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Abstract 
 
 

Few organizations reflect the complexities and contradictions of societal changes as 
poignantly as schools. The purpose of this study was to examine teachers’ perceptions of the 
impact of societal changes on teacher collaboration in schools within the period of independence 
of Ukraine (1991 – 2005). The conceptual framework dwelt upon the constructive postmodern 
perspective as an analytical framework and examined teacher collaboration with regard to 
micropolitical and cultural perspectives. Qualitative methods, such as document analysis, focus 
group interviews and individual interviews, were utilized in this study. The research findings 
revealed positive, negative, and neutral types of societal impact on collaboration. The study 
suggested that establishing of collaborative cultures in Ukrainian schools requires both 
instrumental shaping and necessary societal conditions. 
 

Introduction: The Period of Transition in Ukraine 
 

The breakup of the Soviet Union was a critical turning point in the development of 
Ukraine’s national identity. The collapse of the Soviet Union and declaration of independence in 
1991 had a number of impacts on its society. The most frequently discussed are the political, 
economic, and social changes. Disintegration of the USSR and the appearance of a group of 
independent states caused severe political and social crises in these countries, economic decline, 
and decrease of living standards (Ministry of Education of Ukraine, 1999). Before 1991, “Soviet 
Ukraine was no more than part of an authoritarian, oppressive empire” (Pascual & Pifer, 2002). 
After the declaration of independence, Ukraine chose a path which balanced political 
democratization of the society, economic reform, and social stability (Dyczok, 2000). Ukraine’s 
initial goals were to disengage from the former centralized command system, assert control over 
economic processes on its territory, introduce market reforms and end its previous isolation from 
the global economy. Reforms in the political arena, decline in demographics, rising cost of health 
care, growing unemployment, and environmental damage were some of the issues the newly 
formed country had to face. All of these issues affected education (Zhulynsky, 1997). The 
collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991 provided an opportunity for researchers to study education 
in depth as the country made a transition from totalitarian Marxist-Leninist ideology to 
democracy and pluralism. The transition is not yet complete, as the struggle still continues 
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between the forces of progress and pluralism on one side and bureaucratic totalitarian forces on 
the other (Kononenko & Holowinsky, 2001). The recent political and social developments, 
following the President’s Elections, revealed the ongoing struggle between these forces in 
Ukrainian society. 

 
According to Golarz and Golarz (1995), schools have historically been a reflection of the 

larger society of which they are a part. The ways in which schools function have been influenced 
by the values and belief systems of each school’s surrounding community, especially by the 
professional educators and leaders who directly develop and maintain each system of education. 
The systems of values and beliefs that influence the relationships of people within schools are 
certain to change during the periods when society is in transition. Ukraine’s political and cultural 
changes have resulted in a collapse of a former system of values and beliefs and created a need 
for a new system (Kononenko & Holowinsky, 2001). This need prompted the post-Soviet 
Ukrainian society to move from the modernist Soviet era into a new era characterized by 
postmodern views.  

 
For much of the 20th century, the dominant view of society and organizations was 

grounded in the modernist perspective. This orientation was derived from Weber’s (1947) 
theories of organizations, which were based on rationality. Weber’s theories and worldview have 
extended far beyond organizations to become firmly entrenched in all aspects of life (Sackney & 
Mitchell, 2002). Turner (1990) characterized modernity as: 

the consequence of a process of modernization, by which the social world comes under 
the domination of asceticism, secularization, the universalistic claims of instrumental 
rationality, the differentiation of the various spheres of the lifeworld, the 
bureaucratization of economic, political and military practices, and the growing 
monetarization of values. (p. 6) 

These developments aligned with a modernist age, in which reason was believed to be capable of 
creating a unifying structure of thought and knowledge. Modernist thought has not only driven 
general organizational and social theories, but it also has dominated the theories that have been 
used to structure educational systems (Sackney & Mitchell, 2002), emphasizing order, 
accountability, structure, systemization, linear development, and control in schools. Rather than 
education being viewed at the forefront of social change, it was viewed as the stabilizing force 
that socialized individuals and groups into an awareness and acceptance of their place in the 
social and organizational orders. 

 
The social order in the former Soviet Union was characterized by the dominance of 

modernist views, which began to give way to postmodernist perspectives with the introduction of 
perestroika and glasnost in the 1990s (Lahusen & Kuperman, 1993), the period of social and 
cultural openness instituted by Mikhail Gorbachev to revitalize the Soviet system. The post-
Soviet Ukraine faced the new, unexplored terrain of postmodernism. “The vector of changes 
focused on transition from the ‘Soviet school’ model to the democratic European one” (Ministry 
of Education of Ukraine, 1999, p. 3).  The existing educational system, characterized by uniform 
requirements, centralized planning and administration, faced new challenges. Centralized 
financing and management of education, authoritarian pedagogy noticeable gave way to the 
elements of decentralization and pedagogy of cooperation (Ministry of Education of Ukraine, 
1999). Schools, like other areas of social life, were caught on the cusp of a new era: 

one between a modernist paradigm (characterized by professional values such as 
responsibility, meditative role, and concern for bottom-line results) and the postmodern 
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pattern (with swift currents of institutional changes marked by decentralization, 
pluralistic demands from multiple voices, and school system redesign). (Maxcy, 1994, p. 
3) 

One of the core requisites of the postmodern society became the ability to collaborate, on both a 
large (society) and small (school) scale (Fullan, 1993). The push for more collaborative 
relationships in postmodern society had a great impact on education, too. Collaboration became 
an articulating and integrating principle of action, planning, culture, development, organization 
and research. Collaborative decision-making and problem solving became “a cornerstone of 
postmodern organizations” (Hargreaves, 1994, p. 17). School members needed to develop the 
ability to collaborate in order for their schools to function well in the world of evolving 
postmodern views.  

 
The main theme in this study is based on the belief that collaborative relationships and 

cultures need to be developed in Ukrainian schools. Teacher collaboration and collegiality have 
been presented as having many virtues (Hargreaves, 1994) and as a critical component when 
undergoing any changes within schools (Little, 1982). Collaboration and collegiality take teacher 
professional growth beyond personal reflection or dependence on outside experts to a point 
where teachers can learn from each other, sharing and developing their expertise together 
(Lieberman & Miller, 1984). The confidence that comes with collegial sharing and support leads 
to greater experimenting and risk-taking, and with it a commitment to continuous improvement 
among teachers a recognized part of their professional responsibility (Hargreaves, 1994). 
Shulman (1989) argued that collaboration is absolutely necessary if we wish teaching to be of the 
highest order. When collaboration takes the form of shared decision-making and staff 
consultation, it is seen as playing an important role in school improvement and school 
effectiveness (Meadows & Saltzman, 2002; Rosenholtz, 1989). Collaboration and collegiality are 
also viewed as ways of securing effective implementation of externally introduced change 
(Fullan & Stiegelbauer, 1991).  

 
Despite the need for collaboration in Ukrainian schools, it did not become a wide-spread 

practice. The relationships between school members still reflected a top-down, centralized model 
of schooling characteristic of educational systems in the Soviet Union. The need for 
collaborative relationships and culture in schools was indicated by high-school teachers in 
Ukraine (Kutsyuruba, 2003).  Why did teacher collaboration not become a widely developed 
practice in Ukrainian schools? What are professional teacher relationships like in Ukrainian 
schools? How did post-Soviet societal changes impact professional collaboration in Ukrainian 
schools? Can a collaborative culture in Ukrainian schools be developed instrumentally or do 
certain conditions enable its development? Questions of this nature required study, and the 
unprecedented post-Soviet societal changes in Ukraine provided a case in point. 

 
The Purpose of the Study 

 
The purpose of the study was to examine teachers’ perceptions of the impact of societal 

changes on teacher collaboration in schools within the period of independence of Ukraine (1991 
– 2005). This study provided a description of teacher experiences in a context of large-scale 
philosophical, ideological, social, political, and economic changes of the post-Soviet era, and the 
teachers’ interpretation of the impact of related changes upon teacher collaboration in Ukrainian 
schools. The plan for this research was to examine teacher collaboration with regard to 
micropolitical and cultural perspectives. 
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Research Questions 

 
The research questions that gave focus to the study were divided into two subgroups 

exploring the following aspects: 
1. Nature of post-Soviet societal changes: 

• What are teachers’ perceptions of the nature of post-Soviet societal changes? 
• What is the perceived general impact of post-Soviet societal changes on 

Ukrainian schools?  
2. Impacts on teacher collaboration: 

• What is the nature and state of teacher collaboration in Ukrainian schools?  
• What are teachers’ perceptions of the impact of external societal changes on 

collaboration among teachers?  
• What are the internal practices that influence teacher collaboration in schools?  

 
Research Methodology 

 
This study primarily dealt with ill-structured problems, characterized by many decision 

makers, numerous possible alternatives, competing definitions of the problem, and conflicting 
values. Therefore, it was appropriate to adopt a naturalistic paradigm orientation to this study. 
Within this paradigm, an interpretive constructivist approach to methodology prompted the use 
of qualitative methods of inquiry.  

 
The data collection techniques, such as document analysis, focus group interviews and 

individual interviews were utilized in this study. Ministry of Education, Department of 
Education, and school policies and procedures that pertained to professional teacher 
collaboration issued during the period of 1991-2005 were reviewed, analyzed, and translated into 
English. The participants in this study were elementary or secondary school teachers in and 
around the city of Chernivtsi, Ukraine. All participants were volunteers and have been in the 
teaching profession within the education system of Ukraine during the period of time from 1991 
to 2005. Eight focus group interviews were conducted with two to eleven participants in each 
group. After the focus groups, fifteen individual interviews were conducted. Transcripts of all 
focus group discussions and individual interviews were analyzed and important issues that 
emerged were grouped into themes. The use of these methods provided the study with rich, 
descriptive, and generous amount of information required to analyze the impact of societal 
changes on teacher collaboration in Ukrainian schools. 

 
Significance of the Study 

 
A study of this nature may be of value for several reasons. While the move toward 

collegiality, cooperation, and collaboration in schools is certainly present in the educational 
literature, not much is known about how societal changes impact professional interaction and 
collaborative relationships of teachers. There is academic significance to this study, as few 
descriptions and analyses of this kind are offered to schools as they grapple with the issues 
caused by societal changes. The reflections and insights from teachers involved in this study 
provided new knowledge on what these experiences are like and how they compare and contrast 
with what is presently known and documented about collaboration in the literature. The 
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significance of this study is also found in its ability to inform policy makers in their 
understanding of how schools may better respond to teachers’ needs in times of societal changes. 
It will expand the knowledge base from which school administrators, teachers, and leaders may 
view societal changes in the context of education. This study may also provide policy makers 
with a source of reference for planning reform policies related to teacher collaboration in 
schools. A study of this nature can add to the clarity required by the Ukrainian society to 
implement reforms in education during the period of transition from the “Soviet school” model 
to the democratic European one. Although significant positive changes were carried out in this 
period, not all provisions of the strategic plans of the development of education in Ukraine were 
implemented (Ministry of Education of Ukraine, 1999). Incomplete fulfillment of the plans of 
reforms is believed to be caused by the external factors, such as the negative effect of economic 
and social crises and other phenomena of the transitive period. This study provided a rich 
description of teachers’ perceptions of the impact of these and other societal changes on schools 
and situated teacher collaboration as the necessary component for the reforms in education in 
Ukraine.  

Theoretical Framework 
 
As most of the literature on collaboration reflects a Western perspective, applying the 

main concepts of collaboration to the Ukrainian context may be difficult. However, the lack of 
research in this area in Ukraine and an attempt to switch to the democratic European education 
model prompted the use of Western theoretical perspective to present a necessary background for 
the discussion. The postmodern perspective seemed to be the most appropriate framework for 
this study. Within this framework, cultural and micropolitical perspectives were used.  

 
The Postmodern Perspective 

 
In order to embrace the discussion of collaboration and use postmodernism as an 

analytical tool, I utilize the broader framework of postmodernism (Furman, 1998), that presents 
it as three types of social theory: descriptive social theory, normative or constructive social 
theory, and oppositional or deconstructive social theory.  
 
Postmodernism – Era or Epistemology? 

 
The view of postmodernism as descriptive social theory (Furman, 1998) helps us make 

sense of the world we live in and our reactions to this world; a world in which our viewpoint 
shifts from parochial to global, and a world in which we are inescapably aware of otherness. The 
central feature of such a postmodern worldview becomes “the collapse of belief”, the “growing 
suspicion that all belief systems – all ideas about human reality – are social constructions” 
(Anderson, 1990, p. 3). Viewing postmodernism as descriptive social theory allows 
understanding that postmodernist thinking represents a general shift in how we think about the 
world we live in and our place in it. This leads us to the perspective that postmodernism can be 
viewed both as a cultural form or social era that follows modernism and as an epistemology or a 
method of cultural production that conceptualizes how we perceive, experience, and understand 
the world (Sackney & Mitchell, 2002). The usefulness of this debate for the following discussion 
lies in the fact that we live in world with varying levels of postmodernist thinking. Ukraine has 
moved from a modern era of foundational truth and unified perspective into a society of 
plurality, diversity, and interdependence in social, political, and economic realms. This new era 
requires new ways of thinking and recognition of otherness from schools as well. Descriptive 
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postmodernism informs our understanding of the social context of schooling and how schools 
confront this issue. Giroux (1994) raised an important issue, whether schools have remained 
intractably modernist in the midst of an increasingly postmodern world. Another issue is whether 
schools should discard all the good that was gained in modernist era and start anew, or whether 
they should build up on the previously formed foundation. The second debate in postmodernism 
may help to provide clarity for this issue.   

  
Postmodernism – Deconstructive or Constructive? 

 
Furman (1998) differentiated between postmodernism as oppositional or deconstructive 

social theory and postmodernism as normative or constructive social theory. The former 
interpretation of postmodernism, as deconstructive or oppositional, is most commonly used in 
education literature. As a deconstructive theory, postmodernism is oppositional to modernism, 
and seeks to deconstruct the modernist paradigm through a series of negations drawing on the 
works of Foucault (1980; 1982), Derrida (1973), and Lyotard (1984). These include the negation 
of epistemic certainty, foundational knowledge, and objective reason. It seeks to expose the 
internal contradictions of metanarratives by deconstructing modern notions of truth, language, 
knowledge, and power (Slattery, 1995). Postmodernism as a normative social theory is 
constructive postmodernism (Furman, 1998). According to this perspective, in spite of its rather 
reactive label, postmodernism is not anti-modern. Rather, postmodernism has moved beyond its 
origins to develop a nature that, although tentative, tenuous, and troublesome to some extent, is 
stubbornly unique and clearly distinct from modernity (Sackney & Mitchell, 2002). Unlike the 
deconstructive postmodern perspective, constructive or normative postmodernism does not seek 
the wholesale negation of all features of pre-modern or modern societies, but seeks to 
incorporate the best of these into a more balanced entity. The second debate may be extremely 
useful for the practice of collaboration among teachers in schools. The constructive postmodern 
perspective allows building upon the existing foundation, adopting the previous achievements in 
the area of collaboration, and applying a new lens, defining collaboration as a network of persons 
who may differ but who are interdependent (Furman, 1998; Slattery, 1995). 

 
Taken together, the insights from postmodern theory challenged the way the concept of 

collaboration was applied in education and suggested new directions and metaphors for schools 
within a postmodern context. Hence, in the following section, utilizing a postmodern 
epistemology, I will present the major characteristics of collaboration through two lenses: 
organizational culture perspective and micropolitical perspective.  

 
Dual Lenses on Collaboration  

 
Schools are no longer simply institutions, but viable living organisms, human creations 

with unlimited possibilities (Henry, 1993). In an attempt to understand how schools function, it 
is necessary to describe the characteristics of the school as an organization, knowing that 
although there are similarities among schools, they also differ in how they cope with some of 
these factors (Dalin, Kleekamp, & Rolff, 1993). Thus, it is pivotal to describe and understand the 
nature of human relationships in schools. For these purposes, I will proceed with the description 
of an organizational culture perspective that emphasizes what is shared and held in common in 
human relationships: values, beliefs, norms, and habits. I will also present the micropolitical 
perspective on human relationships that deals with the use of power, control, conflict, and 
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cooperation to achieve preferred outcomes and highlights differences over similarities among 
people in educational settings.   

 
Organizational Culture Perspective 

 
Organizational theory has attempted to demonstrate the usefulness of multiple views of 

how and why organizations function the way they do. Within these multiple approaches to 
organizational analysis, one of the most controversial of the organizational theory perspectives is 
that of organizational culture (Deal & Kennedy, 1982; Ott, 1989). According to Ott (1989), the 
organizational culture perspective is a way of looking at and thinking about behavior of and in 
organizations. The cultural perspective “means the use of organizational culture as a frame of 
reference for the way one looks at, attempts to understand, and works with organizations” (Ott, 
1989, p. 1). Pragmatically, culture is an informal understanding of the “way we do things around 
here” or the “force that keeps the herd moving roughly in the western direction” (Deal & 
Kennedy, 1983, p. 14). According to Stolp and Smith (1995), school culture can be defined as 
“historically transmitted patterns of meaning that include the norms, values, beliefs, traditions 
and myths, understood, maybe in varying degrees, by members of the school community” (p. 
13). These patterns of meaning are expressed explicitly, through symbols, and implicitly, in our 
taken-for-granted beliefs (Geertz, 1973). Schein (1992) provided one of the most widely 
recognized definitions of school culture, defining it as: 

A pattern of shared basic assumptions that the group learned as it solved its problems of 
external adaptation and internal integration, that has worked well enough to be 
considered valid and, therefore to be taught to new members as the correct way to 
perceive, think, and feel in relation to those problems. (p. 12) 
In order to avoid conceptual confusion of the notions, Schein (1985; 1992) distinguished 

three basic levels of the organizational culture: artifacts, espoused values, and basic 
assumptions. According to Schein (1985), artifacts are an organization’s physical and social 
environment, observable manifestations, its language, products, and artistic creations. In order to 
understand the meanings of artifacts, it is necessary to live in the cultural environment long 
enough. Artifacts are easy to apprehend, but difficult to interpret without knowledge of the 
deeper levels. Espoused values are statements and beliefs about the way things are done in an 
organization and how people are supposed to behave. The espoused values are still subject to 
rational analysis, so that what is said may contradict what is believed. Basic underlying 
assumptions are difficult to express. They can be so deeply rooted in an organization that they 
can become taken for granted, setting strong communal guidelines for the actions that provide 
continuity and stability in rapidly changing situations. Thus, school cultures are complex 
networks of shared norms, values, beliefs, assumptions, traditions and rituals that have been 
constructed over time by students, teachers, parents, and administrators, and shape how people 
think, feel, and act, as they work together and deal with problems and accomplishments (Deal & 
Peterson, 1990; Schein, 1985).  

 
Discussing a culture of the school, one generally refers to the system of meaning-making 

in the organization and the process by which problems are solved (Sackney, Walker, & Mitchell, 
1999). The culture metaphor is important for the postmodern organization, because the 
development of a unitary, but inclusive culture can bring order to the behavior of people inside 
the organization. Order or consensus in a postmodern organization is created through 
institutional dialogue which is defined by the use of influence rather than power (Clegg, 1990). 
Meaning is achieved through collaborative effort when the dialogue operates from trust and 
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respect. Consequently, organizational sense-making relies more upon building the relationships, 
meanings, and connections than on structures and rules (Sackney et al., 1999). By decentering 
and breaking top-down power structures within schools, postmodernism stresses otherness, 
difference, and diversity. Sackney et al. (1999) argued that diversity is held together by a 
combination of strong cultures and information networks. The world of flexibility with no clear 
center or location of power requires a collaborative culture to hold together the decentralized 
parts. As problems are resolved, solutions are supported by the continual process of cultural 
construction, deconstruction, and reconstruction. “These behaviors become inculcated into the 
norms, values and assumptions as the ‘correct’ way to behave” (p. 45). Through the process of 
social interaction the new behaviors become articulated as the culture of the school.  

 
Micropolitical Perspective on Collaboration 

 
A second perspective on human relationships is the micropolitical perspective. One needs 

to utilize this framework to gain a better understanding of the school culture that shapes how 
people think, feel, and act. Iannaccone (1975) described micropolitics of education as politics 
that takes place in and around schools, and defined micropolitics as being concerned with the 
interactions and political ideologies of social systems of administrators, teachers, and students 
within school buildings. A key concern of this perspective is how some individuals and groups 
can realize their values at the expense of others, or have the power and influence to shape other’s 
values in the image of their own (Hargreaves, 1994; Mawhinney, 1999).  

 
Bacharach and Mitchell (1987) stated that school members often form shared objectives 

and micropolitical strategies with other school members, i.e., coalitions, in order to achieve 
successful and preferred decision outcomes.  Hoyle (1988) emphasized the strategies adopted by 
individuals and groups to use authority and influence to fulfill their interests. The work of Hoyle 
(1986) and Gronn (1986) revealed that school personnel use both sanctioned and nonsanctioned, 
overt and covert micropolitical strategies within school organizations. In addition, research 
showed that a group’s use of micropolitical influence can be more powerful than that of an 
individual (Ball, 1987). Ball (1987) also emphasized the prevalent existence of micropolitical 
strategies of conflict as opposed to micropolitical strategies of cooperation. He viewed schools as 
arenas for struggle, rife with conflicts because they are poorly coordinated and ideologically 
diverse. Unlike Ball (1987), Blase (1991), in his work on educational micropolitics, 
acknowledged that micropolitical strategies of conflict coexist with the micropolitical strategies 
of cooperation within schools. This view was supported by Townsend (1990), who called for a 
new micropolitical research agenda that recognizes that cooperation is as important as conflict. 
In order to put together the various perspectives in the field of micropolitics, Blase (1991) 
developed a broad-based, working definition of micropolitics: 

Micropolitics is the use of formal and informal power by individuals and groups to 
achieve their goals in organizations. In large part, political actions result from perceived 
differences between individuals and groups, coupled with the motivation to use power to 
influence and to protect. Although such actions are consciously motivated, any action, 
consciously or unconsciously motivated, may have political significance in a given 
situation. Furthermore, both cooperative and conflictive actions and processes are part of 
the realm of micropolitics. (p. 11)  

The micropolitical perspective has important implications for the discussion of collaboration and 
collegiality. Hargreaves (1994) argued that it casts doubt on the widely advocated virtues of 
collegiality at the classroom level where there are substantial differences in values and beliefs 
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among the teachers involved. It also raises questions about treating norms of collegiality as if 
they were administrative laws of collegiality. Micropolitical perspective inquires into the 
circumstances where collaboration becomes cooptation, “as in collaboration with the enemy” (p. 
191). Finally, this perspective allows us to discriminate between the different forms of 
collaboration and collegiality and to examine the nature of those forms and whose interests they 
serve.  

 
Collaboration: Culture and Micropolitics 

 
Viewing collaboration through two lenses, cultural and micropolitical, allows us to draw 

a distinction between different types of school cultures according to the nature of collaboration in 
them. As Hargreaves (1994) observed, collaboration can be a device to help teachers work 
together to pursue and review their own purposes as a professional community, or it can be a 
means to re-inscribe administrative control within persuasive and pervasive discourses of 
collaboration and partnership. Collaborative culture sometimes takes a form of a safe simulation, 
which is “more perfect, more harmonious, (and [thus] more controlled) than the reality of 
collaboration itself” (p. 17). 

 
The Types of School Cultures 

 
Cultures vary considerably from school to school because of different sets of external and 

internal issues that shape school environments and define behaviors within schools. There are 
non-collaborative, pseudo-collaborative, and collaborative cultures. Lortie (1975) described 
non-collaborative cultures as being oriented toward individualism (working alone in isolation), 
conservatism (employing educational approaches that have long traditions), and presentism 
(focusing on immediate issues, not the long-term development of the schools). As a result, little 
interaction, collegiality, or collaboration takes place in this type of school culture. Pseudo-
collaborative cultures may seem collaborative in context, but lack collaborative substance. “The 
mere existence of collaboration should not be mistaken for a thoroughgoing culture [emphasis in 
original] of it” (p. 52). In such cultures, while teachers associate more closely with some of their 
colleagues than they do in a culture of individualism, their work lacks deeper collaboration and 
togetherness. These cultures are described as balkanization, comfortable collaboration, and 
contrived collegiality (Fullan & Hargreaves, 1996). When established in schools, they discourage 
a higher level of professional interaction, collegiality, and pressure to improve. Collaborative 
cultures are not characterized as balkanized groups, congenial interaction, or only as structures of 
shared work. In contrast to these less potent cultures, collaborative cultures are more potent and 
support a shared sense of purpose, focus on long-term improvement, and support networks of 
professionals who share problems, ideas, materials, and solutions (Peterson & Brietzke, 1994). 
They are cultures that support deeper, richer professional interchange among administrators, 
teachers, students, and parents. In collaborative school cultures, the underlying norms, values, 
beliefs, and assumptions reinforce and support high levels of collegiality, teamwork, and 
dialogue about problems of practice.  
 

The Potential for Collaboration in Ukrainian Schools 
 

A strong collaborative culture seems to be a necessity for every school. This pertains also 
to schools in Ukraine. However, before starting to build collaborative cultures, education in 
Ukraine must win a struggle against vestiges of old thinking embedded in Marxist-Leninist 
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ideology. Possessing specific characteristics, being built on a different ideological foundation, 
and being situated in the period of transition, the nature of Ukrainian schools will necessarily 
differ from their counterparts in North America and Western Europe. Below, I provide a brief 
historical and ideological background of education in Ukraine to analyze the potential for 
collaboration in schools. 

 
Historical and Ideological Background 

 
Reforms in Ukrainian education during the transitional period have been characterized by 

the struggle between forces of progress towards innovation and forces of a reactionary past 
(Kononenko & Holowinsky, 2001). The main purpose of education in the former USSR was 
indoctrination in the communist philosophy and way of life. One of the main dogmas in 
education was the importance of the collective in schools, introduced into the Soviet education 
and elaborated on by Anton Makarenko, who was considered to be a leading Soviet educator 
(Kononenko & Holowinsky, 2001). Makarenko (1967), similar to Feldstein (1977), understood 
the collective as a link within society, and an individual’s collective as an integral part of a 
society in which the collective had evolved as a socio-historical phenomenon. Kononenko and 
Holowinsky (2001) stated that Soviet educators considered a school collective an integral part of 
Soviet society, bound organically to other collectives. Makarenko (1967) asserted that the 
individual’s interests should always be secondary to the interests of the collective and the 
society. Negating the primacy of the individual, Makarenko maintained that an individual’s 
personality changes under the influence of the collective. For more than 70 years, teachers in the 
former Soviet Ukraine were indoctrinated in this totalitarian ideology and applied it to school life 
and relationships among school members. During the period of transition, where in some areas of 
education the views of Soviet educational nomenclatura still prevailed, some reformers began to 
question the ideological foundations of the Soviet education and its significance for Ukraine. 
Krasovetsky (1995) provided a critical overview of Makarenko’s theory of education in a 
collective. He argued that education cannot accept a principle of unconditional surrender of 
individual interests to the interests of a collective; the notion that the decision of a collective 
must always supersede that of an individual should be rejected; and, the concept of collective 
responsibility for individual actions should be discarded. As Krasovetsky (1995) pointed out, the 
concept of collective as a tool of education should be rejected, but the idea of a collective as a 
condition should be retained. 
 
Collaboration and the Notion of a Collective  

 
The concept of the collective can be very useful in the discussion of collaboration. From 

the constructive postmodernism view, this concept can be used to provide a basis for establishing 
collaborative school cultures in Ukraine. Building or constructing on past achievements, instead 
of discarding them (which is typical of deconstructive postmodernism), can provide a foundation 
for “cooperation within difference” (Furman, 1998, p. 307) and “acknowledgement and 
celebration of otherness” (Slattery, 1995, p. 15). Conceptually, the collective (not as a tool, but as 
a condition) can be used to provide the necessary foundation for the implementation of 
collaborative culture in Ukrainian schools for a number of reasons.  

 
First of all, the concept of the collective may become a balancing force between 

individualism and collectivism. Krasovetsky’s (1995) critique of a collective as a tool for 
education raised the issue regarding the relationships of these notions. Fullan (1993) described 
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the tension between individualism and collectivism, arguing that they must have equal power in 
schools. On one hand, driven to the extreme, collectivism can cause groupthink – “uncritical 
conformity to the group, unthinking acceptance of the latest solution, [and] suppression of 
individual dissent” (CRM Films, as cited in Fullan, 1993). On the other hand, the emphasis on 
individualism can lead to the isolation and privatism of school members and establishing non-
collaborative schools cultures (Fullan, 1993; Fullan & Hargreaves, 1996; Hargreaves, 1994; 
Little, 1982). Secondly, a collective may be viewed as the implicit nature of the school culture 
(Deal & Peterson, 1999). The implicit nature consists of deep patterns of values and beliefs that 
are formed over the course of history and become “the underlying social meanings that shape 
beliefs and behavior over time” (Deal & Peterson, 1990, p. 7). For more than 70 years, the 
assumptions of a collective became so ingrained in the Soviet education, that they came to be 
taken for granted and continued to shape how teachers thought about their work, related to their 
colleagues, and behaved in schools (Schein, 1992; Stolp & Smith, 1995). And finally, the notion 
of a collective can provide Ukrainian teachers with the micropolitical skills for collaboration. The 
ability to collaborate is based on the skills for team work, which is a necessary component of 
postmodern organization (Sackney et al., 1999). The majority of teachers in Ukrainian schools, 
indoctrinated in the collective, possess the necessary predispositions to elaborate on their skills to 
work together with others in true collaboration. Teachers, as they work together as the collective, 
can develop skills necessary for cooperation, team teaching, shared decision-making, joint 
problem solving, conflict resolution, improving instruction, and establishing connections and 
professional networking with other teachers (Lortie, 1975; Rosenholtz, 1989). Thus, the 
collective can provide teachers with a framework to start practicing joint work (Little, 1990), 
through sharing responsibility, interdependence and collective autonomy, which are pivotal for 
building a strong collaborative culture in Ukrainian schools. In sum, a collective perspective may 
become an important, but not exclusive concept that will be helpful in establishing collaborative 
relationships in schools in Ukraine. 

 
Analysis of the Data 

 
The preliminary findings from document analysis revealed that transformation from the 

“Soviet” to the national Ukrainian system of education became one of the main priorities of the 
post-independence government. However, with a few exceptions that declared the need for 
pedagogy of cooperation, decrees, policies, and statutes primarily dealt with substitution of 
Soviet mentality of collectivism with individuality, nationality, and morality among teachers. 
Teacher responses characterized three major periods of societal change and its impact on schools 
and teacher collaboration as positive (after 1991), negative (after 1995), and neutral (after 2004). 
The participants’ perceptions of societal change were grouped according to the following 
categories: economic, ideological, philosophical, political, and social transformations.  

 
Teachers reflected upon both positive and negative aspects of economic change. The 

factors that led to positive changes in the economy included development of entrepreneurship, 
permission to open private businesses, ability to earn extra money, permission to go abroad, and 
relative economic stability. Rebuilding of the system of economy, transition to the new economic 
relationships, inflation, instability, unemployment, industrial decline, government corruption, 
inadequate financial remuneration, and delays in salary payments were mentioned as the 
negative characteristics of economic transformations in Ukrainian society. Moreover, comments 
of the participants indicated that the societal attitudes toward schools and teachers changed as a 
result of post-Soviet economic change.  
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In their responses regarding the ideological transformations after the collapse of the 

Communist Party ideology, teachers commented on such issues as ideological pressure of the 
Soviet regime, ideological training for educators, and ideologically-laden youth organizations in 
the Soviet system of education. They observed that the weakened ideological pressure in the 
independent times led to changes in the system of moral values and ideals. In their comments 
regarding different aspects of the philosophical change, respondents dwelt upon the issues of 
national identity, development of Ukrainian language instruction, and establishing of national 
schools. These aspects were regarded as contributors to the increased freedoms, such as freedom 
of conscience, freedom of speech, and freedom of religion. Similar to ideological changes, 
discussed in the previous section, the philosophical transformations resulted in the change in the 
societal system of norms and values. In regards to the political change, teachers indicated that the 
issue of gaining Independence was one of the most significant changes in their lives. Teachers 
perceived it to be instrumental in developing democracy, freedom of speech, establishing of the 
national language policies, and opening country borders. Political transformations at the 
government level led to a change in the political order, government structure, multi-party system, 
and reforms. The respondents addressed the issues of the government inefficiencies, lack of 
support and care for common people, and disorder at the governmental level. Also were 
discussed the relatively recent political developments related to the Orange Revolution and 
Presidential Elections of 2004. Discussing the social transformations, the respondents indicated 
that relationships in communities and families became hard-hearted and colder than they used to 
be, and people are more isolated and withdrawn into themselves. They recognized the lack of 
connection and communication between parents and children that influenced students’ 
upbringing, attitudes towards others, and achievements in schools. Teachers were concerned that 
many students were being brought up by grandparents, relatives, or parents friends due to the 
fact that their parents went to work abroad. The respondents also recognized the deteriorated 
moral and spiritual, as well as physical health of the nation.  Decrease in social guarantees for 
population and changing economic relationships lead to greater differentiation in the socio-
economic levels in the society. 

 
Societal transformations were seen as having both positive and negative outcomes for 

schools and teachers’ professional lives. Most frequently mentioned positive outcomes were 
initial decentralization and democratization of schools that allowed greater teacher 
empowerment, participation in decision-making, and autonomy in curriculum planning. The 
significant negative aspects, tied to the decline of democratic achievements, were teacher 
competitiveness, increased conflict, formation of informal coalitions among teachers, and lack of 
skills to deal with such issues. In general, as the respondents stated, teacher relationships and 
interactions lacked a collective component, as individuality became greatly emphasized in 
schools. The majority of the respondents suggested that significant emphasis on individualism in 
the system of societal values and beliefs might have been the reason why professional 
collaboration did not fully develop in schools. Due to emergent social and economic difficulties, 
teacher’s work became more isolated and the survival in everyday life became more important 
than teaching.  

 
Respondents believed that collaboration was very important and beneficial for teachers, 

both in professional and personal matters. The state of teacher collaboration was characterized by 
a variety of descriptors, ranging from the family-like cooperation to competition and 
unacceptability. Several principles guided joint work among teachers in schools, such as mutual 
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help, lifelong learning, communication, and leadership. The extent to which teachers were able 
to work together was limited by such issues as the lack of time, lack of resources, unsystematic 
collaboration, planned collaboration, and collaboration between teachers of different age groups. 
In their discussions of various ways of working together with their colleagues, teachers described 
such activities as common activities planning; common sharing of instructional materials; 
cooperation of subject and homeroom teachers; interdisciplinary integration; classroom 
visitations and observations; mentoring; methodological associations; pedagogical council and 
staff meetings; and, external collaboration with teachers from other schools in the city.   

 
Respondents wanted relationships among teachers to be characterized by joint work, 

support, advice, and help. A constructive conflict was considered to be valuable and necessary. 
They identified the need to trust their colleagues and be trusted in response. Teachers also 
expressed the need to recognize, respect, and accept differences in views of other teachers. They 
agreed that individuality is equally important to the teachers’ collective effort in schools. 
Respondents wanted more time to engage in reflective and collaborative approaches to teaching. 
Furthermore, the respondents identified the need for support, help, and advice from colleagues 
and administration. On one hand, they believed that school administration should play an 
instrumental role in establishing of collaborative cultures in schools. On the other hand, they 
agreed that cultures of collaborative nature cannot develop if teachers do not practice 
collaborative relationships in their everyday life both inside and outside of schools. 

 
Conclusions 

 
The results of the preliminary data analysis revealed that Ukrainian schools require both 

instrumental shaping and necessary conditions to establish collaborative cultures within them. 
The conclusions of this study are presented according to two aspects of the problem. 

 
Shaping Collaborative Cultures 

  
The process of shaping a collaborative school culture involves reading the existing 

culture and identifying aspects of the underlying norms and assumptions that serve the needs of 
the school. Shaping a collaborative culture also requires reinforcing and celebrating positive 
aspects that support development of a collaborative culture and changing the negative norms that 
destroy collegiality and collaboration. Teachers’ responses indicated that school cultures 
possessed characteristics of isolation, balkanization, and contrived collegiality. It was perceived 
that the increasing culture of individualism as a result of societal changes negatively influenced 
working relationships of teachers. Schools need to start forming strong collaborative cultures by 
improving team work, teaching norms of collegiality and collective problem-solving to students, 
fostering communication, and building commitment and identification of all school members. 
Structures, actions, and relationships that support collaboration and the establishment of a 
professional community need to be developed to reinforce collaborative cultures. Reconditioning 
of the concept of a collective, that dominated the Soviet education, may provide a necessary 
balance between emerging individualism and prevailing collectivism, foster the implicit 
underlying assumptions of school cultures, and develop necessary micropolitical skills for 
collaboration. 

 
Conditions for Establishing Collaborative Cultures 
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Having chosen a path of political democratization, reforms, and social stability, 

Ukrainian society has yet to win the struggle between the bureaucratic and democratic forces. 
The recent developments in Ukraine proved the society’s struggle for real democracy in all 
aspects of life, including education. Education in Ukraine is still in the transition from modernist 
to postmodernist views, marked with decentralization, pluralistic demands for multiple voices, 
and school system redesign. As postmodernism requires from society members the ability to 
collaborate (Fullan, 1993), the Ukrainian society needs to learn how to work collaboratively. 
Drawing back to the above discussed argument by Furman (1998), this will require the ability to 
“accept otherness” and “cooperate within difference”. If Ukrainian society learns to accept 
otherness and cooperate within difference, then every stakeholder in the school will become 
aware of the need for collaboration and try their best to work together with others for the school 
to become a successful organization and meet the educational needs of Ukrainian society. 
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