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Abstract

The present study investigates measures of team collaboration amongegradua
students participating in the Marshall University Graduate College Suinnehment
Program. The purpose of the study was to use an independent criterion, rankings by an
expert panel, as a way to determine the better measure of collaborationoifietens or
the Collaboration Survey. A Spearman’s rho correlation showed correlation&ebeahee
Thermometer Team question, the Collaboration Survey, and the expert rankingaswhere
a binary logistic regression showed that only the Thermometers predicether a team
would be ranked as high or low. Results indicate that the MUGC Summer Enrichment

Program should use Thermometers as a measure of collaboration.



Chapter |

Review of Literature
Collaboration and Teaming in Schools

It seems that in today’s school systems, the words “teamwaoidk™e@ollaboration” are
heard daily. Although they are easy to say, it is less wlbat they actually mean. Teachers are
told to work together in grade-level teams or by department. Witrals to special education,
specialists from school psychologists to different kinds of thetsjgire told to collaborate with
one another along with teachers in order to find the best possib@r@at and to make the best
decisions for a student (Lam, 2005). Although colleges stress fhartamce of teamwork in
classes pertaining to special education and civil rights ldwesattual time spent on teaching
how to collaborate on these issues can vary depending on one’s fs#laipf (Shaw & Madaus,
2008). College students tend to be taught in individual programs of thdaglet] on whatever
profession they chose. Although this could be of benefit to memlmitsng together within a
particular program, it could become problematic when students frderedif programs are

asked to work together.

It is difficult to find research on what constitutes the definitadrfteam” for various
programs; however, it would be extremely helpful for graduate studeoms different
professions to take a multidisciplinary course so that they couid bgreement on how to
collaborate (Lam, 2005). There is literature in the healthcale $i@ating how members of
different specialties can have trouble communicating with otheciptires. Different
professionals in their programs get stuck in their own terminofogyays of thinking, making
teamwork challenging (Hall and Weaver, 2001). School personnel froeretiff disciplines

often do not know much about other professionals’ job responsibilitieactnrhany educators



are not trained or equipped to work on teams; they must learn to woekhér (Flowers,

Mertens, & Mulhall, 2000). Although members of a school system maycbeed to cooperate,
they may not know how to collaborate, especially across disciflitaas, 2005). Primary and
secondary students’ needs require input from many different 8pescitherefore increasing the
need for better collaboration among professionals. Strong collaboratibneach other can

enhance collaboration with those outside the school, like parents (Lam, 2005).

There are certain commonalities needed for a team to collabeffatetively. The
following literature review will discuss the most commonly fourehetnts of an effective team.
Both teams and the concept of collaboration will be defined. Alstoriathat help and hinder
collaboration will be discussed along with the importance and besfefit solid team in the

school systems.

Teams: Definition and Function

A strong team structure leads to less confusion for any outsgdeling to share and get
information. For example, parents may receive better communidadionschool professionals
when they are all clearly speaking in the same terms andthghitse same background in
collaboration (Lam, 2005). In his PowerPoint titled Team Building Kbieg (n.d.), professor of
School Psychology at Marshall University, defines a teamaasniall number of people with
complementary skills who are equally committed to a common purposs, godlapproach for
which they hold themselves mutually accountable.” This definitionvéh with five key traits
of members of a good team listed by Gostick and Elton (2010): g@lgseeommunication,

trust, accountability, and recognition.



The first trait of an effective team is goal settimgdpich includes knowing where one is
going. Team members with good goal setting frequently set gloatsnot only align with
personal competencies but also align with the goal of the teany. niake sure the goal is
realistic. A member needs to feel that he or she can regoalaso that it has personal value
while also keeping in mind what reaching the goal means for the team. Caratramis critical

for the realization of goals (Gostick & Elton, 2010).

The second trait of an effective team is good communication. Comationiénvolves
sharing ideas freely, passing on ideas with team memberstifyde problems while
simultaneously thinking of potential solutions, and really taking ithe to listen. Listening is
just as important as sharing and can help with trust as welleaall group morale. The traits of
a good team are not mutually exclusive; listening to others alig teddng in what they say can

also help in team goal setting (Gostick & Elton, 2010).

The remaining traits of an effective team are trust, accbilitgaand recognition. Team
members must trust one another. Distrust can ruin a teanm lead people to revert back to
individual goals and inhibit the sharing of good ideas. Additionallgmtanembers must
demonstrate accountability by recognizing their own roles and rabpities as well as how
those roles and responsibilities relate to other members. Teambers should demonstrate
recognition by cheering for and encouraging each other while agoahy type of negative
comments. This type of support can increase morale and lendtatdelim members sticking
with the task (Gostick & Elton, 2010). By practicing the five srait an effective team, members

demonstrate shared leadership, which is an important quality in collaboration.



Collaboration: Definitions and Key Elements

Collaboration can be defined as at least two coequal individuals ngotkiward a
common goal by voluntarily interacting in shared decision-makingutir direct interaction
(Kennedy & Stewart, 2011). Direct interaction among membuisides keeping each other
informed, discussing any problems and learning from others. In schemdbgets are encouraged
to collaborate with each other in order to form professional legro@mmunities where they
share a common goal and work together frequently in teams (lde@&nbeonard, 2003). Four
important factors in collaboration are interactional determinanggrpersonal factors,

organizational determinants, and systematic determinants (Kennedy &&6t2041).

Interactional determinants include motivation among group members asd pa
experiences with collaboration. Group members need to be motivateatkdogether in order
for the group to function effectively; past experiences can infleehe motivation levels of
group members. Someone with a good experience may feel more lsahtpealvork in a group
than someone who had a poor experience in the past. Interpersonal ifaciicdte how an
individual feels about the group or goal. An individual's style of ptactcompetence—
including effective communication, mutual respect for other group memdedsappreciation
for others’ roles—all make up interpersonal factors (Kennedtewvart, 2011). The individuals
who comprise a group are important in its ultimate effectiverseess members need to be

competent in their respective roles and feel that their teammates altg egurgpetent.

In school systems, it is important that each member of a grompritrates these
factors. Although it is not guaranteed that each member wié had a positive experience with

collaboration in the past, it is possible to have highly motivatedpgmembers regardless. A



highly motivated person is likely to look past bad experiendesnvihe or she knows there is a
big reward to be gained if the person can help in a current situ@iostick & Elton, 2010).
This is why interpersonal factors are important; a group neells made up of people who will

be motivated to reach the goal and who can get along with other group members.

Even if a group member is motivated to work with others and demosttitef the
critical interpersonal factors, there still needs to be orgéinizal and systematic support for
collaboration to be most effective. The philosophy and structure ofgamiaation need to be
conducive to collaboration. There must be time to meet and plan anduwygort from the
organizational leaders. Systematic determinants such as tramaititjons, interests, values, and

roles of a group are also critical in successful collaboration (Kena&tgwart, 2011).

Collaboration in the school systems is often discussed in termsaohdrs working
together, perhaps in a co-teaching environment or even in profeskanahg communities
where they share goals and plans for teaching certain carrfcebnard & Leonard, 2003).
Broader types of collaboration include an entire array of psmfeals, not just teachers, all
working as a team to reach a common goal like increasing mta@ehievement for target
students or developing Individualized Education Programs (IEPs) (de)iBatrton-Arwood, &
Scott, 2000). Collaboration is different from cooperation in that it ingobamtributions from all
team members rather than just agreeing to do what one perseader suggests (Gostick &
Elton, 2010). Group members should share ideas equally. Wu, Tsui, & Kid@dd) examined
the elements of group leadership and found that group leadership led égoasitive group
outcomes than did leadership focusing on relationships with individuals. Invebings, a team

should be more powerful than the people of which it is comprised.



Collaboration in Schools

It has been noted that collaborative work among teachers caagecstaff morale, trust,
and openness (Johnson, 2003). Collaboration is aided when schools have reghkdlyled
meetings for teams to share ideas, areas of expertisep anake ongoing revisions to a plan.
Having a sense of being held accountable to one’s group and maintif@eljng of support in
reaching a goal have also shown to be helpful (Hunt, Soto, Maieneging, 2003). A common
goal is frequently considered the best place to start when begittnicgjlaborate as a team
(Nijhuis, Reinders-Messelink, Blecourt, Olijve, Groothoff, Nakken, & &wmst, 2007). Frequent
sharing of ideas, being held accountable for a given role, and being flexibleringathe path to
the long-range goal are all considered key factors determinicgssiamong teachers and other

personnel put into teams (Hunt, Soto, Maier, Muller, & Goetz, 2002).

Although collaboration is beneficial to schools, it is not alwaysye@ achieve,
especially for people who are based outside a school trying labote with those working
within a school. In a study to look at benefits and barriers tobmobding with teachers and
other school personnel, Bradley-Klug, Sundman, Nadeau, Cunningham, and OggléZiiHa)
collaboration as using ongoing, bidirectional problem-solving effortsstddents constantly
grow and change, their service providers must also constantigoinéoring, adapting, and
communicating with each other. A survey measuring several condaphbsding perceived
barriers and benefits to collaboration with schools, was given @op&diatricians. The most
commonly cited obstacles were limited time, little accesssthool personnel, lack of
reimbursement for collaboration, not knowing with whom to collaborate, afetidg views

pertaining to child development. Based on the surveys, there seeredtot of uncertainty



about how to collaborate. In fact, multiple respondents even cited a lack in ti@sramgobstacle

to collaboration (Bradley-Klug, et. al., 2010).

Pediatricians are not the only ones who may feel at a loss aatiaborating with school
systems. One study found that caseworkers for foster childrenlitide trust for teachers, and
vice versa (Altshuler, 2003). Caseworkers blamed educators forambing to invest the time in
students, knowing that they could potentially be moving in a few mo@hghe other hand,
teachers thought caseworkers had no idea what was going on atithfdhey seldom ever
checked on students. This study highlighted the doubts between theots @f professionals.

This is an obvious barrier to collaboration—mutual distrust.

Importance of Teaming and Collaboration

The above literature discusses important elements to collaboeaid teamwork but not
necessarily why they are so critical for professionaiskimg in the field of education. There are
two laws that govern many things that happen in school systemsequie professionals to
work collaboratively: The Individuals with Disabilities Educatiomprovement Act of 2004 and
the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). The ADA requir@sofessionals within a school
system to collaborate with each other and people from outsidei@gancorder to prohibit
discrimination against people with disabilities. IDEA requiregltigisciplinary teams in the
development of Individualized Education Plans (U.S. Department of Educ2fiof). Schools
themselves have teams for a variety of reasons, mainly to suppdents. According to the
West Virginia State Board of Education’s Policy 2419 (2012), tearasoften used to help
students at risk of failing or in need of support. School systergelyadepend on teams of

professionals like teachers, school psychologists, counselors, andlisfeem order to get the



best outcome for each student. In order to prepare graduate studentgking in the school

systems, it is critical that the Summer Practicum includes an emphasenoibailding.

Ideological reasons for having a team include the fact thatstean accomplish change
in an organization (Gostick & Elton, 2010). According to Dr, Krieg’s (RdjverPoint on Team
Building, there are five key lessons to keep in mind when it coonascomplishing change. The
first is that there needs to be a shared vision of a desired outEacie member of the team
needs to be aware of the vision and be on board with making that aiseality. The second
lesson is that teams need collaboration rather than cooperatioalla®oration involves two
equal parties engaging in decision making. The third lesson acldgegléhat, although team
members should be willing to change whatever is needed alongathehe long-range goal, or
extraordinary goal, should not be altered. Self-evaluation andngltelans along the way are
necessary to adjust to what is and what is not working; howevebjghgcture should not be
changed. The next lesson is that change can’t be forced)st be supported by everyone
involved. Mandated change does not work because it is not necesgapidytsre. Change is not
something that simply happens; it is a process supported byralhteanbers. While working to
reach the shared vision, team members will develop a sense efstiynand motivation. The
final lesson is that attitudinal change precedes programnfaitge (Krieg, n.d.). So, everyone

needs to be on board mentally before any effective change will actually happen.



Marshall University Summer Enrichment Program

The Marshall University Summer Enrichment Program is a six-week imeepsdgram
designed to allow graduate students to receive and practice appropriatisoiplinary
teaming. Teams at the summer program are comprised of graduate stee&itg certification
or licensure in special education, school counseling, school psychology, or r&ading|
psychology students are expected to provide a full range of school psychologicaissehile
collaborating with other professionals in a school setting. Students arly slggervised by
School Psychology program faculty. The program is the final practicuonebgthool

psychology students begin their internship year (Krieg, Meikamp, O’K&ed¢roebel, 2006).

In past years, members of the MU Summer Enrichment program gieen weekly
rating scales to rate their experience. These anchored stales, called Thermometers, were
an attempt to measure team cohesiveness among graduate studemsatpgy in the teams. A
study done by Conaway in 2011 attempted to determine whether ohendthermometers
actually were rating team cohesiveness or some other fattndér to determine this, Conaway
developed a new instrument, an Expert Rating Scale, which was developmlaboration with
an expert on teaming who trained the graduate students in the sprogeam. Conaway
compared item by item correlations from his Expert RatirggeSwith each other as well as with
the two questions from the thermometer rating scale. He fouhththéhermometer rating scale
guestions did not correlate with questions from the Expert Ratiatp.S&lthough the Expert
Rating Scale had face validity, it was determined that an indep¢é measure of collaboration
was needed to determine whether the Thermometers or the Raqigry Scales was better at

measuring cohesiveness and teaming.
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Among his own questions on the Expert Rating Scale, Conaway found onlth&ie
correlated highly with each other and that were thought to be thenkeasure of collaboration.
He recommended future research would compare the five questionghieooriginal Expert
Rating Scale and the thermometer with an independent measureabbcation. This study will
do this research by using rankings done by a panel of expeats additional measure of team
cohesiveness. This study will attempt to determine whether heembmeter or the questions
from the Expert Rating Scale is the better measure of tedlaboration and which should be

used in the future.
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Chapter II

Method

Subjects:

Participants included all 66 graduate students in the Marshall QitweBummer
Enrichment Program. Participants were seeking certifinath school psychology, special
education, literacy, or school counseling. Prior to beginning thearmgraduate students were
divided into seven teams. The idea was to simulate grade-lexned tead to prepare participants
for their work as interns during the following year. By havinteam, graduate students were

able to experience working with professionals from outside their own fields.

Instruments:

Each week, graduate students of the MU Summer Enrichment Prageaengiven a
weekly anonymous survey. This survey, called a Thermometeisisted of two questions
designed to measure team cohesiveness. The two questions welieves fl) How have you
done this week? 2) How has your team done this week? Each question camswazed by

circling 1-10, with one being poor and 10 being excellent.

During the last day of the program, participants were also askitl dut a brief, five-
guestion rating scale measuring collaboration. Titled the Collabor&tirvey, it consisted of the
five questions that correlated to each other and were believedstss collaboration from
Conaway’s (2011) study. The five measures were designed lectrahe critical team
components of structure, communication, trust, function, and recognition tresfyecThe
guestions were as follows: 1) Has this experience given yotiea bhaderstanding of how grade

level teams work together toward a common goal? 2) Did your teHatarate with each other
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and progress through the 4 stages of group development with su8t€3s?3ou feel you had
the best experience possible working in a collaborative model? 4jhBidummer program
foster an environment for team collaboration, and did it help you to better undenstia a team
functions within a school setting? 5) Within your team do you fik¢h@ needs of the students
were met and that each member of the team used all of his omdigrdual talents

appropriately?

According to Conaway (2011), these questions have face validity leeiteisurvey was
partially developed by the expert who did the training of teams. The questiamargent with
the training received by each team member and should reflacthay have been taught to
collaborate in a team setting. Participants rated their asswem Likert-type scale from 1-7
with 1 indicating strong disagreement and 7 indicating strong mgrge To discourage
participants from reporting indifferent feelings, a score of 4,ciwhivould normally indicate

neutral, was taken out of the optional scores to circle.

Procedure:

Each week, participants were asked to fill out a Thermometergracale to assess
individual and team performance. On the last day of the program dtivendinal week,
participants had the Collaboration Survey attached to their Thermoragtey scales and were
asked to fill out both. All surveys were anonymous with participankg recording the number
of their group for the researcher’s identification purposes. Sevenmohesters and one
Collaboration Survey were collected per individual over the course pftiggam. In addition to
the Thermometers and Collaboration Surveys, a panel of experteatddothe teams on their

team cohesiveness and collaboration. The panel of experts includaetlemefrom several
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different graduate departments, including a supervisor from the School Pgyctefmartment, a
supervisor of the Literacy department, and, the psychologist who haénfed on effective
teaming as an independent rater. The experts put the seven teams of three categories:
teams that worked well together (considered top teams); téemibhad mediocre outcomes for
the learners (considered middle teams); and teams that didlradiocate (considered bottom

teams).
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Chapter IlI
Results

The Thermometers from the final week, the Collaboration Surveys, and the ran@ngs fr
the expert raters were all compared using a binary logistic regresswell as a Spearman’s rho

correlation.

For the logistic regression, only teams ranked as high or low were put into thieredtia
was necessary to remove the middle ranking teams from the bog#styc regression due to the
nature of the regression requiring only two predictor outcomes (highwdr A binary logistic
regression showed a moderate to strong relationship betweéollaboration Survey and the
Thermometer Team question of how has your team done this weekdi@ed¢o predict the
Expert Rating of the teams. The overall percentage corretihdgprediction was 77.1. This is
shown in Table 1. When the two independent variables were examiperatsdy, it was shown
that the Thermometer Team question was the significant predittdihe regression. The
Collaboration Survey did not add a significant prediction to the equafidmese findings are

shown in Table 2.



Table 1

Classification Table

15

Predicted
Expert Rating
Observed 1.00 3.00 Percentage Correct
Step 1 Expert Rating 1.00 10 6 62.5
3.00 2 17 89.5
Overall Percentage 77.1
Table 2
Variables in the Equation
B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)
Step 1 Thermometer TEAM 1.990 .922 4.658 1 .031 7.312
Collaboration Survey 135 .106 1.611 1 .204 1.144
Constant -22.852 9.343 5.982 1 .014 .000

Variable(s) entered on step 1: Thermometer TEAM, Collaboration Survey

a. The cut value is .500

The Spearman’s rho correlation showed significant correlations betweeen th

Thermometer question addressing how well one’s team did and how well an individual did. It
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also showed that the Thermometer team question correlated significahtihevi€ollaboration

Survey and the Expert Rating Scale. An intercorrelation matrix for adlblas is shown in

Table 3.

Table 3

Correlations

Thermometer | Thermometer | Collaboration Expert

YOU TEAM Survey Rating
Correlation Coefficient 1.000 581" 246 240
Thermometer YOU Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .054 .061
N 62 62 62 62
Correlation Coefficient 581" 1.000 4347 4197
Thermometer TEAM Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .001
N 62 62 62 62

Spearman's rho
Correlation Coefficient 246 434" 1.000 338"
Collaboration Survey  Sig. (2-tailed) .054 .000 .007
N 62 62 62 62
Correlation Coefficient 240 4197 338" 1.000
Expert Rating Sig. (2-tailed) .061 .001 .007

N 62 62 62 62

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Chapter IV

Discussion

The purpose of this study was to determine whether the Thermometer or the
Collaboration Survey was a better measure of team cohesion and collaboratioguésedisn
the literature review, team cohesion is a critical component of an effecive e participants
in the study were all graduate students patrticipating in the MarshallrSitwSummer
Enrichment Program. Students in the program were divided into teams and werkiradl see
licensure in either special education, reading, school counseling, or school pgycBelcause
this is the final practicum before school psychology students begin their inteyegahjjit is very
important for graduate students of the program to be able to evaluate whether oy naréhe

working in a cohesive team.

In past years, graduate students participating in the practicum wergsagked to fill
out the Thermometer scales. These scales were filled out weekly and had twonguese
addressing how well the individual did and the other addressing how well the team pdrform
Faculty members from the School Psychology department questioned whetherrtheriiéiers

were an effective measure of team cohesion; there was concern that theégorsgmplistic.

In response to this concern, graduate student Jason Conaway did a program evaluation for
his thesis requirement in 2011. In his study, he compared the Thermometer to a pext “Ex
Rating Scale.” Conaway’s study suggested that the Thermometers did noteredisboration
because they did not correlate with items from the Expert Rating Scatiitiom to not

correlating with the Thermometers, only five questions from the Expernidr@tale correlated
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with each other. Conaway suggested that these five questions be used in tha artleeto

compare with the Thermometers and an independent criterion of collaboration.

The current study did compare these five questions, which were named Coltetborati
Survey, to the thermometer and the expert ratings of the group. The Spearman’s tatocorre
showed that the Collaboration Survey is related to team cohesiveness; howdueegistice
regression showed that the Collaboration Survey did not add anything once trentbegnwas
placed into the equation. Hence, the better measure is actually the Therntprastion dealing
with how well one’s team functions. Only the Team Thermometer question tedraldh the
Collaboration Survey and expert rankings; the Individual Thermometer questiootdi
Therefore, how the individuals in the study felt they performed correlatachawt well they felt
their teams performed; however, one’s perception of his or her individual perfomanot
show any significant correlation with the other two measures of collaboratiese Tésults
would simply suggest that a future study trying to measure collaboration aeaongrtembers
may not need the Thermometer question about an individual’s own performance. However, the
guestion still adds value to this study as it demonstrates a connection in trefestion

relative to the perception of his or her team’s performance.

Based on the Spearman’s rho correlation and the binary logistic regrelssidarshall
University Summer Enrichment Program should continue to use the Thermometer question
dealing with teams as an effective way to evaluate team cohesivErezgsent interaction with
team members and having time to reflect on how well a team is doing is importaatsuccess
of collaboration among a team (Lam, 2005). By having participants of the MU Summe
Enrichment program reflect weekly on their team’s success, particigamesddress any

problems as they arise and therefore improve their own efforts in collaboration.
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Research has shown that having the time to reflect is a key opasuccessful
collaboration (Hunt, Soto, Maier, & Doering, 2003). Direct particidaetback is a common
method of determining strengths of groups. The literature reviethi®study focused primarily
on factors that proved to be effective in collaboration based on the opamdrsirveys from the
participants. Other research takes a less subjective approachttdmpting to measure
collaboration and team cohesiveness using validated measures. @rsguslycfound important
components of a measuring tool for collaboration to include questionadtedssed reflection
of the teaming process, flexibility and newly createdvéws by professionals, collective
ownership of goals, and role interdependence (Melin, Bronstein, AndersomeBuAmrose,
Ball, & Green, 2010). This tool is obviously more in depth than thembmeters used at the
MU Summer Enrichment Program. That being said, the Thermomsirproved to be the
better predictor of collaboration in the present study when comparede more detailed

Collaboration Survey.

There are several reasons why the Thermometer may be a betterenoéasur
collaboration than the Collaboration Survey. First, the participants were uskiddoofit a
Thermometer each week for the duration of the program. The two questions on theriibEm
stayed the same each week, therefore, allowing participants to judgankeers not only on
their performance from the last week, but also relative to where they begale Be®w over
time, so truly reflective participants may have felt more comfortatlieg themselves and their
teams keeping in mind what they had given as a rating in prior weeks. A goodnaerderin
the first week may not be as strong as a good performance in the last weelkerhénawing
that you rated your team highly in the first week would certainly make onecegiprthe value

of a good team in the last week. In contrast, the Collaboration Survey waswamydgring the
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final week. There were no prior weeks for the participants to keep in mind wheerergsthe
guestions. Perhaps results would have been different if participants had been given the
Collaboration Survey each week. Those who rated their teams more or leablfaperhaps

would have felt differently if they had been doing the survey all along.

Second, the Thermometer may be a better measure of collaboration than the
Collaboration Survey due to the simplicity of the questions on the ThermohWitereas the
Collaboration Survey goes into specific topics like team environments, gaalg, g
development, talents, and an understanding of functions of teams within a school environment,
the Thermometer sticks to the simple notion of how well a team performed in argiek&n
Assuming that members have been trained on the components of an effective team, the
simplicity of the Thermometers allows the participants to go with thdinoisre feeling about
their team, rather than analyze each component and whether their teanmgaevi@tl or not on

these.

Third, another factor to consider is the ratings by the panel of experts asarenef
team cohesiveness. It is a well-supported theory that the stages of grogpoerelfollow a
model by Bruce Tuckman (1965): forming, storming, norming, and performing. To pufiypri
groups go through four phases. In the beginning, they get to know each other—forming. Nex
comes a phase where conflict arises; as members become more comfattedééewother, they
engage in storming. After experiencing conflict, group members work througt Itesgin to
find their roles in relation to the group—norming. Last comes performing—whegrdbp is
finally functioning as a team and using positive measures to solve confiinb(e, 2003). One
study suggests that, in activities that involve little social interaatmmgsiveness does not

predict team performance, but rather, team performance predicts cohesivellagan&



21

Egleston, 2008). The teams at the MU Summer Enrichment Program certainliohatl a

interaction within their groups. Still, it would be interesting if in the futuregasf using an

expert panel of raters, a study could be done strictly using performancenef(tea, success of
students) to see if it could be predicted by the Collaboration Survey or the Thearsordsing

team performance would take out any subjectivity on the parts of the rateeastir@ment tool

would have to be developed to assess students at the beginning of the program and thien again a
the end. Growth and success would need to be based off more than simply learningt it woul

need to encompass many aspects of the children’s development and attempt to tedc®unrit

outside factors.

Something that should be noted is that the expert raters had different views of good
teams. One had the view that the absence of conflict was a successful teeas\ile others
thought positive resolution of problems was a good team. Despite these diffaretice
definition, the raters still agreed on the same teams for the best and wosstlest as it is
important for students to be in agreement on definitions, it is also important for tigy\ali

this study that the raters were in agreement as to what constitutes aagood te

Other options for future research would be to repeat the study using weighted scores on
the Collaboration Survey. The Collaboration Survey was developed based on thenimetele
of a good team. These elements are not equal in terms of importance, yetithegoved
equally. It would be helpful to decide which elements were most important andgtat wes
scores for the questions accordingly. Because there was a correlatio€oll#®ration Survey
with the expert rankings and the Thermometer, this alteration could potelezallyo the

Collaboration Survey being a better predictor of collaboration.
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Another option would be to have the Collaboration Survey given to participants each
week along with their Thermometers. Some of the questions might need to lxbtalterféect
weekly feedback rather than overall program feedback. For example, instekithgf ‘d3id
your team progress through the four stages of group development,” it could be‘lsskeut,
team showing signs of progress in terms of the four stages of group developAskin®’
participants to fill out a Collaboration Survey along with the Thermometers esathoould
pose the risk of fatigue on the part of the participants and lessen the trueveefispect of the
measures; however, it could also get team members thinking in terms of owssldpdeent of
their teams from the onset of the program. By repeating this study and thei Collaboration
Survey to participants each week, it would be interesting to see if the Collab@ativey held
any more weight in predicting the success of a team. If it did not, then that swoydly further
support the use of the Thermometers as a good measure of collaboration. Regavdhesh
measure is used, it is important for team members to have a thorough understanding of
collaboration and to be able to practice it as professionals. Finding the bestenmeas tool to
assess this collaboration would prove to be a valuable asset to the MU Sumntené&miric
Program so that it could continue to prepare future professionals better deneds of

teaming in their future careers.
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Appendix A

Temperature Rating Scale

Date

Team

Please answer the following questions using a scale from 1 to 10:

Circle your response.

1 = poor 10 = excellent

1. How have you done thisweek? 12345678910

2. How did your team do thisweek? 12345678910

26
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Appendix B
Collaboration Survey

Rate your summer practicum team experience.

Strongly 2 3 5 6 7
Disagree Somewhat Disagree Agree Somewhat Strongly
Disagree Agree Agree

1. Do you feel you had the best experience possible working in a collaborativeé?model

1 2 3 5 6 7

2. Did the summer program foster an environment for team collaboratidnglid it help
you to better understand how a team functions within a school setting?

1 2 3 5 6 7

3. Has this experience given you a better understanding of how grssleédams work
together toward a common goal?

1 2 3 5 6 7

4. Did your team collaborate with each other and progress through ttages of group
development with success?

1 2 3 5 6 7

5. Within your team do you feel all the needs of the students weteand that each
member of the team used all of his or her individual talents appropriately?

1 2 3 5 6 7



Appendix C

W,
w.marshall.edu

Office of Research Integrity

July 13,2012

Sandra Stroebel, PhI.

Program Director

Associate Professor

Marshall University Graduate College

Dear Dr, Strochel;

This letter is in response 1o the submitted abstract for your evaluation of the Marshall Summer
Enrichment Program, Afer assessing the abstract it has been deemed not to be human subject
research and therefore exempt from oversight of the Marshall University Institutional Review
Board (IRB). The Code of Federal Regulations (43CFRAG) has set forth the criteria utilized in
making this determination. Since the information in this study consists solely of a program
evaluation it is not human subject research and therefore not subject to Common Rule
oversight. If there are any changes to the abstract you provided then vou will need to resubmit
that information for review and defermination.

1 appreciate your willingness to submit the abstract for determination. Please feel free o
contact the Office of Research Integrity if you have any questions regarding future protocols
that may require IRB review.

Bruce F. Day, Th.D., CIP
Diirector
Office of Research Integrnity
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