Striving for Symphony:  Improving Interdisciplinary Planning by Analyzing the Language of Trust 
[image: image1.jpg]



Scott Hannon
T-402: Group Learning
Harvard Graduate School of Education

Professor Daniel Wilson
December 3, 2010

Extraordinary Groups: Effective Team Talk

There exists a specific group of extreme racing team members who win more competitions than any other team and whose average age is 50.  A key element of their success is that they have a higher percentage of conditional “stacking” (questioning) statements when in moments of group uncertainty.  Donnellon (1996) describes groups that express shared needs and whose language synthesizes common interests; their conditional statements (hedges, indirect questions, and disclaimers) are examples of low power differentiation in which the language of “we”, “our”, and “us” is more common than the language of “me.”  Top performing musical groups like the Detroit String Quartet are characterized as having “invisible management” where power in the group circulates between group members in a shared commitment to their art form.  Similarly, the language patterns of one of the most successful symphonies in the world (a symphony in the East Village, NY which does not have a conductor) is characterized as fluid, flowing and dynamic.

Interdisciplinary Teacher Teams:  Striving for Symphony

At the heart of the curriculum reform movement is the claim that existing discipline divisions contribute to the fragmentation of the school day for students and teachers alike.  This understanding has led to the growth of interdisciplinary curricula, a movement that by some estimates has affected nearly two-thirds of American schools (Grossman et al, 2000).   Experts on the problems of our world remind us that solutions are best not when solved from one disciplinary perspective but rather from many.  For the sake of improving education, experts of different disciplinary must learn and work in concert.

I’m curious about how interdisciplinary teams learn.  More specifically, I wonder how interdisciplinary groups can more resemble the winning teams of Detroit String Orchestra, the famous East Village symphony and the wildly successful ultimate sports racers.  In this context, rather than violin, bass, piano and horn, teacher’s “instruments” are analogous to school disciplines (math, science, language arts and social studies).  Perhaps the “race” they find themselves is characterized by recent legislation like “Race to the Top.”  And yet for so many teams of teachers their identity is inextricably wrapped up in their disciplinary expertise; moving from a context of “me” to “we” can be an immense.

The focus of this paper is the gap between school and symphony.  Many models of group learning offer wisdom; the lenses of Smith & Berg and Cranton are two.  Yet every lens can include some degree of cloudiness and blur.  This is my insight.  Looking closely at language.  There is great power in observing of the language within a group, especially when coupled with other powerful lenses.  Language can serve as a metaphorical “windshield wipers” for the two previously stated author’s lenses.  I will carefully observe the language patterns of a teacher team with the intention of elucidating and enhancing the potency of the lenses of “paradox of trust” and “transformative learning.”
Structure of Group Learning Experience
The participants included two teacher friends who’ve attended one of my past Salons, as well as two members from public schools with which I’ve been affiliated.  I explained that the purpose of this professional development group was to develop interdisciplinary curricula for their (or a colleague’s or friend’s) high schools.   I told them that an intention of the day was to explore the kinds of barrier that get in the way of teacher groups working at high levels to create excellent interdisciplinary curricula together.  I let them know that the day would be separated into four stages (Appendix 1) and that in addition to facilitating the Salon I would be making observations throughout the entire process and interviewing them for the purposes of a paper on group learning. 

Pseudonyms for teachers:  White male History teacher = H, White/Latino male Language Arts teacher = LA, White female Math teacher = M, and Asian male Science teacher = S. 
 Guiding Questions:

1) How do language patterns elucidate the role that the paradox of trust plays in thwarting learning in teacher interdisciplinary lesson planning?

2) How do language patterns elucidate the way in which transformative learning (revising assumptions and points of view) supports effective teacher interdisciplinary lesson planning?
Stage I: Observing the First Interdisciplinary Curriculum Planning Session

Many telling, revealing and fascinating moments occurred in the first curriculum planning session. I’ll only use a few “snapshots” of conversation to make some key points and share my insights.  The first is Appendix 2.  

As described in Appendix 1, I decided that the post-planning interview questions would be developed during my observations so that I could more accurately pinpoint certain issues.  

One of those post planning session interview questions for the Math teacher was the general question “What are you thinking/feeling?”  Her response is in Appendix 3.   
It was clear that M did not trust that H was invested in her as a knowledgeable team member.  Her use of the word “me” highlighted her sense that they were not a “we” yet, and that she felt that the other teachers held more power than her.  I asked S what it was like when at their actual schools.  S shared (Appendix 4): 

The words “can’t depend” implies a lack of trust.    His use of the words “I” and “they” show he linguistic framing; she does not say “we.”   Before individuals are willing to trust others in a group, they want to know that the group will accept them for their weaknesses as well as their strengths (Smith and Berg, 1987).   The nature of the paradox of trust is that, in both scenarios, on one hand the group was not yet trustworthy , while at the same time M and S were not willing to trust.  Both sides of the paradox need an infusion of trust.  They were in a double bind; the groups had not yet become “worthy of being trusted,” and the group as a whole did not yet have the trust of its members (Smith and Berg, 1987).    After the group I asked M and S the specific question “What would it take for you to feel more connected to the group?”  Snippets taken from longer responses were: 

M:  “…first they need to not have an attitude toward me…” 

S:   “It needs to start with them deciding it is worth it for them to be there.” 
Here, the words “first” and “start” imply waiting for the other side to make the first move.  Smith and Berg claim that the paradox of trust can be represented by the “conundrum of a cycle” that depends on itself to get started.  For trust to develop in a group, members must trust the group while at the same time the group needs to trust its members, for it is only through trusting that trust is built” (Smith and Berg, 2001).   The words of “first” and “start” by M and S hint at a cycle that cannot begin “rolling forward in trust” until something outside of them happens first.   In high performing symphony groups, on the contrary, “first” is often irrelevant; in a sense everyone is “first” as the dynamism and movement of the music almost spontaneously emerges.

Another revealing conversational snapshot occurred about 20 minutes into the session when I asked teachers to explore “universal process themes” that cut across all disciplines.  They reached a point where they explored the possibility of using the term “patterns.”  Part of the discussion went like this:

“Our school principals insist that we work in teams but I often feel as though I can’t depend on teachers to fully put themselves into it, like they might be there just to please the principal.  I need to know they are really into it.”
After the session I asked H how he felt about the interaction: (Appendix 5)
In this scenario, LA attempted—although not so gracefully—to give feedback to H about the limitations of the term “repeat.” From a technical perspective LA has a strong argument: History does not literally repeat itself in the same way a skipping CD repeats parts of a song.   There are resonant themes and similarities between the Iraq War and Vietnam War, but the Iraq War was not a “repeat” of the Vietnam War.  The term “rhyme” is more accurate and would have connected effectively to the discipline of literature.   LA wanted to give useful feedback to H.  However, LA’s lack of inclusive, open-ended, questioning, “stacking” language (Wilson, HGSE classroom)  contributed to a sense of distrust in H, who, as a result, could not take in the feedback.

Positive feedback generates a sense of acceptance that is necessary for any system to absorb self-correcting negative feedback (Smith and Berg, 1987).  Negative feedback (LA’s comment that “pattern” in History is a bit overused and does not challenge the students to think as deeply) is helpful in that it provides an important contrast from positive feedback.  But LA’s language choice contributed to sense of distrust, for the very thing that is necessary for any organism to thrive—negative feedback—is also what assaults it, making it difficult to what needs to be trusted (Smith & Berg, 1987).  An example effective stacking language for LA  is “I see what you mean, you may be right; and I wonder what process we might employ, as a group of learners, to more closely examine the pros and cons of using various words in terms of how potent and useful that word might be in terms of interdisciplinary learning?”  Forming a question, while using words like “we” have the effect of forming connection; they increase the likelihood of bringing that “symphonic quality” to their interdisciplinary learning.

I asked the entire group “What do you think you could have done to more effectively collaborate with each other on choosing a process theme that resonated with all of you?”  H’s response, in an attempted respectful tone, was “…that some of us not act like we are the authority…” Here H’s language not only places the problem over there, but the very speaking of the word “authority” calls forth a sense of hierarchy which for some implies separateness.  One of the secret elements to the success of the Detroit String Quartet was its “invisible management” and shared circulation of power (Butterworth, 1990).   H’s speaking of the word “authority” on the other hand, encourages power issues to more “visible.”    
If negative feedback occurs in a way that “does not fit,” the individuals may not listen to valuable information, but rather reject the messenger of the message.  They are likely to attribute the concern as belonging to the person expressing them rather than looking more deeply (Smith and Berg, 1987).    I watched as the wonderful idea for using the word “rhyme” died right on the teacher’s curriculum cutting-room floor.

I got curious about how other in the group experienced this event and I asked them in private interviews.  S said:

 “I actually liked the word “rhyme” because I see potential uses for that metaphor in Biology all the time, but if we went against H then we would have messed up the entire session because he seemed disrespected.” 

Next I asked him “Why didn’t someone bring up the elephant in the room, that it was becoming more of personal issue than a curricular issue?” S’s response:  “I did not want to make H and LA feel awkward.”   Avoiding awkwardness implies “saving face” (Goffman, 1967).  While admittedly a very different context (particularly with respect to amount of time together), the language exchanges of the symphony group is characterized by humble disclaimers where issues around saving face are probably much lesson common.   
According to Smith and Berg (1987) the way to escape the paradox of trust is to focus on the process of trusting rather than the content of the trust.   Much easier said than done, one way this group could have entered into that process would have been to spontaneously choose to start speaking the language of trust, thus activating this process of trust rather than focusing on evidence (content) that trust was scarce.  Again, groups like the DSQ and East Village symphony sidestep the paradox of trust by asking open-ended questions, making their management invisible, using the language of inclusiveness and thus entering into a context of greater trust.
Transformative Salon (Appendix 6)

I designed my Salon with both the hope of observing glimmers of symphony-like lesson planning while also having no expectations or agendas.    I wanted to see what happened if I engaged teachers in what I see as the best version of activities that enhance the process of trusting.  The challenge:  this group, like most groups of teachers, are not used to relating to their disciplines as “musical instruments” with which to create great art; to the contrary, for many teachers their disciplines occur more like teams to which they instinctually pledge allegiance.  Sometimes that allegiance came hand in hand with long tradition in their families, analogous to a Red Sox fan who don’t dare disappoint their fathers by cheering for an “enemy” team.   Many people grow up mesmerized by the warm glowing eyes of their parents telling stories from their disciplinary backgrounds, whether they be doctors (science and math), politicians (social sciences), or editors (literature and language arts).  Just as few baseball lovers are filled with the kind of broad love of baseball that would have them authentically cheer “Go Baseball!” many teachers are not accustomed to cheering on the interdisciplinary planning process.  To authentically experience such excitement would perhaps require some questioning of fundamental assumptions; it would require a kind of transformative process.

Patricia Cranton defines transformational learning as the questioning of assumptions and the revising of viewpoints.    I took a course with Cranton last year, am familiar with her work and incorporated some of it into a “transformative Salon” for these teachers.   While the group exhibited signs of transformation, I don’t make any vast claims about the direct connections between my Salon and the success of the lesson planning that happened after it.  Many factors may have contributed to their increased sense of effectiveness.  My intention in leading the Salon was to expose them to transformative language and experiences so as to have more opportunities to deeply observe and hopefully gain insights.


I held the Salon (Appendix 6), then held a second planning session (summary in Appendix 7), followed by a post-planning session series of 16 reflection questions (Appendix 8).  Part of context for the Salon is captured by the quote by Grossman et al in Appendix 9.
The events that transpired from the transformative Salon, the second planning session, and the post-salon interviews with teachers were quite numerous; for this paper I highlight a few conversational snapshots that demonstrate the language one might associate with transformative learning.  One response to an interview question I asked H is Appendix 10.  Additionally, LA’s share with the entire group is Appendix 11.
Transformative learning occurs when people revise their underlying expectations, assumptions, or perspectives (Cranton, 1994).  The identifying language to look for might be, for example, “In the past I assumed…but my new point of view is…” In these passages H says “I thought” which implies “assumed.”  LA literally uses the term “in the past.”   One of the more fascinating conversational snapshots of the day was when S reflected on the strong Science tradition in his own family.  His dad was a Science teacher and many dinner conversations focused on topics related to Science.  In an interview S said (Appendix 12):  S was quickly comforted by the other teachers who shared that they sometimes don’t serve their students as well as they could, how they get focused on test result and lose sight  “seeing things through their students eyes” (LA teacher).  Here the language was more focused on personal background sharing and on their shared commitment to their students; a sense of “we” arose and notions of who was in charge and who had power, like the symphony group, were invisible.

 
S’s realization the state of mind many people are in before a transformative learning moment occurs:  “this is the way things are because this is the way I have always seen them to be” (Cranton, 1994).  S was stuck in a past-based narrative, connected to his father, about how to teach Science.  Mezirow (1991), one of Cranton’s mentors in the field of transformative learning, calls this “challenging commonly held views.”  S took the vulnerable (and trusting) step of looking back at how his own childhood experience and the way he formulated meaning informed the way he related to science.  S “revised his meaning scheme,” one of the key elements of transformative learning (Mezirow, 1991).
Speaking and laughing are both verbal.  Unlike the first teacher planning session, there was much more laughter and joking in the post-salon planning session.  I counted 5 moments of high playful banter and 2-3 moments of lower level playful banter.  Donnellon (1996) discusses different types of “team talk” and emphasizes that socially distant teams are characterized by “formal language, formal forms of address, excessive politeness, and literal responses,” while socially close teams (like the symphony) are characterized by “casual language, nicknames, empathy, and humor.”  If there is one verbal act that epitomizes the synthesis of the collective, that elucidates the “we,” it is group laughter.

Perhaps the most transformative moment of the Salon occurred when H acknowledged: “I guess the truth is that I’m a bit sexist.”  This confession came in the context of intense and emotionally revealing interactions H had with M, the only female teacher in the group.  He shared with us about the white, middle class neighborhood in Connecticut where he was raised in which the prevailing narrative about women not being prone to skill in math and science.  H acknowledged that he got reactivated when the M said something that H felt was “controlling.”  In one of the Salon exercises he had the opportunity to discuss his sexist attitude toward her.  Within the context of the “I want to get closer to you” exercise (see Appendix 5) he shared that he was sorry for his attitude and that he felt he was reacting to deeper issues relating to his experience with his step-mother.  He said “This got in the way of working together as a team, and I’m sorry about that.”  His use of the term “together” implied group.  Apologies such as “I’m sorry” symbolize the kinds of speech acts that enhance connectedness and cohesion rather than separateness.   In that moment other teachers had greater access to framing him not as “the History teacher,” but rather as a colleague.

One of the results of true transformative learning, according to Cranton, is the process of becoming aware of one’s racism, sexism, and other forms of discriminatory behavior.  Such self-reflection can be painful for many to face, as such behaviors have often been developed in the context of making sense of one’s reality (Cranton, 1994).  Transformative learning requires the big risk of questioning deeply-held, sometimes unconscious assumptions.  One must be willingness to be vulnerable in the face of that risk, as Lee was in the article about teacher community (Grossman et al, 2001) in Appendix 13.  H took a big risk in sharing his sexist attitudes; he opened the door to naming the role that gender bias plays in complex group dynamics.  By allowing these issues to be out in the open, issues of authority and power so often associated with white male privilege give way to a sense shared team and shared humanity.  In such a group, increased harmony and “symphony” aid them in their group tasks.
At the beginning of the day, Grossman might have described these four teachers a pseudo-community.  The imperative of pseudo-community is to behave as if the community agrees while maintaining a surface friendliness, careful never to intrude on issues of personal space or conflict (Grossman et al, 2001).    Indeed, many pseudo-communities occur in contexts of white male norms where privilege is prevalent.   

Finally, in what was like the cherry on the top of the sundae, a few of the members of the group, including H, in one of their better moments of high group cohesion, said they would “try anything out” in the effort to find a few different interdisciplinary process themes (they decided on “pendulum motion” and “the vicious cycle”) paralleling a quote by a member of the Detroit String Orchestra that epitomized surrender to the larger group intention: “I’m at your mercy!”

Conclusion:

Thomas Friedman, in his book The Word is Flat, explains that the world is more interconnected than ever before.  That interconnectedness implies the need for educators to enhance their interconnection of disciplinary ways of lesson planning and teaching.  The biggest problems that are facing humankind today are necessarily interdisciplinary in nature, and it’s a small tragedy that our education system has developed has vertical disciplinary silos of knowledge.  The time to help teachers to step outside of their disciplinary specialties is now, and interdisciplinary undergraduate and graduate programs are on the rise.  More and more, principals and other school leaders encourage teachers of different disciplines to plan in teams.   But so many of these teams, often without realizing why, squander their time together in various ways.  They get entwined in complex paradoxical trust issues of all sorts that thwart their learning process.  They find themselves deeply entrenched in assumption and points of view that don’t serve their goals of learning to work together.  Opportunities for transformative learning can be fleeting and infrequent, and not everyone agrees about what constitutes transformation.  Paradox of trust and transformative learning are powerful and useful lenses, but even lenses get fogged over. And given the importance of interdisciplinary planning in school, we need all the tools we can find.   I started with those who have a proven themselves as effective groups in their field: a high performing racing team and two musical groups.  The common denominator: skillful, mindful, inclusive, and open-ended language that synthesizes common interests and promotes communal rather than individual goals.  Careful attention to language helped bring a “windshield wiper” awareness and clarity to the lenses of paradox and transformation; we need all the clarity we can get if the challenge is “striving for symphony” in interdisciplinary teacher learning groups.  I make no claims of my Salons being the silver bullet; they are just one experimental way to approach what might help with such groups.  I learned some new distinctions and yet humbly emphasize to anyone interested in joining my educational symphony: “I’m at your mercy…please share your insights with me.”
Questions and Puzzles:

This is a start.  But like the humble scientist (who the more she learns the more she realizes he does not know) I want and need to know more.  Related to open-ended and inclusive language is Sandoval and Lee’s (2006) work on the power of help-seeking behavior.  How might a professional development leader better foster an environment for educators that encourages help-seeking amongst their peers while doing interdisciplinary planning?    Then there is conflict.  How much conflict in groups is acceptable conflict that actually contributes to group learning?  I ponder Achinstein’s (2002) accounts of the benefits of conflict in his observations at Chavez Middle School.   Transformative learning is powerful, but what are the caveats that come with an intensely focused experience?  Might they slightly interrupt the natural, necessary stages that a group “needs” to go though over time?   In a world so focused on getting somewhere fast, is there a danger of rushing too much?  How might transformative Salon be extended out over a period of a semester or year, like Grossman’s teacher community group analysis?   Then there is the term “transdisciplinarity.”   As described in Appendix 15, what would it mean for teams of teachers to “transcend” the notion of disciplines altogether, focusing instead on the discipline of each and every moment?  Does it make sense within institutions to talk about one discipline, the discipline of now?    It appears that transformed symphonies transcend their individual instruments while attaining a magical music that transcends the norm.   For interdisciplinary group learning, what would it look like for groups to similarly transcend the norm?  The rhetorical question remains:  “How do we “strive for symphony” in the context of interdisciplinary group learning?
Appendix 1: Description of Four Stages of Interdisciplinary Planning Day

Stage 1:  Teachers planned an interdisciplinary lesson together.  I asked that the teachers incorporate all four disciplines while focusing on theme that is interdisciplinary in nature.  I told them that I will be making observations of the session for a Group learning class at Harvard.   (1 hour).

Teachers give answers to specific questions that arose to me while observing their lesson planning session (30 minutes).

Stage 2:  Teachers participated in a Transformative Teacher Salon (Appendix 6) designed to go deeper into sharing about their personal lives, revealing deeper aspects of their personalities and world views, asking each other vulnerable questions about each other’s lives, and looking more deeply at some of their long-held assumption, viewpoints and prejudices. 

Stage 3:  Teachers participated in a second planning session (brief summary of results in Appendix 7).  Teachers then reflect on a series of 16 questions (Appendix 8)
Stage 4: Teachers will answer individually tailored questions I ask them privately about their experiences of the second planning session. 

Appendix 2: Mixed Conversational Snap-Shot of Teacher Planning Session

LA: “I’m not sure how to begin.  Let’s decide on a theme for the whole group”

H: “We could use a current event that connects to many disciplines.”
M:  “Not so easy for Math, maybe it could be more broad.”

S: “We could begin by splitting up and coming back together, so M and myself would develop something since our disciplines are more connected…just like you two are…and we could…”

H (interrupting): But at the same time History and Science share so much…there is actually a History of Science course in most colleges…”   This conversation went on for about a minute.

The Math teacher was interrupted and looked visually frustrated.

Appendix 3: Math Teacher Response

“Math is sometimes seen as a lesser subject, maybe because it’s easier to get a job teaching Math since it is an area of teacher need and you often don’t need to have been a Math major to get a job…I’m younger and I don’t know how invested they were in my knowledge…”
Appendix 4:  Mixed Conversation about Possible Process Themes

M: “The nice thing about patterns for me is that it is a very mathematical concept but it shows up in other disciplines.”

S:  “Yeah, but I think we need to get more specific since there could be patterns to anything. For example in Biology we look at repetition and adaptation, certain processes of cells, even DNA, have repetition…”

H: “History repeats itself.”

LA:  “Actually, it’s more like History rhymes, it does not actually repeat itself exactly…”

H: “OK, but you know what I mean, and for students it makes more sense to use the term ‘repeating’ since that is the phrase they hear so much.”

LA: “No, actually, we need to challenge their thinking, to go deeper and be more subtle and specific…and the beautiful thing about ‘rhyme’ is that it is essential to analyzing poetry… if you repeat the same line in a poem it gets pretty boring…I think that’s why many students find History boring…”
Appendix 5:  History Teacher’s Response

“I actually thought it was disrespectful…I felt like he did not hear me, it felt pushy, like he was not open to questioning and he was sure he was right.”

Appendix 6:  A Transformative Teacher Salon

1. Intro explanation of the intention of the salon (to learning to see each other’s disciplinary perspectives through sharing about how we came to be teachers, why we were drawn to our discipline, and what key and poignant experiences contributed to it (5 min).

2. Agreements and boundaries: Teachers agree to keep the experience confidential, and fully engage by listening carefully, by communicating from an “I feel” perspective, and by honoring each other’s varying perspectives.

3. Ice breakers.  Answer questions (designed to move from :

a. “What is home to you”

b. “What is the best thing that has happened to you this year?”

4. Short discussions: 

c. “Tell us a few sentences about your family.”

d.  “What is one way one of your parents deeply influenced your life?”

e. “What is your strongest memory of your particular discipline?”

f. “What factors led you to choose that as a disciplinary specialty?”

g. “What seems ‘right” to you about your discipline?”

5. Journal reflection: Take 15 minutes to reflect on these thought in a journal, sharing thoughts with yourself that you might not feel comfortable sharing in the group. In this time teachers also design a short lesson in one of the other disciplines.

6. Role playing: Teachers engage in theater games in which they take on the role of a teacher of another discipline teaching a short 5 minute lesson (with a clear overarching essential idea or theme) while the other three participants play the role of students. 

7. Critical reflection: Teachers reflect back on the lessons.

8. Teachers reflect in their journals again on what broad themes connected their disciplines together.  

9. Distinguishing interdisciplinary themes.

10. Completion: Teachers take a risk with each of the other teachers, acknowledging them for something they liked/admired about them, and also sharing a judgment, interpretation or withheld communication they had at the beginning of the day. Activity frames within question “So and so, I’d like to get closer to you…” followed by the brief communication.

11. Teachers engage in a 30-minute interdisciplinary lesson planning session with the prompt to create a lesson what not only incorporates all of the subjects, but which also utilizes a “process theme” but that also cuts across disciplinary boundaries.

Appendix 7:  Summary of Interdisciplinary Planning Session

Teachers identified a few “process themes” which they thought spanned all of the subjects: vicious cycle, pendulum motion, and framing/reframing.  For example, the History teacher spoke about the sense of pendulum of power between Democrats and Republicans in the United States, the Language History teacher used pendulum as a metaphor of the process of editing down a paper, the Math teacher showed the penduluming nature of the ratios of the Fibonacci series, and the Science teacher spoke about how gravity eventually brings a pendulum to a resting point.  Teachers began designing a lesson that had students critically examine and explore various ways to conceptualize pendulum motion including defining characteristics and properties within different disciplines.  There was insufficient time to create an in-depth lesson but they worked much more fluidly and effectively than they did before the Salon.

Appendix 8:  Post Planning Session Reflection

Teachers responded verbally to the following 16 questions:

1) What insights did you have from this experience today?

2) In what ways did the experience help you in interdisciplinary planning?

3) What insights did you have about the nature of disciplines?

4) What did you learn about how you related to teachers outside of your disciplines?

5) What insight did you have about your overall worldview?  

6) What specific capacities in yourself do you feel you have shifted?  

7) To what extent did you identify views about which you were previously unaware?

8) In what ways did you question the premise of your belief system?  Can you give an example?

9) In what ways did you experience a disorienting dilemma or predicament during your time together?  

10) To what extent did you change your frame of reference, your assumptions and/or your beliefs?  Can you provide a specific example?

11) To what extend do you think you gained self-knowledge or self-reflection?  What did you learn about yourself?  
12) In what ways do you think your unique history affects your perspective in lesson planning with other teachers?

13) To what extend do you think emotional issues and dynamics played in the overall work and learning of the group this weekend? 
14) To what extent did you develop the capacity to deeply receive the views of the other educators and to allow their voice? 

15) To what extent did you engage in authentic dialogue and self-disclosure?  What was an example?  

16) Finally, an admittedly leading question: “To what extent did you have the experience that ‘other’ and ‘I’ are not distinct units but rather part/wholes in the process of creating an interdisciplinary ‘we?’”
Appendix 9:  Grossman et al on Interdisciplinary Teams

“At the heart of our work was the belief that before we could create interdisciplinary curriculum (a felt need among teachers, and a goal that elicited strong school and district support), we first had to get to know each other as thinkers and learners…to lay the foundation of understanding, we borrowed the model of book clubs that meet in people’s living rooms” (Grossman et al, 2001)

Appendix 10:  Post-Salon Comment by History Teacher 

“I was ready for a frustrating process of having to compromise myself and my discipline, especially to adapt it to the Math and Science areas which I don’t know much about.  I thought I was not going to have much in common with teachers in these departments.  From the sharing part of the day I was able to see more deeply into who they are and to bring into question my own biases and prejudices about the other subjects which seem foreign to me.  From the exercises I could see the judgments I had about them.  The way we decided on the pendulum metaphor for our process theme was great and I appreciate that.”
Appendix 11: Post-Salon Comment by Language Arts Teacher

“In the past I would have been frustrated by the idea of applying the process of ‘pendulum motion’ to the iterative process of writing because I get sick of how much I need to focus on writing when my real love is reading, fiction and literary criticism…but I have a different view now, because I felt such affinity with everyone started relating to the idea differently, from a place of openness and…like the Zen saying, ‘Beginner’s Mind.’ I liked the idea of my student’s papers going through a process like a pendulum, first too wordy, then not enough, until it is just right.”
Appendix 12: Post-Salon Comment by Science Teacher
“Growing up I assumed Science was the truth, and that success of us kids was connected to how closely they abided by the rules of Science. Like most kids, we wanted to get approved from (our) father.”  

He then shared a personal realization that had him choke up and almost brought tears to our eyes: 

“…some of my drive to study Science and my formal…almost preachy way of going about it comes from my dad…the truth is that some of my kids get very lost, especially those who maybe did not have it in their background…maybe they did not talk about it at home, maybe their parents did not go to college, or maybe Science was not so formal…I’m going over their head and to be honest they are not learning from me and this troubles me.”  

Appendix 13:  Lee’s Transformation in Grossman article

A similarly big risk was taken in the Grossman et al (2001) study: History teacher Lee showed his vulnerability by pausing, taking a breath, and saying “I know I tend to make quips but I hope I don’t cross the line where these quips offend people.  But if they do, they probably might put a damper on the conversation.”  Lee’s comments brought to the surface issues that were hidden up until then and by doing so initiated the process of naming differences in the group related to departments, seniority and levels of power (Grossman et al, 2001).
Appendix 14: Transdisciplinarity

“As the prefix "trans-" indicates, transdisciplinarity concerns that which is at once between the disciplines, across different disciplines, and beyond all disciplines.  Its goal is the understanding of the present world, of which one of the imperatives is the unity of knowledge.  Is there something between and across the disciplines and beyond all disciplines? From the point of view of classical thought there is nothing, strictly nothing: the space in question is empty, completely empty, like the vacuum of classical physics” (Charter of Transdisciplinarity).
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