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Executive Summary
In June 2021, the design of Phase II of the Accompaniment Project began. The
overall objective for this phase of the project was to address the following
driving question: To what extent do social network structures foster (or
constrain) access to support for educators?

The design of this phase builds on a body of international research (e.g.,
Carolan, 2014; Daly, 2010; Moolenaar et al., 2010; Sinnema et al., 2021; Thomas
et al., 2019) that confirms the value of social network analysis to study the
dynamic relations and interactions between educators.  This approach has the
potential to provide clarity regarding the flow of advice and support throughout
a school or organisation.

Questionnaires were used to collect SNA data to illuminate the perspective of
practitioners and the flow of support. The application of SNA to the exploration
of relationships between educators provided the opportunity for a unique
perspective of informal networks of relationships.

Working in partnership with nine school boards and researchers from Concordia
University, University of Ottawa, and McGill University the network structures of
four case studies were examined.

Research methodology

A fifteen item Social Network Analysis (SNA) questionnaire was circulated across
the LCEEQ community from late 2021 to early 2022. Responses from 54
respondents working at four distinct schools across three school boards were
analysed. The SNA research team used four network themes: advice, joint-work, efficacy, and close-relationship to frame the
mixed-methods analyses of the questionnaire data. This report presents key findings and recommendations from this analysis.

Phase II process

The main research activities for Phase II were:

● Driving research questions designed by DELT (Spring, 2021)
● Questionnaire developed by Phase II research team (May–Sept 2021)
● Questionnaire reviewed by critical friends (Aug, 2021)
● Questionnaire made available online in English (Sept, 2021)

● Questionnaire launched (Fall 2021)
● Social Network Analysis (Nov 2021–March 2022)
● Initial findings reported to Steering Committee (Feb 2022)
● Key Findings report to DELT (April 2022)
● Final analysis and report (30 June  2022).
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1. Summary of SNA Findings
In the majority of schools the role of leadership was observed to be distributed across different individuals. Teachers tended to
be positioned centrally to support joint work; whereas, administrators were positioned centrally to support teachers to believe
they were capable. The exception was Case 1 in which one teacher, the assistant resource teacher, was central for all questions.
In the other cases, resource teachers, remedial teachers, or special education technicians were central for the joint work
network. Named mentors were not observed to be providing advice and guidance to a greater number of teachers.

To measure the brokering opportunities of teachers and administrators in the networks, we calculated the Freeman
betweenness (Freeman, 1979). Resource teachers and remedial teachers in the joint work networks were observed to have
very high betweenness suggesting they were in positions to introduce innovative or non-redundant information from or to
other individuals. Other key actors who brokered knowledge, such as administrators, were observed to have high betweenness
in the Belief in Capability networks. Some administrators were observed to be in positions to communicate with others across
school boundaries. According to Fleming & Waguespack (2007) key actors in brokering roles often face a number of challenges
while balancing the demands of various individuals and groups. Discussions in the LCEEQ presentations revealed key actors are
rarely acknowledged for their contributions to school networks. When key actors leave a school network the impact on the
school can be immediate and long term if someone else is not able to take their place.

Even in networks where collaboration was observed to be taking place, there were some teachers with very few connections to
others. For example, in Case 2, Teacher 3 (one of the most experienced teachers in the school) had very few connections. This
teacher was not connected to the teacher in this school who was able to connect many others to one another (Teacher 8).
Similarly, the teacher who had been at the school for the least number of years (Teacher 6) also had very few connections and
was not connected to Teacher 8. This indicates that expertise in this school is not being utilised and shared. In particular, the
expertise is not being shared by and with one of the most experienced and one of the least experienced members of the
network.

The vast majority of educators’ questionnaire answers revealed they feel entrusted to make decisions, they have a voice, they
have accomplishments acknowledged, they take time to reflect as a school, and they share beliefs about teaching, learning, and
assessment. The question with the lowest level of agreement was the question regarding the presence of a process for teachers
to collaborate. Responses to this question revealed a number of teachers did not feel there is a process in place to collaborate.

A conversation with LCEEQ project participants regarding ways to encourage joint work and further develop collective efficacy
produced suggestions including: having common priorities driven by student need; making evidence visible of the link between
collective efficacy and student learning; creating and distributing stories and artefacts representing collective efficacy; providing
teachers with time and space to develop trust and respect; building relationships and participating in learning walks.

Recommendations
The findings of this study identify a number of issues and opportunities that have implications for policy and practice:

● Further develop leaders’ knowledge regarding network relations (Cross et al., 2002; Thomas et al., 2019); strategies for
supporting collaboration such as joint work; network intentionality (Moolenaar et al., 2014; Thomas et al., 2019); and the
identification and sharing of expertise.

● Ensure succession plans are in place so that the collaborative work of leaders and key actors can be sustained over the long
term. Key actors, mentors, and other leaders should receive targeted support related to the role they hold in their network.

● Value existing expertise by recognizing key knowledge in the system acquired through educators’ work with learners
(Lampert-Shepel et al., 2019). Provide adequate time (Minckler, 2014) and comfortable spaces (Struyve et al., 2016) where
expertise can be shared.

● Provide opportunities for meaningful time working together in each other’s classrooms and planning.
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2. Method

Driving Research Question

Phase II used social network analysis (SNA) to examine school
networks. This work began with the ethics approval, the finalising
of the SNA questionnaire, and the recruitment of participants in
schools. Data was received from most of the English School Boards
across the province. In total 175 responses were collected. Some
of this data was used to examine educators’ collective efficacy,
and other data was used to obtain a picture of how educators in
schools are collaborating within and across their networks.

Procedure

Social network analysis: Social network analysis (SNA) with the
software UCINET Version 6 by Borgatti et al. (2002) was used to
analyse, map, and illuminate the structure and nature of networks from four schools. The data from schools with a response
rate less than 80% were not used since missing data can have a very significant impact on the analysis. Achieving a response
rate of 80% is challenging at the best of times, but was even more challenging due to fluctuations in school personnel
exacerbated by COVID-19. Despite these challenges, there was sufficient data to address the guiding question for this phase of
the study which was: To what extent do social network structures foster (or constrain) access to support for educators?

The network boundaries were determined by consulting individual schools and asking for their staff roster. These names were
added to each school’s unique questionnaire. Before the questionnaire was issued a number of critical friends were consulted
including members of the steering committee, Dr. Alan Daly (University of California San Diego), Dr. Yi-Hwa Liou (National Taipei
University), and Dr. Joelle Rodway (Memorial University), among others. The questionnaire was modified based on the advice
provided by these critical friends. The questionnaire gathered data on the respondent’s name, professional details, networking
activity in their school, and collective efficacy. Five bounded networking questions (Scott, 2013) investigated patterns of
advice-seeking, advice-giving, joint-work, belief in capability, and close-relationships within four schools across three school
boards. Participants could choose as many staff members as they wanted for each network question. Additionally, participants
could add names not on the roster (i.e., outside school network). The names provided were coded and the code was securely
stored by ShiftFocus to protect the identity of the participants. Using the coded data, metrics and sociograms were generated
to illuminate the structure and nature of four school networks.

Collective efficacy: Seven questions were adapted from Donohoo (2017, 2018, 2020) and included on the questionnaire.

Approach to the Analysis The driving question provided the overall framework for the analysis. Responses to the following SNA
questions provided names of colleagues (Appendix A):

1. Who do you turn to for professional guidance and/or advice? How often do you turn to them? Once a year (1), Every few
months (2), At least once a month (3), At least once a week (4), At least once a day (5).

2. In your school, who comes to you for professional guidance and/or advice? How often do they come to you?

3. With whom have you done joint work (e.g., co-constructed lessons, cycle/subject teams, PDIG grants, curriculum planning,
learning evaluations, student support, extracurriculars)? How often do you work together?

4. Who has made you believe that you are capable when you are faced with a challenge? How often?

5. With whom do you share a close relationship at work? (e.g., who you might go out for lunch with or share personal
information) How often do you connect?
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3. SNA Findings
This section of the report is structured around the five SNA questions that generated network data for each school. The
evidence indicates that, overall, the participating schools are engaged in collaboration for the purpose of seeking advice,
working jointly, encouraging one another to believe in their professional capabilities, and sharing personal information. Some
of these networks appeared more stable, while others appeared to have room for further development and growth. This will be
discussed below.

3.1. Advice-Seeking Networks

Advice-seeking relations reveal “key players who are more frequently sought out as advice providers, and as such can further
illuminate potential sources of expertise perceived by educators network members” (Sinnema et al. 2020, p. 4). Participants
were asked: Who do you turn to for professional guidance and/or advice? How often do you turn to them?

Using the responses from this question a network map
was constructed for schools in which there was a
response rate greater than 80%. From this particular
sociogram it is evident every educator is connected to
someone else suggesting that every educator was
receiving  advice from at least one other individual.

Each educator on this sociogram is represented by a
shape or a node. Square nodes indicate an educator with
over 15 years of experience. The green colour
distinguishes educators who are currently in a leadership
role. The size of the node represents the level of power
in the network. This was measured using Freeman

Betweenness. More specifically, larger nodes represent positions where educators are brokering guidance and advice. These
individuals are in positions where they have a degree of control over the flow of advice in the network. By occupying these
spaces key actors who broker knowledge can control the flow of knowledge and other resources (Burt, 1992). By forming
bridges between those who are separated by geographic or other boundaries key actors who broker knowledge are able to act
with greater freedom and are able to contribute information that is diverse (Maroulis & Gomez, 2008).
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In addition, the presence of multiple key actors can contribute to the stability of the network. Looking at the individuals in this
network more closely it is evident the Administrator 12 goes to colleagues marked with a + for guidance and support. These
colleagues (14, 16, 17, 24) are outside the administrator’s school. These outside connections can provide the administrator with
non-redundant, or innovative ideas to bring into the network; however, the administrator is also dependent on someone like
Teacher 8 to spread that guidance and advice around the network. Administrator 12 needs the support of these outside
colleagues (14, 16, 17, 24) and Administrator 12 also needs the support of Teacher 8. Teachers within the school need the
support of someone like Teacher 8 who is connecting many people and sharing guidance and advice.

Although Teacher 8 is connected to most educators in the school, they are not connected to the teacher who has been at the
school for the least number of years. Teacher 6 has only been at this school for one year. Teacher 8 is also not connected to one
of the most experienced teachers, Teacher 3. This suggests that despite the fact there is a fair bit of collaboration taking place
in this school, there is expertise that is not being utilised and shared– namely by and with one of the least experienced
members and one of most experienced members.

LCEEQ participants who attended the DELT meeting, March 31, 2022, and Design Team meeting on April 22, 2022, validated
these observations. Participants shared their responses over Zoom suggesting inexperienced teachers would benefit from
seeing the sociograms and recognizing the validity of their feelings of isolation. Other participants discussed the need to have a
greater awareness of the expertise that may be present in a school that is not being utilised and shared – especially expertise
held by the most experienced members, but not being shared with the least experienced members. The brokering role of
Teacher 8 was discussed as a significant leadership role that needs to be valued and supported in order to enable the sharing of
expertise.

3.2. Advice-Giving Networks

To highlight educators’ level of perceived engagement at their school, participants were asked: In your school, who comes to
you for professional guidance and/or advice? How often do they come to you? In the advice-giving network the resource
teachers and staff assistants were in the top decile for in-degree across the four schools. This suggests resource teachers and
staff assistants were more likely to seek out advice from others. In contrast, school level leaders were not likely to seek out
advice from others in their own school, but were more likely to be sought by others. The sociogram presents data from Case 1.
The low density (0.264) in this school was consistent with the other schools that also revealed low density for advice-giving. In
each of the schools very few respondents were named for advice-giving.
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3.3. Joint-Work Networks

Joint work in this study was defined as: co-constructed lessons,
cycle/subject teams, PDIG grants, curriculum planning, learning
evaluations, student support, extracurriculars, etc.

The existing literature and research evidence suggests
educators who interact frequently about work-related issues:

1. Are better able to access and make use of the individual
and collective resources embedded in their professional
network (Rigano & Ritchie, 2003);

2. Are able to more easily share and develop best practices, as
well as student data (Little, 2003). Each of which can have a
positive impact on students.

One of the questions we asked participants during this phase of
the study was: With whom have you done joint work? How often do you work together?

From the analysis, administrators tended not to be central in joint-work networks. Instead resource teachers were in very
powerful positions. Resource teachers were participating frequently in joint work with several other educators in the school.

In some schools there were teachers who were not participating in any joint work, or administrators who were participating in
joint work with only one person.

When comparing educators’ joint-work networks to their advice-seeking networks the following was apparent:

1. Joint-work was not as frequent or as common as interactions regarding advice-seeking and guidance. There were not as
many interactions nor were the interactions as frequent.

2. Administrators were positioned more centrally in advice-seeking networks, when compared to joint-work networks.

To provide more support for teachers to participate in joint work, our data suggests teachers need the types of opportunities
available to resource teachers, such as opportunities to spend time in multiple classrooms within the school, and opportunities
for shared planning time.

These recommendations were further supported by LCEEQ participants who attended the DELT meeting on 22 April 2022.
During this meeting participants created documents in Zoom breakout rooms. Suggestions included on these documents
included the need for teaching and supervision schedules to be strategically designed to allow individuals and teams to be
available at the same time. In addition, participants emphasised the need for the school culture to support joint work during
these common meeting times. A supportive school culture was described as one in which collaborative practices such as joint
work were valued and modelled by each staff member, including administrators.
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An additional recommendation proposed by DELT meeting participants was the need for facilitators of joint work to be made
aware of their value. Teachers who are participating in joint work and also able to facilitate connections between others to
participate in joint work were positioned as key actors who brokered knowledge in their networks. These key actors were able
to connect teachers who would otherwise be disconnected. These key actors were identified by their high measure of
betweenness.

A broker is identified using a red arrow in the sociogram below. The administrator is identified using a red circle.
If a broker (Teacher 19) leaves the network (for promotion, family, attrition, retirement, etc.) there is a dramatic impact on the
sociogram on the right-hand side. Comparing these two networks demonstrates how the departure of the broker results in a
very disconnected network. The network becomes a collection of small groups with some individuals, such as the administrator,
completely isolated from others. By occupying these spaces key actors or brokers can control the flow of knowledge and other
resources (Burt, 1992).

Participants at the DELT meeting were consulted regarding recommendations of actions to prevent the negative impacts of a
broker leaving a school network. DELT participants suggested there is a need to acknowledge the value of individuals (such as
key actors); to capitalize on the expertise within the school building; to acknowledge everyone as a holder of knowledge; to
plan for succession; to share leadership roles, and to be ready for potential transitions.
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3.4. Belief in Capability

In this section another type of network is used to investigate factors
that support accompaniment. The following networks are about
developing one’s belief in one’s own professional capability. Below is
a description of some of the patterns that emerged.

To understand how educators build their self-efficacy, participants
were asked: Who has made you believe that you are capable when
faced with a challenge? And how often?

● Educators’ responses were considered in the context of the
pandemic. Specifically, who has helped them believe they are
capable in the midst of the challenges presented by the pandemic.

● In Case 1 (sociogram to the right), the majority of the teachers
named no one when asked wfho helps them to believe they are
capable.

● One educator in the study named themself as a source for
boosting their sense of capability. This type of self-reliance was
also observed in more than one of the responses to the Needs
Assessment. For example, one participant stated, “No support
needed, I have my own methods.”

● Our data for Case 3 revealed a relatively fragile network with some
teachers not connected to the network.

● Many of the educators who are connected to this network are
connected to Administrator 24. The reliance on the administrator for a belief that you are capable was a common trend
among the other schools.

● In addition to examining educators’ individual sense of capability (or belief in capability) each schools’ collective efficacy
scores were also measured to better understand the role of collective efficacy in supporting accompaniment.
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3.5. Close-Relationship Networks

When it comes to assessing close-relationships, the Spanish word enredado evokes the idea of connectedness or ‘knittedness’.
To find out about the level of ‘knittedness’ in the network participants were asked the following question: With whom do you
share a close relationship at work? How often do you connect? For example, who do you go out with for lunch? In the context
of the pandemic it was often not possible for teachers to go out together, or share a meal. The results for this question may
have been impacted by the pandemic context causing a more sparsely connected network than usual.

A few individuals who stand out in this sociogram:

● Administrator 12 is not in a central or powerful position. This was a trend in the other schools examined for this question.

● Not all of the teachers named someone in their school.

● The teacher who is in the most central position, Teacher 13, is one of the most experienced teachers. This was a noticeable
pattern across the other schools.

By comparing the Close-Relationship network to the network regarding Advice-Seeking for this same school a number of
differences can be seen.
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3.6. Comparing Networks

 Advice-Seeking versus Close-Relationship

The Advice-Seeking network has several more connections than the Close-Relationship network. A term used to describe this
difference is density. In this case, the Advice-Seeking network has more connections, therefore, it has a higher density.
Contrasting these two networks helps to reveal a few other differences:

● While Teacher 6 reported a connection to their administrator for advice, they are not connected to Administrator 12 in the
close-relationship network. In fact, they aren’t connected to anyone at all.

● Another difference is noticed in the position of the Administrator 12. The size of their node shrinks in the Close-Relationship
network. This means they have a lot less power due to their position on the periphery of the network. This was common
among Administrators in the close-relationship networks across the schools that participated.

One of the reasons for comparing these two networks is because it suggests educators at this school are taking time to engage
with one another. They are taking the time to engage in quite a few conversations about advice. The fact that the
close-relationship network is not dense is also of interest because this type of data is often interpreted as data that can suggest
a degree of trust in the network. A very dense network for close relationships is sometimes interpreted to represent a
high-level of trust. The low density of these close-relationship networks suggest the level of trust could be further developed.
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3.7. Collective Efficacy Findings

All of the data received from the 175 participants from most of the English School Boards across the province were used to
examine collective efficacy. Unlike the SNA data that required a high response rate, the collective efficacy data did not have this
limitation. Instead, every questionnaire response to the collective efficacy questions was analysed. From this data, it was
encouraging to see high levels of agreement for the collective efficacy statements. As shown in the adjacent graph, it is clear
that the vast majority of educators answered positively (green) to the questions. This suggests they feel that teachers: are

entrusted to make decisions, have a voice,
have accomplishments acknowledged,
take time to reflect together as a school,
and share beliefs about teaching,
learning, and assessment. Of interest,
however, is that the lowest level of
agreement was for the final question:
“There is a process in place for teachers to
collaborate.”

In this graph, we look at the collaboration
responses in more detail. Currently, our
data suggests that although 56% of
educators agree or strongly agree with the
statement: about 45% of respondents are
not sure or simply don’t agree that there
is a process in place for teachers to

collaborate at their school. This is an important area for improvement illuminated by the research findings. By connecting this
data to the network maps (sociograms) discussed earlier, it is evident that some educators are working very collaboratively, but
not all educators.
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According to Berebitsky & Salloum (2017), collective efficacy could potentially be predicted by educators' social networks.
Respondents were asked: In what ways can educators accompany one another to develop a greater sense of collective
efficacy?

An examination of this question did not reveal evidence to connect the social network data to collective efficacy (see Appendix
B, for details).

Pearson's correlation coefficient was used to investigate the relationships between CTE score (trust, voice, acknowledgement,
etc.) and the different social network variables (seek advice, joint work, belief in capability). A preliminary analysis was
performed to ensure no violation of the assumptions of normality and linearity. The table shows:

1. There is no relationship between CTE and indegree (counts the number of incoming ties) for advice seeking. Neither was
there a correlation between CTE and betweenness.

2. There weren’t any p-values smaller than 0.05 to indicate a significant result.

3. There weren’t any correlations between CTE and joint work, or belief in capability.

In summary, after running Pearson's correlation tests, it was evident there are no statistically significant correlations between
CTE and any SNA variables (e.g., indegree & betweenness) for this study.
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The highest collective teaching efficacy score in Case 3 was given by Teacher 4. This teacher scored the maximum value of 5 on
all seven questions, obtaining a score of 35/35.

Teacher 4 has 11 years of career experience, five of them at the current school. Teacher 4 is currently in a coach/mentor
leadership position.

From the “seeking advice” sociogram presented previously, it was evident Teacher 4 does not have arrows or relationships
incoming to them. The betweenness value for this teacher was zero, meaning this person does not have control over the
information that flows within the network related to advice-seeking. This was surprising for a person who is a coach or mentor.

Likewise, the values for Q10 (joint work) and Q12 (close relationship) were also 0 for betweenness. Regarding Q11, the value of
3 for in-degree and 4.833 are in the bottom decile of in-degree.

LCEEQ participants who attended the DELT meeting, March 31, 2022, and Design-Team meeting on April 22, 2022 shared
their responses over Zoom suggesting some of the key ingredients needed to support collective efficacy:

● Having common priorities driven by student needs.

● Seeing evidence of a clear link between collective efficacy and student learning.

● Creating and distributing stories and artefacts representing collective efficacy (Cambridge et al., 2005).

● Providing teachers with time; time to gather in a staff room, time to talk, time to eat together, time to develop trust and
respect.

● Gradually building relationships and working towards learning walks and taking risks together.

● Making sure all individuals are ‘well held’ at all stages.
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4. Discussion
The available evidence from the SNA data, in addition to perspectives gathered at LCEEQ presentations, indicate many
educators are being accompanied by one another in their schools, but there is room for growth. Observed accompaniment
practices have included the sharing of guidance and advice, performing joint work, helping one another believe in the
network’s collective efficacy, and developing trust.

4.1. Structures Supporting Accompaniment Practices

A number of common features or key characteristics have been identified to be associated with structures conducive to
supporting accompaniment.  The following are observations regarding strategies for supporting these structures:

1. Distributed Leadership & Mentorship

In the majority of schools where educators were observed to be supported to accompany one another, the role of leadership
was distributed among different individuals. In these schools, teachers were positioned centrally to support joint work;
whereas, administrators were positioned centrally to support teachers to believe they were capable. The exception was Case 1
in which one teacher, the assistant resource teacher, was central for all questions. In the other cases, resource teachers,
remedial teachers, or special education technicians were central for the joint work network, but other individuals were central
for other networks. A supportive school culture was described as one in which collaborative practices such as joint work were
valued and modelled by each staff member, including administrators. Compared to joint work, administrators were positioned
more centrally for advice-seeking, but in most cases the seeking of advice and guidance within the school tended to be
distributed to a combination of leaders rather than being dependent only on the administrator.

Leaders, such as mentors, were also named in some schools. Mentors were not observed to be providing advice and guidance
to a greater number of teachers. In at least one school a named mentor was positioned on the periphery of the network. A
mentor on the periphery of a network is unable to access the flow of information, resources, advice, and guidance within the
school. This observation suggests the selection and training of mentors may need to be addressed in some schools.

2. Brokering

Some teachers and administrators were observed to be interacting with others across an affiliation boundary. Some examples
of affiliation boundaries included position (administrator/teacher/resource teacher), years of experience, or experience in a
school. When teachers or administrators interacted with one another across a boundary, a flow of advice or other resources
could be initiated. This flow of resources was not only dependent on the number of connections between the individuals, but
also on the position of each person in the network (Burt, 2000).

To measure the brokering opportunities of teachers and administrators in the networks, we calculated the Freeman
betweenness. Resource teachers and remedial teachers in the joint work networks were observed to have very high
betweenness suggesting they were in positions to introduce innovative or non-redundant information from or to other
individuals. For example, experienced teachers, currently in the role of resource teachers and remedial teachers, were most
likely to be positioned to facilitate joint work thereby passing information between classrooms, or between groups of teachers.
They were in key positions to pass or restrict information.

Other key actors who were brokering knowledge, such as administrators, were observed to have high betweenness for the
networks supporting teachers’ belief in their capability. Some administrators were also observed to be in positions to
communicate with others across school boundaries. Administrators, when positioned as key actors, can contribute positively to
the network, or become gatekeepers to “filter, distort, or hoard resources” (Daly & Finnigan, 2011, p. 47).
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Administrators who bring non-redundant ideas into the network are dependent on teachers to spread guidance and advice
around the network. For example, in Case 2, Administrator 12 was in a key position to bring innovative ideas into the network;
however, they were dependent on Teacher 8 to share those ideas with other teachers in the school.

The role of both experience and teacher certification in brokering roles was also of interest since one of the key actors did not
have teacher certification and another key actor was the second least experienced in the school. According to Fleming &
Waguespack (2007) key actors such as brokers often face a number of challenges while balancing the demands of various
individuals and groups and are sometimes less trusted than others in the network.

Discussions in the LCEEQ presentations revealed that key actors who broker knowledge are rarely acknowledged for their
contributions to school networks. In addition, when key actors leave a school network the impact on the school can be
immediate and long term if someone else is not able to take their place.

3. Untapped Expertise

Even in networks where collaboration was taking place, some teachers were observed to have very few connections to others.
For example, in Case 2, Teacher 3 (one of the most experienced teachers in the school) had very few connections. This teacher
was not connected to the teacher in this school who was able to connect many others to one another (Teacher 8). Similarly,
the teacher who had been at the school for the least number of years (Teacher 6) also had very few connections and was not
connected to Teacher 8. This indicates that expertise in this school is not being utilised and shared. In particular, the expertise
is not being shared by and with one of the most experienced and one of the least experienced members of the network. From
the existing research teachers like Teacher 8 are “key players who are more frequently sought out as advice providers, and as
such can further illuminate potential sources of expertise perceived by educators’ network members” (Sinnema et al. 2020, p.
4). The literature reveals that forcing collaboration can make both present and future efforts at collaboration even more
challenging (Harris & Chrispeels, 2006). Other strategies have been shown to be more effective. Creating welcoming staff
rooms (Struyve et al., 2016), providing teachers with the time, place, and resources to form relationships, e.g., shared
scheduling time (Minckler, 2014), and helping teachers to gain an awareness of the expertise in their team (Thomas et al.,
2019) can all assist teachers to access untapped expertise in their schools.

4. Collective Efficacy

The vast majority of educators’ answers suggested they feel entrusted to make decisions, they have a voice, they have
accomplishments acknowledged, they take time to reflect as a school, and they share beliefs about teaching, learning, and
assessment. The survey question with the lowest level of agreement was the question regarding a process for teachers to
collaborate.  This revealed a number of teachers did not feel there is a clear process in place.

A conversation with LCEEQ Accompaniment Project participants (DELT and Design Team members) regarding ways to further
develop collective efficacy produced a list of suggestions, such as: having common priorities driven by student needs; making
the link between collective efficacy and student learning visible; creating and distributing stories and artefacts representing
collective efficacy; providing teachers with time and space to develop trust and respect; and finally, building relationships and
participating in learning walks.
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4.2. Limitations

● Post-Pandemic Context: The current post-pandemic context meant additional time was needed to adjust each school’s staff
roster on the SNA questionnaire since school personnel were changing on a regular basis. Although the initial intention was
to collect longitudinal data over multiple time points to compare changes to the school networks over time this was not
feasible.

● Comparisons Across Schools: SNA data, such as network density, cannot be compared across networks unless the networks
have the same number of network members. In this study it was not possible to make these sorts of direct comparisons
across the schools because each of the four cases were a different size.

● Self-Reporting Questionnaire: The SNA questionnaire requires participants to self-report the people with whom they have
had interactions. To reduce each respondent’s burden of recall the questionnaire limited the number of people respondents
could choose to four. There was also the option for respondents to add more names if needed, but most respondents chose
four names or less.

4.3. Future Research

This study focused on positive ties (Thomas et al., 2019), however, future research could focus on negative ties as they may
reveal factors that inhibit accompaniment within schools. Further empirical studies might include the impact of both positive
and negative ties on educators’ flourishing.

This study did not focus on tie reciprocity–the degree to which a connection from educator A to educator B is matched by a tie
from B to A. The frequency with which relational data such as ‘advice seeking from’ and ‘does joint-work with’ are reciprocated
are likely to vary across networks. Future investigations could examine reciprocity to gain greater insight into additional factors
that may impact the network structure.

4.4. Recommendations

In light of the findings of this study a number of issues and opportunities have been identified that have implications for policy

and practice:

● Further Develop Leaders’ Knowledge regarding network relations (Cross et al., 2002; Thomas et al., 2019); strategies for
supporting collaboration such as joint work; network intentionality (Moolenaar et al., 2014; Thomas et al., 2019); and the
identification and sharing of expertise.

● Ensure succession plans are in place so that the collaborative work of leaders and key actors who broker knowledge can be
sustained over the long term. Key actors, mentors, and other leaders should receive targeted support related to the role they
hold in their network.

● Value existing expertise by recognizing key knowledge in the system that is acquired through educators’ work with learners
(Lampert-Shepel et al., 2019). Provide adequate time (Minckler, 2014) and comfortable spaces (Struyve et al., 2016) where
expertise can be shared.

● Provide opportunities for meaningful time working together in each other’s classrooms and planning.
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4.5. Concluding Remarks

Phase II of the project has achieved what it set out to achieve in its stated objectives. The next challenge will be to find ways to
continue to embed these findings in the LCEEQ community and to use these findings to ensure all members of the community
are accompanied as they take on the challenging mission of education for every learner.
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6. Appendices

6.1. Appendix A–Phase II SNA Questionnaire

RECRUITMENT EMAIL
Project Title: Accompaniment: Practice & Research
Mission Statement: Accompaniment for and by educators to foster collaborative professionalism.
Project Manager: Dr. Trista Hollweck, LCEEQ
Subject: LCEEQ Accompaniment Project: Interview invitation
Email: trista@lceeq.ca

Participation email:

Dear [ ],
Thank you for participating in the LCEEQ’s Accompaniment Project: Practice & Research. Please find a link to the short (10 minute)
questionnaire HERE. You will have 10 days to complete this questionnaire.

The Accompaniment project examines educators’ collaborative networks and experiences with the aim to improve collaborative
professionalism and professional development in Quebec’s English educational community. Accompaniment is an umbrella term that
encompasses a wide variety of collaborative-based professional development, such as mentoring and coaching. To learn more about the
Accompaniment project click here.

This questionnaire is part of Phase II of the Accompaniment project, a social network analysis (SNA). Unlike other surveys, you will need to
fill out your name and identify colleagues from your school from the drop-down menu provided. Your name is needed so we can link
individuals and groups across the data set to see how collaborative networks evolve over time. All names will be kept confidential. Each
name will be converted to a code before analysis. This is a common process in SNA research. For more information and answers to
Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ) click here (https://lceeq.ca/en/accompaniment/sna).

Please do not hesitate to reach out should you have any further questions. The project manager, Dr. Trista Hollweck, can be reached at
trista@lceeq.ca.

Thank you!

The LCEEQ Accompaniment Team

mailto:trista@lceeq.ca
https://lceeq.ca/en/accompaniment/update-page?pk_campaign=sna&pk_kwd=pilot
https://lceeq.ca/en/accompaniment/sna


ACCOMPANIMENT SNA PHASE II 22

PHASE II QUESTIONNAIRE
LCEEQ Accompaniment Through Social Network

Getting to know you/About you
The following questions are mandatory

1. Your first name: _________________ Your last name: _________________

2. Have you completed a teacher education program?
a. [Yes]
b. [No]
c. Currently in a program leading to certification

3. Which role best describes your current position? (choose all that apply)
a. Teacher
b. Administrator
c. Staff Assistant
d. Consultant
e. Special Education/Behaviour Technician
f. Resource/Remedial Teacher
g. Attendant (Shadow, Educational Assistant, etc.)

4. How many years of experience do you have working in a school in Quebec and elsewhere?
a. [Drop down menu 0-40 years]

5. How many years have you been at your present school?
a. [Drop down menu 0-40 years]

6. In the past, have you been in a leadership role (Mentor/Coach, Cycle/Subject/Department Lead, Teacher Leader,
Consultant, etc.)?

a. Yes
b. No

7. This year, are you in a leadership role?
a. Yes (if yes below responses will show)

i. Coach/Mentor
ii. Cycle/Subject/Department Lead

iii. Teacher Leader (professional learning, collaborative work, school/system committee work, PDIGs, etc.)
iv. Staff Assistant
v. Consultant

vi. Other: ___________________
b. No

8. Have you had any professional learning on how to accompany others (such as mentoring/coaching)?
a. Yes
b. No
c. Not sure
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SOCIAL NETWORK QUESTIONS
Tell us about your network. Please choose as many people as necessary when answering the questions below. Questions 10-12
are mandatory.

9. Who do you turn to for professional guidance and/or advice? [Roster list, + open option] How often do you turn to
them?

a. Once a year
b. Every few months
c. At least once a month
d. At least once a week
e. At least once a day

Option: Role and name.
School board consultant: please specify
Director/Assistant Director of Educational and/or Complementary services,
Family member,
Colleague from another school
Colleague from outside the board
Complementary and/or student services (psychologist, SLP, social worker, psychoeducators, nutritionists, occupational therapists)
Ministry consultants (FACET, AMI, Pelican, etc)
Academic (University researchers, Instructors, etc)
Other, please specify

10. In your school, who comes to you for professional guidance and/or advice? [Roster list, +open option] How often do
they come to you?

a. Once a year
b. Every few months
c. At least once a month
d. At least once a week
e. At least once a day

11. With whom have you done joint work (e.g., co-constructed lessons, cycle/subject teams, PDIG grants, curriculum
planning, learning evaluations, student support, extracurriculars)? [Roster list, +open option]
How often do you work together?

a. Once a year
b. Every few months
c. At least once a month
d. At least once a week
e. At least once a day

12. Who has made you believe that you are capable when you are faced with a challenge? [Roster list, + open option]
How often?

a. Once a year
b. Every few months
c. At least once a month
d. At least once a week
e. At least once a day

13. Optional question: With whom do you share a close relationship at work? (e.g., who you might go out for lunch with
or share personal information)? How often do you connect?[Roster list, + open option]

a. Once a year
b. Every few months
c. At least once a month
d. At least once a week
e. At least once a day
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14. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?

A.
[Strongly Agree]

B.
[Agree]

C.
[Neither Agree
Nor Disagree]

D.
[Disagree]

E.
[Strongly Disagree]

Teachers are entrusted to make important decisions
on school-wide issues

Teachers have a voice in matters related to school
improvement

School leaders regularly acknowledge the
accomplishments of individuals and teams within the
school

As a school we continually re-examine the extent to
which teaching practices support the learning of all
students

Our school holds shared beliefs about teaching and
learning.

Our school holds shared beliefs about assessment and
evaluation

There is a process in place for teachers to collaborate.

15. Would you like to share your demographic info with us?
a. [Yes]  if yes,

i. What is your gender? ________________
ii. What is your age? [Drop down menu]

iii. What is your preferred language? ___________
iv. Do you identify as minoritized?

a) [Yes]
b) [No]

b. [No]

16. We would love to learn more about your experience. We will be selecting participants for a short follow-up interview
(30-45 minutes). Are you interested?

a. [Yes] If yes, email address____________________
b. [No]

Thank you for completing the Social Network Approach questionnaire!
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6.2. Appendix B–Pearson & Biserial Correlations

ID Questions
Pearson

Correlation

Sig. (2 -

tailed)
N

1 What is the relationship between CTE and years of (career) experience? -0.002 0.981 175

2 What is the relationship between CTE and years at school? 0.004 0.962 175

Q8: Who do you turn to for professional guidance and/or advice?

3 What is the relationship between CTE and In-Degree for Q8 ? 0.019 0.891 56

4 What is the relationship between CTE and Betweenness for Q8? 0.149 0.283 56

5 What is the relationship between years of (career) experience and In-Degree for Q8? 0.276 0.044* 54

6 What is the relationship between years of (career) experience and Betweenness for Q8? 0.228 0.98 54

7 What is the relationship between years at school and In-Degree for Q8? 0.182 0.187 54

8 What is the relationship between years at school and Betweenness for Q8? 0.204 0.139 54

9 What is the relationship between being a leader in the past and In-Degree for Q8? 0.307 0.024* 54

10 What is the relationship between being a leader in the past and Betweenness for Q8? -0.057 0.682 54

11 What is the relationship between being a leader now and In-Degree for Q8? 0.451 <0.001* 54

12 What is the relationship between being a leader now and Betweenness for Q8? 0.159 0.251 54

Q10: With whom have you done joint work?

13 What is the relationship between CTE and In-Degree for Q10? 0.007 0.961 54

14 What is the relationship between CTE and Betweenness for Q10? 0.037 0.792 54

15 What is the relationship between years of (career) experience and In-Degree for Q10? 0.134 0.335 54

16 What is the relationship between years of (career) experience and Betweenness for Q10? 0.152 0.273 54

17 What is the relationship between years at school and In-Degree for Q10? 0.017 0.904 54

18 What is the relationship between years at school and Betweenness for Q10? 0.289 0.034* 54

19 What is the relationship between being a leader in the past and In-Degree for Q10? 0.088 0.5526 54

20 What is the relationship between being a leader in the past and Betweenness for Q10? 0.027 0.847 54

21 What is the relationship between being a leader now and In-Degree for Q10? -0.028 0.84 54

22 What is the relationship between being a leader now and Betweenness for Q10? 0.055 0.692 54

Q11: Who has made you believe that you are capable when you are faced with a challenge?

23 What is the relationship between CTE and In-Degree for Q11? 0.107 0.44 54

24 What is the relationship between CTE and Betweenness for Q11? 0.069 0.619 54

25 What is the relationship between years of (career) experience and In-Degree for Q11? 0.175 0.205 54

26 What is the relationship between years of (career) experience and Betweenness for Q11? 0.096 0.491 54

27 What is the relationship between years at school and In-Degree for Q11? 0.122 0.38 54

28 What is the relationship between years at school and Betweenness for Q11? 0.005 0.974 54

29 What is the relationship between being a leader in the past and In-Degree for Q11? 0.242 0.078 54

30 What is the relationship between being a leader in the past and Betweenness for Q11? 0.081 0.56 54

31 What is the relationship between being a leader now and In-Degree for Q11? 0.476 <0.001* 54

32 What is the relationship between being leader now and Betweenness for Q11 0.238 0.084 54

* Statistically significant relationships between demographic variables and SNA variables


