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CHAPTER I 

THE PROBLEM AND DEFINITIONS OF TERMS USED 

For centuries mankind has been puzzled about hi s existence 

in this vas t univer se. Many years have been spent exploring t he 

earth and sea. Failing to get the answers he wants he has turned to 

t he world of the unknown--outer space. 

The astonishing progress thus far made in this area is an 

i ndication of man's probing nature into those things that so assuredly 

affect hi s well-being on this earth. 

Nations are racing against nations to conquer worlds that they 

hardly know exist. It is this furor of flight that gives rise to 

America's number one problem--the education of her youth. 

I. THE PROBLEM 

Statement tl the problem. It is the purpose of this study to 

explore team teaching. More specifically, answers were sought to 

the following questions: (1) What is team teaching?; (2) What are 

its strengths and weaknesses?; (3) Who can qualify as a team member?; 

(4) What are its merits as an aid to instruction? 

Importance tl~ study. The educational philosophies of our 

nation's schools are basic to the many advances mankind has made. 

Since its founding, America has been vitally interested in training 

her youth to their greatest potential. Methods of obtaining knowl

edge have varied considerably. Educators are constantly on the alert 



f or the best methods with the most f ruit f ul outcomes. Te am t eaching 

is considered to be one of the answers t o the problem. I n this s t udy 

an a ttempt is made to just ify t he adoption of team teachi ng in the 

school s of our l and . 
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Li mitations of the study. Inf ormation gathered for this paper 

is restr ic ted to library materials and to personal interviews with 

those who have been engaged at one time, or are presently engaged, in 

team teaching. 

Assumptions. It is evident that improved instruction and better 

learning conditions will be the result of newer and better ways of 

organizing and teaching. 

Flexibility of class schedules and student groupings result in 

better use of time, space, and equipment. 

Teachers are more effective as they work closely with curriculum 

developments and keep up with present trends in their own subject 

matter areas. 

The relationship of one subject to another provides a better 

understanding of the total educational program. 

Individual assistance when needed is important in the develop

ment of the student. 

Teachers are more capable of quality performance when relieved 

of routine clerical duties. 

The association with other adult members throughout the day 

enhances p leasant working conditions . 



Teachers tend to funct i on a t their best when t heir j ob calls 

for performance in t heir field s of inter es t and makes use of t heir 

particul ar talents . 

I I. DEFINITIONS OF TERMS USED 
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~ teaching. An instructional arrangement i nvolving two or 

more teachers in a cooperative plan to instruct and evaluate any 

group of assigned students t aki ng advantage of the special talents of 

each partic ipating team member. 

~ leader. A mature, experienced, licensed teacher with 

superior talent and training, with capabilities of leadership, holding 

at least a master's degree, who serves as the leader of a teaching 

team accepting the responsibility of co-ordinator of team efforts. 

Senior teacher. A fully licensed teacher with above average 

talent and competence in specific teaching fields. 

Team teacher. A regularly licensed teacher on the team staff. 

Intern. A beginning teacher who is sponsored by a college or 

university , assigned a regular teaching position, and usually works 

directly under a senior teacher . 

Teacher aide. A nonprofessional person of the community who 

acts as an assistant to the team perf orming those duties considered 

as r out i ne or noninstructional . 
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III . METHODS OF INVESTIGATION 

Af ter selec t i ng a top i c that was restricted to a theoret ical 

approach, histori cal research was begun at George Peabody College for 

Teachers and Austin Peay State Univers i t y . As i nf ormation was gathered 

the organization of the paper began to be established. 

A written reply from Miss Nancy Cunningham of Atlanta, Georgia, 

who had been involved in team teaching for two years, helped determine 

further organization. More information was obtained through a personal 

interview with Mr. Melvin Allison of Franklin County, Kentucky, who 

had been engaged for five years in team teaching. A report from Mr. 

EIIllllett Williams, professor, University of Florida, Gainesville, Flor

ida, was also beneficial to the study. 

Using these people as references, along with the Education 

~' bibliography cards were made and note taking was begun. 

IV. ORGANIZATION OF REMAINDER OF STUDY 

After decisions were made as to what would be the extent of 

the study, and after numerous notes were taken, the table of contents 

was developed. 

Chapter II contains the definition, characteristics, advan

tages, and disadvantages of team teaching. The theme of Chapter III 

involves the requirements reconnnended for a teacher to qualify as a 

team member. Chater IV deals with the criteria by which team teach

ing is evaluated. The swmnary and conclusions are given in Chapter V. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

I. TEAM TEACHING DEFINED 

Team teaching may be defined as an arrangement whereby two or 
more teachers, with or without teacher aides, cooperatively plan, 
instruct and evaluate one or more class groups in an appropriate 
instructional space and given length of time, so as to take 
advantage of the special competencies of the team members.l 

Shaplin defines team teaching, thus: 

Team teaching is a type of instructional organization, 
involving teaching personnel and the students assigned to them, 
in which two or more teachers are given responsibility, working 
together, for all or a significant part of the instruction of 
the same group of students.2 

As stated by Overton R. Johnson, 

Effective team teaching takes place when team members possess 
varied competencies and interests and when the team capitalizes 
on these individual differences in each class activity.3 

This does not mean that one teacher teaches only one subject, 

but rather that advantage is taken of the special and specific talents 

of each team member, such as one's ability to lecture well, another's 

to give interesting and informative demonstrations, while another 

might be able to work with individual students to a productive degree. 

lDavid w. Beggs, III (ed.),~ Teaching: .!!2.!i~ Venture 
(Indianapolis: Unified College Press, Inc., 1964), p. 16. 

2Dean Corrigan and Robert Hynes, "What Have We Learned from 
Team Teaching?" Social Education, 28:205, April, 1964. 

3overton R. Johnson, "Team Teaching A Good Use of Human Resources 
to Enri ch Instruction," American Vocational Journal, 41:25, March, 
1966 . 



Thus, each par tic i pant is qualified for hi s t ask and used t o his 

great est pot enti al. 

Team teachi ng is vi ewed as a general approach rather t han as 
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a precise operation . It is one aspect of the Trump Plan suggested by 

J. Lloyd Trump as a means of providing for more ef fective teaching 

and learning situations. 

II . CHARACTERISTICS OF TEAM TEACHING 

Team teaching had its beginning in 1957, though it has root 

from earlier attempts called by different names, such as the Platoon 

School, the Winnetha Plan, the Pueblo Plan, and the Cooperative Group 

Plan. 

Team teaching was instigated mainly under the auspices of 

certain universities. The School and University Program for Research 

and Development (affiliated with the Harvard Graduate School of Educa

tion) and the National Association of School Principals were the first 

two organizations to direct school people to team teaching. Some of 

the first schools to adopt the method were located in Evanston, 

Illinois, Newton, Massachusetts, and Jefferson County, Colorado.4 

The first team teaching project to involve an entire school 

was begun in September, 1957 in Lexington, Massachusetts. Lexington 

was one of three New England communities to form an alliance known 

as"SUPRAD" (the School and University Program for Research and 

4Robert H. Johnson and Robert Shutes, "Biology and Team Teach
ing," The Amer i can Biology Teacher, 24:250, April, 1962 . 
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Development), an affiliate of the school of education of Harvard 

University. This program has been mainly financed by grants from the 

Ford Foundation, covering a ten-year period, ending in 1967.5 

Today team teaching exists in hundreds of schools. A 1964 

account reveals that twenty-four states were doing team teaching, 

mainly in the states of Massachusetts, Florida, Illinois, Wisconsin, 

Colorado, Utah, and California.6 

The~ Research Bulletin gave the following statistics for 

the year 1966: Small school systems (300-2,999 enrollment) average 

one in ten engaged in team teaching, medium-sized systems (3,000-

24,999 enrollment) show three in ten, and large systems (25,000 or 

more enrollment) reveal five in ten team teaching set-ups in 

elementary schools. The approximate percentages for secondary 

schools show small systems with 9 per cent, medium-sized systems 

with 37 per cent, and large systems with 63 per cent team teaching 

programs. 

Guidance centers are located at Claremont University College, 

Claremont, California and the Harvard Graduate School of Education. 

These centers offer help to schools considering a team teaching 

program. 

Team teaching has been attempted on all grade levels and in all 

subject areas. Some of the most successful have been industrial arts, 

5Robert H. Anderson, "Three Examples of Team Teaching in 
Action" The Nation's Schools, 65:64, May, 1960. ' -- .;;.;==~- .:;..;;;.;..;=--

6 Judson r. Shaplin and Henry F. Olds, Jr. (ed.), Team Teaching 
(New York: Harper and Row, 1964), P• 2. 



TABLE I 

TEAM TEACHING PRACTICES IN PUBLIC SCHOOLS, 1966a 

Estimated to
tal, systems en

Provisions of program rolling 300 

ELEMENTARY 

Program not provided 
Available to all who 

are eligible ••• 
Available to some who 

are eligible ••• 
Available only to the 

disadvantaged* •• 
Financed wholly or 

partly by federal 
funds • • • • • • 

SECONDARY 

Program not provided 
Available to all who 

a re eligible ••• 
Available to some who 

are eligible ••• 
Available only to the 

disadvantaged* •• 
Financed wholly or 

partly by federal 
funds •••• 

Number of Systems 

or more pupils 

85.9% 

8.7 

5.4 

4.8 

0.4 

83.8 

11.0 

5.2 

4.7 

0.2 

12,130 

School systems 
by enrollment group 

25,000 3,000- 300-
or more 24 1 999 2 1 999 

50.0% 

13.3 

36.7 

30.0 

1.3 

36.7 

18.0 

45.3 

39.3 

2.0 

150 

70.5% 

16.2 

13.2 

11.1 

0.4 

63.2 

21.8 

15.0 

13.2 

0.9 

234 

90.0% 

6.5 

2.6 

2.6 

0.4 

90.5 

7.8 

1.7 

1.7 

232 

8 

*May include some programs which, because of the federal 
requirement for separate accounting, are not included in the programs 
reported above. 

a"Team Teaching,"~ Research Bulletin, 45:114-5, December, 
1967. 



language arts, physical education, soc ial studies, busine ss , music, 

art, biology, health, and reading. 
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No two team teaching situations are identical . Each school must 

set up its own program organized in such a way as to meet its own needs. 

These programs may exist for various reasons and in many different 

forms. 

Before serious consideration is given in launching a team 

teaching project, the cormnunity should be receptive to innovations. 

Resistance to change is inevitable. That is why teachers, parents, 

and the public must understand the objectives of such a project. They 

could be informed of proposed plans through P.T.A. meetings, letters, 

conferences, special faculty meetings, etc. 

In a school system the principal, staff, and school board 

must approve the program before it can be undertaken. It should never 

be imposed by the administration, but should be a joint desire of both 

staff and administration. Even after team teaching has been adopted, 

it takes several years for it to develop so that its full potential 

outcomes can be realized. 

In organizing a school for team teaching four major areas must 

be considered: the faculty, the needs of the students, the curricu

lum, and the physical facilities. How the program is carried out 

depends upon the philosophy and objectives of the particular school, 

its organization, size, and personnel available. The program must be 

thoroughly planned if it is to be effective. At least a year is 

needed to install team teaching in a school once the decision has 

been made to engage in it. Specific plans must be made, including 
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any changes in the curriculum, instructional methods, and the train i ng 

of teachers. 

Several months prior to opening in the fall a pre-session 

should be held to familiarize the program to those involved. This 

might include visits to schools where the program is in action and 

the reading of current literature on team teaching. 

The success of team teaching partially rests upon the fulfill

ment of its objectives. Corrigan and Hynes suggest the following stu

dent objectives: 

1. To expose the students to the ideas, methods, and personali
ties of many teachers and students. 

2. To give students a preview of college-type instructional 
organization. 

3. To develop certain skills that will stand the student in 
good stead in later years. 

4. To promote initiative, discussion, and critical thinking on 
the part of the students. 

5. To provide leadership training for students. 

Teacher objectives were: 

1. To better utilize teachers' special areas of interest. 
2. To utilize to the maximum teachers' special skills and 

abilities. 
3. To encourage the mutual sharing of ideas and materials. 
4. To give all the teachers on the team experience in both 

large and small group instruction. 
5. To arouse in teachers the desire to become involved in 

research, reading in depth, and library improvement.7 

Shaplin and Olds add: 

One of the main objectives of team teaching is to introduce 
a career line for public school teachers to increase the attractive
ness of the field for able male graduates of better quality colleges 
and universities.8 

7corrigan and Hynes, .21?.• cit., PP• 205-6. 

8shaplin and Olds (ed.), .2£.• .ill.•, P• 296. 
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Af ter a school has decided t o do team t eaching , t he entire staff 

should be oriented t o the program. Helle r sugges t s t hat these general 

rules be fo l l owed: 

1. 

2. 
3. 

4. 
5 . 

6. 

7. 
8. 
9. 

Give an overvi ew of the philosophy and objectives of team 
t eaching. 

Describe the role of the teacher on a team. 
Show that opportunities for cr eativity ar e aff or ded both the 

teacher and the pupil . 
Discuss leadership and followersh i p . 
Discuss the nature and techniques of study by large groups, 

small groups, and individuals. 
Di~ferentiate the possibilities in lecture, small group, and 

individual study. 
Note the use of what may be made of audiovisuals. 
Acquaint the staff with the techniques of group dynamics. 
Impress upon them the need for clear communication.9 

Adequate facilities are a necessity for team teaching. Seaberg 

states that, 

If the "great leap forward" is taken in reckless haste, the team 
teacher may find himself helooing at the blurry features of distant 
students while competing with the muffled cacophony of pots and 
pans in a nearby kitchen. Desperate for rooms, he will welcome the 
auto shop, homemaking class, or music room, or even a bus. In 
warmer climes, discussion groups may head for the great outdoors, 
where the air is free and filled with jets overhead.10 

There is no need to have an elaborate school plant, but rather 

that the facilities be flexible, such as movable partitioned walls, 

movable furniture, and an overall utilization of space. No matter what 

i ts structure the primary concern is that the building be designed to 

meet the needs of the particular situation and all additional facilities 

built with flexibility in mind. 

9sister M. Inviolala, R.S. M., "How We Organized for Team Teach
ing," The Catholic School Journal, 65:40, May, 1965. 

lOstanley Seaberg, "Team--but Teach!" ,!h!. Clearing~. 38: 
168 , November, 1963. 
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The or ganizat i on of t eam teaching i s unique in t hat teachers 

(from two t o twe lve) meet t ogether as a t eam to plan and outl ine t he 

program of s tudies f or t he i r own part i cular di scipl i ne whi ch wi ll be 

used during a port i on of , or through all , t he s chool term. Thes e 

meet i ngs, held daily, are usually referred to as planni ng sessions and 

are a prerequisite to classroom instruction. In addition to curriculum 

study the period is used for scheduling, previewing films, evaluating 

pupil progress, conferring with parents, preparation of daily and unit 

lesson plans, constructive criticism of past performance, discussion 

of discipline measures, utilization of teacher aides, etc. 

Team planning is important. It takes patience and open

mindedness to plan as a group. Members must be willing to give and 

take and to accept criticism as a part of the learning process. 

Care must be taken that the planning hour does not result in a mere 

coffee break. 

Planning sessions are held often due to change in rescheduling 

and unforeseen events which occur in a school. Some types of long 

range scheduling can be done, such as ordering filmstrips, preparing 

demonstrations, and setting up laboratory experiments. Each team 

member is responsible for a certain area of a particular subject. 

Though all team members work together for the total program, each 

member should prepare only that part which he is most qualified to 

teach and should teach only that part he has a major role in preparing. 
' 

Flexibility in grouping is one of the predominant characteristics 

of team teaching. This homogeneous grouping provides opportunity for 

h t eds O f the students to be met more efficiently . For t e presen ne 
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example , a child may be i n the slow class in readi ng , but maintain 

his place i n an average class in arithmetic. Grouping is determined 

accordi ng to the needs and achievement of the students. Re grouping 

occurs when deemed necessary. 

The size of the group is no problem. It is simply determined 

by the present need. New units can be introduced to either large or 

small groups; whereas a small group might be better for lab work, and 

a film might be used more advantageously with a large group. In con

sidering group size an appropriate motto might be, "If it does not 

work, do not do it." 

A large group may be composed of as many students as are 

enrolled for a particular subject, providing that physical facilities 

can accommodate the number, though it usually is at least a hundred. 

Provisions must be made in a large group for materials to be 

interesting and easily seen. 

Large group instruction may be beneficial for the purpose of 
(1) introducing a unit of study, (2) motivating pupils toward the 
study of a specific sub-topic of a unit, (3) presenting a teacher 
or pupil demonstration, (4) hearing a guest lecturer, (5) viewing 
a particularly outstanding visual aid, (6) raising additional 
problems for consideration, (7) clarifying a particularly difficult 
concept which most of the teachers of the team cannot explain 
adequately, or, (8) summarizing a unit or subunit at the end of 
a topic.11 

Following a large group lecture the students can split into 

small groups ranging in size from twenty to thirty, or even into 

subgroups of three to fifteen for the purpose of follow-up. The 

llAbraham s. Fischler and Peter B. Shoresman, "Team Teaching 
in the Elementary School: Implications for Research in Science Instruc
tion , " Science Education, 46:412, December, 1962. 
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na t ure of f ol l ow- up work depends upon the needs of each par t icul ar 

group. An inqui r y of activities of each group mi ght reveal one clas s 

reviewi ng notes , one di scussing the lecture, another do i ng an experi

ment, another do i ng additional research, and st i ll another seeki ng 

enri chment by means of a film. 

One aim of team teaching is to lessen the teaching load and to 

encourage more subject matter specialization. The first of these, it 

tends to do partially by the use of teacher aides. It is estimated 

that the average teacher spends 25 to 40 per cent of her time doing 

routine work.12 Most of this could be relieved with the assistance 

of an aide. Where feasible there should be a teacher aide for every 

four or five teachers. Their work would involve such duties as typing 

tests, running the mimeograph machine, filing and checking files, 

recording grades, making bulletin boards and charts, checking attend

ance, setting up and operating audio-visual equipment, grading objective 

type tests, supervising the administration of tests, collecting milk 

money, doing research work for team members, etc. 

With these routine matters handled by an assistant or aide the 

teacher has more time to spend directly in subject matter preparation. 

As reported by a Norwalk plan, relief of these nonprofessional chores 

was felt by many teachers to be one of the most important features of 

team teaching.13 

12Harry A. Becker, Arthur W. La lime, and Bryce Perkins, "Team 
Teaching II The Instructor, 71:45, June, 1962. , -- .;;.=--------

13 shap lin and Olds (ed.), .2£.• ,ill_., P• 339. 
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Areas of speci alizat i on are made att r active to t he elementary 

school teacher when she considers t ha t a team teaching pos ition r educes 

her s ix t o ten subjects to two or t hree . 

The flexibility of class scheduling is a notable aspect of 

team teaching. This allows for last minute changes, such as the 

arrival of a film, a guest speaker, etc. Adherence to a certain period 

of time for a particular class is denied in a team teaching program. 

The length of the class is determined by the nature of the course and 

the type of instructional procedure. 

The resources of a school are used more advantageously in team 

teaching. There must, of course, be an adequate supply of textbooks, 

source books, audio-visual materials, and library collections with 

the library made available at all times. 

An important factor in team teaching is the cost. This is one 

phase of team teaching that seems to be debatable. Some say that it 

is less expensive due to the fact that resources (personnel, supplies, 

and school facilities) can be used more efficiently.14 Others would 

suggest that team teaching costs more, but that part of the extra cost 

will diminish as the necessary equipment is purchased and becomes 

standard in the schooi.15 Just as team teaching may exist in different 

f orms, it may also exist at various cost ranges, depending upon what 

the administration wants. It would appear that an all out effort 

would be expensive, whereas, a partial team teaching situation might 

be done without much additional expense. 

14rbid . , p . 247. 15~., p. 341. 
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Some team teaching programs favor the merit pay plan, while 

others oppose it. This has been a problem in the field of education 

for many years, and it appears that the problem is not solved by team 

teaching. However, team teaching does submit another program whereby 

each team member is paid according to his particular role. The skill 

and time involved in the function of certain roles require compensa

tory measures adequate for the added responsibility. Only those with 

special responsibilities would receive the differentiated salary. All 

other regular members of the staff would receive the same salary. A 

suggested salary supplement for the team leader is $1,000 to $1,500 

and $500 to $1,000 for the senior teacher,16 

As stated in chapter one team teaching is not considered the 

utopia in education, but rather it is one means among many to properly 

train our youth. 

III. ADVANTAGES D DISADV TAGES OF TEAM TEACHI G 

In his article, "Team Teachin and the Schools , " Marlow Ediger 

listed the following advanta es of team teachin 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

s. 

6, 

Teachers plan to ether and share ideas and methods . 

Teacher strengths can be utilized more fully. 

Teachers have more planning time. 

Better teaching is done throu h cooperative planning. 

Working toge ther helps to improve the quality of the school. 

Profess ionally while working with other teachers, 
Teachers grow 

16Anderson, .2,E.• .£!.£·, P• 102 • 



7. Causes more enthusiasm. 

8. Aides relieve nonprofessional duties of the teacher. 

9. Teachers become more flexible. 

10. Helps to bridge the gap caused by the shortage of skilled 
teachers. 

11. Students taught and evaluated by more than one teacher. 

17 

12. Beginning teachers have a chance to observe experienced teachers. 

13. No need for substitute teachers. 

14 . Experienced teachers can learn new methods and techniques from 
beginning teachers. 

15. Individual needs are recognized to a greater degree. 

16. The use of audio-visual aids is increased. 

17. Develops in pupils attitudes of initiative, maturity, and 
responsibility. 

18. Students get different points of view from contact with more 
than one teacher. 

In the same article he also listed the disadvantages: 

1. Physical facilities are not always adequate. 

2. Some teachers and students cannot adjust to team situations. 

3. It is difficult to know upon whom rests certain responsibilities. 

4. Teachers are not close enough to pupils. 

5. More discipline problems in the large group. 

6. The evaluation of pupil progress by more than one teacher is a 
problem. 

7. Scheduling of time presents a problem. 

8. Not enough planning time. 

9. Some teachers become too dependent upon other staff members. 

10. Disciplinary procedures vary among teachers. 



11. 

12. 

13. 

14 . 

The team leader may be resented. 

It is difficult to find qualified t eachers and aides. 

Problems ari se due t o differences i n salary. 

Plann i ng time may not be used to the best advantage by a l l 
members . 17 

A not so extens i ve list was submitted by Jack R. Fraenkel and 

Richard E. Gross: 

Advantages 

1. Teachers can pool their talents. 

2 . Individual differences are better dealt with . 

3. Students can work at their own speed. 

4. Teachers have more time to plan. 

Disadvantages 

18 

1. All teachers are not suited for team teaching either academically 
or psychologically . 

2. Some subjects cannot be easily taught by team teaching. 

3. Present facilities most generally are not adequate. 

4. The administration is not always ready for such drastic change . 

5 . All students do not benefit from such an arrangement, especially 
the low ability students.18 

A compilation of other writers revealed further disadvantages: 

1. Small group work is not arranged as often as needed and desired. 

2. Teaching loads are too heavy. 

17Marlow Ediger, "Team Teaching and the Schools," High Points, 
47 :55-57, December, 1965. 

18 J ack R. Fraenkel and Richard E. Gross, "Team Teaching: Let's 
Look before we Leap !" Social Education, 30:336, May, 1966. 
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3. The lack of a common pl ann i ng id f per o or every team during the 
school day . 

4. Too many l ow abili t y s tudents i h 1 n t e arge group during lecture. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

Not enough large group lec tures during a week . 

Not enough use made of vi sual aids in presenting l ec tures . 

St udents hesitate to participate during large group i nstruction. 

Teachers may tend to rely on previous years' preparation and fa i l 
to keep up to date in presentation. 

Assignments are too heavy. 

Early planning stages of the team teaching program require too 
much time. 

A suggested advantage of team teaching is that personality 

clashes between teacher and pupil are less likely to arise due to the 

fact that they are not face-to-face with one another all day five days 

a week. This association with more than one teacher is an advantage 

for the students in that their interests, needs, and abilities can be 

more easily discovered by the different teachers. 

One of the best benefits derived from team teaching is that 

it utilizes the teachers' talents and time. Rather than teach the 

same thing to four or five classes, these can be put together in a 

large group and given the same instruction. This results in less 

repetition by the teacher. 

There is some contradiction with the large group instruction. 

In some cases it appeared that the person doing the lecture or 

demonstration was the only one needed in the room, while the other 

team members had that time as a planning period. But most often 

r esearch revealed that all members should be present during large 
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group instruction, Though only one member takes the lead, the others 

remain for purposes of further explanation of a questionable point, 

giving individual help to the students when needed, assisting with 

discipline problems, and getting an overall view of the topic presented, 

Through hundreds of large group lessons at Lexington, Massachu

setts, Joseph C, Grannis found that a released amount of time was 

definitely not one of the outcomes of team teaching,19 It takes time 

to prepare a lesson, and the teacher who prepares the lesson should 

be present when it is presented so that she may offer any needed 

assistance, 

Fischler and Shoresman listed several advantages offered by 

large group instruction: 

1. Introduction of a unit of study 
2, Motivating pupils toward the study of a specific sub-topic of 

the unit 
3. Presenting a teacher or pupil demonstration 
4, Hearing a great lecturer 
5, Viewing a particularly outstanding visual aid 
6, Raising additional problems f or consideration 
7, Clarifying a particularly difficult concept which most teachers 

of the team cannot explain adequately 
8 , Sullllilarizing a unit or subunit at the end of a topic20 

Anderson suggested the followin g as advantages in large group 

instruction: the use of tapes, radios, debates, panel discussions, 

and dramatic presentations,21 

19shaplin and Olds (ed,), .£E.• cit,, P• 163, 

20Richard c. Wallace, Jr,, "Can Large Group Instruction Provide 
for Individual Differences?" ~ National Elementary Principal, 44:67, 
January, 1965 , 
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The lectures of the large group are taped and made available to 

those who were absent during a class and those who want to review. By 

reviewing the tape the team can also criticize the performance, thereby 

giving place for improvement. If cost is considered, tapes can be 

quite an expensive teaching practice. 

Some problems arise due to the size of the large group. For 

example, the physical facilities must be adequate to accommodate 

several students. They must be able to see and hear easily. The dis

tribution and collection of materials must be considered. Discipline 

sometimes presents a problem. The loss of identity of the individual 

often results in the large group. 

Another disadvantage of the large group instruction is that the 

lecturer has little way of knowing if he is getting through to the 

students. And so to feel that he is he must make his lecture as 

interesting as possible, often by dramatizing, using films and film-

strips, etc. 

At times it might be possible that some students would profit 

more by not attending the large group lesson. An adequate teaching 

staff could take the brighter students (should be few in number) and 

do extended research on the topic presented, while a slower group 

(also few) might need a certain amount of drill and review to bring 

them up to an acceptable standard. The large group should be flexible 

enough to meet the needs at hand. If a large group lesson is not 

needed it should be omitted from the schedule. 

The strength of the small group is made practical by its size. 

h f r Students more individual help can be administered. 
Where t ere are ewe , 



These gr oups do not necessari l y stay the same size, nor do the same 

pup i ls remain i n the same group. They are regrouped as needs and 

interests ari se . 
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The smal l group af ford s the slow learner an opportunity to do 

r emedi al work i n areas where it is most needed. 

Special strengths of the team members are utilized as they 

work with small groups on specific needs. The close interaction 

between pupils and teacher helps dissolve problems and gives strength 

to the individual. 

As has been suggested in this chapter, there is a problem of 

personal i ty adjustment between team members. Chapter III will deal 

with this problem and also investigate some of the requirements involved 

in a team teaching program. 



CHAPTER III 

WHO CAN DO TEAM TEACHING? 

I• GENERAL REQUIREMENTS FOR ALL TEAM MEMBERS 

Much of the success of team teaching rests upon its partici

pants and their ability to work together as a team. 

Team members must be cordial toward one another, conscientious, 

cooperative, open-minded, honest, and frank. They must be able to 

work together harmoniously, accepting criticism offered by colleagues. 

It is not necessary that team partners be personal friends, 

but rather that they have a mutual and professional trust and respect 

for the competency of each other. 

A friendly relationship among the staff is important as 

members accept equal sharing of work and responsibility. They must 

have the ability to communicate freely about objectives, techniques, 

and the evaluative criteria. 

Team members must be in agreement concerning fundamental 

issues. An understanding on such things as homework, assignments, 

grading, discipline, etc. is necessary. 

As teachers work and plan together they tend to stimulate each 

other's thinking and for this reason it is advantageous that their 

thi There should be the liberty to views not be identical on every ng. 

• id without involving personalities. express ones own eas 

must be Concerned about the educational The team teacher 

development of his pupils. 
He must be willing to share ideas and to 
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make changes in the program when deemed neces s ary. He must have the 

potentia l f or growth and have a desire t o want to learn. 

Team teachers must have a good background i n the f undamentals 

of instruction. They must be conf i dent of their knowl edge and ab ilities 

and feel competent i n their own particular f ields. This requires special 

training i n team teaching practices. A near necessity f or success f ul 

team te aching is a training workshop for prospective team teachers. 

II. RESTRICTIONS FOR TEAM MEMBERS 

Not all teachers can, nor should, be involved in team teaching. 

This is not necessarily an indictment against the individual. Some 

teachers cannot function well in a team situation; some prefer to work 

alone; others feel insecure when observed. 

Teachers who do not desire to be involved in a team plan should 

not be placed on a team against their wishes. "If team teaching is to 

be successful, it must be desired by teachers, and they must be pro

f essionally prepared for it."l Only those who are interested should 

enter team teaching. 

For some, change is out of the question; they prefer traditional 

methods and procedures. They want their own room, their own desk, 

This t heir own group of children, and their own way of doing things. 

pe r son is not team teaching material, though he may be an excellent 

teache r , otherwise. 

1 11 i · 1 'Views of Team Teaching ," Eleanor McMahon, Pr ncipa s 
National Elementary Pr i ncipal, 44:38, January, 1965. 
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In considering employment of team members caution must be taken 

and participants wisely chosen. Just as those who do not desire a 

team teaching role should be excused, not all volunteers should be 

accepted. The individual who has a tendency toward jealousy should 

not be considered. The person who feels like he could run the show 

would make a poor team member, as would also, the backward, non

aggressive individual. 

A report from Mr. Emmett Williams, Professor at the University 

of Florida, Gainesville, Florida, who has been engaged in team teaching, 

says that one great problem of team teaching is the inability of 

teachers to work closely together in a harmonious manner. He feels 

this to be a major disadvantage of such a program.2 

III. SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS AND DUTIES FOR SPECIFIC ROLES 

A team teaching project in Maine listed the following qualifica

tions for a team leader: 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 

s. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

10. 

Full professional certification 
Several years of varied teaching experience 
Interest in making a career of teaching 
Depth of interest and unusual competency in one or two subject 

areas 
Ability and willingness to assume leadership 
Tact in dealing with co-workers, children, parents 
Skill in guiding inexperienced team members 
Enthusiasm for new ventures 
Vitality and energy, flexibility of personality 
Awareness of innovations and new techniques 

2statement by Mr. Ermnett Williams, personal interview. 
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Abiding concern for every child assigned to the team.3 

The team leader must also be able to follow, that is, be recep-

tive to the suggestions made by members of the team. As he works with 

them he is responsible for delegating responsibilities and to see that 

everything runs smoothly. 

Rather than a boss, the team leader is a co-ordinator of team 

efforts. He plans and calls team meetings and is responsible for 

sparking the initiative for improved instruction. His purpose is to 

serve as a leader within a teaching framework. The principal is still 

the administrative authority. 

In order to properly function as a team leader he must have the 

respect of his colleagues. It should be understood from the beginning 

that his role will be a little different from other roles. 

The role of team leader makes attractive a team teaching posi

tion, especially to the person who enjoys being on exhibition and does 

not fear criticism. 

The best team leaders have proven to be married male teachers 

and devoted, mature, single females. 4 This narrows the field for 

qualified team leadership, which is the key position. 

team. 

1 ld his Usua l position while he works with the The principa ho s 

He, like the team leader, is a co-ordinator of team efforts. 

3 • i k J "The Selection and Training of Teachers 
David R. F n , r.' 44 55 J 1965 

for Teams," The National Elementary Principal, : , anuary, • 

d Wl.. lliam Wiersma, "Team Teaching and 
4Herbert J. Klausmeier an 

11 Ed t· n 86•242 December, 1965. Achievement, uca 1.0 , • , 



27 

He meet s wi th the team leader once a month to discuss the progress being 

made and to adjust the needed changes. It is his task to work toward 

curriculum development, guidance problems, instructional supervision, 

and in studies of resources. He is responsible to provide a climate 

for learning by challenging, motivating, and inspiring his staff. By 

doing this he keeps up to date on happenings in the field. Sometimes 

he is the team leader when there is a lack of personnel. 

The principal, as administrator, must value each teacher's 

judgment and opinion. It is important that teachers feel that they 

will not be reprimanded if the results of their decisions and judgments 

are not entirely successful. There must be good communication between 

teacher and principal. 

The senior teacher works with the team leader in his particular 

area of specialization. He, like the team leader, receives compensa

tory pay. Because of the pay schedule and the high esteem to this 

role more men are attracted to team teaching. The senior teacher must 

have above average competencies in specific teaching fields in order 

to qualify for the position, and usually have three to five years 

experience. 

The duties of the intern resemble those of a student teacher. 

He is a senior in college with a major in the field of education 

working with a team every day for one semester. 



CHAPTER IV 

HOW IS TEAM TEACHING EVALUATED? 

Of all the aspects of team t h. h eac ing t e evaluative process is 

its weakest link. The number one reason being th h at team teac ing is 

st ill in its beginning stages, and therefore has not been in practice 

long enough to establish a norm or standard by which to judge itself. 

The criteria for evaluation is based on personal opinion and 

speculation rather than on controlled evidence. Little has been 

done in professional research regarding the evaluation of team teaching. 

Glen Heathers listed five bases for evaluating a team teaching 

plan: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

s. 

Team teaching may be evaluated if it favors the school with certain 
desired features, such as necessary cooperation among staff, 
providing teachers relief from nonprofessional duties, or making 
provision for flexible grouping. 

A major factor in evaluating a team teaching plan is to determine 
its workability in a given situation. The program must be of 
benefit in its own particular setting if it is to merit practice. 

Evaluation may be based upon the results of team teaching as it 
stimulates an attitude of change in the school. A new plan will 
bring about an investigation of the school's goals and purposes 
and its means of attaining them. 

A basic criteria in evaluation is the measuring of outcomes 
resulting from a team teaching plan. As stated earlier, many 
of these outcomes are more of the opinion nature than of the 
professional research type. Suggested here are such findings 
as the attitude of teachers, parents, and students toward the 
plan. 

The evaluation of team teaching is concerned (though possibly to 
11 d ) ~th its outcomes as compared to other teaching a sma egree w. 

1 Th kness here is that excellence cannot be achieved pans. e wea 
simply by comparing one plan with another. The important 



29 

assignment is that standards be set that if reached would 
accomplish the desired educational outcomes.l 

In his article, "Team--but Teach:" Stanley Seaberg suggested 

the following criteria for good team teaching: (1) proper physical 

plant, (2) adequate planning, (3) sufficient resources, (4) compatible 

personnel, and (5) continuous evaluation.2 

Significant to this chapter heading, "How is team teaching 

evaluated?" is the question, "What is to be evaluated?" James L. 

Olivero suggested two important areas: attitudes and academic 

achievement.3 If these are to be evaluated, how will it be done? The 

following instruments have been gleaned from reading as equipment used 

in evaluating team teaching: (1) student opinion, (2) teacher opinion, 

(3) parent opinion, (4) achievement tests, (5) mental ability tests, 

(6) personality tests, and (7) standardized tests. 

Anderson believes that pilot project reports are not completely 

reliable because of lack of something standard on which to base 

findings, also, unwillingness to report that which would tend to down

grade the program, and the inability to recognize weak areas.4 

More and better research must be employed before team teaching 

can be properly evaluated. At the present, too much opinion and not 

enough facts are major criteria of the evaluative process. 

lBeggs, Ill (ed.), £1?.• ill•• PP• 315-17 • 

2seaberg, £1?.• ill·, P• 169. 

3Beggs, Ill (ed.), £1?,• ill.•, P• 113. 

4shaplin and Olds (ed.), £1?.• ill•• P• 252 • 
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Since team teaching is evaluated primarily by the opinion of 

those i nvolved, certain findings ld b li h wou e en g tening to this study . 

A connnon me thod of evaluation is by the use of an attitude or opinion 

questionnai re . One such report revealed that 80 per cent of a seventh 

grade arithmetic class favored team teaching and that in a program 

involving science, social studies, and algebra, 80 per cent of the 

students preferred two teachers to one.5 In San Jose, California 83 

per cent of the questionnaires were returned. Of these fourth, fifth, 

and sixth graders 67 per cent preferred team teaching, 20 per cent were 

uncertain, and 13 per cent were opposed.6 In Norwalk, Connecticut 90 

per cent of second and fifth graders responded showing 63 per cent in 

favor, 19 per cent uncertain, and 18 per cent opposed to team teaching.7 

Another questionnaire type study stated that students in a team teaching 

situation learned more in subject areas, studied harder, liked school 

and the subjects more, behaved better in class, and made more friends. 8 

In a similar questionnaire sent to parents of fourth grade 

children, it was found that the child was more interested in school, 

made more friends, progressed further in subject areas, and that 78 per 

cent of the parents preferred team teaching, 12 per cent did not, and 

5Ra ond Sweet and Peter Dunn-Rankin, "An Experiment in Team 
• ym h G d Arithmetic" School Science and Mathematics, Teaching Sevent ra e , .;;.;;-----------

62:342, May, 1962. 

6shaplin and Olds (ed.), .21?.• ill•• P• 335 • 

71!?.!.2.•, p. 336. 

hi D te • Oceimo, Califor-8 Andrew S • Adams, "Operation Co-Teac ng a • 
nia," ~ Elementary School Journal, 62:210, January, 1962. 
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10 per cent had no preference.9 Bl i d a ran Woodward also reported that 

parents tend to favor team teaching . 10 

Studies reviewed by this writer indicate that students like 

team teaching better than the conventional type of instruction. They 

believe it is practical, motivating, and effective. Motivation is 

enhanced by the variations in classes, lectures, discussions, problem 

solving, and laboratory work. Team teaching creates a fresh, creative 

approach to instruction due mainly to the uniqueness of the method. 

Though adequate measures of effective teaching cannot be based entirely 

upon the opinion of students, it serves as a partial guide in evaluating 

the total program. 

Various controlled studies helped determine the effectiveness 

of team teaching. The results of an experimental group in biology 

revealed that students preferred team teaching, teachers were more 

enthusiastic and better prepared than other teachers, there was advan

tage in being taught by more than one teacher, and there was ample time 

for questions.ll 

In a controlled study made between two elementary schools in 

DeKalb County, Georgia it was revealed that in a combination team 
\ 

teaching situation and programmed instruction situation the performance 

9~ •• p. 211. 

lOGlen Heathers, "Research on Implementing and Evaluating 

T h . 11 _The National Elementary Principal, 44:31, Cooperative eac ing, 
January, 1965. 

llRobert W • White, "How Successful Is Team Teaching?" 
Science Teacher, 31:37, October, 1964 • 

The 



of students in the areas of reading h i compre ens on and mechanics of 

English was higher than that of the self-contained group.12 

Harold D. Drunnnond reported that students in team teaching 

situations scored slightly higher on standardized tests than those 
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of the conventional classroom. He also noted that often these reports 

lacked adequate controls,13 which may help to explain why Glen Heathers 

gave a contradictory report that scores of standardized tests compared 

about the same in team teaching as in self-contained situations.14 

Also, Hazel C. Hart found that, 11Differences between the results of 

team teaching and the results of traditional instruction are not 

statistically significant . 1115 

Though studies revealed that students are learning as much in 

team teaching as in the self-contained classroom, the newness of the 

method is a hindrance to proper evaluation. Before adequate evaluation 

can be determined, better curriculum, organization, planning, grouping, 

etc. must be employed in order to measure its various features and 

outcomes. A continuous program of evaluation must be carried on so 

that decisions can be made as to whether team teaching is a successful 

instructional procedure. 

12phili A. Bradley, "Individualized Instruction Through Coopera
tive Teaching ~d a Progranuned Text, 11 lli National Elementary Prin-
cipal, 43:48, May, 1964. 

13shaplin and Olds, Jr. (ed.), .21?.• ill•• P• 326 • 

14Heathers, .2£.• ill.• , P • 30 • 

11 1 Structures Rapidly Changing, 11 

15Hazel c. Hart, C assroom 
Education, 86:200, December, 1965 . 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

I. SUMMARY 

Team teaching is an innovation in curriculum development that 

operates on a cooperative basis between the teachers involved in any 

one discipline for the instruction of any group of students. 

Team teaching differs from other instructional plans in many 

ways. One of these is the flexibility of facilities. Everything 

feasible is movable and is used where it is needed when it is needed. 

The organization of team teaching lends itself to cooperative 

planning. My number of teachers who teach the same subject, work 

together in the planning and carrying out of their particular subject 

area, thus, sharing ideas and methods. 

Team teaching is set up on a group fashion, where any child may 

be in any group, depending on his own individual needs. These groups 

are usually referred to as large groups and small groups with no 

certain number in any one group for any certain time. Thus, these 

groups may vary in size from time to time. 

One of the main characteristics of team teaching is that it 

attempts to lessen the teacher load. Rather than teach six to ten 

subjects every day, the team member specializes in one to three 

s ubject fields, and, thus, teaches only those disciplines. It is 

bel i eved that this gives more time for more thorough preparation 

different subjects to teach . 
while re l i eving the teacher of so many 
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The help of a teacher aide relieves the teacher of those nonprofessional 

chores that must be done by someone. 

Class scheduling is also flexible, meaning that classes can be 

held when needed and for no specific length of time. 

The cost of team teaching is significant in terms of plant cost 

and pay schedules. Basically, there is little difference in the cost 

of a team teaching plant and the conventional setup. 

In most team teaching situations salaries are the same as most 

other teachers receive, though those team members who have special 

responsibilities receive additional compensation, usually not amounting 

to more than $1,500 per year. 

As with any instructional plan• team teaching has its advan

tages and disadvantages, and these must be taken into consideration 

when considering adopting such a program. 

People who do team teaching must be qualified in their own 

particular field. They must be willing to work with others and accept 

criticism. Team teaching calls for creativity, initiative, and coopera-

tion among its members. 

At the present time personal opinion is the main basis for 

evaluating team teaching. Before its success can be fully determined 

certain reliable evaluative criteria must be initiated in the program. 

tions. 

II. CONCLUSIONS 

ill the threshold of educational innova-
Team teaching is st on 

i the future is dependent upon proof that it is 
Its success n 
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a superior me t hod o f teachi ng , the help of colleges and universities 

in preparing s tudents, and the adaptation of present plant structures 

to team teachi ng . 

There is no magic in team teaching per~• It does not contend 

to be the complete answer to our educational problems, but it may be 

a part of it. It does not carry with it a guarantee of success. It 

is simply a tool. 

Research and experimentation must be continued to determine 

the place of team teaching in the improvement of the quality of instruc

tion in public education in America. 
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