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Abstract

Methods other than averages from national tests, grades and levels of eligibility for higher education to evaluate the quality
of education and school development are called for. In this dissertation is examined how a conscious effort to develop
trustful relationships and mutual interaction among all actors in schools may contribute to increased well-being, community
and strengthened learning processes for both students and teachers. ‘Relational school development’ is seen as particularly
important for the large group of students who struggle hard in school every day to achieve the educational goals, and
who are thus most dependent on a supportive environment to cope with learning. Trustful relationships and developed
interaction and cooperation in schools are in the long run also assumed to have the potential to contribute positively to
attainment. The overall aim of the thesis is to study the significance of relational aspects in school development.

In order to meet the thesis’ aim, a relational school development initiative grounded in school development research
and theories of relational pedagogy was shaped, which was implemented in five schools during five school semesters.
The relational processes that the initiative generated in the five schools respectively were longitudinally studied, out
from specified research issues. Parallel qualitative and quantitative data were collected from school leaders, teachers and
students. Thematic analysis was used to develop a deeper understanding of conditions for and experiences of relational
school development processes. Statistical analyses were performed to infer from the longitudinal student data collected
with the ‘Swedish TSR-SSE’-survey, which has been developed as a part of the studies.

The main results of the thesis reveal: i) organisational and relational preconditions at the system-, school- and teacher
group level define which relational school development efforts can be carried out. Teachers need to feel trust in school
development processes in order to become involved and be open with own challenges and to try out real changes in
practice together with colleagues and students. As conceptualised here, ‘Teacher trust’ in relational school development
encompasses three mutually interacting levels: collegial trust, collective trust in the teacher team and overall process trust in
the school development process; ii) students’ perceptions of teacher-student relationship quality (TSR) and students’ self-
efficacy within different domains of schooling (SSE) are confirmed as inter-correlated relational school factors and seem to
be appropriate for use in longitudinal follow-up of teachers’ relational school development efforts; iii) collective relational
competence of teachers may develop through an increased joint awareness of how both implicit and explicit aspects of
communication affect the teacher-student relationship continuously, and iv) students whose teachers appreciated a more
successful collective learning process reported improved quality in the teacher-student relationship, and also expressed a
raised sense of self-efficacy regarding own opportunities to succeed in school.

Keywords: trust, school development, collective learning, relational competence, relational pedagogy, teacher-student
relationship quality, student self-efficacy, school trust.
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Preface

The basic argument of this research is that improved interplay, increased collab-
oration and trustful relationships, at all levels and among all actors at school,
offer the potential to develop schools in ways that benefit all students. Most of
all, this is assumed to benefit those students who struggle on a daily basis for
their engagement, well-being and learning and who are largely dependent on the
relationships with their teachers, as compared to better suited peers (Hattie, 2009;
Hughes, 2011; Roorda & Koomen, 2011). Improved interplay, increased collab-
oration and trustful relationships within whole school organizations also offer
prerequisites for sustainable development, thriving and collective learning among
school staff (Hargreaves, Lieberman, Hopkins, & Fullan, 2010; Van Maele, For-
syth, & Van Houtte, 2014; Talbert, 2010; Timperley, Wilson, Barrar, & Fung,
2008).

The relational foundation with its different aspects of interpersonal commu-
nication permeates this thesis. The reason for this can be traced to my own pro-
fessional background. As a social and music educator, music therapist, vocational
teacher, supervisor and authorized psychotherapist, interpersonal communica-
tion has been my main interest, tool and focus during four decades of work.
Regardless of being the music therapist playing together non-verbally one-to-one
with an individual at the early communication level, or the school counsellor tak-
ing part in a teacher group conversation in a complex social school setting, there
have always been a few basic relational competences that predicted my failure or
success. To develop communication I needed to establish a trustful relationship,
address invitingly, listen and observe carefully with all my senses and provide
equal good opportunities for others to express themselves. Through processing
my sensory perceptions and awoken emotions in each interactive situation, and
supported by the recall of earlier experiences of similar situations, I can use my
cognitive ability to make sense of the relational context and consider the ongoing
communication: What are the expressions and intentions of the other(s)? What
am I being told? What might be a suitable way for me to develop dialogue?

As conceptualized in this thesis, a relational stance to development in educa-
tion starts with genuinely listening to other people’s emotional states, perspec-
tives, experiences, knowledge, actual ability and needs. The relational compe-
tence of professionals, in my words,! is about their ability to perceive, understand

! The concept of ‘relational competence’ is further outlined in section 3.2.



and respect those features of others and build on them collaboratively, whilst still
being able to communicate their message and pursue professional intentions.
Listening, in this wider sense, guides helping, supervising and teaching, as well
as professional learning. In teaching, relational competence guides teachers in the
process of getting to know their students, as individuals and as learners. Through
developed dialogues, teachers gather precious information of their students’ ex-
pectations and emotional states in relationship to schooling —their self-beliefs as
learners— and their current level of knowledge and understanding of the learning
object. John Hattie (2009) speaks about the need for teachers to make learning
visible and pictures that teachers must try to see learning through the eyes of the
student. Already in 1855 Soren Kierkegaard, in a classical quote, argued for help-
ing and educating in concordant ways:

If I want to succeed in leading a person towards a specific goal, I must first find
her where she is and statt right there. //...To help someone, I must understand
more than she does, but first and foremost, understand what she understands.
(Kierkegaard, 1855, p. 96)

Thus, if I as a teacher claim the objective to be helpful and guiding, I first must
know the state of my students. Hattie (2009) underlines teachers’ need to find
out where students are in their level of thinking and then to challenge them be-
yond this level, in a process of cognitive acceleration. This is reasoning closely
related to well-known principles in learning theory such as scaffolding, Vygot-
sky’s zone of proximal development, or formative assessment (William & Leahy,
2016). Concerning formative dialogues, William stresses that “the only thing that
matters about feedback is the response of the recipient” (in William & Leahy,
2016, p. 139), and he remarks that in order for feedback to be valuable, it is
required that students can, and want to, receive it. To get close enough to provide
feedback in such ways, teachers rely on relational competence. Finally, Greene
(2014) highlights that teachers’ empathic listening and genuine exploration of
students’ perspectives on challenges in learning are fundamental for sustainable
prevention and mutual problem solving,.

To listen widely to the states and positions of others also applies to teachers’
collective learning processes, which take place in the everyday interplay and trans-
action with professional colleagues. Embedded in that interplay, there then might
be a potential for learning and school development?
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1. Introduction

1.1 Rationale

In the last decades the Swedish school system, as well as the majority of Western
educational systems, predominantly focus on ‘measurable knowledge’ as a marker
of school development; that is, on outcomes of high stakes testing connected to
national standards of detailed knowledge requirements and related to interna-
tional comparisons of outcomes in the PISA, TIMSS and PIRLS? investigations.
However, despite structural reforms and various national professionalization
programmes and policy initiatives imposed in order to promote schools to raise
measurable results, Swedish schools continue to struggle with low achievement.
In 2017, 17.5% of all graduates among Swedish secondary students were not el-
igible to apply for the national programmes in upper secondary school (gymna-
sium), the highest figure ever.® In the latter part of the 1990s and in the 2000s,
the corresponding proportion steadily remained around 10%, but it has risen in
recent years (SNAE, 2017). These students to a small extent regain study perfor-
mance later on. Neither does the gymnasium succeed in its task to teach all stu-
dents. Among students who enter the national programmes, many fail. In 2014,
only 67% of the students who completed a national programme were eligible for
higher education, and as many as one third of all students quit their programme
in advance (SNAE, 2014). Thus, the total exclusion from future higher education
was as high as about 40% of all Swedish youths. Although specially adopted gym-
nasium programmes, folk high schools, adult education and other alternative
study paths are possible ways back for some, an even larger group of low-edu-
cated young people face the increasingly qualified and competitive labour market
without an appropriate education. Due to this, young people run the obvious risk
of falling aside.

The failure of the education system to teach students to reach attainment is
clearly linked to young people's generally deteriorating mental health. The asso-
ciation between school success and mental health is established in international
research (O'Connor, Dearing, & Collins, 2010). School difficulties may manifest

2PISA; Programme for International Student Assessment. PIRLS: Progress in International Read-
ing Literacy Study. TIMSS; Trends in International Mathematics and Science Study.
3This figure has improved somewhat to 15,6% in 2018 and 15,7% in 2019 (SNAE, 2019).
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themselves for students in the form of internalizing behaviour, difficulties in peer
relationships, absenteeism and challenges in learning. Symptoms may change
over time and there is the risk that concentration difficulties, withdrawal, self-
destructive or anti-social behaviour and school drop-out accelerate in higher
school years (Vinnerljung, Berlin, & Hjern, 2010; Greene, Ablon, & Goring,
2003; Gustafsson et al., 2010; O'Connor et al., 2010). In turn, such conditions
are positively associated to social exposure, unemployment, crime and long-term
mental illness of young adults. A nationwide report from The Public Health
Agency of Sweden* concluded that deficiencies in schools have likely contributed
to the substantial increase of mental illness among young people in the last dec-

ades (Lofstedt, Wiklander & Corell, 2018).

Low goal attainment and the threats to youth psychosocial wellbeing are crucial
motives to study the ability of educational systems and schools to meet and teach
their most vulnerable students. In addition, for many teachers, the ‘compensatory
mission’ —to succeed in teaching and levelling life chances for the students pos-
sessing the weakest conditions— is the strongest drive for their work (Ballet &
Kelchtermans, 2007). At the same time, Swedish (Lindqvist, Nilholm, Almqvist
& Wetso, 2011; Matson, 2017) and international research (European Commis-
sion & OECD, 2009) reveals that school staff are unsatistied with their own
competence to teach students who challenge in learning, for example:

Teachers report the greatest need for development in teaching students with spe-
cial learning needs, which might be a reflection of the trend towards inclusive ra-
ther than segregated education and the growing emphasis on equity. Other areas
of particular need are I'T teaching skills and student discipline and behavior. (Eu-
ropean Commission & OECD, 2009)

A relational way forward

Taking account of the above findings and reports, it can be questioned whether
or not the long-paved road of measurement and outcome-regulated school de-
velopment is the best, or the only, way forward for educational improvement.
Indeed, as a reaction to a one-sided emphasis on standardized subject teaching
and test results, many researchers and practitioners stress an even more instru-
mental instruction tends to dehumanize education, rather than to develop it
(Ashan & Smith, 2016; Au, 2007; Biesta, 2010a; Levin, 2012; Allodi Westling,
2013; Braun, 2017). According to such voices, teachers are turned away from
their students as learning individuals and away from wider objectives of educa-
tion. Seemingly, it has turned contemporary school development, and school de-
bate, away from the understanding of education as a relational phenomenon, as
something that take place in learning interaction.

4Polkhilsomyndigheten



In this thesis, a relational approach to school development is studied. Instead of
starting with and concentrating on students’ measurable outcomes, the main fo-
cus is directed towards educational relationships. The quality of teacher-student
relationships, and their significance for students’ perceptions of their possibilities
to learn, thrive and grow, are studied as a target for— and confirmation of— school
development. Improved interpersonal communication and interplay, at all levels
in schools, are assumed to contribute to higher engagement and to improved
learning for “large groups of low performing students™®.

The basic assumption of the research presented is two-fold: (i) Trustful profes-
sional relationships enable the collaboration and the collective learning among
teachers needed to develop schools from inside towards (ii) trustful teacher-stu-
dent relationships, built on mutual teacher-student communication, that enable
teachers to see learning (and challenges in learning) through the eyes of their
students in order to provide the most relevant support and instruction to all stu-
dents at each time point.

1.2 Overarching aim and research issues

From the basic assumption, the research interest of the thesis is directed towards
relational aspects of school development processes. The overall aim is

to study the significance of relational aspects in school development.

In order to meet the overall aim, the thesis deals in several steps with what is
labelled a ‘relational school development’. First, school development research is
reviewed from relational perspectives (Chapter 2). Second, a research base and a
theoretical foundation for the study of relational school development processes
are outlined (Chapter 3). In this chapter, research and theoretical perspectives are
presented on the significance and function of trustful teacher-student relation-
ships, as well as philosophical and pedagogical perspectives on teachers’ rela-
tional competence, within the framework of ‘Relational pedagogy’ (Aspelin 2018;
Bingham & Sidorkin, 2004; Noddings, 2005; von Wright, 2000). Further, devel-
opment of trustful professional relationships is talked over as a precondition for

SHelen Timperley (2011a) uses this summarizing wording to frame the large group of students that
challenge the educational system more in learning. Students who challenge may be students from
exposed families and/or families of weak academic backgrounds, students with disabilities, stu-
dents with poor Swedish language skills, newcomers, students in social difficulties and students
with mental health problems, or actually, any student that for any reason struggles hard in school
to achieve the educational goals at the time given. In Sweden, in my estimation, this group com-
prises approximately a quarter of all students in primary-, secondary- and upper secondary educa-
tion.
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teachers’ collective learning. Third, based on the former, a relational school de-
velopment initiative was created, with the aim to develop trustful teacher-student
relationships. It was implemented in five schools, through a counselled collective
learning process in teacher teams (Chapter 4). Finally, based on longitudinal em-
pirical data collected during a two-year process, four research issues are studied

(Chapter 5-6):

1. How do different aspects in local school contexts condition teachers’ re-
lational school development efforts?

2. What significance does teachers’ experiences of trust have for teacher col-
laboration and collective learning, within relational school development
processes?

3. Cananinstrument be developed for the monitoring of teachers’ relational
school development efforts by means of students’ perceptions of teacher-
student relationship quality and students’ self-efticacy?

4. Do teachers’ relational school development efforts impact on students’
perceptions in beneficial ways?® If students’ perceptions are improved,
what then has actually changed in the teacher-student relationship?

Issues 1, 2 and 4 are mainly investigated in studies 1 and 3 and are further elabo-
rated on in the closing discussion (Chapter 6). Issue 3 is explored in study 2,
which is a purely methodological study that describes the creation and validation
of an assessment instrument. This instrument is then utilized in study 3, and,
thus, is closely linked in the discussion to research issue 4 as well.

bPositive impact on students' well-being and learning are today widely considered to be the ultimate
goal and a requirement of all school development.



2. School development through relational lenses

This thesis is situated within the field of school development and school devel-
opment research. It draws on the general assumption that improved interplay
and increased collaboration among all actors at school have the potential to de-
velop local schools in ways that benefit all students. The selection of research
and the aspects of school development discussed are filtered through my ‘rela-
tional lenses’.

2.1 School development and local responsibility

Local school development requires that professionals, within given national
frames, experience a freedom to act in autonomous ways. This requires that nei-
ther the state nor the municipalities —or researchers— no longer regulate a school’s
daily life in detail. With Berg (2015), this is expressed as meaning that local school
development demands a “distinguishable free room” (p. 49) for professionals
and school leaders to conquer, within the frames of the current curriculum, pol-
icies and school legislation. Thus, a basic assumption behind the idea of local
school development as an improvement strategy is that school as an institution
is decentralized and that individual schools are mandated to make their own de-
cisions about their organizing and activity (Jarl, Blossing & Andersson, 2017).
Although the decentralization reforms in the 1990s expressively called for mu-
nicipals and schools to shoulder the responsibility for school development, this
change appears to have been too large for it to be easily adopted. Larsson and
Loéwstedt (2014) point to the fact that despite the obvious intensions it was dif-
ficult to establish new strategies in Swedish schools. They note, that still in the
latter part of the 1990s, efforts in municipalities to stimulate and utilize local ini-
tiatives to shape development processes in schools were uncommon. In a report
investigating school development in 72 Swedish municipalities Larsson (1998)
found less than one-fifth had completed projects based on local initiatives. Fur-
ther in the report, school leaders expressed that locally initiated school develop-
ment processes were something new and unfamiliar. To start local processes,
school leaders stressed that enthusiastic prods among the staff were required, and
that they, when available, rapidly became attractive in the marketizised teacher
labour market and easily lost. Other inhibitions for local development initiatives

15



were reported to be a lack of municipality support and financial cuts (Larsson,
1998). Vast budget cuts forced local leaders to prioritize all through the 1990s,
and consolidation, rather than engaging in uncertain change processes, was a nat-
ural choice. Schools invested in school development just as much as centrally
imposed reforms demanded, and small resources remained for local initiatives
(Larsson, 1998).

In international school development reseatch critical aspects of local responsi-
bility are observed. Two such, are sustainability and teacher engagement. Har-
greaves et al. (2010) stated that development initiatives generated lasting effects
and sustainable improvement in schools only when teachers felt involved and
engaged over time and could make local sense of the contents. This was regard-
less of whether the change initiative was externally or locally initiated. Ballet and
Kelchtermans (2007) and Scherp and Scherp (2007) expanded on the %cal sense
mafking’ reasoning by stressing that development initiatives only guided teachers’
daily work when teachers embraced the overall aim of the initiative and inter-
preted it as directly benefiting their students. Further, relational aspects were ob-
served. As teachers began to discuss and make their own change plans, the power
relations within schools were influenced, and the roles taken for granted were
disrupted (Granstrém, 2003). For example, school leaders felt left outside, or
distrusted, and conflicting interests between different groups of personnel and
between teachers came to the surface. Shared responsibility for the school’s de-
velopment, and for all students, required new forms of joint action, in which
underlying conflicts, value differences, and different opinions on what kind of
school development was hoped for, occurred (Berg, 2015; Havnes, 2009; Hop-
kins, Stringfield, Harris, Stoll & Mackay, 2014; Larsson, 2004; Larsson & L&w-
stedt, 2014). Despite the new teacher interdependency, Granstrom (2003) remarks
that support for teachers’ collective processes, by means of process counselling,
was scarce.

2.2 School development research paradigms

Hikansson and Sundberg (2016) provide an overview of the developing research
tield of school development in the period of the 1980s through the 2000s. They
distinguish four predominating schoolings: research on school development, educa-
tional change, edncational effectiveness and school improvement, of which the first two are
regarded as overarching concepts. Schoo/ development research originates back to the
1950s when the concept was used in connection to broad ambitions to develop
schools and entire education systems in order to educate democratic citizens and
to promote inclusion and equity in societies (ibid, p. 92). Over time, the concept
has come to refer to a variety of research on efforts made in order to develop
one, several or many schools. School development research covers both quanti-
tative and qualitative inquiry. Today, the concept is well anchored in the Swedish
“school development vocabulary” (Hidkansson & Sundberg, 2016, p.92), as well



as in vast Anglosaschsian literature. Within educational change research, the main fo-
cus is on ‘change from outside’. The scholars have an interest in the conse-
quences of societal and political policy changes imposed in educational systems
and schools (Hikansson & Sundberg, 2016). The two latter schoolings are more
casily identified, as characterized by a common interest in understanding why
some schools are more successful than others when it comes to development
capacity, and student performance. Nevertheless, different authors define the re-
search topography in slightly different ways. Jatl et al. (2017), for example, refer
to the two research schoolings as two interconnected subfields within the ‘Edu-
cational Effectiveness’ field: research on schoo/ ¢ffectiveness, and research on schoo/
improvement. These authors label it as a research field of “school success” (p. 17)7. In
the present text, I will expand on Educational Effectiveness Research (EER) and
School Improvement Research (SIR) separately; with a particular emphasis on
SIR because of its orientation towards relational processes. It will be seen, how-
ever, that over time the two paradigms become more intertwined. Today they
often converge and benefit from each other’s strengths. This appears not least in
mixed methodology research when searching for a deeper understanding of rela-
tional processes and local school development.

2.2.1 Educational Effectiveness Research (EER)

EER, including the sibling concepts School Effectiveness Research (SER) and
teacher effectiveness, is directed to the investigation of general factors within
schools that make teachers, instruction and whole schools successtul (Hakansson
& Sundberg, 2016). Essentially, the basic assumption is that regardless of the
context there are certain structural features or pedagogical practices, if imple-
mented well, that can make schools effective. Effectiveness is understood as the
measurable educational progress of all students, regardless of family background
and economic status (Creemers & Reynolds, 2018).

In relationship to local school development and relational aspects of education,
important examples of studied factors are classroom climate, school ethos®,
teacher collaboration, school leadership and teacher-student relations (e.g. God-
dard, Goddard, Kim, & Miller, 2015; Ramberg, Liftman, Almquist, & Modin,
2018). Other highlighted factors are teacher competence, early observation and
support for students who struggle (Fukkink, Jilink & Oostdam, 2017; Reynolds,
Temple, Robertson & Mann, 2001) and the establishment of common visions
among professionals (Jarl et al., 2017). The latter is of relational importance at
the group level within schools. Likewise, at teacher group level and of particular
interest in the current work, are school effectiveness factors like ‘collective effi-
cacy’ (Goddard et al., 2015; Tschannen-Moran & Barr, 2004), ‘collective trust’
(Gray, 20106) and ‘mature professional learning communities’ (Owen, 2016).

" My translation from Swedish: skolframgang.
8 <School ethos’ was defined by Rutter as a “set of values, attitudes and behaviors which will become
characteristic of the school as a whole” (in Grosin, 2003, p. 141).
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Reading Jarl et al. (2017), the school effectiveness research has been criticized for
a lack of theory development within the field that contributes to difficulties when
it comes to explaining why, and how, specific factors become important, how they
relate to one another in the process of making schools better and how they can
be approached in local development (Hargreaves, 1997; Reynolds, Sammons, De
Fraine, Townsend & Van Damme, 2014, in Jarl et al., 2017). To progress the
tield, researchers have recently put educational effectiveness research into sys-
temic contexts that goes beyond specific characteristics or individual impact fac-
tors. For instance, Creemers and Kyriakides (2012, in Hakansson & Sundberg,
2016) have presented a “dynamic model for school improvement” involving four
process levels: the student, teacher, school and system level. Factors and pro-
cesses at school and system levels are measured and investigated in order to iden-
tify the weaknesses and needs for improvement and to develop plans and policies
for teachers’ collective improvement work. School factors then, may be relational
aspects like teacher cooperation, collective efficacy, joint development of com-
mon values and visions or teachers’ approach to students who challenge. Pro-
cesses may include ongoing capacity building that aims to identify strengths and
weaknesses and introduce improvements, at all levels. Using their model, the re-
searchers intend to handle a broad set of factors and social relational processes

that impact on local school development within one single framework
(Hakansson & Sundberg, 2016). By this, they bring EER closer to SIR.

2.2.2 School Improvement Research (SIR)

In the 1990s, prominent scholars within the field of school development reacted
to the global tendency to force educational change through centrally imposed
reform and restructuring (Hargreaves, 1997). Hargreaves and Fullan alternatively
emphasized the importance of improving internal interaction and the building of
strong trustful relationships within schools (in Fullan, 1997). They claimed the
need for reculturing, rather than restructuring schools (ibid, p. 4). The research interest
was turned to how local schools might become places in which teachers and
school leaders were stimulated and supported to develop and make changes
themselves. By this, Hargreaves and Fullan clearly admitted to a relational per-
spective of school improvement. They stated:

How teachers work with teachers, we showed, affects how well they work with
their students. It was clear for us, therefore, that cultures of teaching should be a
prime focus for educational change. (in Fullan, 1997, p. 3)

As a central task for changing teaching cultures the development of “collabora-
tive working relationships between principals and teachers, and between teachers
themselves” was underlined (Fullan, 1997 p.3). The claim for cohesiveness in



teaching cultures challenged the autonomous professional culture that predomi-
nated in most schools,’® something that Hargreaves and Fullan were fully aware
of. Therefore, they remarked, a certain degree of #isk faking in school improve-
ment was required if teaching cultures were to be changed. Mutual trust between
colleagues, openness in practice, joint responsibility for students and both indi-
vidual and collective commitment to continuous improvement were wished for fea-
tures in the change strategies called for (Fullan, 1997). Additionally, there was an
emphasis on the importance of teachers’ and school leaders’ emotional engagement.
“What is worth fighting for in our schools is ultimately the needs of learning
among and caring for students” (Hargreaves, 1997, p. 20).

The orientation towards reculturing teaching also marked an emphasis on
change within classrooms through exploration and renovation of teachers’ lead-
ership and interaction with students'* (Olsson, 2016). This was a natural conse-
quence following the new generation of curricula, which aimed to transform the
student role in learning from a mainly passive and ‘knowledge-consuming’ one
into a social interactive and ‘co-constructive-of-knowledge” one (Olsson, 2016;
Hakansson & Sundberg, 20106). For teachers to invite and support students in
new ways to approach learning, they also needed to transform their own roles as
teachers; that is, to reculture teaching. This became a central challenge of local
school development, and one main foci for SIR.

Hopkins et al. (2014) noted that the initial results from the school improvement
research contributed to the emerging awareness among researchers to “human-
ize” schools, as places where human beings interact and that that interaction — to
be functional in regard to the set goals of education — depends on trustful rela-
tionships and on a healthy'? organizational climate. Consequently, relational aspects
of organizational development (OD)® became central to school improvement re-
searchers, and local prerequisites for school improvement through teacher col-
laboration and organizational learning were highlighted. Several researchers
started to investigate schools as organizations. Sarason (1982), for instance, earlier

10 Several organizational researchers have described the historically autonomous teacher profession
as a challenge for all advocates of profound school change. One telling example is Weick (1976),
who while analyzing schools as organizations found them to be “loosely coupled” systems and
illustrated school staff in images like “a collection of individual entreprencurs sutrounded by a
common patking place” (cited in Hopkins, 2015, p. 126).

UInternationally referred to as ‘classroom management’.

12 The concept of the “healthy organization” originates back to Miles (1967) and to the field theory
of Lewin (1939). Here, the social interaction within school organizations (‘the field’) is regarded to
shape the behaviout, thoughts and actions of students, teachers and leaders which together estab-
lish the organizational culture of schools.

13 Hopkins et al. (2014) note the two books “Organizational Development in Schools” and “Hand-
book of Organizational Development in Schools” written by Schmuk and Runkel 1971 and 1985
respectively as important contributions. Beside the socio-relational aspects of school lives, these
books early highlight meta-skills in schools for problem solving and improvement, e.g. systemic
self-evaluation and joint gathering of local data as the basis for collective action.
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showed curriculum innovations needed to be paralleled with organizational
change that promoted teacher collaboration (in Hopkins et al. 2014) if imple-
mentation was to succeed. Further, Larsson (2004) showed in a Swedish study
on four schools participating in the same I'T implementation programme that all
schools came out different, despite equal input values and resources in the pro-
ject. The different levels of attainment was explained by the schools’ various pre-
conditions to petrform collective learning processes that really impacted on all teachers
daily work (Larsson, 2004).

Hopkins and colleagues (2014) further picture how the international SIR field
developed during the years around the millennium. As a consequence of the de-

> ¢

centralization reforms, local schools’ “ownership of change”, processes of self-
evaluation and new demands on school leaders were highlighted. Researchers
focused on how local schools succeeded in the implementation processes of the
national reforms, and of frequently imposed regional initiatives.’ At the same
time, other researchers monitored various locally initiated action research projects,
and from this work emanates the widespread concept of ‘teachers as researchers’
(Elliott, 1991, in Hopkins et al., 2014). Within the tradition of action research,
important steps were taken in order to develop methods for gathering ‘local data’
within schools as a basis for school development (Jatl et al, 2017). Teachers’ joint
local data —obtained by sharing everyday practices, joint mapping of learning en-
vironments and joint exploration of students’ learning, challenges and needs—
and joint analyses of the data in order to underpin successive improvement, have
ever since been increasingly emphasized content in local school development
processes (Timpetley et al., 2008).

To summarize, one may say that school improvement research during the 1980s
and 1990s appears ‘sprawling and wild’. In 2001, Hopkins and Reynolds note the
period as “loosely conceptualized and under-theorised” (in Hopkins et al., 2014,
p- 261). Due to this, school improvement research did not represent a coherent
approach to school development during this period. From a relational point of
view, however, the period must be considered a starting point of a new era, since
teachers and school leaders became mutually interdependent, in completely new
ways, as jointly responsible actors accountable together for the school develop-
ment and for educational outcomes. In addition, because of the reformed curric-
ulum teachers had to interact with students in more mutual, relational ways. To
‘blame others’ (like colleagues, students, parents, the state or the local authority)
when achievement was weak, was no longer an option. Instead, to develop col-
laboration and joint action appeared necessary challenges.

School improvement and student performance
School improvement research has been criticized for not connecting its investi-
gation of processes within schools more directly to student learning (Hattie,

14 According to Hopkins et al. (2014), regional initiatives based on SER, of “what factors worl’,
grew rapidly after the publication of the federal report “A Nation at Risk” in the US, in 1983.



2009; Hopkins, 2001; Jarl et al., 2017; Timpetley et al., 2008). The criticism has
accentuated as the attention on international performance comparisons has ac-
celerated, especially in relationship to the OECD’s recurring PISA investigation.
Politicians and educational officials throughout international education systems
claimed that school improvement, to be acknowledged as such, must affect stu-
dents’ wellbeing and learning. Hopkins and colleagues (2014) confirm that con-
necting relational school improvement research to achievement, has been, and
still is, a big challenge for scholars of the field. However, today, a clear direction
of school improvement initiatives towards improvement of instruction in ways
that improve student learning and rise achievement is regarded necessary
(Timpetley, 2011a; Hikansson & Sundberg, 2016).

Through the focus on achievement, school improvement researchers have
come closer to methodologies and discourses asserted within the educational ef-
fectiveness framework. For instance, social relationships, work processes and or-
ganizational learning processes within ‘high performing/successful schools” have
been studied (Jarl et al., 2017). Relational processes of schools’ inner lives such
as teacher collaboration and collective learning, interplay between school leaders
and staff and teacher-student transactions are operationalized, measured and dis-
cussed within multi-level models (Goddard et al., 2015; Hughes, 2011; Louis &
Lee, 2016; Louis & Murphy, 2017; Tschannen-Moran & Barr, 2004). According
to my reading, this ultimately has the purpose to establish causal links between
certain relational processes of importance and achievement. The striving for
causal explanation in contemporary school improvement discourse cleatly ex-
presses the ‘melting together’ of SER and SIR.

The trend towards overarching systemic approaches to relational aspects of ed-
ucational quality is also being questioned. Jarl and colleagues (2017), with Hop-
kins et al. (2014), remark that the humanistic heritage of the school improvement
movement, that derives from Lewin and Miles’ deeply socio-relational starting
point in the interaction between individual human beings in unique local organi-
zations, runs the risk of fading out “in favor of a reasoning about factors in highly
efficient educational systems” (Jarl et al., p. 29). As Hargreaves (1997) stressed, a
theory of educational change must possess not only a set of operationalized var-
iables, but also some good ideas about how the different variables interact and
how they may impact on students’ wellbeing and learning. This ‘bow’ remains the
challenge and must be studied in ongoing relational interactions within local
schools. This is the ambition of the present thesis: to maintain focus on the study
of relational processes in schools, but at the same time to explore the possibility
to monitor the impact of such processes by operationalized measures of students’
perceptions of relational qualities of education. By doing so, the thesis hopes to
contribute to the bridging between SER and SIR research.
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SER and SIR research findings of relational significance

To end this section, results of relational significance from the multi-level studies
of recent years on school development in relationship to student outcomes are
summarized. Due to a growing body of research findings, in general teaching
cultures within successful schools are strongly learner-centered and characterized
by common visions and values and by devotion among the whole staff to im-
prove instruction, develop healthy work environments and to raise achievement
(Jatl et al., 2017). Vast research reveals that high expectations for learning not
only concern all students, but likewise teachers’ continuous learning processes,
leadership development and the learning within the whole school organization.
Further are shown that mutual trust and professional relationships prevail be-
tween teachers and between teachers and school leaders (Edwards-Groves,
Grootenboer & Ronnerman, 2016; Gray et al., 2016; Hallam et al., 2015; Louis
& Lee, 2016). Groups of professionals and schools who possess these features
are commonly labeled as learning organizations (Edmondson, 2002; Louis & Lee,
2016) or as “mature” Professional Learning Communities (PLCs)* in the con-
temporary school development literature (Dogan & Adams, 2018; Owen, 2016).
Within mature learning groups, both implicit and explicit learning of individual
members are made into collective resources in on-going processes that take place
in organized collaboration and joint action. Hence, the establishment, nurturing
and monitoring of mature PLCs are significant parts of contemporary school
development strategy internationally (Dogan & Adams, 2018; Gray, Kruse &
Tartor, 2016; Hargreaves & Fullan, 2013; Hopkins et al., 2014; Talbert, 2010), as
well as in Sweden (Assarson, 2015; Jatl et al.,, 2017; Scherp & Scherp, 2007;
SNAE, 2011). However, the transformation of school culture from a predomi-
nately individualistic one into a predominately collective one has been a bigger
challenge than policymakers thought (Kruse & Louis, 1997; Larsson & Lowstedst,
2014; Talbert, 2010).

2.3 Teacher teams and learning communities

To understand the substantial challenges and extended processes of establishing
mature professional learning communities within schools (Granstréom, 2003;
Larsson, 2004), we must first return to the historically institutionalized culture of
the autonomous teacher profession, which is unaccustomed to collaborating
(Berg, 2015; Hopkins, 2015; Little, 1990; Somech, 2008). Indeed, organization
oriented school researchers were initially doubtful. In the Swedish context, Berg
for example in 1987 envisaged the challenge by stating that because “supporting

15 The concept of ‘professional learning communities’ is often applied to groups of professionals
within organizations, like teacher teams in schools, that engage in joint learning and collective de-
velopment efforts. A closely related Swedish concept is the term ‘genuine learning teams’, as intro-
duced by Larsson and Léwstedt (2010).



principles for collaboration is missing” in most school cultures “this presumably
is an indicator that teacher individualism is a general, and not a contextual factor”
(cited in Larsson & Lowstedt, 2014, p.50, my translation). Ever since, researchers
continuously have observed various qualities and levels of collaboration within
teacher teams. For example, Larsson & Lowstedt (2014) stress group organizing
does not guarantee teacher collaboration change in ways that promote collective
learning:

Teacher teams that mainly focus on solving and handling issues that lay beside
instruction itself resolve certain practical problems and may provide teachers with
social support in an exposed job, but they do not create the necessary precondi-
tions for their own learning and school development. (Larsson & Léwstedt, 2014,
p- 209, authot’s translation)

When successful, however, several benefits with group organizing and collabo-
ration are found. Kruse and Louis (1997), who draw on vast research during the
1980s and 1990s on the establishment of interdisciplinary teacher teams, and on
their own qualitative inquiry in American middle school teams, pointed to a series
of gains for schools in developing learning communities around issues concern-
ing students and instruction. Teachers reported that collaborative communities
offered them psychological safety and social as well as academic-intellectual sup-
port. Further, teams were perceived to provide new structures for work that
moderated the institutionalized isolation in “1 teacher-25 kids” (Kruse & Louis,
1997, p. 262) settings. By teaming, teachers additionally come to know each other
in deeper and more personal ways. This provided emotional support and enabled
mutual feedback processes. Teams were experienced as places for trying out new
ideas and methods and for common reflection to develop. The continuous col-
legial dialogues were reported to assist “risk taking and an increased sense of
efficacy and increases motivation for the further individual learning and partici-
pation in group learning” (Kruse & Louis, 1997, p. 265).

Formal teams and genuine learning teams

Internationally, teacher teams have been established as part of educational policy
(Hargreaves, 2007; Havnes, 2009; Kruse & Louis, 1997; Talbert, 2010). The de-
velopment followed on from the emerging research evidence at around the mil-
lennium that schools developing PLCs (or developed as PLCs) provided “sys-
tematic and positive effect on student learning outcomes” (Hargreaves, 2007, p.
181, in Talbert, 2010, p. 555). Asserted goals with PLCs were promotion of col-
laborative teaching cultures, building communities for distributed planning and
decision making, professional sharing of experience and organizational learning.
The objectives however have not been easy to achieve. Kruse and Louis (1997)
describe the difficulty for any ‘flourishing” community to reach out to a whole
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school, or beyond their own school. In some cases, sectarianism and protection-
ism have developed between various teams, or between strong teams and school
leaders:

The team requires a focus on smaller work groups, whereas the school wide pro-
fessional community demands broader ties between staff members than teaming
can provide. Therefore, schools with a strong team focus are facing a series of
dilemmas. (Kruse & Louis, 1997, p. 266)

Havnes (2009) summarizes a body of differing and sometimes contradictive re-
search results on successes and failures while establishing PL.Cs. Supovitz (2002,
in Havnes), for example, found more collaboration in team-based schools than
in non-team-based schools but not more deeper professional dialogues or clear
differences in classroom practices. Co-teaching for instance was no more com-
mon in team-based schools than in other schools. However, Supovitz reported
students taught by teachers in teacher teams that possessed a “higher level of
group instructional practices” (in Havnes, p.156) performed better than did other
students. Huberman (in Havnes, 2009) expressed worries over that teacher col-
laboration primarily focused on the social organization of work and would “eat
into time for ongoing instructional work” (Huberman, 1993, p. 12-13, in Havnes,
2009, p. 158), and Crow and Pounder (2000, in Havnes) were concerned that
teaming would threaten teacher autonomy.

Talbert and McLaughlin (2002) compared ‘strong’ and ‘weak’ collaborative com-
munities and found that in weak communities the most innovative teachers were
demoralized by a lack of collegial engagement for students who challenged, while
strong communities engendered commitment for improving practice through
collaboration around students’ needs and the sharing of classroom repertoires.
In a later study, Talbert and McLaughlin (2006) found that forming collegiality
within teacher communities was difficult and sternly concluded that strong learn-
ing communities were uncommon in American schools. Finally, Talbert (2010)
refers to 10 years of research on efforts to develop PLCs and to change school
districts into learning organizations. She concludes that even when initiators of
these change processes are well aware of the current research about learning
communities, and control structural preconditions that may support, or hinder,
the development of sustainable PLCs, they “lack guidance on ways of changing
the professional culture” (Talbert, 2010, p. 556). Thus, offering certain system
conditions is important but seemingly not enough. According to Talbert (2010),
real change requires sustainable processes in which teachers are engaged collec-
tively, feel secure and respected as professionals and successively internalize the
“core relational principals” (p. 556) of mature professional learning communities:
the acceptance of shared responsibility for all students, the norm of collaboration in inprove-
ment of instruction and the joint focus on students’ wellbeing and learning. In continuation



to the Talbert and McLaughlin (20006) study, Talbert (2010), five years later, still
found such PLCs uncommon.

Apparently, transformation towards group organizing and collaboration has been
far from obvious. Ideology seems to have proceeded faster than the precondi-
tions in schools for realizing change ideas. With this in mind: besides formal aims
and predicated advantages with teacher teams and professional learning commu-
nities,'® he actual quality of the intended collaboration within teacher groups must be illumsi-
nated in this thesis. Teachers’ tangible experiences inside teacher teams — what ac-
tually is being sensed, said and done among and between teachers — become cru-
cial. Communication and relationships within the team shape the boundaries for
what development processes become possible. Such relational prerequisites for
team collaboration and collective learning are expanded on in section 3.3.

16 Although the concept of ‘professional learning communities in the literature, according to my
reading, is often understood synonymously as the concept of ‘teacher teams’, I separate them in
the following. Teacher teams, then, are primarily understood as work groups in which collective
learning mzay take place, while professional learning communities are groups in which collective learning
is expected to happen and, finally, “mature” professional learning communities are groups in which
collective learning continuously actually happens.
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3. Relational perspectives

In this chapter, the research base and theoretical foundation for the thesis’s study
of relational aspects of school development are outlined. Research perspectives
on relational interplay at both the teacher-student level and among professionals
are involved. International research of the significance and function of trustful
Teacher-Student Relationships (TSR) is initially presented. Next, inter-personal
teacher-student relationships and teachers’ relational competence are discussed
according to the philosophy of ‘Relational pedagogy’, which is an important the-
oretical perspective in the thesis. Finally, teachers’ collective learning is outlined
as a collaborative process that takes place within trustful professional relation-
ships.

3.1 Significance and functions of trustful TSR

A large body of research from different research traditions affirms the signifi-
cance of relational constructs such as teachers’ interactive actions and students’
perceived teacher care and support and sense of social bond and belongingness
in school (Hamre & Pianta, 2006). Many scholars make use of the concept
‘T'eacher—Student Relationships’ (TSR) while exploring the quality of interplay
between teachers and students, and the development of trustful teacher-student
relationships and its implication for students’ wellbeing and learning (Baker,
2006; Hughes, 2011; Pianta & Steinberg, 1992; Wentzel, 2012; Wubbels et. al.,
2014). The significance of TSR quality has been widely studied. In the following,
the research findings are summarized with reference to international overviews.

In Hattie's (2009) comprehensive meta-analysis of school factors that influence
students’ performance, trustful relationships and developed mutual dialogues in
learning between teachers and students are pointed out as key factors. Remarka-
bly, the study points out that the quality in the ongoing educational interaction
between teachers and students is a stronger predictor of student performance
than is the teacher’s subject knowledge. According to Hattie (2009), at the side
of the teacher, trustful relationships are built by teachers being warm and em-
phatic, listening to and conceiving students’ perspectives and sustaining high ex-
pectations for all students’ learning. Nordenbo, Segaard Larsen, Tiftikei, Wendt
and Ostergaard (2008) confirmed, in a more specific compilation of 70 studies
targeting the essence of ‘teacher competence’, that beyond academic subject



knowledge, teachers’ social competence, classroom leadership and didactic ap-
proach to students were the most significant predictors of successful teacher con-
tribution to learning (Nordenbo et al., 2008).

Roorda and Koomen (2011) specifically investigated the associations between
students’ ‘engagement’ and achievement, and TSR quality, in a meta-analysis on
99 studies from pre-school to high school levels. Associations between both pos-
itively and negatively perceived TSRs and engagement were medium to large,
while the associations with achievement were small to medium. According to the
authors, the smaller associations with achievement suggest that the effect of
TSRs on achievement is mediated, through students’ engagement. The argument
is in line with Hamre and Pianta (2006), who remarked that TSR quality is fore-
most a measure of social interplay and therefore would be more proximal to be-
havioural than to academic outcomes. Similar reasoning was made by Hughes,
Wu, Kwok, Villarreal & Johnson (2012) who found that student-reported con-
flict in TSRs negatively affected math achievement and inferred that this effect
was mediated through students’ lowered self-efficacy. Likewise, Li, Hughes,
Kwok and Hsu (2012) found significant associations between supportive TSRs
and subject-specific self-efficacy but not to achievement. Roorda and Koomen
(2011) further highlighted two repeated findings. First, truly relational teacher-
centred variables, like ‘empathy’ and ‘warmth’, were in many studies more
strongly associated with student performance than were other teacher variables
(like e.g. subject skills). Second, several studies imply that in cases where negative
aspects of TSRs predominate, this has an even stronger influence, and especially
for younger students (Roorda & Koomen, 2011).

Of particular interest for a deepened understanding of TSR qualities, Witt,
Wheeless and Allen (2004) in a research overview examined the associations be-
tween teachers’ immediacy behaviours’,'” and student learning. Drawing on 81
studies, they concluded that teachers’ nonverbal behaviours — such as eye gaze,
smiles, nods, relaxed body posture, forward leans, movement, gestures and vocal
variation — showed “meaningful correlation” to measures of student-perceived
learning and ‘affective learning’, and “slight correlation” to cognitive learning
measures (Witt et. al., 2004, p. 184).

Hence, a series of meta-analyses give evidence to the general value of high quality
TSRs. Reading the literature at study level, evidence of the impact of TSRs on
specific aspects of students’ schooling is revealed. Despite variation in theoretical
underpinnings (i.e. attachment theory, social support theories or ecological sys-
tems theories), researchers have identified one positive relational dimension (sup-
port) and one negative (conflict) while measuring teachers’ and students’ appre-
ciations of interpersonal TSR quality (Roorda & Koomen, 2011; Li et al., 2012).
Trustful TSRs, characterized by a high level of emotional support and low level

"Mehrabian (1969/1981) conceptualized immediacy as “those communication behaviors that en-
hance closeness to and nonverbal interaction with another” (in Witt et al., 2004, p. 184).
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of conflict show association with student engagement, sense of belonging at
school, cooperation in class, positive peer relationships, positive attitudes toward
school, adaptive behaviour and academic self-efficacy and achievement. Distrust-
ful TSRs, characterized by a low level of support and a high level of conflict show
association with externalizing behaviour, risk for retention, peer rejection, tru-
ancy and school dropout (Hamre & Pianta, 2006; Baker, 2006; Hughes, 2011;
O'Connor et al., 2010; Mutrray, Waas, & Murray, 2008; Roorda & Koomen, 2011;
Wenzel, 2012). Provision of high quality TSR predicts improved academic per-
formance also after controlling for individual characteristics such as prior aca-
demic performance and behaviours (Hughes et al., 2012). Finally, a high or low
rating of TSR quality made by the teachers have different implications than high
or low ratings made by the students. In a sample of 714 at-risk students and their
teachers Hughes (2011) found large differences in perceived ‘support’ and ‘con-
flict’ within the same relationships. While students’ appreciation of TSR quality
uniquely predicted changes in student-perceived academic competence, sense of
belonging at school and math achievement, the teacher’s appreciation of TSR
quality instead uniquely predicted e.g. teacher-perceived student behaviour and
engagement (Hughes, 2011, p. 38). Such implications of teachers’ and students’
various perceptions of TSR-quality point to the importance of including the stu-
dent perspective.

A secure base, social support provision and agency in learning

Vast research of teacher-child relationships is rooted in attachment theory
(Bowlby, 1988; Hamre & Pianta, 20006), which posits that children in eatly rela-
tionships with significant others internalizes representations of interaction pat-
terns and shapes self-views, which impact on their stance and expectations in all
later relationships. These representations, or ‘working models’, are regarded as
persistent patterns of relational expectations that students bring to school and
repeatedly express by means of receptivity to teacher support, sense of belong-
ingness and participation in social interplay (Baker, 2006). Most students can be
assumed to enter school with a secure attachment as a foundation; thus with
positive expectations on social belongingness and supportive teacher-student re-
lationships. However, a considerable part of all students enter school with a more
or less insecure attachment foundation, meaning a weaker trust in gaining teacher
support and weak self-confidence for building social relationships. Drawing from
attachment theory, students who appreciate their teachers as trustworthy, warm,
empathetic and caring are more likely to endure difficulties and engage in learning
because they use the teacher-student relationship as @ secure base for social partic-
ipation, daring to try and take on academic challenges (Hamre & Pianta, 2000).
Within a mutually trustful teacher-student relationship, high expectations can be
conveyed because risk-taking is possible. Difficulties and failures are perceived

as met with respect and benevolence and therefore are endurable (Tschannen-
Moran & Barr, 2004).



Based on Weiss’ (1974) theory of social provision within interpersonal relation-
ships, Furman and Buhrmester (1985) added on the implications of attachment
theory in their theoretical model of teacher-student relationship. Beyond a de-
pendable bond, security and warmth, they suggested functional social provisions
for students to seek for in their relationships with teachers. In Furman and
Buhrmester’s (1985) model trustful TSRs are believed to enhance sense of worth
and companionship (sharing of expetience), reliance on guidance (tangible aid) and give
opportunity to nurturance and taking care for others.

From social cognitive (Bandura, 1989) and social motivational (Furrer & Skin-
ner, 2003) perspectives, experiencing high levels of support from teachers pro-
vides students with a sense of positive school membership and stronger academic self-beliefs
that promote a student’s efforts and persistence, as well as commitment to school
norms and rules. Indeed, trustful teacher-student relationship relate to students’
higher self-efficacy (Bandura et al., 1996; Hughes, 2011) and sense of belonging
at school, less sense of futility and social participation (Van Maele et al., 2014).
Students who do not experience trustful relationships with teachers are less likely
to risk own vulnerability, for instance by raising their hand, expressing their
thoughts or asking for support (Van Maele et al., 2014).

Finally, according to relational philosophy of education, caring teacher-student
relationships enable a more responsive instruction (Bingham & Sidorkin, 2004; Nod-
dings, 2005; Aspelin, 2018) through increased teacher-student interplay. Empiric
research also provides evidence that teachers better monitor their students’ de-
velopment and learning while engaging in mutual collaborative communication
and formative dialogues with individual students and in class (Hattie, 2009; Wil-
liam & Leahy, 2016; Greene, 2014). Through mutual teacher-student communi-
cation, teachers gain deeper insight into students’ perspectives of learning and
challenges at school. When students in turn experience their teachers as caring,
benevolent and devoted to support, such experiences are expected to strengthen
students’ agency beliefs of schooling (Bandura, 1989; Klassen, 2010; Zimmerman,
1999).

3.2 Philosophy of ‘Relational pedagogy’

According to a widespread model by Biesta (2010a), one significant general pur-
pose!® of education is subjectification. This means the providing of relationships
that enable children and young people to develop as unique and responsible in-
dividuals (Aspelin, 2017; Ljungblad, 2016). Subjectification can be seen as a dem-
ocratic task, since it emphasizes that socialization runs the risk of just adapting
individuals to collective norms, habits and roles, resulting in making everyone ‘all
the same’ (Sifstrém, 2005). In line with this, Ljungblad (2016) notes, with Biesta,

BTwo other general purposes of education in Biesta’s model are gualification and socialization.
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that “if instruction specifies in advance what the child must become, the possi-
bilities for newcomers are limited” (p. 68, author’s translation). From a relational
pedagogical perspective, diversity is sought instead. Then, education must be or-
ganized in such ways that each child can develop as unique and responsible sub-
jects in relationships with others. Teachers need to direct their interest towards
students as persons and engage with them in mutual —and to a certain extent
uncertain— relationships, through genuine pedagogical meetings. Such meetings,
however, are not obvious.

Pedagogical meetings

In a philosophic educational study, von Wright (2000) suggested a distinction
between two possible perspectives for teachers while meeting students: one a
‘punctual’ stance, and one a ‘relational’ stance. The two setoffs entail different
approaches. From the punctual point of view, the teacher perceives the student
as ‘what” a predetermined object that should be educated. From the relational
point of view, the teacher refers to the student as “who’* an open, unpredictable
subject co-involved in an on-going educational relationship together with the
teacher (von Wright, 2000; Ljungblad, 2016). Aspelin (2017), signifies that
teacher-student relationships develop in a sphere of ‘in-between’. This space oc-
curs in the interface between two persons involved in mutual communication.
Biesta (2004) has expanded on pedagogical meetings, and he stresses that one
must consider the znferaction between a teacher and a student as “absolutely seri-
ously” (p. 12), and if one does it follows that

. education is located not in the activities of the teacher, nor in the activities of
the learner, but in the interaction between the two. Education, in other words,
takes place in the gap between the teacher and the learner. (Biesta, 2004, p. 12)

‘The gap’, as Biesta (2004) names the meeting between the teacher and the stu-
dent, is not fully predetermined from outside of the interplay by any collective
otder, nor by any fixed features or intrinsic motivation of any of the parties. To
a certain extent, pedagogical meetings are unpredictable. That means the gap is
risky. On the other hand, when risking own vulnerability in mutual communica-
tion, true pedagogical meetings provide opportunities for students and teachers
to express who they really are, and what they really need.

Relational pedagogy

Relational pedagogy, as conceptualized in this thesis, is about how teachers de-
velop trustful relationships through pedagogical meetings in which students feel
secure, comfortable to participate and able to express themselves, while also be-
ing open to the perspectives and provisions of the teacher and to learning. It
must be noted, this is not easily carried out. Teacher-student relationships by
nature are asymmetric and possess a large unbalance of power between an adult



teacher and a child student (Juul & Jensen, 2009; Ljungblad 2016). The respon-
sibility to maintain trustful relationships rests with the teacher and may be con-
ceived of as an ‘ethical demand’ (Legstrup, 1997). Von Wright (2000) says teach-
ers must step out of the invasive institutional teacher role of judging students’
actions and performances, and instead they should maintain a ‘relational look’
towards students in search of the person behind and in order to respond to stu-
dents’ expressions in ways that strengthens, and not harms, a trustful relation-
ship. This is about teachers’ relational competence.

Teachers’ relational competence

‘Relational pedagogy’ formed as a separate field of research from the mid-90s
onwards (Aspelin, 2018). Since then, studies have shown the teacher-student re-
lationship to be a central concept in the investigation and understanding of stu-
dents’ well-being and learning. From the teacher perspective thus, how to build
trustful TSRs becomes the focal point. Aspelin (2018) demonstrates how schol-
ars have assigned various labels to teachers' capability to build relationships with
students: “relationship-orientation” (Schultz-]6rgensen, 2006), “relational pro-
fessionalism” (Sandvik, 2009) or “relationship work” (Frelin, 2010). Aspelin
(1999) wrote about “relationship-aware pedagogy" in his dissertation, but later,
mostly uses the term relational pedagogy together with the concept of teachers’
relational competence. The latter is a frequent concept in today’s Scandinavian liter-
ature, especially in Denmark where it has become prominent in teacher education
and school development contexts (Skibsted & Matthiesen , 2016). The concept
originates from family therapists Jesper Juul and Helle Jensen (2009), who first
defined teacher relational competence as:

The pedagogue’s ability to see the individual child on its own terms and attune the
own behaviour accordingly without giving up leadership, as well as the ability to
be authentic in the contact (the pedagogic craftsmanship). Additionally, the peda-
gogue’s ability and willingness for taking full responsibility for the quality of the
relationship (the pedagogic ethics). (Juul & Jensen, 2009, p. 124, author’s transla-
tion)

The concept of relational competence gained greater scientific weight after Not-
denbo et al’s (2008) research overview that uncovered it!® as one of three basic
pedagogic competences of ‘successful teachers’, with the others being leadership
and didactic competence (Aspelin & Jonsson, 2019).

In further conceptualizations, Aspelin (2018) builds on social psychologist
Thomas Scheff and his ‘micro-sociological perspective’ on human interaction.
Schetf’s theory deals with how zutersubjective communication momentarily either

¥In Nordenbo et al’s study, relational competence was defined as the teacher's ability to support,
activate and motivate students, as well as the ability to develop relationships characterized by values
such as respect, tolerance, empathy and interest (Nordenbo et al., 2008).
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strengthens or weakens social bonds and how the course of communication de-
termines the quality of the relationship. Inspired by Stern and Bowlby, among
others, Scheff asserts that mutual attunement and regulation of proximity and distance
regulate on-going affective interactions between individuals, the “microsociol-
ogy” of relationship.? A third relational foundation in Scheff’s model, which ex-
presses something significant about the instantaneous quality of interplay, is the
(type of) activation of basic affects — such as pride, shame, joy or fear — that the
relational interaction elicits (Aspelin, 2018).

Aspelin (2018) proposed a model of three sub-competencies of a teacher’s
relational competence based on the micro-sociological perspective. The three
sub-parts of relational competence are here understood as: (i) communicative com-
petence: the teachet's ability to attune in the communication together with stu-
dents, striving for a high degree of consonance and for mutual understanding
and respect; (ii) differentiation competence: the teachet's ability to regulate closeness
and distance in the relationship to the student; and (iii) socio-emotional competence:
the teachet's ability to petrceive and regulate emotional signals in the relational
transactions with the student (Aspelin, 2018).

Relational competence in action

Lilja (2013) analysed teachers’ actions together with students, which aimed to
“build and confirm trustful relationships”. A main theme she disclosed concerns
the various ways teachers show students that they care about them. The teachers
showed concern for their students both as a group and as individuals by address-
ing them with genuine interest in regard to the students’ current states and by ex-
pressing their trust in students’ ability and willingness to learn. One aspect of
caring is the way teachers embrace the student’s “‘whole being’ by paying attention
to emotions. Lilja (2013) exemplifies the various kinds of feelings that teachers
had to care about: “Everything from students’ doubts about their own abilities
to headaches or bleeding wounds” (p. 206) were so important for the students
that everything else was pushed aside. By /Zstening, seeing and paying attention to stu-
dents’ feelings, the teachers assisted them in regulating strong emotion and made
them feel safe so they no longer needed to focus on what bothered them and
could instead redirect their energy to school work. Lilja (2013) tells of a girl who
expresses herself loudly and with concern, during group work, about something
unfair that has happened to her mother. The group work is disrupted. Just by
approaching the group, the teacher confirms that he has heard that somebody is
worried, and that he wants to be involved. He listens as the gitl tells him about
what is going on, and then he responds to her questions. Afterwards, the group
is able to return to work. This episode also reveals how students’ life outside of

DScheffs concept of micro-sociology builds on developmental theories of attachment and early
communication. With Scheff, Aspelin is bridging the fields of affective communication and inter-
subjectivity with ‘Relational pedagogy’.



school is intertwined with school life, and how what happens outside affects stu-
dents’ ability to work. Consequently, Lilja (2013) remarks that attentiveness to stu-
dents’ narratives is a crucial part of teachers’ striving to develop trust and to facili-
tate learning.

Frelin (2010) talks about teachers’ ‘relational work’. In her study, she interviewed
teachers who described their conscious efforts to elaborate and maintain trustful
relationships with individual students, on the one hand, and positive relationships
between students on the other. These efforts emerge as continuous negotiations
between teachers and students about authority and mutual trust. The teachers
stated that the students gain confidence in them over time if they are perceived
as fair, benevolent and comprebensible. Also contributing to teachers’ trustworthiness
was that teachers appeared human. Teachers felt they benefited from being per-
ceived as “authentic, multifaceted people of flesh and blood” (Frelin, 2010, p.
206), who have a life outside of school and are fallible. Further, nonverbal expres-
sions and humonr were reported as important tools for the teachers’ relational
work. Disclosing humanity within relationships also includes teachers showing their
Students an empathic understanding when they are struggling with all that school re-
quires. The teachers expressed that they wanted to relate closely with individual
students in order to learn to know them better and to be able to make reasonable
demands about what the student can do.

Within trustful teacher-student relationships, Frelin (2010) stresses teachers
have the opportunity to pay attention to students’ self-beliefs and to work con-
sciously to mprove students’ self-efficacy. Her respondents highlighted the signifi-
cance of students’ positive self-efficacy for handling demands. With weak self-
beliefs, students avoid or sometimes even refuse to do tasks, in fear of failure,
even when they are actually capable of doing the tasks themselves or with sup-
port. Negative self-images thus hinder both current learning and negatively affect
students’” motivation for future attempts (Frelin, 2010). Therefore, the teachers
reported that they actively supported students to dare to try, despite uncertain
exits.

Ljungblad (2016), explores teachers’ relational competence at the micro-socio-
logical level. Drawing on Lovlie, she uses the concept pedagogical tactfulness (or
tach? to understand processes there teachers open up for, and see, what interac-
tion with students is really about: sensitivity in the teacher-student relationship,
and finesse in interpersonal communication. She pays special attention to when
the teachers must cope with new, uncertain and sometimes chaotic situations that

A pvlie (2007) emphasizes that pedagogical tactfulness is founded in immediate sensory perception.
He underlines the importance of what he calls the aesthetic experiences of interplay; the dynamics
in gaze, rhythm, gestures, vocal sounds and images (compare Mehrabian’s concept of wmmediacy

bebavionrs, p. 23).
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arise in practice. Then, tact can be understood as improvisation, or as rapid inter-
action of impression and expression, when “the teacher is receptive with both mind,
thought, and heart, and seeks experiences in intense moments” (Ljungblad 2016,
p. 132, author’s translation). In order to catch such instant details of teacher-
student interplay, careful observation of interpersonal interplay is needed. In
Ljungblad’s (20106) study, substantial video documentation of four teachers and their
students in interaction during math class were analyzed. Here, two of Ljungblad’s
micro-analyses? are reused to illustrate how intersubjective regulation between
teachers and students look like in close detail. The first episode occurs when a
student faces difficulties in solving a math task:

... the student's insecurity appeats in a more closed body posture, weaker voice and flick-
ering eyes. In the same second, the teachet's response changes // the teachet's tone softens
and glances change rhythm, the teacher leans her head to the side and looks for the pupil's
gaze [in the analysis, this complaisance is understood as a “tact change”] // When the
teacher challenges with a new mathematical pattern, a second tact change occurs where the
voice is just as soft. It is followed by a silence that awaits the student // during a microsec-
ond, an expression of vulnerability appears in the student's face. At the same time a new
tact change happens when the teacher nods and responds with a tone that is ever softer, and
more cautious than before. The student's response is so silent that it is hardly heard, and
again, the character of the teacher's response changes: With a dramatized happy tone, the
difficulty is lifted from the student. (Ljungblad, 2016, p. 168, author’s translation)

Ljungblad summarizes the sequence saying “the teacher encounters a dilemma, a
tension arises in the atmosphere that the teacher manages and regulates emotion-
ally through improvised changes of tact” (Ljungblad, 2016 p. 168-169, author’s
translation). The second episode tells about the teacher Ingrid who approaches a
male student in the beginning of a math lesson after the break. Before the break,
there had been a 20 minutes long conflict in the classroom that influenced this
student a lot, even though the student was not directly involved. Ingrid reported
that this circumstance caused her to be extra attentive while approaching him. In
the micro-analysis the sequence was recorded as follows, but with my italics:

Pelle looks tired while he opens his math book. His head and his torso is bent. —
T almost thought we would start and just look at this’, Ingrid says, with a cantions
voice. Ingrid speaks calmly as she repeats the volume of pyramids and cones. She is
constantly watching bis face, which is directed at the book. Ingrid waits, and every time
Pelle nods, she continues the review. Then she summarizes with a formula, and says
soothingly: — “We will come back to that. You don't have to know it now’. Pelle be-
comes more active, the conversation flows, and they fall into each othet's speech. Pelle
seems to undetstand and starts working. Ingtid leaves ... //. (Ljungblad, 2016, p. 182,
author’s translation)

The transcribed video sequence encompasses a teacher-student transaction last-
ing about two and a half minutes. During this short period, in my interpretation,

22 In the quotes, I have omitted most of the researcher’s analytic comments, since I just aim to
reflect the pure turn-taking in the on-going teacher-student interplay.



the teacher invites with caution, addresses (instructs) with respect and timing and
stepwise regulates affect and the possible level of demands. In this way, she se-
cures the student, helps him to regulate his emotional state, gets him to partici-
pate in learning activities and leaves him in confidence.

3.3 Collective learning based in trustful relationships

In this section, the relational searchlight is directed towards the interplay between
adult professionals in schools. Relational preconditions for teachers’ collective
learning are discussed in terms of trustful collegial relationships and psychologi-
cal safety in teams. First, however, a basic view on experience-based learning is
clarified. Expanding on this, a further developed model for professional learning
in school development contexts as elaborated by Timperley (2011a; 2011b) is
illustrated, which is slightly adjusted by the author to accommodate the collective
learning processes studied in this work. Then, is discussed the relational chal-
lenges in the realization of such collective processes.

Experience based learning

Individual experience based learning has been outlined by Kolb (1984) as a cyclic
process consisting of four shapes of learning that interact: concrete experience,
reflective observation, abstract conceptualization and active experimentation.
This is illustrated in Figure 1 below.
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Figure 1. Model of experience-based learning based on Kolb (1984).
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Two basic dimensions of learning emerge from the two opposite pairs in the
cyclic model (Larsson, 2004). First, there is the pair of ‘concrete experience-ab-
stract conceptualisation’ and, second, there is the pair of ‘experimentation-reflec-
tive renewed observation’. The first dimension embraces the different ways that
we build experience through immediate sensory perceptions of events in the here-
and-now and through mental representation and generalization of the experi-
ences afterwards. Any perceived and felt event— Kolb’s ‘concrete experience’—
first needs to be further processed to be fully visible and cohesive in order to
establish enduring experiences (Olsson, 2016). In the interpretative and evaluat-
ing process, our individual history of earlier experiences is referenced to, as well
as others’ shared perceptions of the same event and shared earlier experiences.
The other dimension expresses two different ways to #ransform experiences into
knowledge through new action (experimentation) and renewed, reflective obser-
vation. Deepened reflection implies thoughtfulness, cognitive elaboration and
creativity in the sense of openness for new ways of embracing reality and for
shaping of new ideas for experimentation (Simon, 2009). In sum, in accordance
with Larsson (2004), experience-based knowledge can be comprehended as the
result of building experience and processing and transforming it into “something
that makes sense” (ibid p. 37, author’s translation).

Professional learning cycles

Within organizations, learning is more than an individual matter (Louis & Mur-
phy, 2017; Senge, 1990; Weick, 2001). According to Senge (1990), in order to
fulfill the common goals in an organization people must align and “continually
expand their capacity to create the results they truly desire” (Senge, 1990, p. 3).
This demands staff who appreciate shared responsibility and collaborate in deep-
ened reflection and joint experimentation in order to improve shared practices
and to resolve shared challenges (Meirink, Imants, Meijer & Verloop, 2010). Ide-
alistically, a learning organization can be characterized as a place where people
are continually “learning how to learn together” (Senge, in Gray et al., 2016, p.
877), and experience-based learning is made a collective matter.

Based on a comprehensive best-evidence-synthesis of teacher professional de-
velopment and learning (Timpetley et al., 2008), Helen Timpetley (2011a) created
a version of the experience-based learning cycle for teachers’ collective learning,
which she calls ‘cycles of inquiry and knowledge-building’. Her model is illus-
trated in Figure 2 below, and adjusted by the author. The starting point for in-
quity is always to identify the actual needs of students: What abilities and
knowledge must students develop at the present time in order to achieve im-
portant educational goals? The identification of student needs is done collectively
in teacher teams through thorough mapping and analysis of the student’s current
experiences and results. Connected to the inquiry is also the identification of what
knowledge and skills the teachers themselves need to develop in order to meet
the needs of their students. In this in-depth professional learning step, an open
and mutually self-reflective attitude is required where teachers together look at
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Figure 2. Cyclic model of teachers’ collective learning as adapted from Timperley (2011a).

how hitherto used instruction methods and ways of approaching students actu-
ally work. Mutual visibility of practices is thus demanded, something that might
be inconvenient. Sharing own challenges by inviting colleagues into class, replay-
ing videos of own teacher-student interaction or discussing self-reflective ques-
tions like “in what way have 1 contributed to the weak student performancer”
together with colleagues, can be intimidating for teachers accustomed to being
autonomous professionals (Granstrém, 2003; Gray et al.,, 2016; Hallam et al.,
2015). Further in the cyclic process come the joint creation of new ideas and the
trying of new working methods together with students, which, eventually, rein-
forces outcomes. A full cycle in the ongoing process is being completed as the
teachers evaluate “how effective has what we have learned and done been in
promoting our students’ learning and wellbeing?” (2011b, p. 21).

Timperley (2011a; 2011b) emphasizes that students’ current development and
results are the hub of the cycles of inquiry and asserts that the collective process
of learning among school staff spins continuously. Teaching always needs to be
adjusted for the needs of the specific students present in school at each time
point. In their overview, Timpetley and colleagues (2008) conclude that schools
and teacher teams must be organized in ways so that collaboration, visibility and
shared action develop. The authors stress this demands active support and in-
volvement in collective learning processes by educational leaders, and that exter-
nal counselling is involved to the required extent. The latter is required in order
to support development of trustful and mature learning communities (Dogan &
Adams, 2018; Owen, 2016) in which prevailing school cultures can be challenged.
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Trust as relational precondition for collective learning

Experience based cyclic learning processes in teacher groups provide a potential
for a deeper collective learning, given that teachers come together and embrace
such ambition. However, even when organizing is at place and team members
collaborate, a deepened learning process does not emerge automatically (Briick-
nerova & Novotny, 2017; Havnes, 2009; Larsson & Léwstedt, 2010; Talbert,
2010). In the following is highlighted how interpersonal relational processes and
features of group social climate and dynamics either support or constrain a
deeper level of teacher collaboration and learning.

Gislason and Lowenborg (2003) suggest that the social climate in teacher
groups is possible to grasp through teachers’ answers to questions about what it
teels like to be in the group and about what atmosphere there is. Is the atmos-
phere perceived as restrained and competitive, or as warm, permissive and crea-
tive? Do members sense unspoken demands to be ‘good’, or positive expecta-
tions to do their best? And, is there envy or suspicions in the group, or is the
team characterized by generosity and benevolence? Ohlson (2013), who studied
collective reflection processes in teacher teams, noted that through their way of
approaching one another teachers in more mature learning teams established a
“sacred space”(p. 297) in which professional growth was nurtured by the sup-
portive warm atmosphere. Nevertheless, according to Ohlson, teacher teams not
uncommonly emphasize psychological safety and cohesion rather than critical
argumentation and the reculturing of teaching (Ohlson, 2013, p. 297), and they
tend to preserve norms of ‘low conflict’ by avoiding diversity of opinions about
students and instruction (Havnes, 2009; Ohlson, 2013). Similar to this, Briick-
nerova and Novotny (2017) observed how teachers maintained “problem-free
relationships” (p.90) within the team as a way to avoid insecurity and unresolved
conflicts.

The concept of ‘psychological safety” emanates from Amy Edmondson (Ed-
mondson, 1999), who studied what she calls ‘learning behaviors’ in work teams.
She defined psychological safety as “a shared belief that the team is safe for in-
terpersonal risk taking” (Edmondson, 1999, p. 354). In a study of 51 teams in a
manufacturing company, Edmondson found that a team atmosphere character-
ized by respectful relationships and mutual trust was decisive for individuals to
be willing to deepen collaboration; to give and receive feedback, share
knowledge, personal experience and information and being open with own weak-
nesses and challenges. To be honest and open, as well as to dare to question
prevailing cultures with their norms and values, requires a certain amount of
safety. Without enough safety, the felt risk of team members of being looked
upon as incompetent or troublesome, obstruct visibility and block vital commu-
nication (Edmondson, 2002). Hence, the available experience-based data for use
in collective learning processes is delimitated. As an example of this, Havnes
(2009) describes how the communication within a studied teacher team remained



at the work coordination level while almost completely avoiding discussion about
teaching and student matters:

...there seemed to be a social need, more or less, not to discuss the teaching and
not to challenge each other about teaching and student learning. (Havnes, 2009, p.
170)

Hence, it is asserted that true collective learning requires a social relational climate
characterized by trustful interpersonal relationships within schools. A growing
body of international research confirms that feeling secure within the team and
trusting personal colleagues with whom one is interdependent are prerequisites
for teachers’ readiness to risk own vulnerability — by being visible in own practice
and open and honest in communication together with colleagues while partici-
pating in professional learning processes (e.g. D66s & Wilhelmsson, 2005; Ed-
wards-Groves et al., 2016; Gray, 2016; Hallam et al., 2015; Li, Hallinger, Ken-
nedy, & Walker, 2017; Van Macle et al., 2014; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2000).
Trust, then, emerges as an important concept in the understanding of relational
preconditions for school development built on collaboration and collective learn-
ing. Trust building is of fundamental importance for relationships and learning
at several levels.

Trust and school development

The pioneering sociologist Emile Durkheim outlined trust between individuals
and groups as the foundation for social order in societies, organizations and
groups and, likewise, as a basic precondition for the development of social rela-
tionships that support collaboration (Van Maele et al., 2014). Although trust is
continuously understood by scholars as a certain quality of social systems, it re-
mains somewhat intangible. Baier noticed that, “We inhabit a climate of trust as
we inhabit an atmosphere, and notice it as we notice air, only when it becomes
scarce ot polluted” (in Van Maele et al., 2014, p. 1). Hence, trusting in others and
being trusted is rather the ‘natural state’ and something that people who engage
in social relationships initially risk and expect together with others. Hosmer
(1995) regarded trust in organizations as the ability to rely on positive expecta-
tions of the outcome of uncertain events and on responsive communication from
people one depends upon. Trust, then, has to do with risk faking and vulnerability
within interdependent relationships. 1f trust expectations are violated, on the other
hand, this has negative implications for both personal risk taking and collabora-
tion. In the literature trust is linked to the effective functioning of whole organi-
zations because the common goals of the organization bring mutual interdepend-
ence among members at all levels. Trustworthiness of leadership and processes in
the organization (Hodson, 2004) together with znterpersonal trust among members
is regarded to positively affect open communication, flexibility and attitudes to
change and to facilitate joint development efforts in work groups (Hosmer, 1995;
Van Maele et al., 2014; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2000). Shared new experiences
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of improvement in turn strengthen collective efficacy (Goddard et al., 2015;
Tschannen-Moran & Barr, 2004) and build collective trust.

In a comprehensive survey of trust related research within school contexts, and
in connection to teachers’ professional development, Tschannen-Moran and
Hoy (2000) defined trust as “one party’s willingness to be vulnerable to another
party based on the confidence that the latter patty is benevolent, reliable, competent,
honest, and open” (p. 556). In Study 1, and in the Discussion, reference is made to
these aspects of trust, as interpreted in Table 1 below:

Table 1. Five facets of trust (worked from Tschannen-Moran, 2000/2004).
Facets of trust Definition
Benevolence Empathizing, caring, respecting, supporting, expressing appreciation,

being fair, guarding confidential information.

Honesty Having integrity, consistency between what is said and what is
enacted, telling the truth, keeping promises, honouring agreements,
being true to oneself.

Openness Engaging in open communication, interested in others' perspectives,
sharing important information, delegating, sharing decision making,
negotiating power in relationship.

Reliability Being dependable to meet the needs of others (dependability
combines predictability and benevolence), having dedication, being
diligent.

Competence Providing relational and matter specific skills required to do one's

job, engaging in problem solving, fostering conflict resolution, role
modelling, handling challenging situations, being flexible.

In schools, there are multiple relationships between ‘parties’ who need to mutu-
ally rely on each other in order to achieve the goals of education. Most primary,
as emphasized throughout the thesis, are trustful teacher-student relationships.
Secondly, as outlined in the previous paragraphs, trustful collegial relationships
between teachers and mutual trust in the teacher team are required for develop-
ment based on true collective learning to take place. In addition, at the school
level the teachers depend on school leadership to provide organizing, vision and
support for the collaborative learning and development efforts (Hallam et al.,
2015) and, in turn, the school leaders depend on their teachers to teach all stu-
dents in the best possible ways in order to attain the educational goals, which the
school leaders are held accountable for (Louis &Murphy, 2017). The importance
of trust at system levels also include caregivers, who must rely on teachers to
educate their children, just as the teachers depend on the caregivers’ engagement
and support for their children’s learning. Thus, in schools trust —or mistrust— is
revealed both at the interpersonal level, group level and system levels. Teachers



in teams, or as a faculty, either trust or do not trust their educational leaders,
school administrators and school politicians. School leaders, in turn, disclose
large or weak trust in specific teacher teams, or, in the collegium. Students in
general appreciate that they have good or bad teachers. And, of critical im-
portance to outcomes (Hattie, 2009), the teachers as a collective may have strong
or weak confidence in all students’ willingness and ability to learn. Finally, indi-
vidual actors and groups of actors within a school may have a strong identifica-
tion? with the school as a whole and for its course of development, or not (Lars-
son & Lowstedt, 2014). Put otherwise, all members of the school organization
may feel belongingness, and trust in continuous ongoing learning and the school
development process, or not. To summarize, according to Van Maele et al.

(2014):

The necessity of trust for the school organization is revealed then in the complex-
ity of its primary task (i.e. educating a diverse range of students) and in the intet-
dependence of groups whose efforts are indispensable to succeed in that task. (p.

2)

As regarded in the present thesis, and clarified in the five facets of trust, the
necessary trust building among all parties in schools is to a large extent a rela-
tional endeavour that deals with interpersonal communication, developed inter-
play and strengthened relationships at all levels in schools.

BCompare how this is referred to by different scholars in various ways, as for example ‘shared
visions’ (Hargreaves et. al., 2010), ‘collective sense making’ (Weick, 1995) or ‘joint organizational
conception’ (Larsson & Lowstedt, 2010).
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4. Methodology

In this chapter is first commented on the overall research approach of the thesis:
a longitudinal parallel mixed methods design. Next, the two-year school devel-
opment initiative which is the empiric source of the three studies, is outlined.
Descriptions of school selection, patticipants and data collection are included. A
discussion of the methodologies used, and embedded research challenges, fol-
lows. Finally, ethical aspects are reflected on.

4.1 Pragmatic stance and mixed methodology approach

To start, this research is a subjective product formed by the author. The thesis
is built on my own perspectives and my own perceptions and interpretations of
the world outside. My own history, values, preferences and not least my earlier
professional experiences from relational participation in schools are inevitably
involved in shaping my research and presenting its outcomes. Further, I do not
believe there is a school world out there that can be objectively described, or
from which any ‘true knowledge’ can be generated, or that learning can take place
uninfluenced by the interaction between the learner, the learning environment
and the learning object. However, in making such a subjectivist epistemological
and social ontological declaration I argue, drawing on philosophical pragmatists
(Biesta, 2010b; Brendan-Hogan, 2009), does not necessary mean I am fully
obliged to perform inquiry that seeks to understand, through interpretation, the
intentions, actions and experiences of the participants in the relational process
studied. I may —also— include inquiry that seeks to explain, through measurement,
the correlations between the teachers’ actions and subjective process expetiences,
and their students’ assessments of relational qualities in education. Many regular-
ities and correlations that exist within social relational domains are “actually
achieved through interpretative acts” (Biesta, 2010b, p.104). This can be exem-
plified in educational research of relevance to this thesis. In a longitudinal study
by Hughes (2011) on a sample of at-risk students and their teachers, students’
perceptions of TSR quality were found to predict change in students’ academic
self-beliefs and sense of belonging at school. These associations were found
through explanatory inquiry, but that does not mean that they were established in
a mechanistic way (Biesta, 2010b). Rather, they were achieved in relational pro-
cesses in which the students perceived, interpreted and, in ‘some way’, made
sense of the teacher-student relationship. This ‘in some way’ also points to the



limitation of the explanatory approach. The correlations were found but not un-
derstood. Biesta (2010b) provides an argument for a mixed design, relevant to
this thesis, while concluding that “to make sense of research that finds such cor-
relations, one needs to bring in a social ontology, rather than a mechanistic one”
(Biesta, 2010b, p. 104). In this thesis, when correlations are found, a deeper un-
derstanding of the relational processes that contribute to their establishment can
take place. Here, such processes are assumed to be teacher teams’ collective
learning and collaboration on improvement of teacher-student interplay. With
longitudinal data from all students belonging to the team, it can be ‘known’
whether or not the teachers’ efforts influence on students’ perceptions of crucial
aspects of their schooling. With the longitudinal approach, and with the de-
scribed intention to collect different kind of data in parallel over time, I ended
up with an overall design which can be labelled a ‘longitudinal, convergent par-
allel mixed methodology design’.

4.1.1 Convergent parallel design

The purpose of a convergent (or concurrent/parallel) mixed methods design is
to simultaneously make both quantitative and qualitative inquiry, and then to
weigh the two data sets together to broaden the understanding of the overall
research problem (Guetterman, Fetters & Creswell, 2015). A basic rationale for
this design is that one data collection form supplies strengths to offset the weak-
nesses of the other. Both datasets are separately analyzed with appropriate meth-
ods of the respective research paradigms. Then, the results are compared and
interpreted as to whether they support, contradict or complement each other.
The integration of the results derived from the two different kinds of data is said
to provide a “convergence” of the sources. In Figure 3 on the next page is shown
the flowchart of the research design.

43



[ Overarchingresearch aim |

Thaory 4 Evidenca hasa
Relational school development processes.
Data collection owver two years: Time Points (TP} 1-2- 3
‘ Quantitative ‘ Cualitative ]
( Teacher survey TP1-2 -3
Student survey TR1-2-3 School leader survey TP 1- 2 -3
IN=382 /372 /332 Counsellors’ reports TP 2 and 3

Researcher's log book

*

Convergence of sources
Conclusions

|

Statistical analyzes

Thematic analyzes

Thesis

Figure 3. The convergent parallel mixed design of the research.

4.2 The school development initiative

The creation and accomplishment of a relational school development initiative is
the continuous method used in order to respond to the overall research aim and
research questions. The initiative can be described as an ‘intervention and re-
search project™ that literarily contains two parts — one intervention, and re-
search on the relational processes that it generates. Figure 4 below illustrates the
full project, with its double nature of school development and research. Actions
belonging to the research are coloured in blue, while actions connected to the
implementation and evaluation of the school development project are coloured
in green. The entire project was subjected to an ethical audit (Swedish Research
Council, 2011). The ethical review process concerned both research matter and
actions to be performed by teachers together with students, and hence it is placed
between research and school development in the figure.

24 The current research project is not labelled an “intervention project” or an “intervention research
project”, since such concepts imply an experimental design (see e.g. Fraser & Galinsky, 2010)
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Figure 4. Project processes and activities over time.

4.2.1 Project contents and activities

The project is a relational school development initiative that aims to improve
teacher team collaboration and teacher collective action in inclusive instruction
generally and in the prevention and problem solving together with students who
challenge in learning specifically. The model, labelled “Collaborative Mutual
Communication” (CMC hereinafter) was created by the author in 2012 and 2013
as a response to current understanding of the overall challenges in Swedish
schools®, and in the absence of research based relational school development
models targeting teachers’ work together with students who challenge. The CMC
model is based on the theoretical and empirical foundation presented in Chapter
2 and Chapter 3. Additionally, to make the model relevant, up to date, and prac-
tically feasible to implement in local school context, its creation was informed by
many conversations with teachers and school leaders in the professional field and
with participants in further training programmes at the university. The main con-
tents of the model are: (i) professional training; (i) a longitudinal group counsel-
ling process; and (iii) collaborative teacher-student interventions consisting of
collaborative teacher-student conversations and mutual improvement efforts.

BCompare Introduction, section 1.1.
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At the project start, before other activities started in the schools, all participating
teachers and school leaders received a nine hour professional training course, which
was delivered on three occasions at the university. Theory and research con-
nected to an established project reference list was conveyed. The central themes
concerned inclusive education and the meaning and impact of high quality
teacher-student relationships to students’ self-beliefs as learners, to performance
and to all actors’ wellbeing. In addition, research on various preconditions for
successfully implementing an externally formulated school development initia-
tive within local schools was discussed. The practical execution of the CMC
model and the group counselling was talked over, and the participants were al-
lowed to practice to lead ‘collaborative mutual teacher-student talks’.6

The group counselling process is the main drive and the most extensive feature of
the CMC model. All through the project, group counselling was scheduled for
two hours every other week. The collective reflection on daily experience was
expected to relate to teachers’ improvement efforts and collaborative actions in
practice. Collaborative teacher-student interventions —the teacher-student conversations
and the mutual improvement efforts that were intended to follow— were to be
collectively planned, performed?” and monitored. The teacher-student talks were
intended to be videotaped in order to make teachers’ practices visible to reflec-
tion, feedback and joint learning, and to make the teacher-student interventions
subject to shared responsibility.

The outlined components of the CMC model linked together as one continu-
ous process — teacher reports of everyday experiences and joint reflection/joint
planning of teacher-student interventions/videotaped collaborative teacher-stu-
dent conversation/video-recall and new reflection/ joint execution of improve-
ment efforts/new reflection/joint monitoring of development and so forth — es-
tablishes a cyclic collective learning process concordant to that of Timperley
(2011a), as described in section 3.3.

The school development project spanned over five school semesters (see Figure
4). Semester one constituted the information and recruitment phase, after which
the implementation phase ran for two whole school years. The counselling pro-
cess started in September 2013. Three schools completed the project as a whole,
while two schools interrupted? the counselling process at the start of the second
year.

%A conversation model aiming to empathize with and exploring students’ perspectives, and to
enhance mutual improvement efforts.

27 Although a specific teacher-student conversation can be sometimes led by a single teacher, the
preparation and the follow-up process were to be handled collectively.

2 The reasons behind the dropout are discussed in Study 1, and in the Discussion in chapter 6.



4.2.2 Recruitment of schools and school counsellors

The five participating schools were recruited through an information and recruit-
ment process in several stages. In the first phase, a letter with the project presen-
tation and invitation® to participate went out to all schools with students in
grades four to eight in a Swedish large city county. The main criteria for applica-
tion were outlined as interest in the development area, good anchoring, teacher
participation in decision to enter project and school leaders’ priority during two
years by means of structural support and financing of group counselling,
Interested school leaders, teachers and other interested parties from 13 schools
from 8 different municipalities then attended information meetings with the re-
searcher (who also was the project manager). A decision-making time of three
months was set aside to allow time for local discussion at the schools, visits by
the researcher to the teacher teams and additional time for teachers and school
leaders for consideration, time planning and budget planning. At the end of the
spring semester 2013, five schools remained in the process. The other schools
chose to drop out for various reasons, however, none of them considered them-
selves to meet all criteria. Five schools was judged to be an appropriate number
of schools for the realization of the school development initiative, and for the
intended research inquiry. Hence, the researcher/project manager neither needed
to limit the number of participating schools, nor needed to actively search for (or
‘persuade’) any other schools to participate. Thereby, the outcome of the school
selection process was fully due to a ‘school’s own choice’ to enter into the project.
All five schools were public schools, located in four different municipalities out-
side of the large city (see Table 2 below). Although these four municipalities are
identically classified as ‘commuter municipalities” in public records,® it must any-
how be noted they were situated in quite different environments. One school
(school 5) was geographically close to the city, while two schools (school 3 and
school 4) were placed far away from the city but still centrally in the main location
of the municipalities and, finally, two schools were located in the periphery and
more rural parts of their municipalities. The two latter schools (school 1 and
school 2) were also the smallest. A further socio-demographic comparison re-
veals both differences and similarities. Student performance varies, but not that
much between several of the schools. School 5, which is the biggest and most
urban, stands out in the comparison with higher parental education levels, the
highest student attainment and the highest grade points of 9% graders. Two
schools situated in the same municipality, school 2 and foremost school 3, re-
vealed weaker statistics. A further observation is that in the small and more rural
school 2, no students had a foreign background.
Lastly, all five schools were structurally organized in a similar way, based on
teacher teams. In all five schools the teams were grade level based, with teachers

2 Appendix A.
%0 Classification by Swedish Association of Local Authorities and Regions (SKR).

a7



jointly responsible for a whole group of students in all classes of some school
years; for example, all students in 4t—6t grades. In the small school 2, the teacher
team’s responsibility included all grades from 4t—8h. All teams were mixed and
composed of teachers from all subjects and teaching tasks.

Table 2. Participating schools and teacher teams.

school participating number of number of  municipality proportion of ~ proportion of care  proportion of 9th  average grade
teacher team students:  students: type* students (%) givers (%) with post graders (%) points at 9th
(number of teachers) — entire participating with foreign upper secondary approved inall  graders

school teacher team background**  education subjects

interdisciplina commter

School 1 s p(s) i 366 55 municipality 6 46 83 227
Y close to big city
interdisciplina commter

School 2 pinary, 93 40 municipality 0 " 80 202
year 4-9 (8) e

close to big city

interdisciplinai commiter

School 3 pinary. 495 83 municipality 22 49 56 202
year 4-6 (7) .

close to big city

interdisciplina commiter

School 4 e ae "(7) i 453 116 municipality 1 52 77 205
Y close to big city
interdisciplina commter

School 5 car 7-9 p(7) i 643 81 municipality 18 73 89 238
y close to big city

All data valid for year 1. Municipality classification by Swedish Association of Local Authorities and Regions (SKL). Statistics from Swedish National Agency of
Education (SNAE).

* Commuter municipality: more than 40 % of the workforce commute to work in a big city or a municipality close to a big city.

** Foreign background: born abroad, or born in Sweden with both parents born abroad.

One teacher team in each of the schools finally chose to participate. They entered
into the project on equal terms, with equal resources added,*and with equal ex-
pectations for time spent in project activities. A written agreement clarifying re-
ciprocal commitments was made between the principals of the schools and the
researcher/university. Written agreements were also established between each
principal and the respective counsellor, in order to secure safe frameworks for
the group counselling over two years.

The project counsellors were recruited through an admissions process among
school supervisors within professional networks.*? The requirements of the pro-
ject counsellors were extensive. A relational perspective on students who chal-
lenge and to school development processes, as well as demonstrated interest in
the CMC model as an external framework for the counselling process,® were the

S1Referred to resources offered are: the professional training programme, the counselling by a qual-
ified external counsellor, the resources/methods provided within the CMC model and the admin-
istrational and pedagogical support offered by the project manager/researcher.

32 Including members of the association for authorized school supervisors (www.skolhandledar-
foreningen.se).

33 With that said, it is also important to note that the professional autonomy of each of the project
counsellors was trusted, so various ways to supervise and manage the process, within the CMC
framework, at counsellors own discretion was supported. There was no explicit, manual method
of supervising.


http://www.skolhandledarforeningen.se/
http://www.skolhandledarforeningen.se/

first requirements. Further decisive criteria were qualified counsellor degree, ped-
agogical education, experience of group counselling in schools and a broad gen-
eral knowledge of Swedish compulsory schools (‘cultural competence’). Three,
all university external, of six applicant counsellors met the requirements and were
hired for the project. All counsellors participated in the initial professional train-
ing course at the university, together with teachers and school leaders. They were
then included in a ‘counsellor pool” together with the researcher/project man-
ager, who himself served as counsellor at one school.* The counsellor group met
once or twice during the four project semesters. At the pool meetings there was
room for collegial ‘counselling on counselling’, exchange of experience and dis-
cussion about the development of the school development project and the role
of the counsellors in supporting the teacher teams’ relational processes.

4.2.3 Participants and informants

At an overview of the whole intervention and research project, several groups of
participants can be identified in different roles of participation. Some individuals
participate both directly in the school development activities and as informants
for the research inquiry. This applies for almost all teachers, for all school leaders
and for the four school counsellors. In total, 36 teachers, 11 school leaders and
four school counsellors participated in the school development activities that also
were informants of the qualitative part of the data collection. In addition, a few
teachers participated for shorter periods in the project activities, but they did not
participate as informants. In Table 3, the numbers of teachers and school leaders
that participated in the teacher and school leader survey are shown respectively.

Table 3.  Responding teachers and school leaders at time points 1, 2 and 3.

dat Teacher survey School leader survey
ata:
time point1  time point2  time point 3 | time point1  time point2  time point 3

n n n n n n
school 1 8 6 5 2 2 2
school 2 8 9 9 2 2 2
school 3 7 6 2)* 2 1 -
school 4 7 7 5 2 2 2
school 5 6 7 3)* 1 1 2

total 36 35 19 (24) 9 8 11**

*) Two teachers at school 3 and three teachaers at school 5 participated as individuals at time point 3, even though
their teacher team have quitted the counselling process in advance, after time point 2.

**) At school 1, both two resigned school leaders (after year 1), and two new signed school leaders (during year 2),
participated at time point 3.

34 This circumstance is discussed in section 4.4.1.
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On the other hand, the majority of all students responding to the student sutrvey,
only participated in the role as informants in the quantitative part of the data
collection. One exception to this was the group of students who were invited by
their teachers and directly got involved in the collaborative teacher-student inter-
ventions. These students also possessed an active role in the relational processes
of interest for the qualitative inquiry, but however they did not participate as
informants in that part.

The whole group of students responding to the student survey can be divided
into subgroups due to school affiliation, gender, age, and grade level. In addition,
the full sample of students can as well be split into the two subgroups (i) students
belonging to a project participating teacher team (PPTS group), and, (ii) students
belonging to teacher teams that not participated in the project. This is further
explained below, and in connection to the Table 4. However, first the recruitment
and composition of the full sample needs to be outlined.

Table 4. All invited students, and survey participants by gender and grade level, PPTS groups* and attrition from PPTS groups.

School  Invited Proportion  Participants in Participants in ~ Full Full Full PPTS  Attrition in  Attrition in ~ Full
students in "Yes" to middle school  secondary school sample sample sample group* PPTS group PPTS group school
grades participate ~ (4th - 6th grade)  (7th - 8th grade) time time time time time point 2 time point 3 size
4th-8th in survey (year 1) (year 1) point 1 point2 point3 point 1 (accum.)

n (%) n n n n n (%) n n n n n n
Girls Boys Girls Boys

School 1 175 27 17 17 7 6 47 (12%) 47 44 13 - -1 366

School 2 40 82 11 13 4 5 33 (9%) 33} 31 33 - -2 93

School 3 194 43 28 32 19 5 84 (229%) 82 66 60 - -15 495

School 4 209 55 35 45 24 10 114 30%) 109 94 80 -4 -16 453

School 5 162 64 - - 52 52 104 (27%) 101 97 27 -3 -2 643

total 780 49 91 107 106 78 382 (100%) 372 332 213 -7 -36 2050

* PPTS group: Process-Participating Teachers' Student group (students belonging to a project-participating teacher team)

For practical and ethical reasons, the recruitment of students to take patt in the
student survey was co-administered with the consent request concerning stu-
dents’ readiness/willingness to be invited by their teachers to get involved in the
collaborative teacher-student interventions. All students in school grades four
through eight in the five schools and their caregivers received a letter® with in-
formation about the project’s aim and contents, including a description of the
CMC-model with its teacher-student interventions. On an enclosed reply cou-
pon, both the students and caregivers were asked individually to consent to the
students’ responding to the student survey on three occasions during the two-
year project. They were also asked to consent to students’ readiness to participate

B Appendix B.



in teacher-student interventions in line with the presented CMC-model if they
had been invited by their teachers.

As illustrated in Table 4, a total of 780 students and their caregivers received the
patticipation/consent request letter. Of these, just over half replied.® Of all re-
turned replies, a large majority were “Yes-to-participate” responses. In all, 382
students consented to respond to the survey, and almost all consented simulta-
neously to their readiness for participation in CMC-interventions, if invited.
However, a few students answered “yes” to respond to the survey but “no” to
eventually participate in teacher-student interventions, while a few other students
answered “no” to respond to the survey and “yes” to readiness for intervention.
Table 4 further shows that gender (197 gitls/185 boys) and grade level (198 mid-
dle-school students/184 secondary students) distributions were close to equal.
Moreover, the full sample of 382 students is divided into one group of students
in the ‘PPTS condition’ (Process Participating Teachers” Students, see Table 4,
ninth column), and one group of all remaining students in a comparison condi-
tion. The two groups are respectively defined as follows. ‘PPTS’ group: all stu-
dents belonging to a project participating teacher team, and, comparison group:
all students belonging to a teacher team that did not participate in the project.
This grouping was motivated because in the implementation of the school devel-
opment initiative the teacher teams directed their improvement efforts only to-
wards students belonging to their own team. This means that to be able to study
any potential impact of teachers’ efforts to students’ perceptions of TSR and
SSE, the appropriate student group to study is only the ‘PPTS’ group.

The proportion of invited students that consented positively to participation
varied notably between the five schools (Table 4). Not least, questions were
raised concerning the very small number of participating students at School 1.
According to School 1 teachers” and school leaders’ reports, two main reasons
for the poor recruitment were “weak process engagement among some staff”
and a school history characterized by “weak school-home relationships”. At
schools 3, 4 and 5 the recruitment was also an issue for debate and treflection
among the staff. Administrational problems, lack of time and difficulties in reach-
ing out to caregivers were the most common explanations of school leaders and
teachers for why around half of all students/ caregivers never responded. No neg-
ative reactions to the invitation letter, or the project contents, were reported as a
reason for students/caregivers not to respond. However, three caregivers con-
tacted the researcher/project manager in personal communication with ques-
tions about the aims and proceedings of the project prior to their consent re-
sponse, two of which were affiliated to School 1. The dialogues with the latter
illustrated that these caregivers’ trust in school staff was limited.

%6Tn schools 1, 3 and 5 the handling of the consent letter was not easily carried out. Repeated oral
and written reminders to students and caregivers by the teachers and caregiver-directed communi-
cation by principals meant that a certain amount of effort was taken in these schools.
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Among the participating students, however, attrition from the survey over time
points was small (Table 4), and for the most part caused by students having
changed school. In fewer cases, attrition was due to temporary absence.

4.3 Data collection

The school development process was intended to be monitored longitudinally,
from anchoring until end, in the same ways at all five schools. The five main
sources of information collected are described in upcoming sections:

» researcher log book

o three-part teacher survey

o three-part school leader survey

o three-part student survey of TSR and SSE
» school counsellors written reports

The three-part teacher-, school leader- and student surveys jointly establish the
main data, while the researcher log book and the school counsellors’ written re-
ports provide complementary process information of value for triangulation.
Qualitative and quantitative data were obtained from participants/informants at
three time points, and set in advance:

» time point 1: Before the start of group counselling and before any col-
laborative teacher-student intervention was initiated. In the beginning
of project year one (Aug-Oct 2013).

» time point 2: Before, or in conjunction with, the ending of year one
(May-June 2014).

» time point 3: Before, or in conjunction with, the ending of year two

(Apt-June 2015).

All data collection was approved in the ethics review by the Regional Ethics Re-
view Board (Swedish Research Council, 2011).

4.3.1 The researcher log book

The researcher log book was kept all through the project. The record started
from the very first contact with schools before and in the information meetings
with interested schools. It continued with documentation of dialogues and com-
munication with teachers and school leaders in the anchoring and decision-mak-
ing process prior to participation. Included were, for example, notations from
the researcher/project managet’s visits to each interested teacher team, notations



from conversations with school leaders and vast email correspondence. At the
start of the project (August 2013), a further record was kept concerning partici-
pants’ responses to the professional training programme and of organizational
aspects in the schools’ planning and at the start of the project activities. For ex-
ample, the administration of the consent letter was one issue of concern, and the
formation of counselling groups was another.

During the two school years of project implementation, records of events and
communication with schools of interest for the monitoring of the local school
development processes were continuously taken. Two examples were the discus-
sions within two schools/teacher teams, during the first year, on whether or not
it was appropriate that assistant principals were included in the counselling group,
and the discussions in three schools/teacher teams, at the start of the second
year, on whether the teacher team should continue or drop out from the coun-
selling process. Further process notations were made based on continuous dia-
logues with the school counsellors.

More records were kept in the end phase of the project implementation (April-
June 2015). In this phase, finishing conversations with all school leaders were
planned and executed, and transliteration of recordings and/or notations from
these talks were obtained. Likewise, comments and feed-back on the processes
from communication with several participating teachers were documented; fore-
most of these were the teacher team leaders who served as the contact person
for the researcher/project manager and with who contact was most frequent.
Finally, notes were obtained from short conversations with some individual stu-
dents in three schools, who had participated in CMC-interventions together with
their teachers.

4.3.2 The teacher survey and the school leader survey

The respective three-part teacher survey and school leader survey questionnaires
were designed prior to the start of the project in a longitudinal mixed design. The
full questionnaires are attached in appendices C and D. The design of the ques-
tionnaires 7z part aimed to evaluate, from the participants’ perspectives, project
goal attainment and perceived impact at different levels in the schools of the
relational processes carried out. For example, respondents were required to as-
sess to what extent their own project’s goals have been reached and to what ex-
tent the relational interventions, according to their appreciation, have impacted
on teacher team collaboration and on the involved students. Such questions were
given with response alternatives like “to very little/little/neither little or
large/large/very large extent”, and there was free space for further comments
and information.

In addition, the questionnaires in part aimed to qualitatively explore the partic-
ipants’ perceptions of the ongoing relational school development process, in
which they were active parts. Issues concerned teachers’ and school leaders’ in-
terests and motives for applying to the project, their more explicit personal drives
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and expectations and their experiences of and reflections and opinions about the
actually performed relational processes. Likewise, participants’ thoughts and feel-
ings were asked for about the anchoring of the project and the current precon-
ditions for their school and the teacher team to sustain development processes
also after project ending. This part of the questionnaires consisted of open-ended
questions, as well as questions with given response alternatives together with a
space for comments. Examples of the latter were questions concerning what part
of the project contents respondents found to be the most valuable, the most
challenging and the least successfully implemented. For these, the response alter-
natives were “professional training/counselling/ CMC-interventions/wholeness
of project/othet”, and there was space left for additional information/com-
ments.

Of importance is to see that the two described parts — the participants’ evalua-
tion and the development process exploration — were intertwined in the ques-
tionnaires design. Later, however, in the analysis, data belonging to the evaluation
part and data appropriate for the process exploration are clearly separated. Of
most concern for the overall aim and research inquiry of this thesis are the latter,
process related, data. However, after the process analysis is committed, the re-
sults can be discussed in relation (also) to the teachers’ evaluation.

Questionnaires

The surveys consisted of three printed questionnaires that were responded to by
pen at the time points 1, 2 and 3 respectively. The longitudinal questionnaires
were designed so that the informants could look back on their own answers in
questionnaire 1 when questionnaire 2 was answered and on their answers in both
questionnaire 1 and questionnaire 2 when questionnaire 3 was answered. In this
way the participants were able to reflect on, and confirm or re-evaluate, their own
views over time. The contents (the kind of process perceptions searched for) of
the teacher survey and the school leader surveys are similar, and therefore they
are outlined jointly in the text below.

The main purpose for applying response alternatives in the teacher survey was
the intention to be able to conceive teachers’ perceptions also at group level,
alongside the individual responding teacher level. At group level, response alter-
natives were judged to give advantages while weighting whether or not different
teachers’ responses to the same questions are equal, or differ, as compared to
weighting different free text responses. It is important to note, however, that all
response alternative questions also allowed space for additional comments/in-
formation.

In questionnaire 1, teachers and school leaders were asked to answer open-ended
questions about what aroused their interest in the project, about school develop-
ment needs, and motivations to participate, about possible concerns, expecta-
tions and wishes and about anchoring, planning, practical preparation and the
start-up phase of the project. Participants were further asked to specify three



project goals that they saw as the most important to achieve in advance. The
teachers were allowed to choose their prior goals from a list of 15 pre-formulated
goal alternatives,¥ of which one was “own option”. The school leaders stated
their three prior goals in free text.

In questionnaire 2, the participants were first asked to decide to what extent
their three most important project goals set have been achieved after one year.
This question was given to teachers with response alternatives “not at all/to lit-
tle/to some/to large/to very large extent”, with space for further comments. The
school leaders were addressed in less specific formulation (“To what extent were
these goals met after a year?”) and replied in free wording. Next, informants were
to indicate again what three goals continued to be the most important to achieve
in the upcoming year. Teachers were, moreover, allowed to comment on the
project’s main elements (professional training/group counselling/collaborative
teacher-student interventions/wholeness of project) and state which was the
most rewarding, the biggest challenge and which has worked less well, and again
there was free space for additional comments. School leaders were asked about
the current position of (reactions/support) the school development activities in
the school as a whole. Open questions about experiences from the first year of
the project process, and a quest for proposals for change/improvement of pro-
ject activities before the second year, completed the second survey.

In questionnaire 3, the highest valued actual results achieved through the pro-
ject were first ranked by the participants. Teachers marked their highest valued
results from a list with the same 15 response alternatives previously used in goal
setting, while school leaders formulated their results in free text. Further the pro-
ject’s most rewarding element, the greatest challenge and what has worked less
well were again in demand. Next, a series of questions about perceived project
impact at different levels at school — in the teacher team, of students directly
involved in the CMC-interventions, of all students belonging to the team, and at
school in general — followed. The teachers answered these questions on response
alternatives, and in the space for additional comments/information, while school
leaders again answered in free text. In open ended questions, the participants
were asked to describe what they perceived as the most important thing that was
achieved through the project, how and if any new working methods possibly
developed in the teacher team, how the collaboration within the teams has de-
veloped (or not) and their beliefs about preconditions for the school develop-
ment process to continue also after the project ended. The school leaders were
asked about current conditions in their schools for the project experiences to
lead to a lasting school development and about the potential and barriers that
have emerged during the two project years for a sustained local school develop-
ment. A question about other experiences and views completed the surveys.

37 See Table 5, in section 5.4, for the 15 goals/results response alternatives.
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4.3.3 Student survey for TSR and SSE

The student survey of TSR and SSE was developed as a combined tool for quan-
titatively investigating students’ perceptions of teacher-student relationship qual-
ity (TSR) and students’ self-efficacy (SSE) within different domains of own
schooling. In contrary to the teacher and school leader surveys, the student sur-
vey questionnaire was identical at all three time points. Otherwise put, the stu-
dents responded to the same survey on three different occasions. The student
survey was created in the shape of a web-survey, which was to be responded to
online with school computers and assisted by the researcher or any informed
school personal.

The theoretical foundation, the development and the contents of the student
survey, as well as its feasibility, functionality and validation, are outlined in the
Study 2. Hence, refer to Study 2 for further information (see section 5.2).

4.3.4. School counsellors’ written reports

The counsellors submitted process reports® after one year and after two years.
The reports were prepared on the basis of a template with emphasis placed on:
(i) structural data on the implementation of the group counselling (continuity,
frequency, presence); and, mainly, (ii) longitudinal process information of the
counsellors’ perceptions of the school development process and the teachers’
collaborative learning and actions. The asked for process information was for
example how the group talked about students, how CMC interventions were cat-
ried out, and whether openness or reservation was developed in the group before
new approaches and tryout of new working methods. The counsellors’ percep-
tion of group dynamics and group climate,®® and of their own feelings and per-
ceptions as a counsellor in this specific group at different times were also asked
for; likewise, the counsellors’ ethical considerations and reflections over the
three-fold position® that they have actually entered.

4.4 Discussion of methods used

In the analyses, the longitudinal mixed design and the data obtained from five
different sources provided several options for triangulation and comparison of

BAppendix F.

31n order to frame these aspects of group relationships within a common discourse framework
for the counsellors, the researcher provided the counsellors with a paper summarizing a few well-
known theoties/models for understanding and describing wotk group development.

“OThe three different positions that the project counsellors simultaneously entered were: (i) the
group counsellor of the teachers; (ii) the contracted consultant, in relationship to the school leaders;
and (iii) the enabler of the research project, in relationship to the researcher.



data, something that strengthen the results and the made interpretations and ar-
guments. Information obtained from the same individual teachers, school leaders
and students at three occasions during two school years, enabled comparisons
both within and between groups, and both cross-sectional and over time. It is
possible to follow how the statements, narratives and appreciations change (or
not change) of individuals and groups. Moreover, the design of the teacher- and
school leader questionnaires that allowed the informants to look back on their
own answers in former questionnaires, while responding to the current question-
naire, strengthen the validity of change interpretations, since the recorded change
is preceded by the informant’s own reflection of their earlier standpoints and
judgements. The ‘here-and-now’ was consciously set in relationship to the ‘there-
and-then’, while respondents formulated their responses in the second and third
questionnaires. This was expected to extend and nurture the process/change-
perspectives of informants in the data obtained.

One weakness in the design connected to the longitudinal questionnaires con-
cerns written statements and narratives. As such, they provided limited infor-
mation from those participants who wrote just a little and an unbalance in the
obtained data since some informants wrote significantly more. On the other
hand, all informants contributed to an equal extent by responding to the response
alternative questions. An alternative method for the qualitative inquiry would
have been open or semi-structured interviews (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2009), which
inevitably should have given expanded information from each informant. How-
ever, due to the total amount of respondents (approx. 50) and the longitudinal
design (three time points) such a procedure would have been extensive and the
amount of data too demanding to handle within the frames of this thesis.

Another deficit, one may argue, is that no qualitative data from students is col-
lected. This is true, in that it would have been of great value to get a deeper
understanding of the relational processes from the perspectives of the students
who were actively involved in the teacher-student interventions. However, the
active choice not to do so was foremost based on the need for limitation. In
addition, and as mentioned above, the students’ assessments of relational quali-
ties here-and-now when responding to the survey are understood as their inter-
pretation of their current emotional states in relationship to their teachers’ and
in relationship to their self-beliefs. Thus, although quantitatively assessed, the
outcome is claimed to reflect students’ qualitative experience.

The main focus of the statistical analyses in this thesis is the investigation of
association, or correlations, between students’ perceptions of TSR and SSE. Coz-
relation analysis explores the association between target variables, subscales and
overarching constructs, and the strengths of these associations, but it cannot es-
tablish causal directions of the association (Borg & Westerlund, 2012).# In this

41 If not undertaken as a randomized and fully controlled experiment. This, however, is hardly
possible to provide within natural social complexities (Borg & Westerlund, 2012), like a school
environment.
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work, for example, inter-correlations of students’ responses to items concerning
perceived teacher support and students’ response to items concerning confidence
for self-regulation of learning, per see, say nothing about causation. It cannot be
known if teacher support led to better self-regulation or whether students who
experience a certain level of self-regulation of learning perceive a certain level of
teacher support. The relationship is bi-directional. To be able to say anything
about direction of association one must tely on theoretical and logical argument
and on knowledge about the actual context in which the students have re-
sponded. Say, we ‘know’ — based on theory and previous research findings — that
many students rely on vast teacher support in order to build good strategies and
habits for learning, then we can assume that an increase of positively perceived
teacher support leads to raised student self-confidence for self-regulation of
learning. Given the focus of the current school development initiative — to de-
velop teachers’ relational competence in interaction with students — the assump-
tion of direction is clear, but it is hardly evidenced. For example, it may as well
be true that a student’s self-beliefs change over two years due to other unknown
or uncontrolled reasons and that such change may impact on a student’s percep-
tions of the teacher-student relationship. Hence, it is difficult to draw a conclu-
sion from correlation studies. However, validity of arguments about direction of
associations can be strengthened. When several studies are carried out — with
many informants, from various groups, in different environments — and show
similar or different patterns of associations, these associations can be set in rela-
tionship to theory, actual context and change in context over time. Not least,
when a predicted change in inter-relationship patterns of different variables can
be confirmed, the argument is reinforced.

Finally, one issue of careful consideration in the planning of the school devel-
opment initiative and for the validity of the research is the researcher’s active
participation as group counsellor in one school, which is expanded on next.

4.4.1 Researchers position.

For most part the researcher took an observational position in relationship to the
relational school development processes in the schools, and in the overall re-

search inquiry. This fully applies for all project activities committed in schools 1,
3,4 and 5, and for all data collections from teachets, school leaders and counsel-
lors.#?

On the other hand, at School 2 the researcher had an active role in the imple-
mentation process, due to being the group counsellor of the teacher team. Here
the researcher’s position was participative (Kemmis, 2008) by means of his guid-
ance of the teachers’ learning and improvement process in the counselling group.

42 Except the fact that the researcher administered the survey questionnaires with all schools
through correspondence and held the ending talks with all school leaders.



Outside the counselling room, however, in the daily teacher-student transactions
or in any teacher-student interventions, the researcher was never present.

The decision by the researcher to take part as a group counsellor in one school
was consciously made in advance. The benefits were assessed to outweigh the
disadvantages. During the two years of new forms of teacher collaboration and
trying out new ways to interact together with students, the participating teachers
were expected to face complex relational situations and to be part of processes
that could not easily be perceived from outside. By following the relational pro-
cesses that take place in one school and in one teacher team from inside, and by
coming close to the teacher-student interventions, the researcher could gain a
much deeper insight into communicative processes. This applies for the teachers’
interplay in the counselling sessions, and not least for micro-level observations
of teacher-student interactions available through the video-recall procedure.
From inside, the researcher could make direct observations. Moreover, to be in
continuous close contact with teachers and school leaders in one school during
the full span of the project was supposed to extend the researcher’s understand-
ing of various preconditions that may impact on the implementation of a rela-
tional school development process in local schools. The closeness to the process
was judged to benefit the researcher’s ability to better interpret data and process
reports also from the other schools.

The researcher taking active part in the process of study is inevitably problem-
atic when it comes to trustworthiness of interpretation and credibility of assess-
ment of outcomes. Even more so in a research project that the researcher himself
initiated. Regarding interpretation, the deeper insight and understanding of the
process in one of the schools, referred to above as beneficial, may bias the re-
searcher’s interpretation of records from informants in different ways. For ex-
ample, with own background knowledge of the process, written and spoken
statements from teachers and school leaders may be weighted differently as com-
pared to statements from teachers and school leaders in the other schools. Fur-
ther, the established ‘supervisor-supervised’ relationships between the researcher
and the teachers, and the established ‘project manager-school leader who initi-
ated the change process in the school’ relationship between the researcher and
the school leaders, may influence how informants express themselves while re-
sponding to the questionnaires. Aspects that somewhat ease these problems can
however be emphasized. First, the researcher’s consciousness about his different
positions in different schools made him extra careful and clear in informing all
participants in School 2 to be forward and open in their responding, regardless
of positive or negative experiences in relationship to the project as a whole or to
the part of the counsellor/counselling process. Second, the multiple sets of lon-
gitudinal data give opportunity to afterwards compare School 2 teachers’ own
judgements over time and to compare their judgements to their school leaders’
judgements and to the researcher’s and counsellors’ records taken during the
whole two and a half year long process. By doing so, the risk for miss-interpre-
tation of specific narratives and judgements decreases.
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Finally, and important, these uncertainties to a less extent threat the validity of
this thesis because its overall aims are #o7 to give evidence for the benefits of one
specific school development model, or for that matter, a certain way of counsel-
ling. Instead, the overall interest is to explore #he various processes that actually occurred
and the eventual impact on students by these processes. For example, one main
task is to investigate how differences in participant-perceived quality of the
teacher teams’ collective learning processes ate reflected in the change trajecto-
ries of their students’ perceptions of TSR and SSE. Hence, different precondi-
tions for the teachers’ processes, and different perceived project outcomes in
different schools, were calculated rather than something one would like to avoid.

4.4.2 Methods of analysis

The purpose of the Study 1 is to contribute to deeper understanding of prereq-
uisites for local school development based on collective learning and collabora-
tion in teacher teams. In order to do so, the lived experiences of all participants
in the five school development processes were studied. When investigating sub-
jective experience, a qualitative approach is a suggested choice of inquiry (Biesta,
2010b; Yin, 2014), and thematic analyses a suitable method for analyzing data
(Braun & Clarke, 20006; Fereday & Muir-Cochrane, 20006). For detailed infor-
mation of the thematic analysis, see Study 1.

In the part Studies 2 and 3, several statistical methods are used in order to (i)
validate the student survey instrument, (i) investigate the inter-correlations be-
tween TSR and SSE, and (iif) monitor the students’ change trajectories for TSR
and SSE, and compare them between schools. The statistical analyses consists of
descriptive analysis, correlation analysis and factor analysis in Study 2, and of
multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA), independent sample t-test for
computed scale differences (delta, A), effect size calculation (Cohens d), reliabil-
ity test (Cronbachs «), and case analysis of paired ordinal data, in the Study 3.
The significance level for all analyses was set to « = 0.05. Analyses have been run
by SPSS, version 25, and supplementary with SAS, version 9.4. For all details of
the statistical analyses, see Studies 2 and 3.

4.5 Ethical considerations

Implementing a relational interaction-based process in schools involving hun-
dreds of students and adults raises a number of ethical issues. Some concern
participation as such, where injustice or disagreement may have been experienced
in several ways. Firstly, since only one team was involved in each school, the
efforts were only directed to some students. For other students, no simultaneous
effort was made, although the purpose of the project, and the school leaders’
ambition, was that teachers’ new experiences and knowledge would benefit all



students in the schools. Secondly, not all teachers in the teams were able to pat-
ticipate fully, and some teachers who wanted to join had to give up anyway due
to organizational reasons. In one school, another participatory aspect was the low
perceived proportion of students and guardians who responded to the consent
letter, despite repeated communication from teachers and the principal. Discus-
sions arose among the school staff where it emerged that lack of trust between
the homes and the school had been deeply rooted for many years. It also emerged
that some teachers were perceived to take too little responsibility in communi-
cating with the caregivers. The fact that an externally initiated process in this way
reveals relational challenges that exist in a school has ethical implications. First,
it implies that there are challenges and actions to perform for the school staff,
who need to improve school-home collaboration as well as collaboration among
themselves. Second, the researcher and counsellors must consider how much
they can, or should, ‘push’ for more students to be recruited, and, if it is possible
to help the school staff in communicating with the caregivers without interfering
too much. At one school, project participation early uncovered relational chal-
lenges at several levels. School leaders and teachers saw different goals for the
school’s participation in the project, and within the team teachers experienced
different degrees of interest and commitment. If disagreement on goals and eve-
ryday work is elicited by the project, the counsellor and the project manager need
to take responsibility by engaging in discussion in the most neutral and construc-
tive ways possible.

The project’s relational content provides both an opportunity for improvement
— developing collaboration and strengthening social bonds — and is also a poten-
tial source of new relational challenges. Since the project is only running for a
limited time, there is a risk that interpersonal processes are started but not fin-
ished. If strong feelings or underlying conflicts or conflicting interests come to
the surface in the counselling process, or in teacher-student interplay, it needs to
be taken care of professionally after the project is ended. This is a shared respon-
sibility among counsellors, school leaders and teachers to continuously consider
during the process. As for school leaders, they have a special responsibility to
monitor the prevailing school culture and relational climate (Hargreaves, 2007)
and to ensure that change processes are not initiated which the staff are not pre-
pared for or have practical conditions to handle. In retrospect, it can be said that
the school leaders in one school failed this responsibility (School 3, see Study 1).
Responsibility also rests with the researcher (and other external actors) to con-
tinuously communicate and support sustainability in relational school develop-
ment processes.

As teachers develop their listening to students, and penetrate deeper into stu-
dents’ perspectives, they will share students’ thoughts, feelings and experiences.
This requires respectful handling of personal information. It also demands teach-
ers’ ability to handle their own feelings towards students, and to act professionally
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and seck support from others when called upon. The same applies to the teacher
group in counselling. As teachers listen more to each other, and closely share
relational practice, the collegial conversation will deepen and become more per-
sonal. To develop interest and respect for the thoughts, feelings and experiences
of others is thus both the content of the project, and one of its ethical demands.

From an overarching point of view the presented school development and re-
search project meet the ethical demands from Child right and Child sociology
perspectives: it is planned and performed with a continuous intention to make
students’ voices heard and given importance (Quennerstedt, Harcourt &
Sargeant, 2014). The core of the teacher’s relational development efforts were
collaborative mutual teacher-student conversations, and students’ perceptions of
relational qualities in education were important data for the research.



5. Results

In this chapter, the three part studies are summarized in sections 5.1, 5.2 and 5.3.
In section 5.4, the participating teachers’ project evaluations are summed up, with
the intention to enhance the overall picture of teachers’ various experiences in
their relational school development efforts.

5.1 Summary of Study 1

“Trust as a prerequisite for school development. A study of school devel-
opment through collective learning in teacher teams.” Jederlund, (2019). Pub-
lished in: Pedagogisk Forskning i Sverige. 24 (3-4), p. 7-34. DOI1:10.15626/pfs24.0304.01

Introduction

This article contributes to in-depth understanding of local conditions for rela-
tional school development processes by means of collective learning in teacher
teams. The starting point for the study was the vast variation in teachers’ appre-
ciation for the outcomes of the collaborative learning processes, which were pet-
formed within the presented relational school development initiative (Chapter 4).
Although the teacher teams in all five schools entered and participated in the
initiative on comparable terms and with equal resources, the teachers assessed
the project outcome in a great number of ways (see the full article, and the teach-
ers’ evaluation, in section 5.4) in the various teams.
The main purpose of the article is to explore #ust, at different levels in schools,
as a prerequisite for collective learning based on collaboration, visibility in prac-
tice, collective reflection and joint action for improvement. Teachers’ experiences
within relational school development processes are studied based on school de-
velopment research and organizational theory. Two research questions were
asked:

(i) What characterizes teachers’ experiences of trust in the school development

process in the different teacher teams?

(ii) What significance did the experiences of trust have for the collective learn-

ing, and thus for the school development process?
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The studied school development processes included training, and a continuing
group counselling process, in connection to collaborative teacher-student inter-
ventions. Teacher-student talks were to be videotaped in order to make teacher-
student interplay and teacher practices visible to collective reflection. A longitu-
dinal case study of the five school development processes was conducted based
on qualitative data collected before, during and after the project. The main data
source used was a three-part teacher survey, which was complemented by infor-
mation from school leaders and project counsellors. In thematic analyses, three
aspects of trust were identified as crucial for the teachers’ experiences: process trust,
collegial trust and collective trust.

Results

Process trust, operates at the system level. As defined in the article, it encompasses
the teachers’ overall confidence in the development process over time; its objec-
tives, content and organizing, and the teachers’ trust in their leaderships’ ambi-
tions and attitudes and trust within the counselling process.

Most teachers, in all five schools, expressed confidence in advance in the project
contents and a certain engagement for its relational ambitions. Learning needs
were expressed both for example as a desire to “be able to understand and re-
spond to students with special behaviour” and that, “We want to be even better
at reaching our students”. When it came to the role of the school leaders, on the
other hand, the experiences differed between schools. In one school, the teachers
aligned with the principal, who asserted she had been “very driven” with her
7, “community among staff” and developed
teacher collaboration , while, in another school, school leaders and teachers ex-
pressed contrasting aims for project participation. The different perceptions
about objectives aroused doubts. Negotiations arose between the principal and
individual teachers regarding special “conditions” and “compensation” for pat-
ticipation. Further, the ways and the extent to which school leaders took part,
shared experiences and provided feedback to the teachers during the process
varied and was something that impacted on process trust. In one school in which
the teacher team quit the project in advance, the principal said, “If I had had the
opportunity for a closer leadership towards the counselling, it might have been
able to continue”. Finally, trust in counselling, and confidence in the external
counsellor, were reported as being strong in the teams that completed the full
two-year project, whereas in two teams that quit after one year, perceptions of
trust within the counselling process fluctuated.

Collegial trust refers to teachers’ experiences of personal security and professional
confidence in their relationships with their teacher team colleagues.

At the start, most of the teachers expressed the desire to develop a new student
approach and working methods, but at the same time individual teachers dis-
closed uncertainty. Doubts about own ability meant insecurity in front of col-
leagues. Teachers described concern for “not daring to take the step fully” or for

vision of a school with “safe students



“making mistakes”. Lack of collegial trust was openly expressed in a couple of
teams. One teacher said that, “I don’t dare to be completely honest about my
own classroom experiences”, and others expressed strong reluctance to partici-
pate in the film. Being visible to colleagues in direct teacher-student interplay,
through video, emerged as especially trust demanding. However, when pursued,
the video-recall procedure was commented on as being “inconvenient for the
individual, but educational!” Further, perceptions occurred that some colleagues
“needed the project more than others”, and that some of these teachers, who
should participate, did not participate. Uncertainty and doubt could however be
offset by increased collegial trust over time. “Community, and support” in the
counselling process made individual teachers feel more secure and more in-
volved. Collegial support was important for teachers daring to try, and for in-
creased participation. Likewise, so was mutual professional confidence. One
teacher wrote that, “I see how tremendously important it is to gain trust, manage
it and collaborate around the problems”.

For Collective trust, trust is attributed to teachers’ psychological safety in the team,
and teachers’ sense of collective efficacy, in terms of the team’s ability to mediate
mutual support, collaborate and improve practice collectively. Experiences of the
teacher team as mutually secure and supportive and as possessing a will for joint
improvement were missing in one school. Here, the counsellor described a great
range in the teachers’ postures to the project, from resistance to strong commit-
ment. The image of a disagreeable team was painted by teachers who expressed
that colleagues’ attitudes, or “self-insight”, were the biggest challenge. They
stated that there was a lack of the “will to develop” and that some colleagues did
not participate “with genuine interest”. The counsellor perceived the team as
“uncertain and dependent on management”. A further aspect impacting on the
sense of collective trust in the teacher teams was the extent to which colleagues
took part. Participation in the counselling process was obstructed for individual
teachers, for various reasons. Regardless of the reason, the absence/non-attend-
ance was equally considered to impair the development process and weaken col-
lective trust. Finally, in one of the teams that quit the project in advance, the
organizing of counselling into two groups was considered to have “split” the
team and deteriorated collective trust, as well as trust in the overall process.

Conclusion

General confidence in the school development process (process trust), and high-
enough psychological safety and collective confidence within the group (collec-
tive trust) showed to be prerequisites for endurance of the teacher teams’ collec-
tive learning processes. Collegial trust — trustworthy interpersonal relationships
and mutual professional confidence among the teachers in the group — showed
to be a specific prerequisite for teachers’ visibility in practice, and hence for a
deepening in the collective learning process. Collegial trust and collective trust
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are concepts present in the organizational literature, while process trust is a con-
cept suggested in this study. Collegial trust and collective trust appear, as in the
literature, to be directly mutually affecting each other, and, underpin process
trust. At the same time, process trust seemed to be able to be organized through
a visionary organizational leadership, external counselling and perseverance in
process — structures that in turn enabled collegial trust and collective trust to
develop, through new collective experiences. Finally, limitations and implications
are discussed. One difficulty is the fact that schools, despite external similarities
and equal entry values in a project, also differ in ways that may affect outcomes.
For example, School 2, in which the teachers experienced the most mature col-
lective learning process and valued the project outcomes highest, was the smallest
school. An interesting implication for further research would be to study how
teachers’ various experiences of trust in collective learning processes affect their
students’ self-beliefs and learning.

5.2 Summary of Study 2

“Teacher-Student Relationships and Students’ Self-efficacy Beliefs. Ra-
tionale, Validation and Further Potential of Two Instruments.” Jederlund, U
& von Rosen, T. (2021). Pre-print.

Introduction

In this method study, a tool is developed that enables the investigation of indi-
vidual students’ perceptions of teacher-student relationship quality (TSR) as well
as students’ self-efficacy beliefs (SSE). Parallel measures of individual students’
perceptions of TSR and SSE provides a relational alternative to test results and
grade points in the assessment of quality of learning environments and in moni-
toring relational school development efforts.

Trustful TSRs built on mutual interaction between adults and youth at school are
recognized as a fundamental part of good education (Biesta, 2004; Hattie, 2009).
Biesta (2004) stresses that education takes place in the interactional space be-
tween learner and educator. Education is perceived as a sense-making process
that grows in mutual communication within a trustful educational relationship.
In Hattie's comprehensive meta-analysis of factors influencing students’ school
performance, relational aspects of teaching are key factors (Hattie, 2009). Within
trustful relationships, teachers contribute to students’ positive identity as learners
(Bandura, 1989; Hughes, 2011). Such an identity includes students’ global expec-
tations and high self-efficacy for self-regulation of learning and social participa-
tion in school. In turn, students’ expectations and self-beliefs are highly associ-
ated with learning outcomes (Bandura et al, 1996; Hattie, 2009). Yet, only a few
studies have investigated the relationship between TSR and SSE (Hughes, 2011).



This yields interest for future studies to expand knowledge on the associations
between student-perceived TSR quality and SSE. The intention in this study is to
combine two instruments in one tool in order to enable simultaneous measure-
ment of individual students’ perceptions of TSR and SSE. The aims of the article
are:
(i) to describe the development process of the Swedish “TSR-SSE Survey”
with its theoretical and empirical backgrounds, and
i) to validate the new instruments and to reconfirm their latent factor struc-
tures.
Additionally, the empirical analysis explores the interrelation between Swedish
students’ perceptions of TSR and SSE.

Instrument development process

Searches in international databases revealed that no instrument existed, up until
now, that can measure both TSR quality and SSE. However, the searches showed
that there were a number of instruments related to the respective domain. Fifteen
instruments wete further evaluated for theoretical relevance, area of use and
availability. From those, two American instruments were selected for the adap-
tation and development of a Swedish “TSR-SSE” survey.

The TSR part builds on Weiss (1974), who expands on attachment theory and
social integration models in his theory of social support provision in interpersonal
relationships. Weiss (1974) saw six basic social provisions that individuals seek
out for in interpersonal relationships: aztachment, reliable alliance, reassurance of worth,
companionship, guidance and nurturance. Furman and Buhrmester (1985), later created
the “Network of Relationships Inventory” (NRI) by adding two dynamic dimen-
sions of interpersonal relationships: relative power and conflict. Hughes (2011) in
turn, adopted the NRI for educational research in the “Teacher Relationship In-
ventory” (TRI) that investigates three dimensions of quality in the teacher-stu-
dent relationship: support, conflict and intimacy. The SSE part builds on Social Cog-
nitive Theory (Bandura, 1989) and various self-efficacy scales successively devel-
oped by several researchers based on the original items of Bandura’s (1990) “Mul-
tidimensional Scales of Perceived Self-Efficacy”. Three scales of direct relevance
in the present work were academic self-efficacy, self-efficacy for self-regulated learning and
self-efficacy for peer social interaction.

In total, 42 items were adopted in the Swedish tool, 20 in the SSE part and 22
in the TSR part. Together they comprised five subscales, intended to assess three
underlying dimensions of SSE and two dimensions of TSR: SSE1 (Student Self-
Efficacy for Self- Regulated Learning), SSE2 (Student Self-Efficacy for Social
Interaction), SSE3 (Student Self-Efficacy for Global School-success), TSR1
(Teacher — Student Relationship — Support) and TSR2 (Teacher — Student Rela-
tionship — Conlflict). For complete information on all items and subscales, refer
to Study 2.
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Methodology

Data were obtained from 382 students in fourth to eighth grade, attending five
public schools in a big city county (for details, refer to Study 2). Confirmatory
Factor Analysis (CFA) was used to test the hypothesized relationships between
the survey items. Since it revealed that our student data did not fit well into the
intended models representing five dimensions of SSE and TSR (3+2), model re-
construction with EFA (Exploratory Factor Analysis), item reduction and item
moves, and a series of more CFAs were committed in order to find the best
fitting models.

Resnlts
Through continuous factor analysis, finally two models representing seven di-

mensions (4+3) were extracted that better fit the student data, see Figure 5 below
(for all Goodness-of-fit indexes and statistical data, we refer to Study 2).
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Figure 5. Re-specified models with four SSE-scales and three TSR-scales (37 items in
total)
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To investigate internal consistency for each of the seven extracted subscales,
Cronbach's alpha was calculated. The results showed good to excellent o’s of
0.75-0.94. Finally, intra-correlations between all seven sub-factors were calcu-
lated, and substantial cross-associations between TSR-support and all SSE sub-
scales (r = 0.29-0.51) were found.

Conclusion

The adapted instruments establishing the Swedish TSR-SSE survey rely on solid
theoretical foundations. All underlying dimensions of the original instruments
were re-extracted as latent factors in the Swedish survey, despite the adaptions
into a different school context. However, the fit of the models is not fully acceptable
so far. Unsatisfactory modelling may be the results of too small n’s, unbalance in
subscale sizes and, possibly, confounding differences in students’ interpretation
of pairwise “look-alikes” among survey items. The two new factors, the SSE4



(self-assertiveness) and the TSR 3 (intimacy), emerged from two groups of items
that respectively were stronger inter-correlated to one another than to the other
items of intended subscales (SSE2 and TSR1). Both new dimensions are theoret-
ically conceivable and mirror dimensions that repeatedly appeared in previous
factor analyses on the original instruments (Hughes, 2011; Bandura, et. al. 2001).
The two factors have similarities. Both express something about individual stu-
dents’ confidence in being self-assertive or comfortable being open with things
that are more intimate in interpersonal relationships. A future deeper investiga-
tion of all constructs is needed. To end, the combined tool possesses seven reli-
able sub-scales that can be used to assess relational qualities of education. The
overall association between TSR and SSE and its meanings for students’ wellbe-
ing and learning is a challenging target for further research. To further refine the
TSR and SSE models, and to explore a plausible overarching construct
(TSR+SSE), more analysis based on bigger samples are needed, and all disclosed
problems within the presented models should be approached.

5.3 Summary of Study 3

“Changes in students’ school trust as a reflection of teachers’ collective
learning processes. Findings from a longitudinal study.” Jederlund, U & von
Rosen, T. (2021). Published in: Scandinavian Jonrnal of Educational Research. DOI:
10.1080/00313831.2021.1982764.

Introduction

This study starts where Study 1 ends; in the differing levels of teacher-perceived
trust in the relational school development processes. Following School 2 teach-
ers’ advantageous experiences of trust, and the superior process evaluation (Study
1, and section 5.4), here it is hypothesized that School 2 students’ change trajec-
tories for perceived TSR quality and SSE would deviate (i) from an expected
general decline over time (Study 3) and, above all, (ii) from the change trajectories
of students in the compared schools. The hypothesis springs from the basic as-
sumption of the thesis (Introduction, p. 13) and is supported by research showing
that teachers’ mature collective learning processes and collaborative action, when
working with students, together with external support (leadership support, coun-
selling), may increase dialogues in learning between teachers and students and
improve classroom interplay (Dogan & Adams, 2018, Owen, 2016; Tschannen-
Moran & Barr, 2004).

To explore trajectories of student-perceived TSR quality and self-efficacy —which
in the study together is discussed as students® ‘school trust’ — the Swedish TSR-
SSE survey (see Study 2) was used. Expanding the discussion of TSR and SSE in
relationship to one another reflects the assumption that the relational qualities in
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the school environment are significant impact factors on the students’ self-effi-
cacy judgements, of which interplay with teachers and peers are central parts
(Bandura, 1989; Wentzel, 2012). Trustful TSRs are decisive in sustaining good
hope and engaging in adaptive self-regulatory and social actions that support
learning, especially for students experiencing weak social support from outside
(Baker, Grant & Motlock, 2008; Martin & Rimm-Kauffman, 2015). A few studies
give direct evidence for the association between student-perceived TSR quality
and SSE. Hughes et al. (2012), for example, found that student-perceived
‘warmth’ and ‘support’ in TSRs predicted positive change in students’ academic
self-efficacy beliefs.

The main aim of the study is to investigate whether and how teacher-perceived
quality and attainment in collective learning processes are reflected in students’
perceptions of TSR and SSE. Two research questions were asked:
(i) How do students perceive TSR quality and SSE in general, and how do
these perceptions correlate and change over two school years?
(ii) How do changes over two school years in students’ perceptions of TSR
quality and SSE reflect their teachers’ perceived quality and attainment in col-
lective learning processes carried out during that same two-year period?

Results

Descriptives. In line with earlier research, students in all five schools scored high
in general on self-efficacy (SSE), with subscale means ranging from 3.57 to 4.57.
Likewise, as expected, students scored high on teacher-student relationship ‘sup-
port’ (TSR1) and ‘conflict’ (TSR2) (m=3,21- 4,58) but remarkably weaker on ‘in-
timacy’ (TSR3) (m=1,92-2,52). In gender comparison, of interest was that girls
scored lower than boys on all SSE-subscales, which contradicts the international
findings. On the other hand, comparison between middle- and secondary-school
students confirmed earlier results showing younger students perceive higher
quality in TSRs and possess stronger self-beliefs in schooling, than do older stu-
dents. In the correlation matrices between all subscales, sustainable associations
were found between student-perceived TSR-support and self-efficacy for self-
regulative learning and for global school success (r = 0.43-0.51).

As regards change trajectories, in line with the expectations, students’ overall
appreciation of TSR and SSE decline over time. The general trend was that ‘it
gets worse’ (Figure 2, Study 3).

Hypothesis testing. First, we tested the hypothesis that School 2 students’ change
trajectories for TSR and SSE would deviate from the general decline. This com-
parison included the full sample, and all schools. The main finding was a crosso-
ver of trajectories for School 2 students in relationship to students’ trajectories
in the other schools. From being lowest at the start, School 2’s trajectories came
out highest at time point 2 and remained on top after two years. As exemplified
with the trajectories of TSR (Figure 3, Study 3), the difference between the



change magnitude at School 2 as compared to the averaged change for all stu-
dents is statistically significant (p-value < 0.0001) and represents a large effect
size (4= 0.99).

Second, we tested the hypothesis that School 2 students’ change trajectories
would deviate from students’ trajectories in other schools. This comparison was
framed to students in the ‘PPTS group’ (process-participating teachers’ students)
in the three schools that completed the full process. When comparing change
between PPTS students in School 2, and School 1 and School 4 respectively, the
results are convincing. Change in mean estimates from time point 1 to time point
3 show a positive direction for all nine measures at School 2, while change in
mean estimates both at School 1 and School 4 are negative for eight out of nine
scales. The supetiority of School 2 trajectories as compared to School 4 manifest
in large effect sizes for TSR in total, TSR1 and TSR3 (4= 0.81-1.09), and medium
effect sizes for SSE in total and SSE1 (4 = 0.57-0.62). The superiority of School
2 trajectories as compared to School 1 yield large effect sizes for SSE in total,
TSR2, SSE1 and SSE3 (4 = 0.82-1.14), and a medium effect size for TSR in total
(d=0.77). For graph samples and all comparisons and effect sizes refer to Study
3.

Case analyses. In order to deeper examine the nature of change we performed a case
analysis on all 33 individual School 2 students’ responses to all variables in all
measures, using rank order analysis on paired student data (Svensson, 2012). The
largest individual changes over time appeared within the TSR-support domain.
Here, ‘most’ (see Study 3 for categories) students perceive an increase of general
quality of TSRs, appreciating higher teacher support in learning, and feel more
secure and cared for. Concerning TSR-conflict, only ‘some’ students notably
changed their perceptions, but for those who did, the change is of particular im-
portance since they actually experience a vast decrease in conflicts with their
teachers. The same may be conceived of for the improvement of ‘some’/“several’
students’ petceptions of TSR-intimacy, and self-efficacy for social interaction and
self-assertiveness. These changes appear mostly after two years, suggesting that
developing deeper interpersonal trust and relational confidence takes time. In the
self-efficacy for self-regulative learning domain, significant improvement appears
for ‘most’ students, but of a somewhat less magnitude than for TSR-support.

Discussion

The main contribution of this article is the parallelism and consistency shown
between teacher-perceived trust and appreciated outcomes in teacher team based
relational school improvement efforts, and trends in students’ perceptions of
TSR quality and SSE. Further, the results extend eatlier findings (Hughes, 2011;
Li et al,, 2012) of the association between student-perceived TSR quality and
SSE. Associations appear both cross-sectional and over time. Substantial associ-
ations were found between TSR-quality, and self-efficacy for self-regulative
learning and facets of self-efficacy in social interplay, as for example the ability
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to concentrate, organize school work, ask a friend for help and stopping mal-
treatment. Thus, results support further use of students’ perceptions of TSR and
SSE as relational quality indicators of education and school development pro-
cesses. The substantial associations found between TSR and SSE invite to deeper
theoretical and empirical research on the relationship, and to exploration of the
possibility to develop a combined model of TSR and SSE (‘School trust’).

5.4 The teachers’ evaluation

In this section, the results of interest are compiled from the three-part teacher
survey, which only to some extent can be read in studies 1 and 3. The data pre-
sented is as follows: (i) the teachers’ highest ranked goals as set in advance, and
highest ranked achieved results, as perceived afterwards; (ii) the teachers’ per-
ceived goal attainment and appreciated project impact at project end; and (iii) the
teachers’ judgements of which contents have been of the largest value, the biggest
challenge and the least well implemented project part in the teacher team.

Prior goals and achieved results
In survey 1, teachers were asked in advance to specify the three project goals that
they considered as the most important to achieve. Participants were allowed to
select their three prior desired goals to achieve from a list of 14 pre-formulated goals
plus one open ‘own option’. In survey 2, after a year and before the second pro-
ject year, teachers updated their goal ranking by confirming or changing the three
prior goals. At the project end, in survey 3, participants were asked to specify the
tive mwost important results of the project, in their opinion, with the same response
alternatives. In the left column of Table 5 below, all 15 goal/result response op-
tions are displayed. In further columns, teachers’ compiled rank orders for prior
project goals and experienced results, over all schools, are shown. In the right
column, calculated rank points for each of the 15 response options are summa-
rized. Rank points are the sums of all teachers’ top-five rankings, with 5 points
applied to the highest ranked option falling to 1 point for the fifth option.
When including all participating teachers, the response option (A) Your own
working methods/ attitudes as an educator have been developed was the highest ranked goal
in advance and after one year, and likewise it was the highest appreciated result
afterwards. Ranked second, similarly consistent, was option (G): The teacher teams’
way of responding to challenging students has evolved for the better. Thus, both goals and
results expressing objectives at an individual teacher level (A) and on the teacher
group level (G) were top ranked by many teachers, although the individually re-
lated option was superior. Further to be noted, option (C) The teacher team has
developed common working methods/ attitudes, was before the project, and before the
second year, clearly the third most desired goal, but in the result rank after two
years it dropped to a significantly lower position (8). The third and fourth most
appreciated results, receiving an almost equally high rank point, were instead two



variables of a more general nature: option (E) The teacher team has developed new
knowledge abont students in special needs, and the option (B) The teacher team has been
developed as a working group. These two results are also team related, but they do
not tell whether the teachers have developed common working methods/atti-
tudes or joint practices. For that matter, in relation to the result option (D) The
teacher team has developed new working methods/ attitudes, the single result option that
clearly expresses that teachers have experienced direct change in joint teacher
team practices, was ranked fifth, over all schools.

Table 5. Rank orders for all teachers' project goals before project and after 1 year, and for most important perceived results after 2 years.

rankorder  |rank order |rank order after year 2 rank point
before project |after year1  |(n=24) after year 2%
start (n=36)  |(n=35) (n=24)

. . . . counted on top-3 |counted on top- |counted on top- |counted on top-3|counted on top-3

Selectable response options for desired project goals, and perceived results ranked goals 3 ranked goals |5 ranked results [ranked results  [ranked results

A. Your own working method/attitudes as an educator has been developed 1 1 1 1 67

B. The teacher team has been developed as a working group 9 8 4 4 35

C. The teacher team has developed common working methods/attitudes 3 3 8 8 16

D. The teacher team has developed new working methods/attitudes 8 4 5 5 29

E. The teacher team has developed new knowledge about students in special needs 4 9 3 3 38

F. Student behaviour has changed for the better 5 4 1 9 1

G. The teacher team's way of responding to challenging students has evolved for the 2 2 2 2 58

better

H. The school's way of working with students in special needs in general has been ., I " " 5

developed

L There is a higher level of competence in the school around students in special needs 9 6 9 9 15

J. Your relationships with your students have improved 10 7 6 6 24

K. Paricipating students’ goal achievement has increased 5 13 13 - 2

L. The prevention work on challenging behaviour at the school has improved 4 5 7 7 23

M. Climate and well-being among the students belonging to the teacher team have 6 12 3 9 16

improved in general

N. Experienced stress level in your work has been lowered and your well-being at 10 10 1 4

school has increased i

0. Own option(s) 14 14 13 - 2

* The total rank point after year 2 is based on scoring values of 5/4/3/2/1 for the respective five highest ranked options in order.

Of interest, then, was to see if patterns of teachers’ desired project goals and

appreciated results were similar or varied between schools. The teachers’ top-
three ranking of prior goals in survey 1, and of important results in survey 3, in
each of the five schools are displayed in Table 6 below.
The goal option (A), the development of teachers’ individual working method and
attitude, was top-ranked by teachers in four out of five schools at the start, and
ranked second in one school (School 1). Second, after the individual learning
objective, teachers’ priorities concerned zeam related goals in Schools 2 and 5, while
in Schools 3 and 4, whole-schoo! related and student related goals appeared as well.
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Table 6. The teachers' highest ranked project goals at start, and highest appreciated project results at end.

School ‘Top-3 desired goals to attain, as ranked at project start. ‘Top-3 most imp results d, as d at project end.*

1. The teacher team's way of responding to challenging students 1. The teacher team has developed new knowledge about
has evolved for the better students in special needs

School 1 | 2. Your own working method/attitudes as an educator have been 2. Your own working method/attitudes as an educator have been
n=8/5  |developed developed

3. Participating students' goal achievement has increased 3. The teacher team has been developed as a working grou
pating g i3 g g

1. Your own working method/attitudes as an educator have been 1. The teacher team's way of responding to challenging students

developed has evolved for the better
School 2 | 2. The teacher team has developed common working 2. The teacher team has developed new working
n=8/9 methods/attitudes methods/attitudes

3. The teacher team's way of responding to challenging students 3. Your own working method/attitudes as an educator have been

has evolved for the better developed

1. Your own working method/attitudes as an educator have been . . . . .
1. Your relationships with your students have improved

developed
School 3**| 2. The teacher team has developed common working 2. Your own working method/attitudes as an educator have been
n=7/2 methods/attitudes developed
3. E,G,H, M (four different options reccived the same 3. The prevention work on challenging behaviour at the school
compiled rank point) has improved

1. Your own working method/attitudes as an educator have been 1. Your own working method/attitudes as an educator have been

developed developed

School4 | 2. Th eventi york hallenging behavi t the school
i 00_ e prevention work on chafienglng bERaviour at tae SCA0OT 5 The teacher team has been developed as a working group
n=7/5  |has improved
3. The teacher team has developed new knowledge about 3. The teacher team has developed common working
students in special needs methods/attitudes

1. Your own working method/attitudes as an educator have been 1.. Your own working method/attitudes as an educator have
developed been developed

School 5%*| 2. The teacher team's way of responding to challenging students 2. The teacher team's way of responding to challenging students
n=6/3  |has evolved for the better has evolved for the better

3. The teacher team has developed new working . L .
P % 3. Your relationship with your students have improved

methods/attitudes

* The top-3 rank order are based on the rank points of the top-5 rank displayed above in the Table 5.

** Note: at schools 3 and 5 respectively, 2 and 3 teachers responded to survey 3 at their own choice, despite their teacher teams have quitted the project in advance.

After the project, two out of three of the teacher teams that completed the full
process (School 1 and School 2) expressed team related results as the most im-
portant achievements, while in the third, School 4, individual learning (option A)
remained on top as the most valued result. Option (D), The teacher team bas devel-
oped new working methods/ attitudes, only appears in the top-three ranking in School
2. Finally, the five individual teachers from School 3 and School 5, in the teams
that dropped out, ranked own development together with improved relationships
with students (J) highest.

Perceptions of project impact and goal attainment

In survey 3, the teachers were asked for a series of assessments in order to eval-
uate the school development processes from a change perspective. That was, to what
degree had collective activities actually impacted on targeted relational processes
according to their perceptions? The assessments concerned teachers’ perceptions



of process impact at three different levels in the school (1) impact in the teacher team; (if)
impact for students who directly participated in the teacher-student interven-
tions; and (iii) impact on all students, and on school in general. Also asked for
was (iv) the teachers’ perceived project goal attainment in relationship to their top-
three set goals. In Table 7 on the next page, teacher-perceived project impact at
the three school levels, and goal attainment, are displayed according to school.
In the table, teachers” assessments are compiled as proportions and numbers of
teachers who have experienced a “big or a very big” project impact and goal
attainment for each of the (i) — (iv) categories. All individual questions’ wordings
are however displayed for information purposes.

A summarizing index of all assessments was calculated, using rank points 1 to 5,
for five response alternatives given. Indexes showed vast variation between
schools. At schools 1 and 4, the teacher-perceived project impact and goal attain-
ment was neither big nor small (mean=2.98/3.00), while at School 2 the pet-
ceived project impact and attainment was big (m=4.10), see Table 7. The teacher
teams in schools 3 and 5 quit the process in advance, and just a few teachers
responded to survey 3. Therefore, assessments and indexes for these schools
must be regarded as having very little significance. They are anyhow included, for
the purpose of providing full information.

Appreciation of different process parts and process ontcomes

In surveys 2 and 3, all teachers were to indicate which project content they found
to be the most valuable, the most challenging and the least well implemented in
their team. The selectable response alternatives given were: training/group coun-
selling/teacher-student interventions/wholeness of process/other (the last, a
free wording option). In survey 3, the teachers also reported in free wordings on
what they saw as the most important project outcomes. All teachers’ responses
are compiled in Table 8, at page 77.

Some observations are made. First, the implementation of the collaborative mu-
tual CMC-intervention (in the Table 8 denoted teacher-student interventions) was
regarded the largest challenge by teachers in all schools. It was further regarded to be
the less well implemented part of the process by two or more teachers in all
schools, except for one. Second, the group counselling was highly appreciated in the
schools that completed the full two-year process (schools 1, 2 and 4). In School 2, the
majority of the teachers chose the response alternative “wholeness of process”
as the most valuable part. Since the counselling was the most comprehensive
process part, the counselling is assumed to have been positively appreciated here
as well, together with other process parts. Third, in School 2, the teacher-student
interventions were regarded as a big challenge as in the other schools, but it was
not regarded as being less well implemented. Finally, reading the “most appreci-
ated process outcome” column of the Table 8 gives information on qualitative
differences between the teacher teams’ perceptions of change. Only in School 2
were new practices and extended teacher collaboration clearly expressed.
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Table 7. The teachers' evaluation. Assessed process impact in the teacher team, on students, in school in general, and assessed goal attainment.

School 1 School 2 School 3 School 4 School 5

Assessed process impact (after two years): (@=5)* (a=9)* (n=2)=+ (n=5)eek (n=3)rrees

proportion of responses big /very big among respsonse alternatives:
very small - small - neither big or small - big - very big

% (number of answers/possible answers)

in the teacher team, 5 variables:

How big impact do you think the project has had for your team in developing
the ways of working togehter with students who challenge?

How big impact do you think the project has had for your team when it
comes to the development of skills for working with students in special
needs? 56% 96% 0% 36% 20%
How big impact do you think the project has had for your team when it (14/25) (43/45) (0/10) 9/25) (3/15)

comes to your way of collaborating within the team?

How big impact do you think the project has had for your team when it
comes to your way of collaborating with other actors?

To what extent do you think that you will continue to work with CMC in
your team after the project has ended?

at the students involved, 3 variables:

How big impact has the project had for the students who have been involved
in CMC, in terms of their views on their opportunities to succeed in school,

do you think?
40% 96% 67% 40% 22%

(6/15) (26/27) (4/6) (6/15) @/9)

How big impact has the project had for students who have been involved in
CMC, in terms of their ability to create and maintain good relationships with
peers and staff at school, do you think?

How big impact has the project had for students who have been involved in

CMC, in terms of changing their challenging behaviour, do you think?

in the school in general, 4 variables:

How big impact has the project had on the general climate among students
and staff belonging to your team, do you think?

To what extent do you feel that the project's experiences have benefited all 20% 56% 0% 25% 8%
other (i.e. the not directly involved) students belonging to your team? (4/20) (20/36) 0/8) (5/20) (1/12)

To what extent do you feel that the project has benefited students
throughout the whole school?

To what extent have you perceived that colleagues in non-participating teams
at the school have shown interest in the project?

Goal attainment, 1 variable:
40% 100% 50% 20% 33%
To what extent have the expectations of your three highest ranked project @/5) 9/9) 1/2) /5 a/3

goals set in advance been met?

Total index of Impact and Goal Attainment (13 variables)
based on rank points 1-5 for response alternatives: 2,98 4,10 2,50 3,00 3,35
very small (=1) to very big (=5)

* At school 1, two teachers dropped out in year 2 because they have quit school or changed team, and one teacher chose not to answer survey 3.

** At school 2, a teacher was added to the team during year 2.

% At school 3, the team canceled the project after one year. Two teachers still chose to answer survey 3, after two years.

#% At school 4, two teachers canceled project participation in year 2 to be able to participate in other priority training, after agreement with school leaders.

#HERE At school 5, the team canceled the project after one year. Three teachers still chose to answer survey 3, after two years.



Table 8. The teachers' assessment of largest process value, biggest challenge and least well implemented project

part by the team, and most appreciated outcome.

Highlighted process features in the teacher teams, after ending project

Most valuable part of process

as marked by (n) = 2 teachers,

on the response alternative:

Biggest challenge in process

as marked by (n) = 2 teachers,

s: training - group counselling - t

wholeness of proecess - other:

Least well implemented part of
process

as marked by (n) = 2 teachers,

cacher-student intererventions -

Most appreciated process
outcome

as reported by (n) = 2
teachers of the teacher team
(compiled from free wording

responses)

School 1
(after two

years, n=5)

School 2
(after two
years, n=9)

School 3
(after one
year, n=0)

School 4
(after two
years, n=5)

School 5
(after one
year, n=7)

Group councelling (4)

Teacher-student interventions (2)
Wholeness of process (2)

Teacher-student interventions (2)

Dialogue in the teacher team (2)
Improved views and attitudes
towards challenging students (2)

Wholeness of process (5)
Group councelling (2)

Teacher-student interventions (7)

ime for planning and organizing (3)

"Nothing" (2)

Collective vision (7 )
New ways of talking with
students (5)
Extended collaboration (3)
Community and safety in the
team (3)

Wholeness of process (3)

Teacher-student interventions (3)
Engagement at colleagues (2)

Wholeness of process (2)

Teacher-student interventions (2)

Group councelling (5)

Teacher-student interventions (3)
Time (3)

Teacher-student interventions (4)

More common views on
students (3)
Time for reflection (2)
Dialogue around students (2)

Training (3)
Dialogue in the teacher team (2)

Group couselling (3)
Teacher-student interventions (2)
Time (2)

Group councelling (3)

Teacher-student interventions (2)
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6. Discussion

In this chapter, the thesis’ four research issues (RI 1-4) (see p. 14) are answered
based on the research background and theory and on the empirical data obtained
in the study on relational aspects in school development processes.

First, various aspects in local school contexts which condition teachers’ experi-
ences and actions in relational school development processes (RI 1) are dis-
cussed. Thereafter, the main result of Study 1 —the significance of teachers’ ex-
perience of trust as the foundation for collective learning— is expanded on, and a
model of “Teacher trust’ in relational school development is drafted (RI 2). Next,
the link between teachers’ relational development efforts and students’ percep-
tions of TSR and SSE (RI 3) is considered. Finally, the ‘Relational pedagogy’
perspective is employed to discuss the ‘what-has-actually-been-changed” aspect
of the teacher-student relationship (RI 4) more deeply by using empiric teacher
reports and student data.

0.1 Preconditions for relational school development

Within the frames of this thesis a two-year relational school development and
research project has been shaped, implemented and studied in five schools. In
overviewing all empirical data and the general process of implementation, an in-
terest in deeper elaboration emerges, and not least due to the disparities between
teacher teams and schools. Various aspects in school contexts seemed to condi-
tion the teachers’ collective learning processes. As a response to RI1, a main
tinding is the fangible confirmation of school development research that emphasizes how dif-
ferent preconditions in local schools impact on how school development processes proceed (Lars-
son & Lowstedt, 2014). Conditions for teachers’ relational school development
efforts were formed by processes at both the system and school level as well as
at the teacher group level. In the following, these aspects are discussed in terms
of preconditions for relational school development.

System level

Two aspects of significance at the system level were overall preconditions for schools’
and teachers’ commitment in relational school development processes (available free
room for relational processes) and existing pressure for relational school development that
became collectively accepted.



The first aspect regards frameworks for participation. Only five schools, out of
approximately 500 invited and 13 really interested, decided to participate in the
project. With regard to documented moral drives (Ballet & Kelchtermans, 2007)
and expressed needs of teachers for own development in the field (European
Commission & OECD, 2009; Lindqvist et al., 2011), and likewise, in regard to
the extensive pressure at the time on further training programmes in the univer-
sity targeting students who challenge, one may conceive that the response to the
project was unexpectedly weak. In communication with principal organizers and
school leaders, it turned out, however, that the sensed free room (Berg, 2011) for
relational development initiatives in many local schools was “non-existent”. A
series of new central policies and stricter national control (Rénnberg, 2014) that
had lately been implemented had intensified (Ballet & Kelchtermans, 2007)
teachers’ workload. In particular, according to school leaders, two centrally im-
posed national professionalization programmes* precluded any other local initi-
ative. The high workload and the national training programmes impacted on the
latitude and level of teacher participation also in the five schools that chose to
participate. For instance, these were reasons why only one teacher team in each
school signed up and why not all teachers belonging to the participating teacher
teams could fully take part. The limited participation was reported in all schools
to be a major hindrance for how the relational development processes developed
(see Study 1). Drawing on these results, school leaders must balance the prevail-
ing degree of central control and national ruling of school development by stand-
ing up for, and persistently adhering to, local development needs.

What then made five schools participate in the project? A main reason was the
relational process orientation. In common were teachers’ and school leaders’
stressed need for improvement within the field, which was based on individual
teachers’ and the schools’ failures with students (see Study 1). Local ‘systematic
quality works’ have identified teaching of challenging students as an area of pri-
ority. Besides this internal pressure, schools had strong incitements because of
external demands. Low achievement led principal organizers and school leaders
to see the project as an option for the schools to improve. Some schools have
received repeated and sharp criticism from caregivers and from the national
school inspectorate for their work with social relational aspects in school, and
for their work with individual adaptation of teaching and support for students in
special needs. In retrospect, the impact of external pressure for improvement
seems to have been a decisive precondition for vast effort to be invested in the
development processes. This, however, required that school leaders managed to
transform the criticism and deficits — and feelings of failure and low efficacy
among staff — into a shared vision for improvement and collective commitment
for the school’s development (Timpetley, 2011a). This becomes the relational
challenge of communication and trust building on the side of school leaders (see
further discussion below).

43“The Mathematic Boost’ and “The Reading Boost’
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School organization level
Several preconditions highlighted in the literature for local school development
(Berg & Scherp, 2003; Larsson & Lowstedt, 2010; Talbert, 2010) were intended
to be addressed in the design of the initiative and at the onset of the process. Due
to the schools” own choice to enter the process, as well as local anchoring periods
of a considerable and similar scope and equal information, prepatration and ex-
ternal guidance and learning resources, important structural preconditions were
comparable in schools. Additionally, investments of local resources like time
spent, number of teachers engaged and financing were of similar magnitudes in
all schools. Lastly, there were written agreements between school leaders and the
researcher/university, and between school leaders and the counsellors, regarding
two-year reciprocal commitments that aimed to create a strong framework for
the process. Based on all of this, it may seem as if the schools entered the initia-
tive based on conscious considerations of the local needs and circumstances and
with confidence regarding the opportunities to implement the outlined process
over two years. One could suggest that the school leaders and teachers had to-
gether identified and been ready to conquer a far-reaching free room for devel-
opment (Berg, 2011). From a researcher perspective, this may have been seen as
a developed actor preparedness (Berg, 2015), a joint organizational commitment
(Larsson & Lowstedt, 2014) or an established culture of teacher collaboration
and shared responsibility for all students (Talbert, 2010; Timperley et al., 2008).
However, while the highlighted preconditions seemed similar in advance, the
teachers’ experiences in the development processes, and the perceived project
outcomes, appeared largely divergent afterwards (see Study 1, and the teachers’
evaluation, section 5.4). The actnal free room for relational school development by means of
collective learning and joint action was influenced by the communication and interplay that
actually took place in the current context. In this thesis, any room for teachers’ collec-
tive development appears not only as a structural-physical space but above all as
a relational space in which interpersonal communication and trustful relation-
ships that enable collaborative action among school staff need to develop. This
communicative and relational aspect of school development is more deeply elab-
orated on in section 6.2 below.

Teacher group level

Following research on mature professional learning communities (Dogan & Ad-
ams, 2018; Owen, 2016; Talbert, 2010; Timpertley, 2011a), the initiative was built
on, and presupposed, that two relational preconditions were in place in schools.
First, the recognition among teachers of a shared responsibility for all students’
performance, and second the norm of collaboration in action to improve teach-
ing and develop work together with students. These relational preconditions of
local school development have been pointed out (Talbert, 2010), formalized in
political reforms and the curriculum (Lgr80-Lgr11), problematized, strived for



and developed in school development practices and research over several dec-
ades. Hargreaves and Fullan (in Fullan, 1997) spoke of collaboration as being the
previous challenge connected to changing teaching cultures in the 1990s. Also
drawing on more resent literature (e.g. Assarson, 2015; Briicknerova & Novotny,
2017; Edwards-Groves et al., 2016), and not least on the findings of this work
(Study 1/teachers’ evaluation), the development of and support for collaboration in order
to provide mutual visibility of teacher practices and establish collective action is a major issue in
relational school development processes. Berg’s eatly doubts before the collaboration
based reforms (1987, in Larsson & Lowstedt, 2014) that supporting principles
for collaboration were missing in schools and that teacher individualism was
deeply rooted and a general school condition still seem relevant in the 2010s. In
the studied processes, it is found that none of the five teacher teams possessed
in advance established routines for collaborative action together with students or
habits for collegial reflection (Study 1). The relational conditions for the kind of
openness asked for in the process, through visible sharing of own interplay with
students, appeared to be weak or missing. Likewise, the mutual sharing and deep-
ened collective reflection in an organized counselling conversation appeared to
be ‘news’ for most teachers. A prevailing teacher individualism was further re-
flected in the teachers’ a priori set learning expectations in which individual learn-
ing (“own working methods and attitudes”) was the highest ranked goal (Table
5, Section 5.4). This occurred despite the collective project design being clearly
outlined and discussed during the anchoring process, in the initial training and at
the onset of the group counselling processes. Remarkable is that the same objec-
tive —own learning— was the most common “highest appreciated goal” also after
two years among teachers in two of the teams that fulfilled the process (Schools
1 and 4). This observation is concordant with the lesser degree of collaborative
action and mutual visibility reported from these teams when compared to School
2. In that team, the individual priority of learning objectives in advance was re-
placed by collective development as being the most appreciated result afterwards,
and collaborative action and mutual visibility were the main features of the pro-
cess implementation. In the thematic analysis in Study 1, School 2’s teachers
stood out as having developed trust in each other as personal colleagues, as well
as trust within the teacher team and trust in a joint course for, and the organizing
of, their school’s development. In the next section the significance of teachers’
experiences of trust within relational school development processes (RI 2) is dis-
cussed in-depth.

0.2 Trust as a foundation for relational school development

First, the three aspects of teachers’ experiences of trust within relational school
development processes that were identified in the qualitative analysis of Study 1
are elaborated on. Thereafter, these aspects of trust are put in relation to each
other in a model for “Teacher trust’ in relational school development.
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Collegial trust

In ongoing interplay, relational parties continuously share intense moments, reg-
ulate affect, adopt interpersonal actions and balance mutual influence (Stern,
2005; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2000). Through affective interplay within
shared experience, social bonds, empathy and mutual understanding develop
over time. In trustful educational relationships, learning becomes a shared op-
portunity through true pedagogical meetings (Aspelin, 2017; Bingham & Si-
dorkin, 2004, von Wright, 2000). In Study 1, it was inferred that for trustful col-
legial relationships to develop, teachers needed to meet at an affective level of
communication and emerge as visible and responsible subjects in relational trans-
actions together with students and colleagues. However, without shared experi-
ences trust building seemed hard. Weak trust was reflected by a lack of confi-
dence in the benevolence, reliability and competence of colleagues, and in the
personal doubts of individual teachers about being honest and open in front of
others. In School 1 and School 4, weak trust hampered a deepened process, and
in School 3 mistrust between colleagues occurred as one main reason for the
dropout (Study 1).

A main contribution of Study 1 was the demonstration of #he importance of collegial
trust in school development work where teachers are expected to learn collectively, deprivatize
their own practice and collaborate in action. This was especially true when it came to
the visibility of teaching and the direct sharing of own interplay with students in
video recall processes. Individual teachers, to a various extent, were ready to risk
vulnerability by sharing relational practice at the micro-sociological level (Scheff,
in Aspelin, 2018). In fact, a majority of the teachers avoided that kind of risk
exposure during the two years, despite good foresight of the video-recall process
being part of the project and seemingly secure structures for the sharing to take
place in counselling. Withholding an autonomous position (Little, 1990; Berg,
2015), teachers avoided more personal transactions by simply omitting the video-
recall feedback from the learning process. From outside, this may be conceived
of as avoidance of shared responsibility and interdependency. Because it was pos-
sible to avoid getting close in relational transactions, basic fundaments of trust
building —risk taking within an interdependent relationship (T'schannen-Moran
& Hoy, 2000)— were never at play. Instead of collective reflection built on shared
experience of affective teacher-student interplay, teachers’ conversations re-
mained at a ‘narrative level’, a communication level where intersubjective aspects
of teachers’ relational interplay together with students —and the teachers’ rela-
tional competences (Aspelin, 2018)— were left aside. Accordingly, conversations
in counselling run the risk of simply repeating prevailing ways of working and
ways of talking about students (Havnes, 2009), having a focus on problem solv-
ing and rules and consequences, rather than on exploration of new forms for
teacher-student interplay and the development of teachers’ relational compe-
tences (see School 4, in Study 1). By omitting more personal aspects of commu-
nication from the process, the true relational qualities of teacher-student interplay



became hard to grasp. Hence, true pedagogical meetings between teachers are
not obvious, since intersubjective sharing of relational practices may threaten
one’s sense of personal security and professional self-esteem.

These results confirm the conclusions of others that the importance of mutual
visibility and the sharing of practice in professional development is well known,
but it still cannot be counted on (Larsson & Léwstedt, 2014; Talbert, 2010). In
the studied teams, a mature level of practice sharing and collective learning and
collaboration (Owen, 20106) fully developed only in School 2 and slightly began
to develop in School 1. The teacher team in School 4 remained at sharing narra-
tives. 17 is an issue that for decades a deeper level of teacher collaboration has been inbuilt and
taken for granted in school development reforms and initiatives, and it still seems arbitrary to
what extent it happens. Collegial trust and teachers’ relational competences seem to
have been taken for granted. The presumptions of teachers’ joint responsibility
for student and teacher collaboration in the development of instruction — in Swe-
den strongly asserted already in the SIA proposal* and formalized in the Lgr80
and all subsequent curricula — has not been followed by any systematic training
or support for teachers’ realization of new kinds of relational processes in schools
(Granstrom, 2003; Hargreaves et al., 2010; Normell, 2002; Talbert, 2010). This is
despite such processes standing in sharp contrast to the independently schooled
profession.

Collective trust

In Study 1, trust at the group level was primarily attributed to the quality of the
ongoing interplay among all teacher team members, and to teachers’ perceptions
of psychological safety. The communicative climate, or atmosphere, in a team
may, or may not, be appreciated as honest, benevolent and safe enough for in-
terpersonal risk taking to happen (Edmondson, 1999; Gislason & Léwenborg,
2003; Ohlson, 2013). All team members bring their individual feelings of trust in
relationships with each colleague into the group. Thus, a complex network of
collegial trust (or distrust) relationships converge in the team. A shared appreci-
ation of collective trust, then, becomes a complex task and cannot be taken for
granted. In Study 1, collective trust emerged as something that develops successively in rela-
tional processes over time. For example, in School 1, distrust between several col-
leagues was expressed beforehand, and consequently the collective learning pro-
cess was for long characterized by chariness. However, as prevailing relational
challenges in the team were coped with in counselling, individual teachers’ safety
grew. During the second year, a few teachers took precedence in the develop-
ment work by sharing video recordings of their own teacher-student interactions
(Study 1). According to Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2000), one can stress the
significance of ‘trusting prods’ in teams. They speak of “elicitative trust” (p. 575)
as one engages in trust acts, making oneself vulnerable in front of colleagues, in
order to induce others to do the same. In School 2’s team, elicitative trust was

4 The SIA inquiry: “The internal work of schools” (Skolans Inre Arbete), SOU 1974:53.
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cleatly expressed as the teachers, one by one and inch by inch, came to actively
participate in video-recall procedures. More insecure teachers were continually
convinced, by the relational processes played in counselling, that the team was
safe enough for risk taking.

In Study 1, collective trust is also attributed to teachers’ confidence in the pre-
vailing collective competence of the team and the sensed potential for joint de-
velopment. Teachers’ perceptions of common capacity —the team’s ability to me-
diate mutual support, learn collectively and improve practice together in order to
make all students attain the educational goals— is conceptualized in social cogni-
tive literature as collective teacher efficacy (Goddard et al., 2015; T'schannen-
Moran & Barr, 2004). Bandura (1997) claims collective efficacy beliefs impact on
individual teachers’ feelings, thoughts and actions in the team, as well as on gen-
eral motivation and on change effort. In regard to relational school development
processes, collective teacher efficacy becomes the summed confidence of the
teacher team, or faculty, to develop new ways of approaching all students in mu-
tual and collaborative ways of communication. According to Bandura (in God-
dard et al., 2015), efficacy beliefs stem from four sources of ‘beliefs-information™
eatlier mastery experience, expetiences of others’ (vicatious) mastery, support
and social persuasion (“You can do this!’) and, finally, the structural and emo-
tional states of the group. In the studied processes, all teacher teams’ previous
mastery perceptions were weak, and as described eatlier this was one main reason
for entering the project. Vicarious mastery, on the other hand, became an im-
portant process part as trusting prods shared own teacher-student interventions
to colleagues and made own progress a collective matter (“I could never have
done this without the collegial support 1 gained”). Trusting acts by individnals hence
reinforced collective efficacy. In regard to social persuasion, the role of school leaders,
and counsellors to some extent, was crucial. School leaders who clearly commu-
nicated the message, “I want you to do this, and I know you can!” to the team,
while also providing the necessary support, indeed strengthened teachers’ sense
of collective relational efficacy. Foremost, this applies to the process in School 2,
where collective trust and collective efficacy grew in reciprocity: a team sense of ‘we feel safe
together and collaborate’ developed hand in hand with the sense that ‘we can
make it together’. The emotional state of the group, or “the emotional tone” as
Tschannen-Moran and Barr (2004, p. 190) put it, corresponds to teachers’ affec-
tive experiences of the ongoing interplay as well as the sense of psychological
safety in the teacher team.

In this work, collective trust is regarded as an intra-group phenomenon. In the
research literature, collective trust also refers to between-group processes, like
the whole faculty’s trust in school leaders and students, and vice versa, and trust
between groups like one teacher team’s trust in the other teams (Van Maele et
al., 2014). Trust, or distrust, between different role actors in schools, is here seen
as something that is enacted in the local school culture by means of different



groups’ shared (or disparate) views on school visions, daily practices and devel-
opment needs (Larsson & Léwstedt, 2014). In the present discussion on rela-
tional aspects in school development, trust between different role actors is con-
sidered an integral part of overall process trust.

Process trust
In Study 1, the proposed term process trust builds on and add to concepts in the
literature like shared visions (Hargreaves et al, 2010), joint organizational con-
ceptions (Larsson & Lowstedt, 2014), collective sense making (Weick, 1995), in-
stitution-based trust McKnight, Cummings & Chervany, 1998) and sense of or-
ganizational trustworthiness (Hodson 2004). Taken together, process trust embraces
the teachers’ views on own and organizational goals, as related to their confidence in their col-
leagnes’ and school leaders’ ambitions, and the conrse and organizing of ongoing school develop-
ment. In the five studied processes, whether and how common goals and shared
ambitions to take action were developed was crucial. The teacher teams as well
as individual teacher needed to identify with the global visions of the school, and
new collaborative work methods, more than identifying as autonomous profes-
sionals, if sustainable development were to result. For such collective identifica-
tion (Larsson & Lowstedt, 2014) to occur, a couple of conditions emerged.

First, 7s there any clear and cohesive vision for the whole school to adhere to?
And second, when global visions are expressed, to what extent are they mutually
elaborated on and communicated, thus shared, rather than enforced? In the two
schools that stopped the process in advance, collective visions were seemingly
weak. As the project proceeded, the main focus for these schools’ local develop-
ment work appeared to be re-organizing, restructuring of student groups, sched-
uling and, literally, rebuilding the whole school, rather than relational improve-
ment (Study 1). In School 3, the teacher team’s project participation was fraught
with the school leaders’ expectations of increased efficiency and re-organizing of
teaching challenging students, in new ways not agreed on by the teachers. In
School 5, the reason for the teacher team’s participation was solely expressed by
the principal as the “own will of the teachers”, and it was thus loosely coupled
(Weick, 19706) to any general collective goals. The project was fully ‘owned’ by
the team, and accordingly, the team received little process feedback from the
principal. On top of this, the lonesome teacher team’ was split into two parts,
something that further weakened the process trust (see Study 1). Weak coupling
of the teacher team’s purpose for participation and organizational visions was
also found at School 4, and likewise there was an absence of mutual process
feedback. Indeed, exchange between school leaders and teachers became an issue
of controversy. The assistant principal planned to take part in the counselling
group, but after teachers” worries about psychological insecurity with a leader
included, the assistant principal remained outside. No alternative exchanges were
created, and afterwards the school leaders expressively lamented their detach-
ment from the development process (Study 1; researcher log-book; counsellor
report).
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Similar to McKnight et al.’s (1998) concept “institution based” trust, process trust
requires that major events in an organization are sensed to be relevant in order
for members to accept own vulnerability for change. In the studied processes,
relevance was established (or not) in teachers’ successive sense making of the
process in relation to their appreciation of its direct value for their students
(Scherp & Scherp, 2007; Hargreaves et al., 2010). The more direct connection to
teachers’ own interplay with students, the higher the sense of relevance and ac-
ceptance. In line with McKnight et al. (1998), process trust can be conceived as
a relational condition, relying on formal structures that promote mutual commu-
nication at all levels within organizations. The search for mutual understanding
of perspectives and mutual respect for each othet’s needs is of significance in
leader-staff interaction, as well as in communication between individuals, and
within teams. In Study 1, elaboration and maintenance of shared visions and
mustering of collective engagement emerged to depend on communicative pro-
cesses at the school level. The conclusion was that leadership commitment and endur-
ance in communicative processes, together with qualified process support, have the potential to
develop process trust in the long run, and also where collegial trust and collective trust were weafk
or missing. In School 1, well-functioning group counselling seems to have estab-
lished new experiences for teachers over time, in the shape of true pedagogical
meetings, in which initially distrustful collegial relationships successively trans-
formed into more secure relations. As a result, mature collective learning pro-
cesses started to develop after a year of counselling.

Further, the zeachers’ trust in the competence, benevolence and honesty of their school leaders’
ambitions needed to be strong enongh in order to awaken feachers’ gennine participation (Study
1). This result is concordant with meta-analyses of school leadership significance
in school development processes that show school leaders’ encouragement for
teachers’ collective learning processes is the strongest leader contribution of all
in regard to student performance (Robinson, Claire & Rowe, 2008). In several
studies, teachers’ collective actions are regarded as the main mediator between
school leadership and student learning (see e.g., Goddard et al. 2015). To end
with Leithwood and Beatty (2008), school leaders underpin organizational trust-
worthiness as they build mutual dialogues around vision creation and develop-
ment, listen to teachers’ thoughts and “tune into teacher’s emotions” (cited in Li,
Hallinger & Walker, 2016, p.21).

Teacher trust in relational school development processes

To summarize, three facets of trust are suggested to form teachers’ general con-
fidence in one’s own, the faculty’s and the whole school’s capacity for develop-
ment by means of collective learning and developed relational interplay. For gen-
eral teacher trust in relational school development processes, interplay needs to
be addressed at three levels. Figure 6 below illustrates the three-part interactive
relationship between: (i) collegial trust (trustful interpersonal relationships and pro-
fessional confidence between individuals); (i) collective trust (psychological safety
and collective efficacy in teacher teams); and (iii) process trust (trustworthiness of



leadership, shared visions and goals and confidence in the contents and the or-
ganizing of development processes).

Process trust
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Figure 6. Model of “Teacher trust’ in relational school development processes.

As outlined in the sections above, collegial trust between individuals and collec-
tive trust in teams develop in parallel and are intertwined. Both crave acceptance
of interdependency and vulnerability in relationships characterized by mutual
communication. However, trustful relationships are not enough for general trust
in school development processes. For change readiness, teachers and teacher
teams also need to identify with the school as a whole and rely on the joint course
of development. This requires sustainable processes in which school leaders and
teachers continuously identify improvement needs and elaborate together on vi-
sion and goals. As argued here, such processes must be committed within a cul-
ture of mutual benevolence and need to be relationally supported. When pet-
formed as such, process trust in turn reinforces the development of trustful pro-
fessional relationships.

When teachers experience trust that at all three levels is high enough, mature
cyclic learning processes are enabled in which old practices can be jointly prob-
lematized and new practices can be explored together. In such processes, devel-
oped collective competence and collective efficacy build "Teacher trust' in rela-
tional school development efforts and may have the potential to influence stu-
dents’ relational experiences and self-beliefs. This supposition leads us to further
elaborate on RI 3 and RI 4.

6.3 The link from teachers to students

In order to explore the assumed pathway from teachers’ relational improvement
efforts to students’ perceptions of TSR and SSE, the RI 3 was formulated and
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Study 2 performed, in which a combined tool was developed and validated for simultaneous
assessment of student-perceived TSR guality and SSE. The adopted tool, consisting of
seven internally reliable subscales (Study 2), was then utilized in Study 3 for a
longitudinal investigation of students’ perceptions of TSR and SSE in relation to
the teachers’ experiences in their relational school development efforts.

The introduction part of Study 3 discusses the absence of research directly
showing that teacher collaboration and collective learning affect students’ per-
ceptions of TSR and SSE. However, multilevel studies implied that there are as-
sociations between instructional school leadership and process support for
teacher collaboration and collective learning, and collective teacher efficacy
(Goddard, et al., 2015), student engagement, peer social interplay, developed
formative teacher-student dialogues (Dogan & Adams, 2018; Owen, 2016) and
achievement (T'schannen-Moran & Barr, 2004). Further, systemic relationships
are found between SER-factors like teacher-perceived quality of ‘school leader-
ship’, ‘school ethos’ and teacher ‘cooperation and consensus’, on the one hand,
and student perceived ‘teacher care’ on the other (Ramberg, et al., 2018).

In Study 3, the assumed link from teacher collaboration and collective learning
to students’ perceptions of TSR quality and SSE was explored by means of the
(eventual) reflection of the teachers’ relational development efforts in students’
perceptions. The development process targeted the teachers’ collective capacity
to develop trustful TSRs and in turn to strengthen students’ self-beliefs (see the
systemic model of school development in Study 3). The theoretical reciprocal
interaction between TSR and SSE is outlined in Study 2 using Bandura (1989),
who states that teachers’ interpretations and responses to students’ actions, suc-
cesses and failures ate either favourable or unfavourable to students’ self-beliefs,
and in keeping with Klassen (2010), who stresses the ways students think about
themselves as learners, in turn, influences how they interpret their teachers’ com-
munication and how they respond in interplay with teachers. Further, empirical
studies were referred to (Hughes et al., 2012; Li et al., 2012) that provided evi-
dence for an association between student perceived TSR quality and SSE. This
association was clearly confirmed by the results based on the Swedish student data presented in
Study 2 and Study 3.

Based on the referred to research and supported by the findings of Study 2 and
Study 3, in Figure 7 below a plausible link from teachers to students is suggested
in the shape of a three-part interactive relationship between the following: (i)
Teacher Trust (process trust/ collegial trust/ collective trust) in relational school de-
velopment; (i) Teacher-Student Relationship quality (student perceived support, con-
flict and intimacy in important TSRs); and (iii) Student Self-Efficacy (student’s con-
fidence in own capability for self-regulation of learning, in peer social interplay,
and expectations of global school success).



Teacher trust
Developed collective efficacy
and relational competence

Teacher-Student Relationships Trust in teachers. Student Self-Efficacy
student-perceived quality Trust in own agency. self beliefs and expectations

Figure 7. Proposed model for students’ ‘School trust’ (ST) and Teacher trust.

In Study 3, student perceived TSR quality and SSE was tentatively discussed to-
gether as “students’ school trust” (here School Trust/ST). In Figure 7, ST is set
in relation to teachers’ trust and collective efficacy within relational school devel-
opment processes. As shown in Study 3, and in the results from School 2, while
mature, a teacher team based relational school development process may have the potential to
positively impact on students’ appreciation of TSR quality and SSE. Thus, as a response
to the first part of the two-part RI 4, the searched for link from teachers’ collec-
tive action to students’ perceptions was supported. Here it is suggested that
teachers’ developed collective relational competence, with new ways of mutually
communicating with students, conveys a sense of security and being supported
and cared for. Likewise, a sense of being better supported in learning makes the
students more open to the teachers’ pedagogical intentions and more prepared
to take on challenges. Teachers’ developed collaboration is further suggested to
enable joint improvement of teaching, and the transference of collective high
expectations to all students: “Yes, you can do this! And we all support you’.

To deepen understanding about how the suggested link may operate, exploration
and discussion of what has actually changed in the TSRs as a result of the teachers’
relational improvement efforts is the next step that brings us to further elaborate
on the second part of RI 4.

0.4 Relational competence and intersubjectivity

In the continuous school development discourse, and in school development re-
search, relational concepts are frequently present, and mostly outlined as valuable
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goals, generalized observations or operationalized measures (e.g. positive class-
room climate, supportive leadership, teacher care). For example, in Nordenbo et
al.’s (2008) valuable synthesis of studies exploring teacher competences the fol-
lowing summary of ‘teacher relational competence’ can be read. However, I have
added interrogatives to the quotation in order to illustrate that questions like
‘what does this look like?’, ‘what does this actually mean?” or ‘what did the teacher
really do?’ are necessary to ask in order to explore deeper the relational aspects
of teaching:

... the teacher’s positive social interaction [?] with the pupils is based on a signifi-
cant relational competence [?] that can promote pupil learning. Such a teacher
demonstrates pupil-supportive leadership [?] with pupil activation and pupil moti-
vation, ...//... The good relations between teacher and pupil are based on the
teacher showing respect [?], tolerance [?], empathy, [?] and interest [?] towards the
pupils. The teachers’ view of pupils is that they all have the potential to learn and
that they have an individual learning style. (p. 71)

With a Relational pedagogy’ perspective it is important to ‘go inside’ relational
transactions as it is important to expand on knowledge of what concepts like
‘empathy’ and ‘respect’, or ‘mutual communication’, really look like at the teach-
ers’ side of the relationship. How do teachers’ continuous communicative actions
impact on students’ direct and long-term responses?

At the interpersonal TSR-level, the how’ necessarily brings reflection down to
the micro-sociological level of moment-to-moment interplay between teachers
and students. Although this, the intersubjective level of pedagogical meetings
(Biesta, 2004; Aspelin, 2018; von Wright, 2000), is only to a certain extent possi-
ble to grasp in the empirics of this thesis, the documented experiences and rela-
tional interactions in the studied processes can be somewhat expanded on —in a
reasoning anchored in the philosophy of Relational Pedagogy and in relation to
micro-analysis of teacher-student interplay carried out elsewhere (see FPrelin,
20105 Lilja, 2013; Ljungblad, 2016). Here, the researcher’s participative observa-
tion of on-going interplay within the teacher team in School 2, and, foremost,
the direct experiencing of pursued teacher-student interactions through the
video-recall processes connected to the CMC-interventions are beneficial. The
following discusses the nature, or the kind of new relational actions carried out
on the teacher’s side of the TSR that may have contributed to positive change in
appreciation of TSR quality on the students’ side of the relationship as the result
of developed interplay. The reasoning mainly focuses on the process in School
2, since this school was the only one in which positive changes in students’ pet-
ceptions of TSR quality were found and, further, because this was the only school
in which a substantial number of video-documented teacher-student interven-
tions were collectively monitored in the counselling process.



According to most individual teachers’ reports, to a large extent the expecta-
tions of change in the project concerned a desire to better understand and sup-
port the students who challenged them the most in daily teaching. During the
counselling process at School 2 this was talked over as a will to ‘learn to know
students closer’ and apprehended as a process of developing a way of patiently
listening to students’ perspectives on own schooling in general, on specific matter
learning and on critical events in social relational interactions in classrooms and
other school situations. Rooted in the expressed interest in their students’ per-
spectives, and supported by the provided model for mutual teacher-student con-
versations, the main change in School 2 teachers’ actions that emerge is that zhe
teachers started to pay attention to all students, and talk fogether with them, in new ways. The
wished for approach that the teachers expressed can briefly be described as being
genuinely interested in students’ experiences, asking curious questions and listen-
ing carefully and not trying to provide all answers themselves. Hence, daring to
rest in uncertainty and waiting for, expecting and supporting students to express
themselves. In the CMC-model, such an approach is conceptualized as teachers
empathizing (Frelin, 2010; Greene, 2014) with their students, and balancing
power by including students as equal and responsible subjects within the TSR
(Bingham & Sidorkin, 2004; Juul & Jensen, 2009, Aspelin, Jederlund & Aneer,
2017), by inviting them to take part in mutual dialogues and joint improvement
efforts.

In mutual dialogues, from a Relational Pedagogy-perspective, the parties attune
to one another by listening throughout their whole beings and by using all their
senses and modalities of non-verbal and verbal communication in order to mo-
mentarily regulate on-going interaction and to develop understanding of each
other’s states, needs and perspectives (Jederlund, 2011; 2017; Lilja, 2013;
Ljungblad, 2016). For this to happen, parties need to genuinely meet (Biesta,
2004). In the studied school development processes, when teachers have invited
a student to take patt, and the student has accepted, the structured teacher-stu-
dent conversation provided a secure pedagogical meeting in which mutual inter-
play may develop.

In the video-recall process, the moment-to-moment communication taking place
in conversations between teachers and students was jointly reflected on regularly
by the teachers. From the data obtained from School 2’s teachers, school leaders
and the counsellor, it is clear this process established new ways of talking with
students and developed a new attentiveness on the teachers’ side to their own
contribution to the teacher-student relationship and to formative dialogues. In
the reflection on the video-sequences of teacher-student interplay, both nonver-
bal and verbal aspects of communication were discussed, such as how questions
were asked, how time was left for students to respond, whether voices were
matched in tempo, pitch and intensity, how proximity and distance in the rela-
tionship was mutually regulated, and, how teachers perceived and managed affect
and responded to emotional signals and cognitive information from students.
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In line with theory, in the video-recall process it was observed that teachers’
spontaneous responses to students’ expressions may either strengthen or weaken
the teacher-student relationship (Bandura, 1989; Aspelin, 2017). The teachers’
‘changes in tact’ (Ljungblad, 20106), were decisive for a mutual process to develop.
When successful, teachers first attuned to immediate sensory perceptions and
regulated interplay momentatily through aesthetic dynamics (Levlie, 2007) of
communication like gaze, tempi, gestures and voice sounds in order to regulate
strong affect (Aspelin & Jonsson, 2019; Ljungblad, 2016) and to establish a sense
of security (Hamre & Pianta, 2000). If successful, the students felt comfortable
expressing themselves. When listened to, and respected and confirmed by the
teacher, students were then more open to teachers’ perspectives and to collabo-
rating on improvement. The act of balancing between attuning and listening to students’
Jeelings and thoughts, on the one hand, and bringing forth own pedagogical intensions, on the
other, was crucial in the teacher-student conversations.

In the video-recall process teachers’ pedagogical tactfulness by means of the
ability to improvise (Ljungblad, 2016) in relational interplay surfaced. Hence,
teachers’ relational competences were made visible for collective reflection. In this sense, pro-
vided collective reflection takes place in a trustful community of learners (com-
pare Study 1), video-recall processes can be regarded as being highly valuable as
a means for development of teachers’ relational competences.

In line with Aspelin (2018), the teachers strived to expand their understanding of
their students’ challenges through attuning with them closely in communication,
while at the same time curiously exploring their experiences, thoughts and feel-
ings. By being personally available (Frelin, 2010), inviting, and by showing genu-
ine interest for students’ perceptions, without being judgmental (von Wright,
2000), the teachers consciously aimed to develop and strengthen the teacher-
student relationship. To the extent the staged teacher-student interventions developed as true
pedagogical meetings (von Wright, 2000; Aspelin, 2018), zhey established qualitatively new
experiences for students. In addition, the teachers said that they developed a more
student-centred attitude in general by consequently exploring students’ perspec-
tives of learning in class, hence, developing formative dialogues (William &
Leahy, 2016). The school leaders confirmed that the teachers have developed
higher expectations for students’ learning and reported that they have observed how
teachers have made direct adaptations in instruction as a result of the teacher-student
conversations. For example, the principle noted that, “English teaching has
changed the most, with individual arrangements” (school leader survey 3). The
new teacher approach and new experiences of reciprocity in teacher-student in-
terplay, together with adaptations of instruction, are here assumed to explain the
broad positive change in School 2 students’ perceptions of TSR-support (Study
3, Figure 5a). As shown in Study 3, most students felt more liked and respected
by their teachers, and they appreciated being better supported in learning after
one year of intervention. Further, over two years students felt more secure and
cared for in the TSRs. An interesting finding, in relationship to the latter, is that



School 2 students’ increased assessment of care- and security- related “TSR-sup-
port’ variables, and likewise “TSR-intimacy’ variables, mainly appeared during the
second year, while a major increase in TSR-support variables related to learning
appeared during the first year together with improvement of students’ percep-
tions of self-efficacy for self-regulated learning (Study 3). This implies that teach-
ers may improve students’ self-beliefs and support student learning during a rel-
atively short time. Developing deeper aspects of the TSR, like experiencing more
sustainable trust and intimate personal confidence, seems possible as well but
requires a longer time.

At the intersubjective level of communication, teachers have the opportunity to
support students to contain, regulate and even transform negative emotions and
self-beliefs into more optimistic outlooks. How teachers by perceiving, listening
to and affirming students’ negative affect could ease emotional resistance and re-
engage students in learning was exemplified in section 3.2, in the vignettes by
Lilja (2013), Frelin (2010) and Ljungblad (2016). This type of affect regulation —
transformation of negative emotional states into more adaptive motivational strategies — Was
observed in the video-recalled teacher-student interactions. In several interven-
tions, the teachers focused on changing students’ low confidence by elaborating
together with them on the experienced challenges and on improvement of in-
struction and development of more adaptive self-regulated learning strategies.
Another crucial aspect of affect regulation has to do with resolving relational
conflicts. Dealing with students’ negative affects (and sometimes externalizing
actions) and resolution of relational conflicts were frequent themes in the coun-
selling process and in some cases were also the starting point for an intervention.
Following the CMC framework in conversation, the teachers listened to and re-
spected all students’ negative feelings. However, at the same time, they made
clear their own pedagogical intentions and mediated relational boundaries and
expectations of appropriate social interaction. To be successful in such conver-
sations it was crucial for teachers not to avoid the negative feelings, but at the
same time they should not express strong emotions and instead stay calm, caring
and structuring (Greene, 2014). By acting as role models in such ways, feachers
showed students that negative emotions are not dangerous, and that relational conflicts are pos-
sible to resolve in mutnally satisfactory ways (Stern, 2005; Greene, et al., 2003). Such
new experiences of mutually resolving relational conflicts and repairing maladap-
tive teacher-student relationships is here assumed to explain the vast improve-
ment of some School 2 students’ perceptions of “TSR-Conlflict’ variables (see
Study 3, Figure 5b). As reported, for students experiencing high conflict in their
TSRs at the start, the situation clearly improved during the first year. For exam-
ple, some students having experienced “very much” troubles and discussions to-
gether with their teachers at the start, marked “not at all” on the same assessment
one year later. Over two years, the same students also reported to have developed
a higher confidence in their teachers, indicating they now could speak with them
about important things if they wanted or needed to.
93



7. Conclusions

To end, first, the conclusions of the thesis are summarized, and then the general
limitation is stated. Following this, the main methodological, empirical and the-
oretical contributions of the thesis are extracted, and implications for future
school development in the field and new research are outlined.

7.1 Conclusions and limitation

The first observation is that teacher-team based relational school development is
not easy to carry out. Despite seemingly similar (as perceived from outside) start-
ing points and equal resources, the five studied relational school development
processes had different results, with teachers in only one out of the five schools
experiencing a more successful process. More precisely, the first conclusion is as
tollows: organizational and relational preconditions at the system-, school- and teacher group
level define which relational school development efforts can be carried ont. For instance, a
sustainable room for teachers’ collective processes — with trusting school leaders,
process support and time available — emerged as an organizational precondition,
and prevailing habits and maturity of teacher collaboration emerged as critical
relational preconditions.

In keeping with international research on teachers’ collective learning, the present
relational development initiative required mutual visibility in practice and direct
collaboration in action, as well as accepted collective responsibility for all stu-
dents. However, the state of such relational conditions varied between schools.
The degree of mutual benevolence and confidence within professional relation-
ships set limits on teachers’ readiness to risk own vulnerability and to collaborate
on real change of pedagogical attitude and improved teacher-student interplay.
The second conclusion is as follows: Teachers need to feel trust in relational school de-
velopment processes in order to experience meaning, become involved and be open with own
challenges and to try out real changes in practice together with colleagues and students. As
conceptualized in this thesis, “Teacher trust’ in relational school development
processes comprises three levels: interpersonal trust (collegial), trust in the team
(collective) and an overall trust in the school’s orientation and its organizing of
school development processes. When teachers experience trust at all three levels,
mature collective learning and developed collective relational competence are en-
abled, which may have the potential to positively impact students.



In order to monitor how teachers’ relational school development efforts impact
on students an instrument has been developed to measure student perceived TSR
quality and SSE. The instrument, "The Swedish TSR-SSE Sutvey', is an adapta-
tion and translation of two established American instruments that are used sim-
ultaneously in order to study students’ perceptions of TSR quality in parallel with
their perceived self-efficacy. In this thesis, #he association between TSR guality and
SSE is pointed to as a plansible link between teachers’ collectively developed relational compe-
tence and students’ well-being and learning. The analyses based on data collected with
the new instrument confirm a significant correlation between student perceived
TSR quality and SSE. It is proposed that the basic assumption of the thesis (In-
troduction, p. 13) is supported: that conscious relational efforts in schools not
only have the potential to develop trustful TSRs but also may improve students’
self-perceptions of own opportunities to learn, thrive and grow in school. Stu-
dents’ self-beliefs in turn are strongly associated with goal attainment. These in-
ter-relationships imply great interest in more deeply exploring the teachers’ rela-
tional competences and how these develop and are expressed in on-going
teacher-student interplay.

The teachers in School 2 may exemplify what a developed collective relational
competence means. As a team, these teachers were determined to better under-
stand their students’ experiences and perceptions of schooling by showing a gen-
uine interest in the students’ perspectives through new forms of teacher-student
interaction. The teachers together sought to familiarize themselves with the
whole situation and the challenges of their students through a changed, closer,
more empathetic and personal way of talking and listening. In conversations,
teachers sought, more than before, to include students’ strengths and challenges
as well as their social and personal well-being. By coming together in the group
counselling and reflecting on their own ways of interacting with students also at
the micro-sociological level -through joint analysis of video recordings of
teacher-student interplay- the teachers’ personal ways of meeting, listening to and
talking with students were noted. An increased awareness of how both implicit and ex-
plicit aspects of communication affect the teacher-student relationship was developed. For in-
stance, the teachers developed the ability to tune emotionally in to students by
consciously regulating physical closeness and distance and adjusting the pace and
manner of speaking. In this way, the teachers more clearly conveyed their care
for the students and supported them better in regulating negative emotions in
the face of challenges. By asking open and curious questions, and giving plenty
of time for students to respond, teachers developed an extended way of listening
to students’ perspectives. The students’ thoughts and experiences then, together
with the teachers’ pedagogical intentions, formed the basis for common change
implementation. The more empathetic and explorative attitude of the teachers and the mutnal
improvement interventions meant qualitatively new experiences for the students. The increased
feeling of being seen, cared for, understood and supported by their teachers is
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proposed to explain the positive changes in the perceptions of School 2’s stu-
dents.

Linntation

In this thesis, relational aspects of school development processes ate studied and
discussed in regard to empiric data from five schools. Thus, all the reasoning and
arguments made need to be looked upon by taking into consideration this pro-
found limitation, and only as the authot’s suggestions, even though they are based
in scientific inquiry and related to theory. Any generalization of the results to
processes or individuals in other schools must be tentative and made with caution
and openness for reconsideration. However, the conclusions may be valid in re-
gard to the studied relational school development processes and the participating
informants of the five schools.

Further methodological limitations are discussed in Chapter 4, and in the respec-
tive part studies.

7.2 Contributions, implications and the last word

Regardless of the limitation in making generalizations, the thesis gives methodo-
logical, empirical and theoretical contributions to the study of the significance of
relational aspects in school development.

Methodological contribution

The performance of the multilevel convergent mixed design of this research con-
tributes to the bridging between SIR and SER research by means of qualitatively ex-
ploring relational processes in schools in parallel to quantitatively assessing stu-
dent-perceptions of relational ‘school factors’. As such, the thesis contributes to
explaining why, and how, relational aspects are important, and how they can be
approached in local school development efforts.

The validated TSR and SSE instruments provide relational alternatives while evalnat-
ing quality of learning environments and in monitoring local school development. However, in
future studies the theoretical models can be further improved, and the proposed
compiled construct of ST (Study 3) can be further worked out theoretically, and
modeled. In the educational field, the elaborated CMC model for relational
school development efforts based on collective learning and collaborative
teacher-student interventions can be re-used, modified and developed.

Empirical contribution

The performed project is, to the author’s knowledge, the first longitudinal study
in Sweden that focuses on local school development processes through devel-
oped relational interplay in schools. As such, it provides new experiences and
knowledge. Here, three significant findings are highlighted. First, a free room for
teachers’ relational school development was hard to conquer. When conquered,



however, two taken for granted preconditions for collective learning were weak:
sense of shared responsibility and habits for deepened collaboration. Second, the
significance of teachers’ sense of trust in the relational school development pro-
cess, as a prerequisite for the deprivatizing of teaching and relational practices
and for commitment in development processes, was brought to the fore. Third,
the vast associations between TSR quality and SSE found in the Swedish student
sample add to previous findings. The associations between TSR-quality —some-
thing teachers can impact on in transactions with students every day —and stu-
dents’ agency-beliefs in learning and social interplay (SSE) suggest schools should
emphasize the development of teachers’ relational competences. One efficient
way to proceed, as judged from this work, is to use video recall processes for the
teacher team to collectively reflect on teacher-student interplay, which is brought
out from direct shared experiences. Importantly, such trelational collective pro-
cesses may need qualified, and sustainable, process support (counselling).

Theoretical contribution

The first theoretical contribution of this work is the application of the philosophy
of ‘Relational pedagogy’ in the understanding of development of trustful educa-
tional relationships. Moment-to-moment affective regulation in mutual teacher-
student interplay is regarded as decisive for TSR development, as are both the
sharing of experiences through mutual dialogues and the repair of the relation-
ship, when hurt. As theorized here, the same relational principals apply to teach-
ers. In order to develop trustful collegial relationships and collective trust, teach-
ers need to interact at an affective, and thus more personal, level, share practices
(for good or bad) and resolve interpersonal controversies when they appear. A
second contribution to theory is the proposed concepts of ‘process trust’ and
‘teacher trust’ in relational school development. And a third theoretical input is
the reasoning around the link between teachers’ collective actions and students’
appreciations of ‘school trust’, as proposed in the triangular relationship in Figure
7.

Prospects for exctended research
In the systemic relational model of school development based on collective learn-
ing in teacher teams, illustrated in Study 3 (p. 5), student achievement was in-
cluded as a possible ‘last part’ in the mutual influence between teacher trust,
teachers’ joint action together with students and students’ appreciations of TSR
and SSE. Through the thesis, an assumed main direction of influences is pointed
to: Teacher trust and collective action — TSR quality — SSE — goal attainment.
This pathway is supported by previous research and somewhat further by the
results of Study 1 and 3. The last link, to goal attainment, was not an object of
inquiry in the latter two. However, afterwards, it gained some preliminary support
as teachers, school leaders and some individual students reported (in the teacher
evaluation and in ending conversations) increased learning and higher grades.
This evidence is very weak but may inspire future research. In comprehensive
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longitudinal studies on relational school development it would be of great value
to perform the following: (i) to expand exploration of the link between teachers’
collective relational development efforts and students’ experiences. This could
preferably be made through adding analyses of teacher-student interplay at the
micro-sociological level and by including qualitative data of students’ voices; and
(ii) to connect measures of achievement in the model for analyses.

The vast correlations found between TSR and SSE in Study 2 and 3 invites
further investigation. While using the created “Swedish TSR-SSE survey” in re-
lational educational research, new student data also can be used for model im-
provement. Although internal consistency of the instruments’ seven sub-scales
are strong (Cronbach’s a 0.85-0.97, Study 3), the interrelatedness between all sur-
vey variables and between the latent factors need further investigation (Study 2).

General implications for school development

If school administrators, school leadets and teachers want to draw on the results
of this thesis, the main consequences for local school development would be as
follows, according to the author: (i) to maintain consciousness of prevailing or-
ganizational and relational preconditions for collective processes to develop; (ii)
to promote process trust through painstakingly gathering the staff in collective
processes around identifying development needs, elaborating on joint visions and
goals, and the action of improvement; (iii) to provide qualified process counsel-
ling for teachers in order to challenge prevailing school cultures, and to develop
collegial and collective trust within teacher teams; (iv) to hold on to the signifi-
cance of mutual visibility of practice and direct collaboration in action together
with students; (v) to organize processes for continuous feedback between school
leaders and teachers; (vi) to possess endurance in prioritized processes, and above
all; (vii) to organize schools so that space is given for teachers to get to know
their students both as individuals and learners through continuous teacher-stu-

dent dialogues.

In this text students’ voices are indirectly heard through their appreciation of
relationship quality and self-efficacy judgements. However, a student’s voice
can also be heard directly, as is the case in the quote below about participation
in mutual teacher-student conversations:

Everyone probably needs such a conversation some time. It's just nice to talk
about it .... like to talk about what difficulties you have, and everything... like
that ... In that way, it feels good.
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Tillitstulla relationer och skolutveckling

Bakgrund, syfte och fragestallningar

Avhandlingen undersker hur en medveten strivan att utveckla tillitsfulla relat-
ioner och 6émsesidigt samspel bland skolans aktérer kan bidra till 6kat vilbefin-
nande, storre gemenskap och forstirkta lirprocesser f6r savil alla elever som
skolans personal. En sddan “relationell skolutveckling” ses som sarskilt viktig for
den stora grupp elever som kimpar hért med skolarbetet varje dag for att uppnd
utbildningsmalen, och didrmed dr som mest beroende av en stédjande omgivning
tor att klara skolan. Tillitsfulla mellanminskliga relationer och utvecklat samspel
och samarbete i skolor antas i forlingningen ocksa kunna bidra till generellt f6r-
bittrade skolresultat.

En utgangspunkt f6r studien dr de svérigheter den svenska skolan brottats med
under 2000-talet och framat. Hir avses bland annat den 6kande andel elever som
gar ut grundskolan utan tillrdckliga betyg och ddrmed inte dr behdriga att antas
till ett nationellt gymnasieprogram, och som I6per risk att exkluderas fran savil
hégre utbildning som framtida jobbchanser. Andra problemmarkérer 1 utbild-
ningssystemet under perioden ir svenska elevers foérsimrade kunskapsresultat i
internationella jimférelser som PISA, TIMSS och PIRLS, och den minskade lik-
virdigheten med konstaterat vixande resultatglapp mellan olika elevgrupper, och
mellan skolor. Tillgang till god utbildning och god undervisning férefaller inte
vara given for Sveriges alla elever. En andra utgingspunkt for studien 4r den ut-
veckling som framtonat parallellt med de ovan nimnda skolsvirigheterna och
berér barns och ungas psykiska ohilsa, som 6kat markant under samma tidspe-
riod. Forskning har linge visat att barns och ungas skolupplevelser har betydelse
f6r deras vilmdende, men nyare rapporter visar dven pa ett orsakssamband dar
skolans misslyckande 1 att utbilda och rusta unga int6r framtiden direkt bidrar till
psykisk ohilsa bland unga.

Lag malupptyllelse och hotet mot barns och ungas psykosociala vilbefinnande
ir tvd birande motiv for att studera skolors och ldrares strdvan att bittre méta
och undervisa sina mest utsatta elever.

Avhandlingen ansluter sig till ett kritiskt perspektiv pd huvudtrenderna i de ut-

bildningspolitiska reformer som syftar till att bemé&ta de beskrivna skolsvérighet-
erna, i savil Sverige som jimforbara linder. Hir avses till exempel en allt starkare
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detaljstyrning av undervisningen riktad mot enkelt mitbar kunskap, mer fre-
kventa nationella test med fokusering pd resultatpodng, utékad summativ be-
démning och utékade krav pa dokumentation av lirares arbete. Sammantaget
uppfattas detta av manga forskare och praktiker som att skolutvecklingen driver
fram en allt mer ”instrumentell” utbildning. Skolor fokuserar framférallt pa hur
lirare sd effektivt som moijligt kan leverera mitbara kunskaper till elever, som i
sin tur har som frimsta uppgift att i individuella provresultat pavisa huruvida
kunskapen levererats eller inte. Kritiken menar att en orimligt stor del av ldrares
arbete atgir till att férbereda, genomféra och utvirdera standardiserade test och
att skolledares arbete i f6r hég grad upptas av att dokumentera och rapportera
skolresultat. Lirares praktik uppfattas som alltmer fjirmad ifrin eleverna som
individer, som vixande barn och unga personer stadda i utveckling. Utifrdn ett
relationellt pedagogiskt perspektiv framhalls att ensidig betoning av mitbar kunskap
begrinsar utrymmet for skolans personal att ocksa arbeta med skolans sociala
fostransuppdrag och demokratiuppdrag, liksom med uppdraget att mojliggdra
for varje elev att utvecklas optimalt utifran sina egna forutsittningar.

Réddande skoldebatt och utvecklingen mot en allt mer instrumentell utbildning
under 2000-talets forsta drtionden har styrt bort skolutvecklingen ifran férstiel-
sen av utbildning som ett relationellt fenomen, som nagot som dger rum i tillits-
fullt samspel ménniskor emellan.

I foreliggande arbete studeras vad som benimns en relationell skolutveckling”.
Intresset riktas mot utvecklingen av tillitsfulla relationer bland skolans aktdrer.
Ett tillitsfullt skolklimat priglat av émsesidigt samspel och samarbete férvintas
bidra till engagemang och forstirkt lirande f6r bade lirare och elever. Hég kva-
litet i lirar—elevrelationer, och dess betydelse f6r elevers uppfattningar om sina
méjligheter att ldra, vara delaktiga och lyckas vil i skolan, utforskas bade som i/
for och bekrdftelse pa skolutveckling. Grundantagandet bakom avhandlingens stu-
dier dr tvddelat: (i) tillitsfulla professionella relationer méjliggdr det samarbete
och det kollektiva lirande som krivs f&r att utveckla skolan inifrdn, mot (ii) tillits-
fulla lirar—elevrelationer priglade av 6msesidigt lirar—elevsamspel som mojliggor
tor lirare att bittre uppfatta sina elevers lirande och utveckling, och dirmed
kunna forma undervisningen optimalt efter elevernas behov.

Forskningsintresset riktas mot relationella aspekter av skolutveckling, och av-
handlingens 6vergripande syfte dr

att studera relationella aspekters betydelse 1 skolutveckling.

For att svara mot syftet studeras relationell skolutveckling i flera steg. Forst be-
skrivs och diskuteras svensk och internationell skolutvecklingsforskning ur ett
relationellt perspektiv (kapitel 2). I steg tvd tecknas en forsknings- och teoribak-
grund fér studiet av relationell skolutveckling (kapitel 3). Hir presenteras forsk-



ningsresultat om och teoretiska perspektiv pa betydelsen av tillitsfulla lirar—elev-
relationer, liksom filosofiska och pedagogiska perspektiv pa lirares relationskom-
petens. Det senare understott av en framvixande begreppsvirld inom forsk-
ningsfiltet ”Relationell pedagogik”, liksom av teorier om intersubjektivitet. Vi-
dare beskrivs utvecklingen av tillitsfulla relationer mellan skolans professionella
som forutsittning fér skolutveckling baserad pa lirares kollektiva lirande. I steg
tre, och forankrat i det féregiende, designas ett relationellt skolutvecklingsini-
tiativ vars syfte dr att utveckla tillitsfulla lirar—elevrelationer (kapitel 4). Initiativet
genomfordes pd fem skolor under tva ar, 1 form av en handledd kollektiv skolut-
vecklingsprocess 1 lirarlag. Slutligen och baserat pa longitudinella data insamlade
under den tvaariga skolutvecklingsprocessen, studeras och diskuteras fyra forsk-
ningsfragor (kapitel 5-6):

1. Hur paverkar olika férhallanden i lokala skolkontexter ldrares arbete med re-
lationell skolutveckling?

2. Vilken betydelse har lirares upplevelser av tillit f6r deras samarbete och kol-
lektiva lirande i arbetet med relationell skolutveckling?

3. Kan ett instrument utvecklas f6r uppféljning av lirares relationella skolutveckl-
ingsarbete, baserat pa elevers uppfattningar om kvalitet i lirar—elevrelationer och
elevers kinsla av sjilvtillit 1 skolan (’self-efficacy”)**?

4. Paverkar lirares relationella skolutvecklingsarbete elevernas uppfattningar pa
ett fordelaktigt sitt? Om elevernas uppfattningar har férbittrats: vad har da fak-
tiskt fordndrats 1 lirar—elevrelationen?

Forskningsdesign och metod

For att besvara forskningsfragorna valdes en blandad forskningsdesign med béade
kvalitativa och kvantitativa inslag, eller mer precist en “konvergent parallell mixad
design”. Strategin innebir att 6ver tid samla in sdvil kvalitativa som kvantitativa
data i den studerade processen, fOr att i efterhand sitta kvalitativa respektive
kvantitativa resultat i relation till varandra 1 en 6vergripande analys och pa sd vis
utvidga forstaelsen f6r forskningens évergripande problemstillning. I figur 3, pa
sidan 44, illustreras studiens design.

Utformande, genomférande och longitudinell dokumentation av ett relationellt
skolutvecklingsinitiativ 4r den 6vergripande metodologi som anvints for att mota
avhandlingens syfte. Skolutvecklingsinitiativet beskrivs som ett ”skolutvecklings-
och forskningsprojekt” som bokstavligen bestdr av tva delar: en lirarlagsbaserad

4 »Students’ Self-efficacy” Gversitts ibland som “elevers sjilvformaga”. Jag viljer dversittningen
sjalvtillit” for att finga just elevers #/it #ll (’confidence in”) den egna férmagan och méjligheten
att lyckas vil inom olika dominer av sitt skolliv.
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skolutvecklingsprocess och forskning, i form av studiet av de relationella proces-
ser som initiativet genererar. I figur 4 (s. 45) illustreras projektet med sin dubbla
natur av skolutveckling och forskning. Projektet i sin helhet har granskats och
godkints i etikprovning vid regional etikprévningsndmnd.

Initiativet utformades som ett tvadrigt skolutvecklingsprojekt syftande till att 13-
rare i arbetslag skulle utveckla samarbete och gemensamma arbetssitt 1 undervis-
ning och elevbemétande, med en sirskild tonvikt pa de elever vars lirande eller
agerande uppfattas som mest utmanande av ldrarna. Att forbittra viktiga lirar—
elevrelationer och att stirka elevers tro pa sin egen férméga att klara av skolan,
med std av sina ldrare, var centrala malsittningar. Skolutvecklingsmodellen, som
benimns CMC (Collaborative Mutual Communication/samarbetsbaserad 6mse-
sidig kommunikation), innehdller tre delar: kompetensutveckling, kontinuerlig
grupphandledning i ldrarlag och samarbetsbaserade lirar—elevinterventioner. In-
ledningsvis genomfors kompetensutveckling vid tre triffar f6r deltagande lirare,
skolledare och handledare dir forskningsresultat om inkluderande lirmiljGer,
“elever som utmanar”, lirar—elevrelationers betydelse for elevers sjilvtillit och
skolresultat, samt organisatoriska forutsittningar for skolutveckling férmedlas.
Introduktion ges i CMC-modellen, med tillfille att trina pa att f6ra samarbetsba-
serade Omsesidiga lirar—elevsamtal. Direfter foljer en tvaarig process med kon-
tinuerlig grupphandledning om tva timmar varannan vecka. Handledningens
kirna dr gemensam reflektion runt fragestillningar formulerade utifrdn lirares
upplevda utmaningar i elevarbetet, med koppling till samarbetsbaserade ldrar—
clevinterventioner. ”CMC-interventioner” inleds alltid i handledningen, med ge-
mensam kartliggning och analys av ldrares och elevers upplevda utmaningar och
samspelskvalitet. Direfter planeras och genomfdérs samarbetsbaserade lirar—
elevsamtal, och uppfoljande forbittringstérsék som utformas tillsammans av 1a-
rare och elever. Ett centralt inslag i handledningsprocessen ir reflektion baserad
pé videoinspelade lirar—elevsamtal. Filmade samtal syftar dels till att synliggdra
elevers perspektiv och till att konkretisera lirares ”’synlighet i handling”, dels till
att mojliggdra analys av lirar—elevsamspel pa intersubjektiv ("mikro-sociolo-
gisk”) niva.

Omifattning och deltagande

Skolutvecklingsinitiativet genomférdes i ett arbetslag pa vardera fem skolor och
16pte 6ver fem skolterminer. Termin ett utgjorde informations- och rekryterings-
fas, varefter genomférandefasen 16pte 6ver tva skoldr. Lirarlagen vid tre av sko-
lorna fullféljde projektet 1 sin helhet. Pa tva skolor avbréts handledningsproces-
sen av arbetslagen vid upptakten till ar tvd (se Studie 1).

Deltagare rekryterades genom en inbjudan till samtliga grundskolor 1 ett stor-
stadsldn. Kriterierna f6r skolors deltagande var lirares delaktighet i planeringen,
god férankring av utvecklingsomradet pa skolan, samt egenfinansiering av hand-
ledningen. Totalt deltog fem arbetslag, 37 lirare, 13 skolledare och fyra handle-



dare i implementering av det relationella skolutvecklingsinitiativet. P4 de fem sko-
lorna deltog ddrutdver totalt 382 elever genom att besvara en elevenkit. Drygt
hilften av dessa tillhorde ett deltagande ldrarlag, och fran den gruppen deltog ett
mindre antal elever dven direkt i processen, genom att bli delaktiga i CMC-inter-
vention efter inbjudan av sina lirare. Fér information om deltagande skolor, at-
betslag och informanter, se tabell 3 och tabell 4 i avsnitt 4.2.3. Projektets hand-
ledare hade pedagogisk utbildning, skolbakgrund och kvalificerad handledarut-
bildning med inriktning mot skolan. Dirutover rekryterades de utifran intresse
for CMC-modellens arbetssitt. Projektledaren/forskaren fungerade sjilv som
handledare pa en skola.

Datainsamling

Den longitudinella dokumentationen av skolutvecklingsprocesserna utgdrs av en
pedagogenkit och en skolledarenkit, processrapporter fran projektets handle-
dare, samt loggboksanteckningar férda av forskaren under projektets rekryte-
ringsfas, uppstartsfas och i avslutande samtal med skolledare, lirare och elever.
Parallellt med insamlingen av kvalitativa processdata genomférdes en elevenkit
for att finga elevernas uppfattningar om kvaliteten 1 viktiga lirar—elevrelationer,
och deras upplevelse av sjilvtillit inom olika delar av sin skolging. Pedagogenki-
ten, skolledarenkiten och elevenkiten utgdr studiens tre huvudkallor. Data upp-
togs parallellt vid tre férutbestimda tidpunkter under den tvdariga skolutveckl-
ingsprocessen: tillfille 1” i inledningen av dr 1 (innan grupphandledning och
lirar—elevinterventioner pabdtjats), tillfille 2” vid slutet av ar 1 och tillfille 3”
vid slutet av 4r 2 (i samband med handledningens avslutande).

Analysmetoder

Syftet 1 Studie 1 var att bidra till f6rdjupad forstielse av forutsittningar f6r skol-
utveckling baserad pa kollektivt lirande 1 lirarlag. Deltagarnas subjektiva upple-
velser av och tankar om skolutvecklingsprocesserna eftersoktes, varfor en kvali-
tativ ansats blev ett naturligt val. Bidde datadriven och teoridriven tematisk analys
anvindes for att systematisera, tolka och dra slutsatser fran skriftliga data (f6r
nirmare detaljer, se Studie 1).

I Studie 2 och Studie 3 anvinds statistiska metoder f6r att bearbeta kvantitativa
elevdata som insamlats med den enkit som utvecklas i Studie 2. Studie 2 syftade
dels till att utveckla och wvalidera den ”’svenska TSR-SSE-enkiten”, dels till att
genomféra en férsta undersdkning av samband mellan svenska elevers uppfatt-
ningar om kvalitet i viktiga lirar—elevrelationer (TSR) och elevers upplevda sjilv-
tillit 1 skolan (self-efficacy, SSE). Sambanden mellan TSR och SSE underséktes
vidare i Studie 3, men hir gjordes framforallt analyser avseende hur elevers upp-
fattningar om TSR-kvalitet och SSE forindrats 6ver tid. Detta i syfte att kunna
stilla observerade forindringar i elevers uppfattningar i relation till ldrares och
skolledares erfarenheter i relationella skolutvecklingsprocesser. Statistiska meto-
der som anvints dr: deskriptiv statistik, korrelationsanalys, faktoranalys och reli-
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abilitetstest (Cronbachs alfa, «) i Studie 2, och multivariat variansanalys (MA-
NOVA), oberoende t-test f6r berdknade skalskillnader (deltas, A), berikning av
effektstorlek (Cohens 4) samt fallanalys av ”parade (individuella) elevdata” i Stu-
die 3.

Metoddiskussion och etik

Tva aspekter av de anvinda metoderna problematiseras speciellt i avhandlingens
avsnitt 4.4. Den forsta avser det faktum att forskaren sjilv handledde lirarnas
skolutvecklingsprocess i en av skolorna och didrmed intog olika positioner i fér-
héllande till de olika studerade processerna. Ett férhallande som riskerar att un-
derminera trovirdigheten i avhandlingens resultat. Férdelarna med att forskaren
sjalv handledde i en skola beddmdes 4nda viga tyngre. Genom att komma nira
lirare och skolledare i processen erhélls kontinuerlig inblick i och férdjupad f61-
stdelse for lokala férutsittningar for att implementera ett skolutvecklingsinitiativ
sd som presenterats. Den regelbundna nirvaron i en skola gav méjlighet att féra
en rad informella samtal med flera berérda aktorer som elever, skolledare och
6vrig skolpersonal. Genom att handleda lirarlagets kollektiva lirande och fo1-
bittringsférsok hade forskaren nira inblick 1 hur relationellt samspel och samar-
bete i ett lirarlag kan utvecklas &ver tid. Och, av sirskild betydelse hir, i hand-
ledningsprocessen fick forskaren sjilv direkt erfara det pigaende lirar—elevsam-
spel som var féremal for reflektion, i form av videoinspelade lirar—elevsamtal
och uppféljningar av lirar—elevinterventioner.

Den andra metodaspekten som problematiseras giller den statistiska analysen
av elevernas skattningar av TSR och SSE, som i huvudsak utgérs av korrelat-
ionsanalys och didrmed inte ger méjlighet att dra slutsatser om paverkansriktning
mellan de tvd faktorerna. I avhandlingen gérs emellertid grundantagandet att -
rares utvecklade relationskompetens, med ett utvecklat samspel mellan lirare och
elever och tillitsfulla lirar—elevrelationer som resultat, kan paverka elevers sjilv-
tillit i skolan 1 positiv riktning. D4 grundantagandet beskrivs som vil férankrat i
béde teori och empirisk forskning, och da skolutvecklingsinitiativet designats just
i syfte att stirka utmanande lirar—elevrelationer, argumenteras fOr att ett resone-
mang om huruvida 6nskad paverkan (kollektivt lirande/h6jd kollektiv relations-
kompetens — hojd TSR-kvalitet — stidrkt SSE) har skett dnda dr rimligt att fora,
utifrin resultatet i Studie 3.

Ett relationellt skolutvecklingsinitiativ innebdr etiska éverviganden. Nir lirare
utvecklar sitt lyssnande till elevers perspektiv kommer de att fa ta del av elevers
tankar, kinslor och upplevelser pa ett mer personligt sitt dn tidigare. Detta vicker
fragor om grinser for lirares ansvar och om respektfull hantering av personlig
information. En storre ndrhet 1 dialogen med eleverna stiller krav pd ldrares £61-
mdga att hantera egna reaktioner och kinslor som vicks i métet med eleverna,
liksom krav pd att agera professionellt, och vara Sppen for att ta hjilp av andra
vuxna ndr si behévs. P4 motsvarande sitt fir ett fordjupat samspel konsekvenser
tor relationerna inom lararkollektivet, hir mer specifikt f6r lirarna som deltar i



handledningsprocessen. Nir ldrare férvintas lyssna nirmare till varandras erfa-
renheter och synliggora sitt arbete f6r kollektiv reflektion i ldrarlaget, f6rdjupas
det kollegiala samtalet och blir mer personligt. Omsesidig Sppenhet och respekt
for varandras erfarenheter, arbetssitt och utmaningar férvintas rada i lirarlagen,
men ir inte en forutsittning som kan tas for given. Att utveckla intresse och
respekt for andras tankar och upplevelser kan sdgas vara den relationella skolut-
vecklingens mal, savil som dess inneboende utmaning.

Resultat

Avhandlingens resultat redovisas i tre delstudier som sammanfattas i det féljande.

Studie 1:
Tillit som forutsétining for skolutveckling. En studie av skolutveckling
genom kollektivt lirande i arbetslag.

Studien bidrar till férdjupad forstdelse av lokala férutsittningar £6r skolutveckl-
ing genom kollektivt lirande i arbetslag. En longitudinell fallstudie genomférdes
av skolutvecklingsprocesserna i fem arbetslag pa olika skolor som deltog i ett
identiskt, externt utformat, utvecklingsprojekt. Projektet innebar en handledd ldr-
process dir lirarna férviantades utveckla gemensam kunskap och kompetens ge-
nom kollektiv reflektion, baserad péd synliggjord praktik i form av kollektivt ge-
nomfdrda elevinterventioner. Interventionerna bestod i kartliggning av skolsva-
righeter, filmade samarbetsbaserade lirar—elevsamtal och uppfdljningar av dessa,
med anpassningar i undervisning och elevarbete. Utfallet av projektet, sdsom
skattat av ldrarna efter tva ir, varierade stort mellan skolorna. Variationen i utfall,
trots att arbetslagen deltagit pa jimforbara premisser och med likvirdigt tillférda
resurser, dr artikelns utgdngspunkt. Intresset riktas mot lirarnas upplevelser i ut-
vecklingsprocessen. Analysen bygger pd kvalitativa processdata insamlade fore,
under och efter projektet. I tematisk analys urskildes tre aspekter av ldrares upp-
levelser av tillit i skolutvecklingsprocessen som centrala for ett framgangsrikt re-
lationellt skolutvecklingsarbete: processtillit, kollegial tillit och kollektiv tillit. Overgri-
pande processtillit (accepterad forindringsvision, tillit till skolledares ambitioner
och support och tillit till organisering och handledning av skolutvecklingsproces-
sen) och kollektiv tillit (psykologisk sikerhet och kinsla av kollektiv efficacy i
lirarlaget) framstod som forutsittningar f6r arbetslagens uthéllighet i utveckl-
ingsarbetet. Kollegial tillit — tillitsfulla interpersonella relationer och profession-
ellt fértroende lirarna emellan i arbetslaget — framstod som en sirskild forutsitt-
ning for att lirares praktik skulle synliggiras, och att ett f6rdjupat kollektivt 1a-
rande dirmed skulle kunna dga rum. Kollegial tillit och kollektiv tillit 4r begrepp
som dterfinns i organisationslitteraturen, medan processtillit 4r ett begrepp som
foreslas. For utforligare beskrivning av studiens bakgrund, metod och resultat
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och diskussionen om kollegial tillit, kollektiv tillit och processtillit hdnvisas direkt
till Studie 1, som ér skriven péd svenska.

Studie 2:
Lirar—elevrelationer och elevers sjilvtillit i skolan (self-efficacy). Motiv for,
validering av och méjligheter med tvd instrument.

Tillitsfulla relationer mellan lirare och lirande byggda pa émsesidig respekt och
samarbete kan betraktas som en grundsten i god utbildning. Gert Biesta, liksom
en rad andra forfattare inom forskningsfiltet Relationell pedagogik, framhaller
att utbildning och lirande framfdrallt dger rum i interaktionen mellan elev och
lirare. Interpersonell kommunikation och relationellt samspel blir da brinn-
punkter i studiet av relationell skolutveckling. I John Hatties omfattande metaa-
nalys av faktorer som péverkar elevers skolresultat pekas relationella aspekter i
utbildningen ut som nyckelfaktorer. Inom ramen f6r lirar—elevrelationen (TSR)
paverkar lirare kontinuerligt sina elevers identitet och sjalvtillit i skolan. Det gil-
ler savil elevernas globala tro pa att kunna lyckas vil i skolan, som deras hir-och-
nu-upplevelser av social tillhérighet och agens i lirandet. Elevers sjalvtillit i sko-
lan (SSE) ir i sin tur en stark prediktor for skolresultat. Anda har sambanden
mellan TSR och SSE tidigare undersékts 1 liten utstrackning. I studien eftersdks
kunskap om detta samband bland svenska elever. Studiens syfte dr dels att besk-
riva utvecklingsprocessen fér den svenska TSR-SSE-enkiten, dels att validera det
nya instrumentets delskalor. I tilligg ger den forsta datainsamlingen med det nya
instrumentet méjlighet att analysera samband mellan svenska elevers uppfatt-
ningar om TSR och SSE f6r forsta gangen.

Instrumentutveckling

Den svenska TSR-SSE-enkiten ar utvecklad utifrdn tva etablerade amerikanska
instrument. Dessa valdes efter utvirdering av ett femtontal instrument som hit-
tades vid s6kningar i internationella forskningsdatabaser.

TSR-delen hirror fran Robert Weiss teori om olika former av socialt stéd som
individer dtnjuter inom ramen for nira interpersonella relationer. Weiss teori om
”social support provisions” i relationer grundas i anknytningsteori och i teorier
om social inkludering. Weiss beskriver sex basala sociala stédfunktioner som
mellanminskliga relationer erbjuder. Dessa dr anknytning, tillf6rlitlig allians, be-
kriftelse av egenvirde, kamratskap, vigledning och kinsla av att vara behévd.
Furman och Buhrmester adderade tvd dynamiska dimensioner — relativ makt och
konflikt — till Weiss modell d4 de pa 1980-talet utvecklade The Network of Re-
lationships Inventory (NRI). Ungefir tio ar senare anpassade Jan Hughes i sin
tur NRI f6r skolforskning, och skapade The Teacher Relationship Inventory
(TRI). Med TRI undersdks tre dimensioner i lirar—elevrelationen: upplevelser av
support, konflikt och ndrbet.



SSE-delen bottnar i social kognitiv teori (SCT), och hirrdr ifrdn sjilvtillitsskalor
avseende barn och unga som utvecklats utifrain Albert Banduras Multidimens-
ional Scales of Perceived Self-Efficacy. Ett sammanhallet instrument utarbetat av
Fertman och Primack innehillande tre SSE-dimensioner valdes som utgings-
punkt f&r anpassning i den svenska enkiten. De tre anpassade dimensionerna var
global self-efficacy i skolan, self-¢fficacy i sjalvreglerat lirande och self-efficacy i socialt samspel
och kaniratrelationer.

Den anpassade svenska TSR-SSE-enkiten avsags fanga tva dimensioner av TSR
(’nirhet” inkluderades 1 ”support”) och tre dimensioner av SSE. Den innehéll
42 fragor som utformades med fem svarsalternativ (5-poings Likert-skala), och
konstruerades for att besvaras av elever online. Fér statistisk utvirdering insam-
lades data fran 382 elever férdelade pa fem skolor. Data analyserades med avse-
ende pd korrelationer mellan elevers uppfattningar av TSR och SSE, de tvi teo-
retiska modellernas hillbarhet i svensk kontext, liksom delskalornas reliabilitet.

Resultat och diskussion

De statistiska analyserna bekriftade tidigare forskning som visat pd samband mel-
lan stédjande ldrar—elevrelationer (“supportive TSRs”) och elevers self-efficacy.
Exempelvis fanns patagliga korrelationer mellan delskalan TSR-support och del-
skalorna for elevers sjilvtillit i sjalvreglerat lirande (r = 0,51) och globala férvint-
ningar pa egna mojligheter att lyckas vil i skolan (r = 0,45).

De tvé teoretiska modellerna utvirderades och anpassades i flera steg genom
savil konfirmativ som explorativ faktoranalys. Korrelationer mellan samtliga va-
riabler granskades, varvid négra variabler vars korrelation med andra variabler i
samma dimension/delskala avsevirt forsimrade modellen togs bort, eller flytta-
des till en annan dimension om detta kunde motiveras bade empiriskt och teore-
tiskt. Modellmodifieringen avslutades med ett resultat dér tre underliggande di-
mensioner av TSR ("nirhet” dtertogs som egen dimension) respektive fyra un-
derliggande dimensioner av SSE (sjdlvtillit i socialt samspel och kamratrelat-
ioner” delades i tvd) visade starkast passning fér data. Resultaten dr emellertid
inte fullt tillfredsstillande, med Comparative Fit Index (CFI) = 0,91 f6r SSE och
0,88 tor TSR (att jdimfoéras med Onskvirda 0,95). Nya studier baserade pa storre
data dr ddrfér nédvindiga for att forbittra modellerna ytterligare i svensk kon-
text. De sju delskalorna (TSR 1-2-3 och SSE 1-2-3-4) visade diremot god till
utmdrkt” intern reliabilitet (Cronbachs o = 0,75-0,94), vilket talar f6r skalornas
fortsatta anvindande, och f6r en rimlig hillbarhet av de anpassade instrumenten.

Korrelationen mellan TSR och SSE inbjuder till fler studier av sambandet mel-
lan elevers upplevelser av TSR-kvalitet och SSE i skandinavisk kontext, liksom
till utforskandet av en méjlig kombinerad teoretisk modell (TSR + SSE). Kan
clevers sammanvigda skattningar av TSR-kvalitet och SSE 1 olika aspekter av
skollivet tinkas uttrycka elevers &vergripande upplevelse av tillit 1 skolan?
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Studie 3:
Forindring 1 elevers upplevelser av skoltillit som dterspegling av lirares
kollektiva lirprocesser. Resultat frin en longitudinell studie.

I Studie 3 fullgbrs avhandlingens konvergent-parallell mixade design. Studiens
forskningsfrigor berdr dels forandringar i elevers uppfattningar av TSR-kvalitet
och SSE o6ver tid, och korrelationen mellan de tva faktorerna, dels, och framfor-
allt, hur elevers dndrade uppfattningar av TSR och SSE 6ver tvi ar aterspeglar
deras lirares upplevda kvalitet och maluppfyllelse i en kollektiv lirprocess som
genomforts under samma tvaarsperiod. Eleverna pd de fem skolor som deltagit i
det presenterade skolutvecklingsinitiativet besvarade den svenska TSR-SSE-en-
kiten vid tre tidpunkter &ver de tvd skoldren: fére skolutvecklingsprocessens
statt, efter ett ar och efter tvd ar i samband med processavslut (n = 382/372/332).

Studiens huvudresultat aterfinns i jimforelser mellan elever 1 de fem skolorna
som visar att férindringsbanorna (’trajectories”) i elevers skattning av TSR-kva-
litet och SSE i Skola 2 — den enda skola dir lirarna beskrivit en mer framgangsrik
kollektiv lirprocess — skilde sig markant ifran férindringsbanorna for elever i
jamforda skolor (skillnaderna motsvarade stora effektstorlekar, 4= 0,81-1,14).

For att bittre forsta vad i Skola 2-elevernas uppfattningar som verkligen férind-
rats, gjordes individuella analyser av samtligas (n = 33) svar pa samtliga variabler
vid varje svarstillfille. Storst férindring dterfinns 1 TSR-supportskalan. En majo-
ritet av eleverna upplever konkret forbittrat lirarstdd redan efter ett dr, och ut-
trycker att de kdnner sig tryggare med sina lirare och att deras ldrare bryr sig mer
om dem in tidigare. I TSR-konfliktskalan dndrar firre elever sin skattning Gver
tid, men f6r de elever som gor det kan forandringen vara sdrskilt viktig dd de
upplever en markant minskad konfliktnivé i relation till sina ldrare. P4 samma sitt
kan hégre skattning av flera elever i TSR-skalan gillande upplevd ndrhet i lirar-
relationen, liksom flera elevers hogre skattningar i SSE-skalorna f6r socialt sam-
spel och kamratrelationer och ”sjilvhivdelse” (“self-assertiveness”) tolkas som
uttryck for elevers f6rhdjda kinsla av agens i socialt samspel. De senare f6rind-
ringarna upptridde framforallt efter tva ér, vilket tyder pa att det tar tid att ut-
veckla djupare relationell tillit, och relationskompetens. Ocksa i SSE-skalan for
sjlvtillit géllande sjilvreglering i eget lirande forbittrades de flesta elevers skatt-
ningar 6ver tid, men i mindre utstrickning 4n f6r TSR-support. P4 den globala
sjalvtillitsskalan uttrycker de flesta elever generellt gott hopp om att lyckas vil i
skolan, och var tredje elev uttrycker 6kad tillit sin egen f6rmaga att koncentrera
sig pa lektionerna. En sista viktig observation ér att flera elever rapporterar en
betydande 6kning av globalt skolhopp redan efter ett ar.

Aterspeglade forbittringar pi elevniva redan efter ett ar av lirares kollektiva
skolutvecklingsstrivanden vicker sirskilt intresse. En forklaring féreslds kunna



vara den patagliga fordndring i lirares forhallningssitt och bemdtande som ele-
verna motte frin en termin till en annan. Samarbetsinriktade lirar—elevsamtal,
ldrares empatiska utforskande av elevernas perspektiv pa utmaningar 1 lirandet
och inbjudan till delaktighet i 6msesidigt planerade och genomforda forbattrings-
forsok 1 undervisningen innebar helt nya erfarenheter f6r manga elever. Sidana
nya erfarenheter av samspel och samarbete med sina lirare kan tinkas férklara
elevernas 6kade kinsla av skoltillit, ocksi efter en si relativt kort tid som ett lasar.

Diskussion, slutsatser och konsekvenser for skolutveckling

Avhandlingens forsta forskningsfraga gillde hur olika férhillanden 1 lokala skol-
kontexter paverkar lirares relationella skolutvecklingsarbete. Baserat pa resulta-
ten i Studie 1 och pa deltagande lirares, skolledares och handledares rapporter
kan som summering sigas att lirarlagsbaserad relationell skolutveckling férefaller
vara enklare sagd 4n gjord. Trots till synes liknande utgangslidgen i de fem sko-
lorna, och trots lika omfattning av tillférda resurser i processen (avsatt tid, antal
deltagande lirare, kompetensutveckling och handledning), blev utfallet av de fem
relationella skolutvecklingsprocesserna hogst varierat. Bara i en av skolorna upp-
levde lirarna en mer framgangsrik skolutvecklingsprocess. En férsta slutsats dr
att organisatoriska och relationella forutsattningar pa system-, skol- och lararlagsniva definie-
rar vilka relationella skolutvecklingsinsatser som kan genomforas. Exempelvis framstod
uppritthallande av ett frirum f6r ldrares kollektiva lirande som en viktig organi-
satorisk forutsittning. Att ddma av foreliggande arbete kan ett hdllbart frirum
skapas av tillitsfulla skolledare som organiserar lirares kollektiva processer utifrin
héga forvintningar om férindring, och med engagerad aterkoppling, kvalificerat
handledningsstéd och tillrickligt med avsatt tid f6r lirarnas kontinuerliga £61-
bittringsarbete. Ett annat lokalt férhéllande av betydelse f6r utvecklingsarbetets
utfall var rddande vanor och ”mognaden” i lirares samarbete. I linje med inter-
nationell forskning om framgéngsrikt kollektivt lirande ("mature PLCs”) férut-
satte skolutvecklingsinitiativets design ldrares 6msesidiga synlighet i direkt elev-
arbete och samarbete i handling, grundat i ett accepterat kollektivt ansvar for alla
elever. Dessa forgivettagna relationella forutsittningar saknades emellertid pé
skolorna, eller uppfylldes bara i viss utstrickning. Graden av dppenbet, dmsesidig re-
spekt och vilvilja i de kollegiala relationerna i lirarlagen och mellan lirare och skolledare, satte
grénser for ldrares beredskap att riskera egen sarbarbet genom att samarbeta kring verklig
fordndring av egna pedagogiska forhallningssitt och satt att samspela med elever. Ett svar pa
avhandlingens andra forskningsfriga formulerades: Ldrare miste kanna tillit i relat-
tonella skolutvecklingsprocesser — for att uppleva mening och vilja vara delaktiga, och for att
vara Gppna med egna utmaningar och vilja priva verkliga forandringar i praktiken tillsammans
med kollegor och elever. 1 avhandlingen kontextualiseras “ldrares tillit i relationella
skolutvecklingsprocesser” som beroende av tillit pa tre nivéer: i interpersonella
relationer (kollegial #illii), 1 lararlaget (kollektiv #illi7), och pa &vergripande skolniva
med tillit till skolutvecklingsprocessens syfte och organisering (processtillir). Hir
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argumenteras fOr att fOrst da larare upplever tillit pa alla tre nivaer mijliggors ett fordjupat
kollektivt larande och en forhijd kollektiv relationskompetens kan utvecklas, som 1 sin tur
har potential att forstirka elevernas skoltillit.

For att kunna studera om och hur lirares relationella skolutvecklingsstrivanden
paverkat deras elevers kinsla av sjilvtillit i skolan utvecklades den svenska TSR-
SSE-enkiten. Instrumentet fingar samtidigt elevers skattning av TSR-kvalitet
och SSE (forskningsfriga 3 och 4). I avhandlingen pekas pa sambandet mellan
TSR-kvalitet och SSE som trolig link mellan lirares relationskompetens och ele-
vers vilbefinnande och lirande. Analyser av de elevdata som samlats in med det
tvadelade instrumentet bekriftar en betydande korrelation mellan elevers skattade TSR-
kvalitet och SSE. Resultatet ger st6éd f6r avhandlingens grundantagande att med-
vetna relationella skolutvecklingsstrivanden har potential att utveckla tillitsfulla
ldrar—elevrelationer, och att dessa i sin tur kan bidra till stirkt sjalvtillit hos ele-
verna gillande deras moijligheter att trivas, lira och lyckas vil i skolan. Elevers
térvintningar och tro pd det egna lirandet ér 1 sin tur en skolfaktor tydligt korre-
lerad med maéluppfyllelse i internationella metaanalyser av olika faktorers effekt
pé skolresultat. De beskrivna sambanden manar till narmare studier av lirares relations-
kompetens: bur den kan ntvecklas, och hur den tar sig uttryck i interpersonella lirar—elevrelat-
ioner och larar—elevsamspel.

Lirarna i det lirarlag som beskrev en férdjupad och mer framgangsrik lirprocess
(i Skola 2) exemplifierar vad en utvecklad kollektiv relationskompetens kan inne-
bira. Lirarna hir uttryckte redan fran start beslutsamhet i att tillsammans som
arbetslag bli bittre pé att forsta sina elevers upplevelser i skolan, genom att visa
dem genuint intresse och ge utrymme f6r deras perspektiv i nya former £6r lirar—
elevsamspel. Genom ett narmare, mer empatiskt och personligt sdtt att prata med och lssna
pd sina elever i samarbetsbaserade omsesidiga samtal fick lirarna nya insikter om varfor, nar
och hur utmaningarna i elevers skolvardag och lirande uppstod. 1 upptéljande kollektiv
reflektion och planering av forbittringsférsok kunde lirarna sedan fokusera mer
precist pa elevernas styrkor och upplevda utmaningar liksom pé deras sociala och
personliga vilbefinnande, snarare 4n pd deras problemskapande beteende. Att
déma av Skola 2-elevernas individuella enkétsvar har ldrarnas férdindrade bemo-
tande bidragit till en pataglig kinsla hos majoriteten av att vara bittre stottade i
lirandet, mer sedda och lyssnade p4, och respekterade och omhindertagna i sko-
lan. P4 gruppniva upplevde eleverna ocksa en minskad konfliktnivd och stérre
nirhet i relationerna med sina viktigaste ldrare.

I kollektiv reflektion runt elevbemdétande och lirar—elevsamspel pd intersubjek-
tiv ("mikro-sociologisk”) nivd — utifrin gemensamma analyser pd handledningen
av videoinspelade lirar—elevsamtal — synliggjordes och férhandlades varje lirares
personliga sitt att moéta sina elever. En dkad medvetenbet utvecklades i lirarlaget om
bur bade implicita och explicita — ickeverbala och verbala — aspekter av samspelet paverkade
kuvaliteteten i ldrar—elevrelationerna momentant.



Konsekvenser for implementering av relationell skolutveckling

Om skoladministratorer, skolledare och ldrare vill inspireras av resultaten i denna
avhandling dr foljande viktigt att ha 1 atanke, enligt forfattaren: () Beakta savil
radande organisatoriska som relationella férutsittningar i skolan for kollektiva
liroprocesser att kunna férdjupas; (i) Frimja processtillit genom att delaktiggéra
lirare 1 kollektiva processer av kontinuerlig identifiering av utvecklingsbehov,
malsittande och utformning-genomférande-uppféljning av férbattringsforsok;
(ii) Tillhandahéll kvalificerad extern handledning i relationella skolutvecklings-
processer, savil for att utmana radande skolkulturer som for att sidkra kollegial
och kollektiv tillit i ldrarlag; (iv) Planera processer for lirares ’synlighet i praxis’
och ’samarbete i handling’; (v) Organisera utvecklingsarbetet med kontinuerlig
aterkoppling mellan skolledare och ldrare; (vi) Prioritera och var uthéllig; och
framférallt, (vil) Organisera skolor sa att utrymme ges f6r lirare att lira kidnna
alla sina elever vil, bade som personer och som elever, i 6msesidiga samspel och
kontinuerligt utvecklade lirar—elevdialoger.
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