development. (1989). Turning points: Preparing

American youth for the 21st century. New York, NY: Carnegie Corporation.

Carnegie Council on Adolescent Development. (1990). Turning points: Preparing

American youth for the 21st century (abridged version). New York, NY: Carnegie

Corporation.

Clark, D. C., & Clark S. N. (1997). Exploring the possibilities of interdisciplinary

teaming. Childhood Education, 73(5), 267-271.

Cook, C. M., & Faulkner, S. A. (2010). The use of common planning time: A case study

of two Kentucky schools to watch. RMLE Online: Research in Middle Level

Education, 34(2), 1-12. Retrieved from

http://www.eric.d.gov/ERIC/Contentdelivery/ERICservlet?accno= EJ914054

Cuban, L. (1992). What happens to reforms that last? The case of the junior high school.

American Educational Research Journal, 29(2), 227-251. Retrieved from

http://www.jstor.org/stable/1163367

Deming, W. E. (1982). Out of the crisis. Cambridge, MA: Massachusetts Institute of

Technology.

DuFour, R. (2007). Professional learning communities: A bandwagon, an idea worth

considering, or our best hope for high levels of learning? Middle School Journal,

39(1), 4-8.



115

DuFour, R., Eaker, R., & DuFour, R. (2005). On common ground. Bloomington, IN:

Solution Tree.

Erb, T. O. (2000). Do middle school reforms really make a difference? The Clearing

House, 73(4), 194-200.

Erb, T. O., & Stevenson, C. (1999). From faith to facts: Turning points in action-what

difference does teaming make? Middle School Journal, 30(3), 47-50.

Felner, R. D., Jackson, A. W., & Kasak, D. T. (1997). The impact of school reform for

the middle years: Longitudinal study of a network engaged in turning points-

based comprehensive school transformation. Phi Delta Kappan, 78, 528-532.

Flowers, N., Mertens, S. B., & Mulhall, P. F. (1999). The impact of teaming: Five

research-based outcomes. Middle School Journal, 31(2), 57-60.

Flowers, N., Mertens, S. B., & Mulhall, P. F. (2003). Middle school renewal: Lessons

learned from more than a decade of middle grades research. Middle School

Journal, 35(2), 55-59.

Gable, R. A., & Manning, M. L. (1999). Interdisciplinary teaming: Solution to instructing

heterogeneous groups of students. The Clearing House, 72(3), 182-185. Retrieved

from http://www.vnweb.hwwilsonweb.com.ezproxy.lib.utexas.edu/hww/results

George, P. S. (2009). Renewing the middle school: The early success of middle school

education. Middle School Journal, 41(1), 4-9.

George, P. S., Stevenson, C., Thomason, J., & Beane, J. (1992). The middle school and

beyond. Alexandria, VA: Association of Supervision and Curriculum

Development.



116

Gruhn, W., & Douglass, H. (1947). The modern junior high school. New York, NY:

Ronald Press Company.

Hackmann, D. G., Petzko, V. N., Valentine, J. W., Clark, D. C., Nori, J. R., & Lucas, S.

E. (2002). Beyond interdisciplinary teaming: Findings and implications of the

NASSP national middle level study. NASSP Bulletin, 86(632), 33-47.

Hansen, S. D. (2009). The academic evolution of teaming. Principal Leadership, 9(7),

32-36.

Heathers, G. (1970). Encyclopedia of educational research (4th ed.) New York, NY:

Macmillan.

Honawar, V. (2008). Working smarter by working together. Education Week, 27(31), 25-

27. Retrieved from http://www.bsisonline.com/2008/research%20article

Husband, R. E., & Short, P. M. (1994). Interdisciplinary teams lead to greater teacher

empowerment. Middle School Journal, 26(2), 58-61.

Jackson, A. W., & Davis, G. A. (2000). Turning points 2000: Educating adolescents in

the 21st century. New York, NY: Teachers College Press.

Koos, L. (1920). The junior high school. New York, NY: Ginn & Company.

Lee, V. E., & Smith, J. B. (1993). Effects of restructuring on the achievement and

engagement of middle grades students. Sociology of Education, 66(3), 164-187.

Retrieved from http://www.jstor.org/pss/2112735

Lesley, B. A. (2013). Money still matters. Austin, TX: Equity Center.

Mayer, A. (2008). Understanding how U.S. secondary schools sort students for

instructional purposes: Are all students being served equally? American



117

Secondary Education, 36(2), 7-25. Retrieved from

http://www.vnweb.hwwilsonweb. com.ezproxy.lib.utexas.

edu/hww/results_single_ftPES.j

McEwin, C. K., & Greene, M. W. (2010). Results and recommendations from the 2009

national surveys of randomly selected and highly successful middle level schools.

Middle School Journal, 42(1), 49-63.

Merenbloom, E. (1983). The team process (3rd ed.) Columbus, OH: National Middle

School Association.

Mertens, D. M. (2005). Research and evaluation in education and psychology:

Integrating diversity with quantitative, qualitative, and mixed methods (2nd ed.).

Thousand Oaks: CA: Sage Publications.

Mertens, S. B., & Anfara, V. A. (2006). Research summary: Student achievement and the

middle school concept. Retrieved from http://www.nmsa.org/

ResearchSummaries/StudentAchievement/tabid/276/Default.asp

Mertens, S. B., & Flowers, N. (2004). NMSA research summary #21: Interdisciplinary

teaming. Columbus, OH: National Middle School Association. Retrieved from

http://www.ncmsa.net/ressum21.htm

Mertens, S. B., Flowers, N., Anfara, V. A., & Caskey, M. M. (2010). Common planning

time. Middle School Journal, 41(5), 50-57.

Mertens, S. B., Roney, K., Anfara, V. A., & Caskey, M. M. (2007). National middle

grades research project: Common planning time training manual. Washington,

http://www.nmsa.org/


118

DC: Middle Level Education Research, a Special Interest Group of the American

Educational Research Association.

Miles, M. B., & Huberman, A. M. (1994). Qualitative data analysis. Beverly Hills, CA:

Sage Publications.

Moak, L. (2011). How did state budget cuts impact school district staffing levels:

Preliminary information from 2011‐12. Retrieved from http://

www.moakcasey.com/articles/viewarticledoc.aspxAID=2677&DID=2657

Morse, J. M., & Richards, L. (2002). Read me first for a user’s guide to qualitative

methods. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

National Association of Secondary School Principals (NASSP). (2011). About NASSP.

Retrieved from http://www.nassp.org

National Council on Economic Development. (2011). Teacher jobs at risk. Retrieved

from http://www. whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/uploads/teacher jobs

atrisk_report.pdf

Oxley, D. (2001). Organizing schools into small learning communities. National

Association for Secondary School Administrators, 85(625), 5-16.

Ritchie, J., & Lewis, J. (2003). Qualitative research practice: A guide for social science

students and researchers. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Roney, K., Brown, K. M., & Anfara, V. A. (2004). Middle level reform in high- and low-

performing middle schools. The Clearing House, 77(4), 153-159.

http://www.moakcasey.com/articles/viewarticledoc
http://www.nassp.org/
http://www/


119

Rottier, J. (2000). Teaming in the middle school: Improve it or lose it. The Clearing

House, 73(4), 214-216. Retrieved from

http://www.vnweb.hwwilsonweb.com.ezproxy.lib.utexas.edu/ hww/results

Rottier, J. (2002). Taking teaming to the next level. Westerville, OH: National Middle

School Association.

Rourke, J. (2006). Breaking ranks in the middle. Reston, VA: National Association of

Secondary School Principals.

Saleh, M., Lazonder, A. W., & De Jong, T. (2005). Effects of within-class ability

grouping on social interaction, achievement, and motivation. Instructional

Science, 33, 105-119.

Schwandt, T. A., Lincoln, Y. S., & Guba, E. G. (2007). Judging interpretations: But is it

rigorous? Trustworthiness and authenticity in naturalistic evaluation. New

Directions for Evaluation, 114, 11-25. Retrieved from http://www.web.ebscohost

.com/ehost/ detail?vid=3&hid=10&sid

Senge, P. M. (1990). The fifth discipline: The art and practice of the learning

organization. New York, NY: Currency/Doubleday.

Senge, P. M., Cambron-McCabe, N., Lucas, T., Smith, B., Dutton, J., & Kleiner, A.

(2000). Schools that learn. New York, NY: Doubleday Dell.

Strauss, A., & Corbin, J. M. (1990). Basics of qualitative research: Grounded theory

procedures and techniques. Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications.



120

Texas Education Agency (TEA). (2011a). An overview of the Academic Excellence

Indicator System. Austin, TX: Author. Retrieved from

http://www.ritter.tea.state.tx.us/perfreport/aeis/about.aeis.html

Texas Education Agency (TEA). (2011b). An overview of the history of public education

in Texas. Austin, TX: Author. Retrieved from http://www.tea.state.tx.us/index4

Texas Education Agency (TEA). (2012a). Academic Excellence Indicator System. Austin,

TX: Author. Retrieved from http://www.tea.state.tx.us/cgi/sas/broker

Texas Education Agency (TEA). (2012b). Multi-year accountability rating history.

Austin, TX: Author. Retrieved from http://www.ritter.tea.state.tx.us/cgi/sas/broker

Texas Education Agency (TEA). (2012c). State Board for Educator Certification,

Administrative Rules. Austin, TX: Author. Retrieved from http://

www.tea.state.tx.us/index2.aspx?id=3461& menu_id=865&menu_id2=794

Trimble, S., & Rottier, J. (1998). Assessing team performance. Schools in the Middle,

8(3), 14-16. Retrieved from

http://www.vnweb.hwilsonweb.com.ezproxy.lib.texas.edu/hww/results

Trochim, W. M. (2006). The research methods knowledge base (2nd ed.). Retrieved from

http://www.socialresearchmethods.net/kb/

U.S. Bureau of Education. (1913). Report of the Committee of the National Council of

Education on the Economy of Time in Education. Washington, DC: U.S.

Government Printing Office. Retrieved from http://www.archive.org



121

U.S. Bureau of the Census. (2012). San Antonio (city) QuickFacts from the U.S. Census

Bureau. Retrieved from

http://www.quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/48/4865000.html

U.S. Department of Education. (2002). No Child Left Behind Act of 2001:

Reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. Washington,

DC: U.S. Government Printing Office. Retrieved from

http://www.ed.gov/legislation/ESEA02

U.S. Department of Education. (2011). Adequate yearly progress. Washington, DC: U.S.

Government Printing Office. Retrieved from

http://www2.ed.gov/nclb/accountability/ayp/edpicks.jhtml?src=ln

Valentine, J. W., Clark, D. C., Hackmann, D. G., & Petzko, V. N. (2004). Leadership for

highly successful middle level schools. Reston, VA: National Association of

Secondary School Principals.

Valentine, J. W., Clark, D. C., Irvin, J. L., Keefe, J. W., & Melton, G. (1993). Leadership

in middle level education. Reston, VA: National Association of Secondary School

Principals.

Willis, J. W. (2007). Foundations of qualitative research: Interpretive and critical

approaches. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.


