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THE OBJECTIVE WAS TO INVESTIGATE THE VARIABLES LEADING TO THE
SUCCESS OR FAILURE OF TEACHER TEAMS. THIS PAPER REPORTS A SURVEY OF
533 TEAM MEMBERS AND 242 PRINCIPALS FROM SCHOOLS IN WHICH TEAM
TEACHING WAS EMPLGYED AND AN ASSESSMENT OF 63 TEACHERS FROM 15
TEAMS. A SURVEY OF 242 PRINCIPALS INDICATED THAT (1) A SUBSTANTIAL
PERCENTAGE OF CURRENT TEAM TEACHING PROGRAMS 1S EXPLORATORY,
EMPLOYING ONLY ONE TEAM, (2) PLANNING IS INADEQUATEs (3) THE
OURGANIZATIONAL AND INSTRUCTIGNAL TECHNIQUES ARE FLEXIBLE CLASS SIZ2E,
ABILITY GROUPING, AND INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTION, (4) THE
ADMINISTRATIVE PROBLEM OF ADAPTING AVAILABLE SPACE TO TEAM TEACHING
IS DIFFICULT, AND (5) LARGE SCHOGL PRINCIPALS WORK WITH TEAM
LEADERSy WHILE SMALL SCHOOL PRINCIPALS WORK WITH THE ENTIRE TEAM. A
SURVEY OF 533 TEACHERS INDICATED THAT (1) THE MAJORITY OF TEAMS WORK
WITH PUPILS AT A SINGLE GRADE LEVELy USUALLY ELEMENTARY, (2) TEACHER
SPECIALIZATION IN TEACHING AND PREPARATION OF CURRICULAR MATERIALS
IS THE USUAL PATTERN, AND (3) THE MORE PREDUMINANT STRUCTURE HAS NO

- OFFICIAL LEADER OR LITTLE OR NO ADMINISTRATIVE AUTHORITY. PRINCIPALS

AND TEACHERS SURVEYED REPORTED THAT THE TEACHER CHARACTERISTICS
NEEDED FOR TEAM TEACHING ARE FLEXIBILITYy ABILITY TO COOPERATE AND
WORK EFFECTIVELY WITH OTHER ADULTSy ORGANIZATIONAL SKILL,
CONSIDERATION FOR OTHERS, AND ABILITY TO ACCEPT CONVENTIONAL
CRITICISMe THE ASSESSMENT OF THE 63 TEACHERS OF 15 TEAMS INDICATED
THAT THE MORE EFFECTIVE TEACHERS PARTICIPATE IN PLANNING SESSICNS,
AND THESE TEACHERS SCORED HIGHER UN A PEER RATING-RANKING INTERVIENW.
(GC)
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The Problem

The problem of this study was to explore the interactions between
members of teaching teams and collect preliminary deate on the character-
istics of wore aaé leas successful teams and of their individual members.
 Team teaching is defined by Shaplin (1964) as . . . "a type of instruc-

tional .organization, ihvoiviﬁg teaching personnel and the students
assigned to them, in which two or wmore teachers are given responsibility,
working together, for all or a significant part of the instruction of
_the same group of students.” (p. 15)

Shaplin's definition delineates the essential element# of the
approach. In practice, Eenn teaching programs vary greatly and may
include many features not encompassed in the above definition such as
flexible scheduling, use of teacher aides, use of new educational u;din.
ability-grouping, and large group instructionm,

The Ford Foundation's Fund for the Advancement of Edueation has
sponsored saveral large projects involving the use of team teaching,
Eviluation of the results of these projects has been limited for the
most part to a fow enthusiastic testimonials by teachérs who participuted.
As Shaplin (1964) points out, most of the availabile literature on team
teaching ".,. presents a curious mixture of horatory confidence and
unsupported optimism; and the contents are generally limited to brief
descriptions and overgeneralized statements of objectives and results.’
(p. 4)

A "'Common Sensc" appraisal of team teaching, however, suggests

that this apprcach may lead to better education under some conditions

(Brownell and Taylor, 1962), For exsmple, team teaching may. improve




subject matter competence by allowing each teacher to speciglize in a

specific area of hie subject. It permits use of large zrdup_inatruction

for presentation of certain types of subject matter, which may giﬁe

teachers addicionnlxtime for preparation, individual help and other
activities., By using the less -kiiled teacher aides for small discussion
groups and routine work, some improvement might occur in the efficiency
of the educational system,

Because team teaching has been accepted rather uncritically by a
number of schools and has alread& been abandoned by many of the schools
that adopted it two or three yecars 280, an investigation of the varisbles
leading to the succese or failure of teacheglteaus appesrs to be highly
justified. This exﬁloratory study was designed to lead to more extensive
and better controlled research concerned with such topics as establishing
broader and more measurable c¢riteria for Jjudging the effectiveness of
teacher teams, prediction of success of teacher teams, diagnosing and
correcting the deficiencies of ineffective or unsuccessful teans, and
defining criteria to use in organizing teams that would make optimum

use of available teaching personnel.

Objectives
The main objective of this project wae to build a foundation for
more rigorous research in a new and largely unegplored area, The
specific pilot study objectives include:
(1) To develop greater insight into the actual operation of team
teaching programs, so that the theoretical and experimental work of the
oehavioral sciences can better be applied to the stuly of teacher team

behavior.
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(2) To survey team teaching sctivities in ten Western states in

order to classify these programs in tefmn of their major characteristics
and to locate :ubjécpp for later phases of the exploratory study.

(3) To develop and make preliminary tests of theoretical constructs
relative to the way human interaction variables influence the roies,
perceptions and attitudes of team members.

(4) To identify and try out measurement techniques that may
differentiate between teams and tcam members who achieve different levels

of success in the team teaching situation,

Related Literature

Pertinent previous research falls into two major catagories: (a)
regsearch related to leadership, interactions, and efficiency of small
working groups, and (b) research on team teaching in the secondary
schocls.

(a) Swmall Group Research: Small group research appears to have
considerable promise in terms of dave1§ping bbfh a theoretical rationale
and usable techniques for the proposed study, although virtually none of
this previous resecarch has been done in the achool setting, Studies
baving theoretical implications for the"proposed study include:
Ackerman, (1955), Carter (1954), Hemphill (1954), Hollaunder,(1956),
Theodorson, (1962), and Zander (1956) on small group dynamics; Cattel
(1953) on personality theory; and Schutz (1955) on swall group

productivity.

Studies and reports that have value to us primaxrily because of

methodelogical data and measurement approaches that may be adapted‘tﬁ the

e R

ol i




S T P TR R AR T SRR e

e et e e <o - g =+
&

:

2t e M e AP T S T e T T T

RS I SRt Y

TSNS 1Y

proposed reacarch include: Anibacker, (1951), and a series of articles

by Bass and his agsociates (1951a, 1951b, 1953, 1956) cn leaderless
group discussion; Bales (1951) on observational methods; Schutz (1955) on
productivity measures; and Cronbach ot, al, (1953) and Fiedler (1956)

on the ASO measure as applied to swall working groups. The‘relearch
carried out by Berkowitz (1953, 1954) in which lecader status, produc-
tivity, and cohesiveness were measurcd under different workiﬁg conditions

scems to have direct implications for the proposed research, This is also

~ true of the work of Rosenbezg et al (1955) which is onec of the few

studies in which the membership of small working groups was manipulated
to appraise the effectiveness of different combinations of the same
individuals.

Cattell's (1953) research, in which he 1dentif1ed‘1eaderah§p types
ard developed multiple regression equations to predict leadership behavior
from personality variables provided much valuable information having
implications for the proposed study. Cowan's work in 1955 and Hartshorn's
in 1956 also relate to personality manifestations in small groups. The
work of Haythorn (1953) and his associates (1956) and of Olmeted et al
(1956) algo have implications concerning personality variables in small
groups.

Halpin's research (1955) prévides one of the few attempts to apply
some of our knowledge about small group dynamics to educetion, but it
is limited to the performance of educntional administrators., Ronning and
Horrocks (1961) also worked in an educationsl situstion. They applied
small group dynamics to a college teaching situation and attempted to

identify variables rclated to group effectiveness.




(b) Tcam Teaching Research: Unfortunately, research concerned with

team teaching in the secondary schools is extremely sparse, Of 77 articles
referred to in Edﬁcacion'nggg on thig topic between July, 1959, and
January, 1964; only one reports a research project. This project,
comparing team teaching with "conventional' methods is not pertinent to
the proposed research. The vemainder are project reports that have some
use as sources of ideas but provide little or no quéntitative data,lor
they are opinion articles written by (1) those who have tried team
teaching and like it or (2) those who have tried team teaching and do
not like it. Review of a sampling of these opinion articles indicates
that they can contribute little on the proposed research, Since January,
1964, a few studies have been conducted that provide important research
evidence.

Cunningham (1964} carried out a study involving 31 teacher teams
made up of a total of 99 secondary school teachers, The criteris for
individual and team effectivencss was based on ratings by three to five
judges who had worked in close association with the teams prior to the
research, Judges asteblished the level of performance in‘tgam,teaching
based on 16 performance factors considered important in the team tecaching
situation, Cattell's 16 PF form B was also administered to the teachers,
A chi square comparison between biographical characteristics and team
performance indicated there was mo significant relationship between tcam
performance and age, sex, teaching experience, and recency of college
training., There werc significant relationships beyond the .01 level
between team performance and the degree held, years performed as a team

leader, years performed as a team member, and whether or not the individual

was teaching in his major or minor or in another field. In order to




identify personality traits characterizing members of high performance

and low performancemteamé, the teams were placed in four catagories on

the basis of total team performance. Thefe were 28 teachers in the
highest rated teams and 30 teachecrs in the lowest rated teams. The

t-test was used to compare the mesau tests of teachers in these two extreme
groups on each personality characteristic, Mean differences between the
two groups were significant ot the .01 level for all of the factors covered
on the 16 PF, Teachers in the high validation group were particularly
high on cooperativeness; emotional stability, aggressiveness, enthusiasm,
conscientiousness, In general the teachers in the low group were found

to have the opposite characteristics, being low on the afbrementioned
variables and having scores indicating a high degree of éensitivity,
suspiciousness, insecurity, and excitability. A comparison of the
personality scores of team members versus team 1eéders showed that the
team leaders had more favorable scores on every factor. This study
suggests thqt the personality characteristic: of team members probably © .
play an important role in team success. '

An important two year study carried out by Lambert, et. al, (1964)
provides important information on differences between team teaching and
self contained clessrooms at the elementary school level., The entire
pupil population of one clementary school (210 pupils) was randémly
divided into experimental and control groups, The experimental group was
taught using a team organization and the control group was taught in

normal sclf contained clagsrooms.. Teachers in cach of the two treatments

were selected from those believing that the treatment they were using was
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better., A second control group was taken from another school, The study
I: | was concexned with student teacher interaction, student adjustment and
achlevement, tecacher awarene;s of pupll characteristics, student absenteeisn,
discipline problems, and classroom social structure, Flandexrs' mod.l fur
measuring classroom interaction revealed two significant differences:

team teachezs asked fewer quedtions and also criticized and attempted to

justify thelr authorily more often than teachers in self contained class-

comparisons on the California Test of Personality., Pupils on the team

organization were lower in personal adjustment than papils in self

o

contained classroomsg during the firast year of the study. A number of

lj rooms. Only one significant difference emerged out of the eighteen

achievement differences were found, Pupils in the team organization
developed gignificantly higher achievement in grades one and two., In

other grades thcre were no significant treatment differences in the

experimental school. In the other control school, pupils in self containéd
classrooms made greater achievement, Teachers in self contained classrooms
were found to be more aware of their pupils characteristics than team
teachers, When team teach¢rs worked together their pooled knowledge
exceeded the knowledge of teachers in the self contained classroom, No
significant differences occurred between‘the two systems on absenteeism,

disciplinary problems or clasaroom social structure., This study, although

number of teachers involved. Only two tecams were used, one for grades
1-3 and one for gradeé 4-6, The composition of the intermediate team

changed considerably during the study and in a study involving so few

l well designed, cannot be considered conclusive because of the small
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teachers, there is always‘considerable doubt as to whether teachers in
the two treatments are comparable in terms of overall teaching skill,

In addition to pertinent theorctical work in small group behavior,
some articles concerned directly with team teaching theory have been
published. Shaplin's work (1964),coﬁatitutes the beginning of a theor-
etical foundation upon which reseaxch, cvaluation, and develdpment éf_
team teaching can be built, He draws moét heavily from the small group'.

rescaxch of the social psychologists, but aiso pbints out relationehips

between team tcaching and current theory iu the fields of sociology,
administration, and personnel managcment Baaed upon their experiencé
with onie team teaching program, Brownell and Taylor (1962) approach
team teaching theory from the direction of school practice instead of |

\behavioral science, They discuss some of the assumptions that Appear

" to provide the theoretical foundation for many current school pmactices,

Iand demonstrate how these assumptiona relate to the hypothetical advantages

of team teaching. They also develop definitions ‘and models of team

teaching that, if used, could help clarify the thinking and communications

of persons working in this field,

The Survey
Procedures
In the spring of 1964'& preliminary questionnaire was sent to
598 district superintendents and 299 county superintendents in several
Westérn States. The purpose of this preliminéry questionnaire was to

identify school districts in which teaﬁ teaching activities were undec-

why. .The criteria for selecting district superintendents differed for
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different states because the variations in state education directories
are such that sufficient data are not available to apply a single
criterion. éenerally, however, the larger districts in each state
were contacted., County superintendents vere contacted because it was
expected that they could help locate smaller districts having team
teaching programs. Thkis approach wés not too preductive, however, as
only about 60 districts were contacted as a result of the county
- superintendent's responses. A total of 604 responses werxe obtained

in this preliminary survey. Of those superintendents responding, ;
182 indicated that team teaching programs were being conducted in their
diétrict and agreed to cooperate in the survey phase of .the project,

During the spring and summer, visits were made to a number of team

teaching programs and preliminary forms of the survey instruments

mailed to schools that had begn listed by the superintendents as
having team teaching programs. Each packet contained a questionnaire.
for the principal and five team member's questionnaires. The most
experienced member of each team in the school was to respond on the
team member's questionnaire. The principal was asked to request
additional team member's questionnaires if his school had more than

five active tecams,

Results of the Principal's Questionnaire

A total of 443 principal questionnaires were sent out, Of this

number 242 were returned in time to be included in this analysis,
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Sufficient xesponses were obtained to analyze responses of principals

from elementary, junior high, and high schools separately, when neces-
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l : werc developed. In the fall of 1964, questionnaire packets were

ELAR O T

e —




-

P

: < e
T T LA e T
Y & ors etk 2. atyons gl is,

S AR i G ook am e o : i3
1 g o s . e " . ot Do
S e TRY ids L e e d WAL S0 AT AN e fo v

Teble 1

Year in Which Tean Teaching was Started
at the Responding Schools

Elca, Jr. H. 8. High School

Jear ,.3" N e N x N ]

1955 1 13

1958 3 5.9 4 35

1959 -9 12,0 2 339 7 6.2
1960 5 6.7 7 13.7 1 9.7
1961 3 40 13 255 21 18.6
1962 16 2.3 5 9.8 19  16.8

1963 28 374 8 157 3 30.2
1964 13 17.3 12 235 17 15.0

Totals 75 51 113

7
18
23
37
40
70
42,

239
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Table 2

~ Elementary

%

Number of Active Téams”id”the Tedm Teaching Schools

School Type

- Jr. High 8.
-

~High 8chool
.. z ’

More than 9

a2.7
2
10.3
5.9
1.8
8.8
2.9

T 296
32
137
5.9
2.0
1.8
2,0

2.0

14.3
10.7
10,7
4.5
8.0

s

" 1.8
o9
6.3




sary. The median enzollment wes 511 at cimntary level, 815 for

junior high schools, z:d 1491 for high schools.
It may be seen from Tables 1 and 2 that a large number of

schools are still trying out tesm teaching on sn exploratory basis.

Nearly half of ths tesm teaching programs reporting were established
in 1963 or later. At the eletentary level, 42.7 per cent of the
team teaching schools reporced only one tesm, while 38,3 per cent of
.raporting high schools and 29.4 per cent of reporting j}unior- high
_scho'oh hld bﬁt one team, | _

A point emphasized in many of the reports of team teaching
prﬂjocto is the importance of pre-planning to the success of the
program. It is generally recommended that all team members take
‘pltt in the pre-planning sessions, These sessions normally require
a considerable amount of extra .yosk on the part of the teacher and
in many programs this work is accomplished by employing teachers
during the summer preceeding the start of the team teaching program,
Principals were asked to indicate what funds were available for pre-
planning at the time team tesching was established in their schools.
The results may ba found in Table 3, These results indicate that
relatively few programs had the type of financial support generally
considered necessary to carry out adequata pre-pianmning. In all
three types of schools, the percentage having mo funds for pre-
planning exceeds the percentage having funds to pay all team members.

It will be noted that the situation was gencrally more satisfoctory at

the high school lavel than at the elementary and junior high levels,
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" Table 3

Funds Availabie for Preplanning in the Responding Schools

) Responses
.Elemesuntary Junior High 8. high School

Preplanging Funds i 2 2

Funds were not available to pay
teachers to do preplamning 62,7 39.2 36.5

Some teachers paid ‘to do pre-
planning--uvsually 1 or 2 13.2 9.8 16.1

.All tesm members were paid ‘
during pre-planning 19.1 30.4

Other, or no response 25.0 17.0

Table 4
Types and Amount of Preplanning; Reportedl in Responding Schools

Responses®
Elcmentary Junfor High 8, High School
Praplsoaing ENS—— I — 3

-

Very little pre-planning was
possible 30.9 15.7

Most plamming took place after
the team was operating 51.53

Planning done by one or two o
meubers only 26.5

Plamning done by administrators A&
Planning done by all team wombers

during summer before starting :

tetm tetching : 42,6

Other preplanning procedures 13,2

- ’ -

* Some respondents check:d wore than one catagory,
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1f we accept pre~planning by all teawm aembers during the suamer
beifore anrun‘j team teaching activities as the preforred method of
prapavation, it will be sesn in Table k that about one-half of the
responding principals reported this procedure altChough in many cases
teschers were not paid for this work, Sisable percentages of schools
at each level indicated using plamming procedures tht have seorious
vesknesses. The "plan as you go" method wes employed by nearly half
of the elementary aud junior high schools responding. This technique
leaves much to be desired because the day to day demands om tesm teachers
have generally been found to be so heavy during the first year of the
pto(ru that any sigaificant amount of long range plannitg is impossible.

Delegating the pre<planning to one or two tesm mewbers was practiced
st all three levels with this procedure being mentioned wost frequently
at the high school level. Although pn-pllnntﬁ; by one or two wewbers
is certainly superior to no pre-planning at all, it has the serious |
deficiency that those meumbers not involved will identify themselves less
with the team teaching objectives and may show ccnsiderable less motiva-
tion. If each vtm member is to regard himself 2 £ull member of the
team, he should have an active role in plamning and decision making.

A nunbcr' of oruni;attoml and instructional techniques are often
used in conjunction with team ieaching programs. The activities inter-
grated with the tesam teaching programs reported in this survey are given
in Table 5. Most schools reported using several of these techniques,

At elementary level, ability grouping, flexible schaduling, use of
clerical and teaching aides, individualized instruction, and flexible

class size were all utilized by more than 60 per cent of the responding
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schools. At the oeéondlty level, ability grouping and flexible class
size were utilized most oftenrin conjuncticn with the team teaching
program. These results gencrally indicate that e¢lsmentary schools are
waking much wider use of ipecill innttuctional and organizational
techniques than are junior high schools and high schools.

Setting up and conducting a team teaching program often involves
certain administrative problems. The problems most frequently encountered
weré'identified in tha review of fhe literature and the preliminary
survey carried out as part of this project. These problems were listed
in the principal's questionnaire and esch princips! was asked to indicate
the seriousness of oaéh problem in his school, The responses givon by
the elementary, junior high, and high school principals may be found in
Teble 6. The pfincipnll rated cach problem on a five peint scale using
the folldwing catagories: a) "our most difficult problem," b) "a very
difficult problem," c) "a noderately difficult problem", d) "a minor

problem,"” e) "little or no problem." If we assign an arbitrary weight

of three for "most difficult problem," two for "very difficult probiom,"
and one for "moderately difficult problem,” we find that the problem

having the largest weighted score for clementary principals wes “adapting

available space to team teaching." The next larger scores were obtained

by the problems: "getting enough financial support to provide the needed

matevials;" "developing s satisfactory schedule;" "organizing and

stnffing eiicctive teams;" and "getting tecams to define their objectives,."
Using the same system of uni:hting'for secondary principals, we

again find that adapting available space to team teaching was perceived

as the most serious administrative problem,




Table 5

Organizational and Instructional Techniques Utilized in Team Teaching Programs

Elcmentary Junior High Figh School
Tec _ , % 2 A

Flexible Scheduling 7.9 45.1
Plexible class size 76.5 60.3
Ability Grouping 75.0 68.6

Individualized Instruction 66.2 60.8
Clericul and/or teaching aides 60.3 | 35.3
Non-graded classes 44,1 5.9
Televised Instruction - 33,8 13.7
Programmed Instruction 27.9 | 17.6
Use of Student teacher or imtern - 2.9 3.9

Others _ o 10,3 9.8
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When: we compare the response percentages of principals at the thrée
levels, a number of interesting differences emerge between the percentagé
of principals in each group who check each problem as "moderate," ''very
difficult," or "most difficult," N
. i

The greatest difference occurs in problem 12, "getting teamsg to
define their objectives," Over 36 per cent of the elementary principals
listed this problem in the top three rating catagories as compared with
only about six per cent of the jumior high school principals and 22 per
cent of the high school principals, Large differences also occurred in
the response pattern for problem 11, "retraining and orienting teachers."
Among junior high schooi principals, 41 per centhchecked this problem
as compared with only 17 per cent of the high school principals and 23
per;cenc of the clementary school principals. Principals from the three
levels did not differ by more than 10 per cent on any of the other
problém areas.

Another topic explored in the principal's questionnaire was the
usual working relationship that was cstablished between the.teacher teams &nd
the princtp&l. It may be seen in Table 7 that by far the most common
working relationship at the elementary and junior high school levels
was to carry out teanm buaiﬁeas requiring administrative decisions in meetings
between the principal and the téam as a group. At the high sciool, however,
the most common‘ptocedure was to carry out such business in mectings
between the principal and the team leader, This difference probably
reflects the fact that the high schools involved in team te%ching in

this survey were considerably larger than the clementary and junior high

schools and suggests that the same methods of adminilﬁrative control
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Table 7

The Principal's Working Relatfionship With the Team

Elementary Junior High  High School )
Relationghip _ A * A »

Team business requiring administrutive decigion
18 carried out between team leader and
principal, 13,2 21,6 40,3

Such business is carvied out between principai

and individual team membexr most concerned

with the decision, 14,7 9.8 12,3
Such business is carried out in meetings between

principal and the team as a group. 42,7 41,1 25.4

team leader ox entire tecom, 8.8 21,6 8.8

No regular working relationship, 20,6 5.9 13,2

L ek

l Tcam Business carried out between principal and

ol Juss . ' © ot e e s
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might not be equally appropriate. It is interesting to note that several

principals at each level report no regular working relationships with

the teacher teams, .
In oxrder to check the possibility that the type of administrative

control is influenced by the size of the school, the secondary schools

A N N

werc divided into three classifications on the basis of size so that the

EX Y

working relationships between the principal and the teacher teams could

be compared for different sized schools, These comparisons may be found

 EeSERA L ZiZlo . e

in Table 8. It will be noted that principals of large secondary schools
most frequently work with the team leader while those from medium and

small secondary schools most frequently work with the entire team., It

SEEE C rmes mmuzises Ao

will also be noted that a somewhat larger percentage of the principals

of smaller schools reported working directly with the individual team

member,

It was also hypothesized that the working relationship betwccn the
team and the principal might vary for secondary achools having different
levels of experience with team teaching. This comparison may be found

in Table 8, Although there is some tendency for the principal to work

e e A AW BT S L —

moxe often with the team leader and less often with the entire team in
the more eztablished programs, it will be iwoted that this tehdency is
slight,

Results of the Teacher's Questionnaire

I, 3 s ol

A total of 533 team member replies were obtained. Although not

all teachers gave usable replies to all questions, the data reported are
based on the responses of at least five hundred teachers representirg five g

hundred different teacher teams, Approximately 150 teachers responded

P PR
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from elementary achools, 100 from junior high schools and 250 f£rom high
achoola. Responses from these three levels were usually analyzed secp-
arately to provide comparative data. 7

The length of expéfience of the responding teachers in team teaching
programs was generally short, Only about five per cent of the responding
teachers reported over three years of experience in team teaching while
over half have had one year or less of such experience. When it is
remeubered that the questionnaire was completed by the teamj;ember having
the most experience in the team teaching program, it is apparent that
the majority of tecachers curreqtly involved in these programs have had
relatively little team teachiné experience,

Information on the grade combinations taught by teacher teams would
seem to be an important feature in describing the team, Data from the
elementary school teacher teams ehowed that the predominant pattern wvas
for each team to teach a single grade. Of the elementary teams responding,
77 taught pupils in a single grade, 35 taught pupils in two gradcs, and
26 taught pupils in three grades. In addition there were a few non~graded
programs. Team teaching was found considerably more often in féurth,
fifth, and sixth grades (97 teams) than in the primary grades (37 teamm)}

At the junior high school level, 77 of the 101 responding teams
worked with a single grade level; while at high school, 177 of the 255}
respondents were members of teams that worked with a single grade level.
Thus, in all thrce types of schools we find that the majority of reporting

teams worked with pupils at a single grade level, In view of the large

proportion of early team teaching programs that cut across several grade

levels, these results are ldnewhnt surprising,
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The importance of the team plauning session has baen emphasized in
most of the progress reports published by participants in early team
teaching programs. Polos (1965) who worked in the Claromont projact
reports that in a survey he conducted of team teaching a frequently wentionsd
disadvantsage was friction that developed among team membexs due to lack of
time for proper plamning. The importance of planning was also emphasized
in the results of the NASSP survey (Singer 1962), Writers in the field
give considerable attention to the team planning session and :onotnlly
recoowmend daily sessions held during school hours and attended by &all

members cf the team. Data from the Utah State University survey showed

that at the elementary school level only about one-fifth of the teams

reported daily tecam planning sessions. Nearly one-third reported weakly
sessions and another thirty percent reported no regular schedule. The
results for junior high school and high school teams were somewhat more
encouraging but even in these schools more than one-fifth of the responding
teams had no regular schedule for their planning sessions. If we are to
accept the recommendations made by participants in many of the early
team teaching projects, we must conclude that the ma jority of the teams
responding in this survey do not have a sufficient nvaber of tesm planning
sessions, |

It is generally recommended that team planning sessions be held
during regular school hours. Data on the times when planning sessions were
held for the teams in our survey showed that only about ome~third of the
e¢lementary school teams heid their meetings during regular school hours.,
The picture is somewhat brighter at the ‘secondary level where nearly

two-thirds of the team planning sessions were reported held during regular




i

school hours, Although a sizable percentage of elementary schools cling
to the after-school team planning session, it is encouraging to note that
very few secondary schools regularly schedule their planning sessions

for after-school hours.

Attendance at team planning scssions is extremcly important if the
teachers involved are to function &s a real team rather than a collection
of independent individuals. In reviewing our attendance data we find
85 per cent of the respondents reported all team members were usually
present at the team planning sessions,

Karly team teaching programs varied considerably in the number of
subject areas taught by the same team, In some of the carly programe
the members of a single team were responsible for substantially all of
the instruction that a given group of students received. In other
programs the team was limited to one broad subject area such as communication
skills. We were therefore interested in learning the number of subject areas
taught by the tcacher teams responding in our survey. It was found that
at the elementary level the predominant pattern was for a asingle tecam to
teach all orxmoat of the subjects in the curriculum, This pattern seems
to be a logical extension of a self-contained classroom that has dalinatcd»
the elemsntary school for so many ysars. At the junior high school level,
however, the predominan: pattern appeared to be for teems to tesch one
or two subjects only, with nearly one-half of the responding teams teaching
in a single subject axrea and less then one-fourth teaching three subjects
or more, At the high school level, the pattern followed by ﬁinrly 80 per

cent >f the responding teams wag to teach within a single subject area

such as communication skills or sciencec.




Rather detailed data were also collected on the specific sub ject
combinations taught by the responding teams, These data are too
voluminous to present in detail, but a few of the most frequently found
subject matter combinations seem worthy of mention. At the Juniorxr high
level, teams working with combinations of language arts and social
sclences including history and geography were by far the most common.

The most frequently encountered thrce-subject combination at the Junior

high lcﬁool level invoived language arts, mathematics, and social

sciences. At the high school level, the most frequently encountered
two-subject combination was langusge arts and history. None of the three
or four subject cowbinations occurred frequently enough at high school
level to be worthy of attention,

In many team teaching programs, a major goal is to permit teachers
to develop subject matter specialities. Data concerning the degree to
which team membexrs specialize within their subject fields showed »
fairly high level of apecializaf;on.. The most frequently encountered
pattern at all three levels was for each teacher to do most of the
teaching and planning within his defined speciality, More than 40 per
cent of respondents at all levels reported this procedure, The next
most corinon procedure, reported by about one-fourth at sach level, provides
for considerable specialization in lesson planning but no specialization
in teaching after the plans have beecn made, All in all, however, the
great majority of teams have established some degree of spocialization

for each team membexr. Only about two percent of the rilpondin"teana

reported no specialization in either planning or teaching,
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_ Team teaching, which has altered many of our established idcii about
th; duties of the teacher, has also raised certain guestions on the nature
and neopc of the responsibilities of teaching tesms, One of the items in
our survey instrument was aimed at determining who normally performs each
of a nuxber of specialized functions in schools in which team teaching
is employed. The results may be found in Table 9. It will be noted that
all team mewbers generally share the responsibility for these functions
at the elementary school level, This general pattern is also maintained
at the junior high and high school levels, It should be noted, however,
that at all three levels a significant nuwber of the reasponding teams have
delegated these responsibilities tc a single team member or to some
coubiﬁation of team mambers and personnel not on tﬁc team, The tendency

~ for all teanm members to share the responsibility for the functions listed
is strongest in the elemantary school and weakest in the high school
where personnel rot on the team have traditionally been provided to perform
such functions as counseling,

A review of grouping procedures revealed that ability grouping was

reported by about 7C percent of the respondents making it one of the

most common 6rgan1:ationnl techniques incorporated with team teaching,
The specific types of grouping employed by the responding teams may be
?f§und in Table 10, It will be noted that at all three levels the most
fr;qupntly cncountérud grouping technique involved exposure of all

pupils to the same basic program with some adjustwments in rate end con-
tent to fit this basic program to pupils of different ability, This
procedure is more typical of enrichment programs than of the more extreme

forms of homogeneous grouping. Perhaps the most noteworthy aspect of
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Table 10 | m p

Type of Grouping Method Employsd by Teacher Teams g

Righ ,_
Crouping Method Eleun, Jr, H,8, School
4 .S %
All pupils are given the came basic program ?
with some adjustments in rate and content, 39.0 54,9 66.4 .
. t
Fupils are divided into two ability levels _ :
within cach grade. 5.3 5.9 9.0 %
Pupils are divided into three ability levels 4
within each grade, 13.9 20,6 10,5 §
Pupils are divided into two or more ungraded i
tracks, 7.3 3.9 3.5
Instruction is individualized with each
pupil moving at his own rate, 4.6 0.0 8
Pour or more ability levels are used. 6.6 1.0 1.2 1|
Grouping varies with subject and ability ; i
level, 11,2 6.9 3.9
Combination of heterogeneous and ability
grouping, 5.3 2.0 1.9 !
Ability grouping for math and reading only. 5.3 0.0 A i
Other grouping plans and combinations. 7.9 9.8 11.3
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Table 10 is the variety of techniques being employed by teacher teams to
adapt the curriculum to pupils of different ability levels. At this point
it ig difficult tc predict which direction these varied efforts will take
as team teaching progk=2as are developed and tried in an 1ncréasing numbér
of schools.

Another area where many of the early team teaching programs differed
iubatnntialiy concerns the leadership structure of the teacher team,
Some programs such as the Noxrwalk Plan and the Lexington Project have
placed considerable emphasis on eatablishing a well defined leadership
hierarchy as a means of providing.addttibnnl recognition to capable and
experienced teachers. Others have visualized the teacher team as a group
of equals, none of whom had any specific leadership responsibilities
(Bair~and‘“oodw‘rd, 1964). The leadership structures that have emerged
in the teacher teams in our survey are summsrized in Table 11, It may be
sesn that the “"administratively designated lcader" is fourd in less thsn
one-third of the teams at any level although this structure occurs somewhat
more frequently at the secondary level than at the elementary level, The
vast majority of teams ot all levels have either no official leader or
have a chairman who conducts meetings but has little or no sdministrative
authority. These data suggest that most teacher teams prefer to operate
as a group of peers rather than having a definite sdministrative hierarchy,
within the team. The data also suggest that the teacher team may not be
able to sexve the function of providing intermediate levels of recognition
or administrative authority as was attempted in a number cf the early

team teaching experiments,

P

WRERST. i w5 pAt




Leadership Structure in Teacher Teams as Reported by Team Membeors

Table 11

Structure Elementary Jr, H, 8, High School
% N % H__ X

The tesam has an officially designated
tean leader who has definite administra-
tive responsibilities. 36 23.8 29 28.4 83 32.%
The team has a chairman who presides
at meetings hut has no special admin- '
istrative responsibilities or authority, 20 13.2 14 13,7 29 11.3
The team has no designated leader or
chairman, Purxely cooperative, 59 39.1 29 28,4 59 23,0
One member of the team is generally
recognized as leader, although be holds
no such position officlally., 15 9.9 18 17.6 58 - 22,6
The chairmsenship or leadership of the
team rotates at regular intervcls. 12 7.9 4 3.9 12 4,7
Team has regular chairman but leadership ¢
is taken by teacher whose specialty is
being taught, 3 2.0 4 8 3.1

Other leadership atructure,

3.9
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Adapting to Team Teaching .

The second objective of the Utah State Unfiversity survey was aimed -

]

il At learning teacher and principal perceptions of teachers who adapt well
ko the team tesching situation and thosc who cxperience difffculty in

ll adapting to the team teaching situation. It secme obviovs frém obsexving . !

][ teams in action that team teaching is different from so~called conventional
teaching in a number of ways. Many of thesc differences certainiy stem
from the noed for the teacher in a team to work in much closer cooperation
with other teachexs than is likely to be required in a self-contained
classroom at the clementary level or a departmentalized program at sécondary

level. The investigators were particulariy interested in thio part of the

data because it was felt that the composite judgement of the teachers }

and principals involved in the survey would provide some excellent leads

that could be followed in later rcsearch on factors related to teacher }

% : - i
guccess in the team teaching situation. In oxder to avoid leading the i

;

respondents, as sc often happens when multiple choice aﬁrvey items are
uged, unstructured items were developed to collect this pqrtion of the ;
f‘ data, The unstructuréd responses were then read, a code system was devel~ i
oped, and the”reéponsea to these items were re-read and classified according
to the code system, The results are given in Ta*le 12 and Table 13, The 7
characteristics 1ist¢d in thqse tablcs are a very brief condensation of the J
characteristicas that were actually developed for coding the responses. For
example, flexibility, which was oﬁe of the favorable characteristics most

|
often mentioned, had as its complete definition: "Flexible--openminded,

—————— ..

willing to listen, can accept ideas and suggestions of others, 1is adaptable,

non-rigid, willing to txy new ideas, not set in his ways," This somewhat

e Am——— o e b,
.
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repetitive definition was developed from the xesponses themselves, By

1isting a number of related types that would be scored under this catagory,

|
I
I
I we attempted to make the ncor'ing easicr and more reliable, Each of the
l[ characteristics listed in Tables 12 and 13 had a similar definition,
Let us now examine some of hhoue characteristics often observed in

’[ teachers who adapt well to the tcam teaching sitvation, When all .

responses are considered, the most frequently mentioned tecacher charac-
I

teristic was cooperativeness, This characteristic was mentioned by over

lr 49 per cent of the respondents. These quantitative data support the
L

impressions gained by Bair and Woodward (1964) from their work in the

i

"? Lexington Team Teaching Project. They state that, "A distinguishing |
: characteristic of a teacher entering the team teaching school is his g
li willingness to fully cooperate oh an hour-by~-hour basis with other mem~ i
[{ bers of the profession, This is a major factor in determining who may or g
, {

may not be a good team tcacher," (p., 73)

ig The second most frequently mentioned characteristic was flexibility, |
: which was listed by over 45 per cent of the respondents, A thorough %
[E . training in subject matter was the third most frequeﬁtly mentioned char- %
- acteristic, More than 23 per cent of the respondents made comments which |
lf wexe classified under this catagory, Other favorable characteristics

: l; mentioned by more than 100 of the respondents inciuded imagination, enthus~ '
’ iaam, consideration for others, organizational skill, and student orientacion

| li as opposed to subject matter orientation,
- Some differences are found in the percentage of respondents from
lﬁ different groups who mentioned different characteristics, With regard
l{ to those characteristics most often listed by all respondents, cooperativeness
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and flexibility were mentioncd somewhat more often by women than men,
In comparing male and female secondary teachers we find that nearly twice

as many female teachers listed cooperativeness and nearly three. times as

many considered creativity or imagination to be 1nportanc; Femgle lcc?ndary

teachers also mentioned flexibility, consideration for others, and student
orientation somewhat more often than male teachers, It is interesting to
note that the female secondary teachers in general agree rather closely
with the principals on the characteristice that they more frequently men-
tioned for teachers who adapt well to team teaching.

Male elementary teachers most frequently listed flexibility, coopera=-
tiveness, and consideration for others, They differ from the male secondary
teachers in mentioning flexibility nearly three times as often. They also
mentioned creativity or imagination, and consideration for ;thers somewhat
more frequently. Secondary teachers of both sexes more frequently mentioned
knowledge of subject matter whgle elementary teachers placed moxe emphasia
upon consideration for others, Principals mentioned enthusiasm and willing-
ness to put in extxa time more often than teachers, thus reflecting a different
frame of reference than teachers, The total principal's group and the second-
ary principals having over four years experience with team teaching were
generally in agreement on characteristics that they listed. There were
some differences betwecn the characteristics listed by male secondary

teachers and those listed by principals, with principals mentioning flex-

_ ibility and cooperativeness more often and placing less eumphasis upon

sub ject matter.,
The characteristics of teachers who adapt poorly to team teaching

are summarized in Table 13. There were generally fewer characteristics
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liated for teachers who adapt poorly than there wera for teachers who

adapt well to the team teaching situation, A surprising smount of agreement,
however, may be found in the frequency that characteristics were menticned
by different groups, For wost of the different groups, rigidity was the
characteristic listed most frequently., HNearly half of all respondents

listed this as a characteristic of teachers who adapt poorly to the team
teaching situation. Nearly 40 per cent of all respondents considered the
non-cooperative individual a poor risk in the team teaching situltion,

This chltlcteriltic was listed either first or second most frequently by

all responding groups. Ancother characteristic mentioned frequently by

most groups was one that we have tentatively classified as nervousness,

This rather nebulous adjective identified a catagory that included such
descriptive terms as unstable, high strung, quick tempered, emotional

under stress, and lacking in self-disciplifie. MNo other characteristics

were mentioned by more than 20 per cent of the totsl responding group,

In comparing the various groups listed in Table 13, a nrumber of
differences emerged in the percentages mentioning various characteristics,
As was the case in Table 12, these differences generally tend to reflect
the Jifferent frames of rcference of principals, elementary teachers and
secondary teachers, Among the total respondents, only three characteristics;
rigidity, non-cooperativeness, and nervousness were mentioned by more than
100 persons, Cther characteristics of teachers who adapt poorly to team
teaching that were mentioned quite frequently include self-centered behavior,
urwillingness to accept responaibility, lack of teaching skill, or subject
matter knowledge, and unwillingness to devote extra time to the teaching

job,
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The Assessment
Procedures
After completing the syrvey, the survey data, particularily that
concerned with teachers who make good and poor adjustments to team teaching,

were uzed as a basis to identify varisbles to befexploréd in the assessment

phase of the study. In this phasc of the study 15 tcams made up of 63
teachers in six California secondary schools were tested, interviewed, and

observed, All of the participating schools had well established team teaching

‘programs that had been in operation for two or morelyears.

The following data were collected on these teachers:
A, Personality miasures:
1, Cealifornia Personality Inventory (CPI)
2. Edwards Personal Preference Schedule (EPPS)
3, Two variables, Personal Relations and General Activity on the
Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey (GZTS)
Three variables, Emotional Stability, Surgency, and Anxious
Insecurity from Cattell's 16 Personality Factor Test (16rrF)
B, Group Dimensions: Measures concerned primarily with group dimen-
sions of the teacher teams included:
1. An adaptation of Hemphill's Group Dimensions Descriptions
Questionnaire

2. Scashore's Group Cohesiveness Index

3. The Leade£nhip Opinion Questionnaire
4, An adnptafion of Fleishman's Supervisory Behavior Description,
C. Interview Data: An individual interview was carried out with each
of the participating teachers. The interview collected a quantity of data

on teaching background, descriptive information concerning the team, and
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also included a number of items aimed at appraising the individual team

mewmbers attitude towards team tcaching., These items 1nc1hded such things
48 perceptions of the advantages and disadvantages of tcam tenching;
estimate of the effectivencss of the team leader, estimate of the'iﬁccels
of the team in carrying out its objectives, and thé teacher's eitimnte of
his relative effectiveness in team teaching vs. conventional teaching
situations. h
D, Interaction Data:_ At least three tecam pllnning sessions were
tape recorded for each participating team, All remarks made by team
members were then clasaified into 12 catagories using the Bales method
of interaction process analysis,
E., Criterion data: Several criteria were tried
1. The principal criterium of team memler effectivencss was
based on a combined’rating and ranking of each team member obtained from
other team members during the interview session., In order to compensate
for differences in tcam size, the tcam ratings and rankings were converted
to normalized standard scores,
2, A second criterium of teacher success which was employed in
parts of the analysis was made up by combining each teacher's respongses to

nine questions obtaincéd during the interxview, These questions were designed

to reflect the teacher's attitude towards team teaching and were scattered

throughout the interview guide,

3. Overall team effectiveness was obtained by using principal

rankings,
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Resulta

The firat phase of the analysis was concerned with personality score
comparisons between teachers in the upper and lower halves of the group on
the peer rating-ranking criterion. Singlerclaliificltion analysis of
variance was employed, The results of this analysis may be found in Table
14, It will be noted, that‘although teachers rated in the upper half on
the peer rating-ranking criterion generally obtained higher scores on the
personality variables the differences were small in most cases, Only two

differences reached statistical significance at the ,05 level, The higher

rated teachers made significantly more favorable scores on the CPI Respon-

~sibility subscore and the Guilford-Zimmerman General Activity subscore,

In view of the fact, however, that two scores significant at the .05 level
could occur by chance from the 30 comparisons it scems umiise to place
very much confidence in these two significant differences, It will be
noted that personality variables that had emcrged as being important in
the survey such as cooperativeness, flexibility, and consideration, did
not show significant differences in the aforementioned analysis,

The next phase of the analysis was aimed at comparing teams ranked
highest by the schoél principals with other tcams in the participating
schools on group dimensions measured by our adaptation of Hemphill's Group
Dimensions Descriptions Questionnaire and Grouyp Cohesiveness as measured
by Seashore's index, The results of this analysis may be found in Table
15, 7Two of the differences obtained on the Croup Dimensions Descriptions
Questionnaire were significant at the ,10 level, both favoring teachers

in the high rated teams, One of the significant differences was in the
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Table 14

Mean Personality Scores of Tecachers Scoring In the Upper ‘%
And Lower Half on the Peer Rating-Ranking Criterion gr

3

Mean for Mean for

Teachers Rated Teachers Rated
In Upper lalf In Lower Half F

1. CPI - Dominance 32.94 31.65 .92 7
2, CPI - Capacity for Status 23.48 22.19 2,57 2
3. CPI - Sociability 28,13 27 .45 43 ‘
4. CPI - $ocial Presence 40.74 39.94 .33 . :
5. CPI - Sclf~Acceptance 24,39 24,03 .14 g
6. CPI - Sense of Well Being 39,00 38.87 .03 i
7. CPI - Responsibility 34,39 32.52 4,27% ;
8. CPI - Socialization | 37.55 37.03 .19 {
9, CPI - Self-Control 31.32 30,71 . .15 ;
10. CPI - Tolerance 26,00 26,19 .04 %y
11, CPI - Good Impression 20,42 20,16 .03 4
12, CP1 - Communicability 26,29 : 25,90 .92 :
13, CPI - Achievement via Conformance  31.74 30,58 1.45 g
14, CPI - Achicvement via Independence 23,58 23.90 .12 4
15, CPI - Intellectual Efficiency 43,19 41.84 2.03 i
16, CPI - Psychological Mindedness 14,19 13.52 1,18 3
17. CPI - Plexibility 12,00 15.06 2,24 :§
18, CPI - Femininity 18.87 20,03 1,28 ?
19, Edwards PPS - Achievement 15,65 15,29 .10 ﬁi
20, Edwards PPS -~ Autonomy 12,06 13.71 2.73 4
21, Edwards PPS - Order 10,90 10.23 .28 {
22, Edwards PPS - Endurance 11,68 11.90 .06 ;
23, Edwards PPS - Change 6.32 6.84 '93 1
24, Bdwards PPS - Agrcssion 10.45 10.74 “08 .§
25. Rokeach Dogmatism Scale ‘ 156,00 161,48 84 -é
26, G-=Z Personal Relations 11,74 - 12.35 1.29 4
27. G=2 General Activity 17.84 ‘ 15,00 4 L4k 3
28. 16 PF Emotional Stability 38.00 37.68 .08
29. 16 PF Surgency 24,90 27.52 2.86
30. 16 PF Anxious Insecurity 9.23 ' 10.45 .70

*Significant at ,05 level,




Hedonic Tone which is defined by Hemphill as the degree to which group
membership is accompenied by a general feeling of pleasantness and agree-~
ableness, The second significant difference was in Potency, Hemphill (1956)
indicated that "Potency is the degree to which a group has primary signifi-
cance for its membera., It is reflected by the kind of needs which'a group
is satisfying or has the potenciality of satisfying, or the extend of
readjustment that would be required of members should should the group

fail, and by the degree to which a group has meaning to the members with
reference to their central values," (ﬁ. 4). Teachers in high rated teams
also obtained significaﬁtly higher scores on the Seashore Group Cohesiveness
Index, This difference was also significant at the ,10 level, These results
although not highly significant seemed to provide a number of clues cone
cerning the group chargcteristics of effective teams that might be worth
exploring further in later research,

The next phase of the analysis compared teachers in the upper and lower
half of the group on the peer rating-fanking criterion on their responses to
the group dimensions. The results of this analysis may be found in Table
16, Three significant differcences emerged in this analysis, These differ-
ences would indicate that the more effective team membecrs perceive their
teams as having a higher level of Intimacy, Polarization and Cohesiveness
than do less effective team members,

Chi~square analysis was employed to compare high and low rated teachers
on a number of background variables including sex, highest degree held,

whether the teacher was teaching in his major or minor field, and others,
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Chi~square comparisons were also employed to compare the aforementfoned
groups on interview questions relating to the teachers attitudes concerning
team teaching, These included teacher's perception of the effectiveness of

the tcam leader, estimate of team success in carrying out its objectives,

evaluation of teaching improvement in the team teaching situation, tcacher's :

enjoyment of team teaching as compared with conventional teaching, teacher's
perception of time wasted in team teaching, teacher's perception of strong
unresolved differences among team members, and teacher's perception of the
presence of clidﬁes in the team, None of the differences emerging from

this series of chi-square analyses were statistically;significan;.

The final phase of the analysis wés concerned witn the interactions of
teachers in team planning sessions, During the visit to each school,
arrangéments were made with a member of the team to tape técord at léaét
three of the team's planning sessions. At the start of each session, team
members identified themselves; and gave a brief statement about‘their backe=
ground in order to provide an identifjed sample of each individual's voice.
After the session, the tape recordings were mailed to the investigators,
Upon receipt of the tape, two students played cach tape and recorded om a
special data sheet the length of each remark in seconds and the identify
of the speaker. After these data were idehtified op each tape, two students
ma joring in psychology were trained in the use of the Bales (1951) system and
classified each remark. Since the tapes could be played.back-repeatedly it
was possible to analyze each remark somewhaé‘more carefully than would be
possible if the.remarks had been classified ddring the session itself, 1In

order to make as estimate of reliability, 10 of the tapes were independently

scoréd'by both students, To estimate réliability, agreement or disagrecement

CTRE R [ NI LI UM IR A SO SRR




nlg'yan

Tuble 15

Group Dimension Scores of Teachers in Six

Highest Rated Teams Versus Teachers in Nine Lowexr Rated Teams

Mean fov
Teachers in

Yean for
Treachers in

— High Rated Tcams High Rated Teams ¥
GDDQ ~ Control 29,67 29 .51 .01
GDDQ ~ Intimacy 54,26 51.43 2,20
GDDQ ~ Stratification 30.41 30,63 «01
GDDQ ~ Hedonic Tone 23.59 19,89 2,78%
GDDQ ~ Potency 48,11 43,69 3.69%
GDDQ ~ Viscidity 46,89 49,80 1.17
GDDQ ~ Participation 36.85 38,54 .05
GDDQ ~ FPolarization 38,59 39,17 .09
GDDQ -~ Flexibility 41,30 42,57 A0
GLDQ ~ Homogenity 33,81 36,14 1.46
Seashore Group Cohesiveness 21,37 19,40 3.,35%

* Significance at 107 level
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Upper and Lower Half on the Peer Rating~Ranking Criterion

Group Dimension Scores of Teachers Scoring im the

“44”

Table 16

Mean of Mean of
High Rated High Rated

Teachers Tcachers F
1., GDDQ -~ Control 28,84 36.32 .62
2, GDDQ ~ Intimacy 54 .84 50,48 5.57%
3. GDDQ ~ Stratification 30,97 30,10 W11
4, GDDQ - Hedomic Tone 21,97 21,03 17
5. GDDQ =~ Potency 47,10 44,13 1.63
6. GDDQ =~ Viscidity 50,26 hﬁfﬁlm 1,69
7., GDDQ ~ Participation 32,39 57w97 1.08
8. GDDQ - Poiarizatién 42,29 35,55 14 ,92%k%
9. GDDQ ~ Flexibility 42,94 41,10 485
10, GDDQ ~ Homogenity 36,16 34.10 1.16
11. Seashore Group Cohesiveness 21.54 18,97 65,10%

-y

* Significant at ,05 level

-

*% Significant at ,01 level
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on each specific remark was determined for the two raters, In other words,
each specific remark was checked to sece whether the two raters bad classi-
fied it in the same Bales catagory or a different Bales catagory, The '

level of agreement between the ratexrs was very high on these comparisons,

e B R Sl

ranging from 84.1% to 927%.

Based gn the combined pcer rating-ranking criterion, teachérs were

R PP P ey

divided into threc groups constituting approximately the upper, middle, and

S 19y

- lowér one~third. A single classification analysis of covariance was then
calculated from each of the dependent variables obtained from the Bales
data, The results may be found in Table 17. It will be noted that a number
of significant differences emerged. Teachers classified in tﬁe upper one-
third on the criterion made a significantly higher percentage of remarks
than those in the middle or lower ome~third. Thesc teachers also made fewer
minimum time remarks than the lower rated groups, although this difference

was not significant, A minimum time remark was usually a single word or

[P UE SU. S* ST I OSSP PR S e S
- - -

short phrase requiring one second or less such as yes, no, OK, I will, and
so on, Marked differences were also obtained when the amount of time used

by different teachers-was compared., The upper and middle rated teachers

used about twice as muck time as tcachers rated in the lower one~third,
Thus, we find that high rated teachers participate considerably more often

in the team planning session and make longer remarks., i ‘ ;

The remainder of the comparisons showed in Table 17 -are concerned witch

the specific clagsification areas cmployed in the Bales technique. No

gignificant differcnces emerged in the three remark arecas classified by
Bales as "positive social-emotion". These include "shows solidarity,"

“"shows temsion relecase," and "agrees," In all three of these classifications,
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Table 17

Bales Classificaticn of Small Group Interactions of Teachers

Scoring in the Upper, Middie and Lower Thirds on

The Peer Rating-~Ranking Criterion

Upper Middle Lower
1/3 . 1/3 1/3 F

1. Percent of remarks made by 30,11 23.19. ., 19,50 3.53%
teachers in first 3 team planning
sessions
2, Percent of teachexr's remarks in 18,83 20,48 22,50 .68
first 3 sessions that were uinimunm -
time remarks '
3., Percent of time used by teachers 40,11 38.14 21.69 4 ,09%
in first 3 sessions
4, Number of "Shows Solidarity" 5.72 5.38 4,25 .26
remarks .
5, Number of "Shows tension release" 5.83 8.62 4,00 2,03
remarks '
6, Number of "Agrees'" remarks 70,94 73.52 58,19 .60
7. Number of ""Gives Suggestions" 46,61 35.67 18,56 o T1%%
remarks
8. Number of "Gives Opinion" 236,72 184,62 130.62 4 ,65%
remarks
?. Number of "Gives Orlentation" 212,94 162,09 112,56 4,31%
remarks
10, Numbexr of "Asks of Orientation" 37.22 42,95 24,69 1.76
remarks
il, Number of "Asks for Opinion" 16,72 14.48 7.13 3,18%
remarks
12, Number of "Asks for Suggestion" 2,67 1,67 .94 1.92
remarks
13, Number of remarks in negative 1,72 3,67 3.006 1.51

social emotional area

*Significant at ,05 level
**Significant at ,01 level

cova

ER&C

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

LTI I T

™ S S

R ST 7'32




R A «

ST

however, teachers rated in the lower one~third made somewhat fewer remarks
than those in the upper two-thirds, Bales classifieds the next three cats-
gories as attempted answers, These catagories are, '"givee suggestions,"

"gives opinion," and "gives orientation," They are related to the task

[ >;:;k_k<;:,mis.&.si.,4__gﬁ*~u\._.-&._ .

and are considered to be neutral in terms of socieleemotional content, It
will be noted that large and statistically significant differences between
teachers in the three subgroups were present for all three of thegse classi-
fications. In thesec areas, teachers in the upper one-third made the
largest number of remarks followed by those in the middle one-third and

lower one~third, It will be noted that the higher rated teachers made

about twice as many remarks clagsified as suggestions, as giving opinion, :

Py

or orientation,

The next three catagories in the Bales system involve questior; related

e §

to the task area and are also classified as neutral in terms of social-

PIEEE SRR -

emotional tone, Data in these 3 arecas show the same pattern described

—

o

above although differences were somewhat smaller, probably because of the-

[

smaller number of remarks occurring in these catagories, Only in the "asks :

for opinion" area did the upper group of teachers make significantly more

i

remarks than the lower group,

The final three catagories in the Bales system involve negative remarks

» i -~
[

In the social emotional area and include “"disagrees," "ghows tension," and

i "shows antagonism," Because of the very small number of remarks made in

- the team planning sessions that could be clagssified into one of these cata-

S PP S

gories, wemarks in the nmegative sccial emotional area were combined, It
will be noted in Table 17 that although the middle and lower rated teachers
made about twice as many remarks in these catagories as-teachers rated im

the upper one~third, the difference was not statigtically significant, j
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In summary, it appears that there are a number of differences among
teachers classified in the upper, middle and lower third on the peer’ rating-
ranking criterion. Higher rated teachers hade a larger percentage of the
verbal contributions, and generally made longer remarks than lower rated
teachers. They also tended to make somewhat more contributions in the
positive social-emotional area and fewer in the negative social-emotional
area, The greatest difference among thevteacher groups, however, was in

the task area where the higher rated teachers much more frequently gave

suggestions, opinions, and orientation., With regard to task oriented

number of such remarks although the differences were smaller than in those
catagories related to attempted answers, These décarsuggest that the
participation patterns of effective team teachers in the team pianning
sesgsions differ considerably from the patterns of teachers considered less
effective on the peer rating-ranking criterion, It appears that considerable

insight into a teacher's performance as a team member might be gained by

evaluating his participation in team planning sessiOhs.
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- SUMMARY AND CONCLUSI. 8

This paper reports a survey of 533 team members and 242 principals
from schools in which team teaching was employed and an assessment of 63
teachers from 15 teams, The objectives of the survey were to collect
descriptive data on team teachi&g programs and tentatively identify the
characteristics of teachers who adapt well and péorly to team teaching,

Principal Survey

A survey of 242 principals of schools using team teaching indicated
that: ,;
l. A substantial percentage of current team teaching programs are . }

exploratory, employing only one team, 1

prior to the start of their team teaching programs,

3. The organizational and instructional techniques most often

combined with team teaching were; flexible class size, abllity grouping,
and individualized instruction,

4, Principals at all levels perceived the most difficult adminis-

o iR A L et
v

trative problem associated with team teaching to be adapting available,

space to team teaching,

5. In large schools the principal usually worked with the team é,
leader on administrative matters, while in smaller schools he worked xi‘
i

with the entire team,

Teacher Survey

4 survey of 533 teachers who were members of toccher teamc indicated

ghats

I 2, About half of the respondents re‘ported' inadequate planning

: ll |

. l -
LS Y
» R R . ¥ v o o o B R A T T T e e .
L B E NG 2 EREAIEN E = - — e
A FuiText pe c

IToxt Provided by ERI




=50

1. The majority of teams worked with pupils at a single grade
level, and usually taught all subjects at elementary level and one or two

subjects at secondary level,

2., Teacher specialization in both teaching and preparation of

curricular materials is the usual pattern.
3, Strong leaders with definite administratiye responsibilities

are found in a minority of the teams; the more predominant structure. being

to have no official leader or one with little or no administrative

authority, -

Adapting to Team Teaching

Both principals and teachers were surveyed concerning their per-
ceptions of the characteristics of teachers who adapt well and poorly

to team teaching, The data indicated that:

1. It appears that to adapt well to the team teaching situation, the
feacher needs some of those characteristics that are desirable for teachers
fégardless of the teaching sifuégion, such ae enthusiasm and thorough
training in their subject macter field,

2. On the other hand, to be effective in team teaching, certain
characteristics afe desirable that may be relatiﬁel? less important in
the conventional classroom, Such characteristics as flexibility, abiliéyA
to cooperate and work cifectively with other adults, organizational skill,
consideration for others, and ability o accept conatfuctive criticism
all seem to fit into this ecatagory, |

3, Thus, although it appears doubtful that a teacher who is
exceptionally good in his own classroom would be exceptionally poor on

a tecam, it does seem reazomable to expect that most teachers will differ
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in their ability to adapt to these different teaching approaches, Team
teaching seems to require different amounts of certain skills and charace-
teristics, and probdbly gratifies different psychological needs,

4, Future research should help to define better these characteristics,
and should lead eventually to the point where research can help the admin-’
istrator build téams of optimnm effectiveness from those teachers available,
When we can organize teams that ﬁe can predict will work together compatibly
and will effectively achieve their educatiocnal objectivea,Aa major problem
of team teaching will be solved,

The Assessment

In the assessment phase of the study 63 teachers from 15 secondary
school teams were tested, interviewed and observed, All participating
schoole had well established team teaching programs. Measures included
four personality Ilnventories, four measures of leader and group behavior,
an interview, and interaction data collected by tape recording three
tecam planning sessions for each team and analyzirg remarks using the
Bales (1951) system of interaction process analysis.

The principal criterion of: team member effectiveness was a combined
peer rating-ra’nking obtained dur:ing the interview, Principal's ratings
of team effectiveness and interview responses related to teacher attitude
were employed as secondary criteria, Data were anmalyzed using analysis
of varidnce and chi square,

The results of the assessment indicated:

1, Teachers scoring higher on the principal critérion made sige
nificantly more favorable scores on the Responsibility subscore of the
California Psycholbgical Inventory and the General Attivity subscore of the

Gullford-Zimmerman Temperément Survey (.05 level),
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2, Teachers scoring higher on the principal criterion perceived

their teams as having a higher level of Intimacy, and Polarization on the

Group Dimensions Descriptions Questionnaire and a higher level of Cohesiveness

on the Seashore Group Cohesiveness Index,

3. Teachers scoring higher on the principal criterion were not

significantly different from lower rated teachers on a number of background

variables and attitude responses obtained in the interview,

4, Teams rated highest by their principals obtained more favorable

scores than lower rated teams on the following variables.

a,

Hedonic Tone and Potency subscores of the Group Dimensions

Descriptions Questionnaire,

Cohesiveness as measured by the Seashore Group Cohesiveness

Index,

5. Comparisons of team planning session interactions of teachers

ranked in the upper, middle and lower thirds on the rating=-ranking criterion

.showed higher rated teachers to be significantly higher on the following

variables:
a,
b,
Ce
d.
e.

£,

{v

Percentage of total remarks

Percentage of time used to make remarks,
Number of "Gives Suggestions" remarks,
Number of '"Gives Opinion” wmemarks,
Number of "Gives Oriemtation” remarks,

Number of "“Asks for Opinion" remarks,

6. These data suggest that more effective teachers patticipate more

in planning sessions and contribute a significantly greater number of

task=oriented remarks than less effective teschers,
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