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Summary

This paper actualizes the issue of acquisition of team teaching competences of university students - futu-
re teachers and pedagogues during their initial education. In light of previous research the paper examines
different interpretations of the definition, characteristics, advantages and disadvantages of team teaching.
The emphases is on personal integration of teachers and team worker associates, who working together,
plan, conduct and evaluate the programme with one group of students.

The paper then presents findings from the research that was carried out with the aim to examine how
final year students of basic academic studies (educational profiles: teacher and pedagogue) perceive team
teaching and personal integration as its significant dimension. The research was conducted using the des-
criptive survey method and the data were collected by means of a questionnaire during the two school ye-
ars (June 2011 and 2012). The research sample comprises 165 participants, specifically two generations of
fourth year undergraduate students (final year) of basic academic studies at the Faculty of Education in
Sombor (Teacher Education Programme - 36.36%), Faculty of Teacher Education in Hungarian in Suboti-
ca (Teacher Education Programme - 24.24%) and Department of pedagogy at the University of Novi Sad
(Study Programme in Pedagogy — 39.39 %).

The findings justified our assumption that sampled students would show high interest in team teaching,
and that they would, in accordance with their educational profile show preference for certain team roles.
Most students think that in order to constitute an efficient team it is necessary to achieve trust and good
communication between team members, whose main personal characteristics should be good organizati-
on skills, imagination (creativity), friendliness, and willingness to help others.

Keywords: personal integration, team roles, teamwork.

! 'This paper is partly the result of work on the Project "Quality of Educational System of Serbia from European Perspective (KOSSEP)”,
number 179010 (2011-2015.), supported by the Ministry of Science and Technological Development of the Republic of Serbia.
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Introduction

For a relatively long time, in educational theory team
teaching has been considered to be a didactics inno-
vation. The available sources state that it emerged in
the mid of the last century in the United States, when
solutions were called for more efficient and rational
education. The first attempts at performing team te-
aching were recorded in 1957 in elementary school
in Lexington (Massachusetts). After several years of
experimentation, team teaching grew into a move-
ment that spread over USA and some other coun-
tries (United Kingdom, Sweden, West Germany, Ja-
pan, Canada, etc.).

Within a body of literature there are differing
views of the definition of team teaching. Commonly,
it is defined as instruction where two or more te-
achers, working together, plan, conduct, and evalu-
ate the learning activities for the same group of stu-
dents. Two major categories of team teaching could
be differentiated. In the first, two or more teachers
teach the same students at the same time in the same
classroom, and in the second, teachers work together
but not necessarily teach the same group of students
or at the same time (Goetz, 2000). Team teaching
could also be defined as instructional situation with
two or more instructors teaching together, assuming
that they may achieve collaboration during prepa-
ration of teaching, while conducting lessons, and in
both processes (Jaruda & Takeuchi, 2007). Some aut-
hors lay stress on interdisciplinary character as the
important characteristic of this type of instruction
since it is advisable that two or more teachers im-
plement teamwork and present contents from clo-
sely allied disciplines, although teachers may pre-
sent contents from fields as disparate as, for example
art history and theoretical physics (Shafer, 2001).
The literature from the territory of former Yugosla-
via speak about organizational form of instruction
where teachers collaborate in order to plan, deliver
instruction and evaluate classes jointly and in orga-
nized manner (Dordevi¢, 1981), and that the basic
feature of this instruction is the personal integration
of teachers and other associates in carrying out the
program with one group of students (Poljak, 1984;
Bognar & Matijevi¢, 1993).

Duki¢ and Spanovi¢ (2006) studied the findings
of meta-analysis of empirical research on team te-

aching in the USA in last two decades, which wit-
hout any doubt prove that team teaching represents
a very popular innovation. Its implementation pro-
vides for various levels of collaboration betwe-
en teachers and empowers their professional de-
velopment. Team teaching has positive effects on
students because it fosters better achievements and
positive attitude towards schooling (Spraker, 2003;
Erb, 2001). Researches show that students who were
team-taught scored better on knowledge tests in ba-
sic elementary school subjects than students who le-
arned in a traditional classroom (Flowers, Mertens,
Mulhall, 1999). A great body of evidence has pro-
ved that team teaching positively affects school cli-
mate (Rottier, 2002; Erb, 2001), that it encourages
the personalization of teacher —student relationship
(Ancess, 2000), and that the quality of instruction
depends on the extent to which teachers who accept
and practise team teaching are generally supported
(Strahan et al., 1997). Furthermore, researchers have
found a significant correlation between team dura-
tion and students> achievement (Felner et al., 1997).
It is commonly thought that two teachers make an
optimal team for team teaching. It is not desirable
that teamwork partners are teachers who demand
power and control, or some who are defensive (Ro-
binson & Schaible, 1995).

All studies on team teaching show that team te-
aching produces significant (or at least acceptable)
results and is beneficiary for both teachers and le-
arners, regardless of whether it is about language or
math instruction, or elementary, secondary or uni-
versity level of education. Teamwork develops new
approaches to instruction delivery and helps overco-
me academic isolation (Jaruda & Takeuchi, 2007). It
supports team member communication and fosters
closer relationship between teachers and their stu-
dents. Students gain a mature level of understanding
knowledge, and different methods and approaches
in teaching encourage students to consider the va-
lidity of different concepts and analyse alternatives
within the context of a given theme (Goetz, 2000).
If carefully planned and efficiently executed, team
teaching can be a strategy that will result in signi-
ficantly better outcomes of students, enable a more
comprehensive insight into thematic contents, and
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reinforce cooperation and respect for different opi-
nions (Jaruda & Takeuchi, 2007). It is said that team
teaching creates supportive learning environments
where each student is given more attention, while
variety of teaching approaches used can also incre-
ase the potential for the team to meet the various le-
arning styles of students (Brandenburg, 1997, as ci-
ted in: Goetz, 2000).

A study titled Effects of team teaching on students
was published in Michigan. It shows that after they
had experienced team teaching, students stated that
this kind of instruction helped them prepare to over-
come difficulties they would face in lower and upper
secondary school (more subjects and more instruc-
tors). Moreover, it is quite clear that this model of
instruction induces self-responsibility (students do
their best to satisfy expectations of their teachers),
as well as that learning becomes interesting and fun
when instruction is delivered by a team comprised
of teachers who have different styles and expertise in
different disciplines. (Jaruda & Takeuchi, 2007, cited
In: Spanovi¢ and Duki¢, 2010). Team-taught courses
have been actively practiced at Stanford University,
which experience lead to the conclusion that team
teaching requires different preparation, particularly
in regard to organization and course management.
First of all, it is necessary to plan meetings that will
allow teachers become familiar with their partner’s
material. Team teaching can help create a dynamic
and interactive environment and also encourage new
research ideas. Students have the opportunity to ob-
serve integration in action and the high-level in-
tellectual debate among colleagues, which can help
them better understand what is expected from them
and therefore consequently improve their learning
(Leavitt, 2006).

In addition to the emphasized advantages of
team teaching, some authors warn of its potential
drawbacks. While team teaching may prove benefi-
cial for many students, some of them may feel fru-
stration and dissatisfaction about having more than
one teacher in the classroom. Since planning how
to team-teach, and the preparation of programmes
require more time from teachers than traditional te-
aching, if team teachers do not have sufficient time
to prepare, they can easily become stressed and this
can consequently reflect on the quality of teaching

(Goetz, 2000). There is a risk of conflict among team
members. Although differences may be overcome
by the harmonization of different concepts and
approaches to team teaching, there is still a risk of
teachers not being able to reach a compromise (Free-
man, 1969; Harslovsky, 1969; Polos, 1965, as cited in:
Jaruda & Takeuchi, 2007). When the rotating mo-
del of team teaching is implemented (each instruc-
tor teaches his/her own specialized skills area), con-
sideration of viewpoints from different perspectives
may be restricted to the same topic, which is the pre-
condition for achieving a high level of knowledge
synthesis and integration (Leavitt, 2006).

Various models applied in team teaching have
been recorded throughout the world. The College of
engineering and environment at Oklahoma Univer-
sity (USA) has introduced a new teaching concept
of "mentoring through teamwork” where professors-
mentors take over the role of leading teachers and
create teams of graduate students in order to teach
engineering to undergraduate students, and where
co-teaching assistants prepare themes for discussion
and participate in delivering the curriculum. The re-
search findings on students’ attitudes about this te-
aching method showed that majority shared posi-
tive views about team teaching. Students reported
that due to a larger number of teachers it was easier
for them to get information needed, and that they
enjoyed reading learning materials written by aut-
hors with different styles and approaches. In Japan,
team teaching has been in official use since 1970,
particularly in English as a Second Language cour-
ses that are run by a team of two teachers, Japanese
and a native speaker, usually from the United King-
dom or the United States. In this way, English cla-
sses not only include learning English language, but
they create a multicultural environment where diffe-
rent cultures and traditions intervene (Jaruda & Ta-
keuchi, 2007, as cited in: Spanovi¢ and Puki¢, 2010).

In the last decades, team teaching has been the
subject of both theoretical and empirical research
carried out in a large number of schools at different
locations throughout the developed world. However,
on the territories of former Yugoslavia, relatively little
research literature exists on team teaching, perhaps
reflecting its theoretical aspects. The exception is a
research on effects of team-based instruction in the
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field of labour-technical education, which included
180 first grade students and 150 second grade stu-
dents of preparatory level of vocational education in
the Centre for Nautical Education in Split (Republic
of Croatia). Team-based instruction provided per-
sonal integration of teachers and co-workers, and it
was organized so that students carried out their ac-
tivities in different group sizes; in large groups, small
groups or individually. This research findings proved
that team teaching had positive effects on interperso-
nal relationships both between teachers and between
students, higher level of initiative in teaching (parti-
cularly in professional practice training), and asse-
ssment. Teaching organized in varying group sizes
had positive influence on students’ activity and the-
ir motivation for work (Jovan, 1987).

Recently, the scientific interest of this paper aut-
hors has focused on team teaching, as a relevant
innovation in elementary school practice in Serbia.
They have studied the way how teachers and expert-
associates perceive team teaching. The sample inclu-
ded 220 class and subject teachers (Spanovi¢ and
buki¢, 2006) and 80 expert-associates, namely, pe-
dagogues and psychologists (Spanovi¢ and Duki¢,
2010). The evidence collected from questionnaires
explicitly show that both teachers and expert-asso-
ciates positively evaluate team teaching and express
high level of interest in its implementation. Among
other things, the research has shown that class te-
achers have more knowledge on team teaching and
greater experience in team work than subject te-
achers. The prevailing opinion shared by the ma-
jority of surveyed teachers and expert-associates is
that a flexible work organisation represents the gre-
atest advantage of this type of instruction, and that
the clear and strict distinction of team roles among
team workers is seen as the most acceptable (Spa-
novi¢ and Duki¢, 2006, 2007, and 2010).

The task of a pedagogue, as an expert-associate
is to affirm educational ideas for the knowledge so-
ciety in which planning, realization, and evaluati-
on of educational processes are conducted in accor-
dance with the European standards. It is expected
that a pedagogue should unite activities into a consi-
stent system of school plans and programmes deve-
lopment, analytical and research work, advisory work
and cooperation with the community (Kopas-Vuka-

$inovi¢ and Maksimovi¢, 2011). Most of his/her pro-
fessional tasks can be met through teamwork, where
a pedagogue integrates knowledge and experience
with teachers and other expert-associates. They par-
ticipate in teams whose members combine experti-
se, competence and personal resources with the aim
to perform a complex task that does not represent a
simple sum of individual elements of the task (Kobolt
and Zizak, 2007). On the other hand, teachers are
also expected to be trained to practice new modes
of direct work with students, which among all inclu-
de "teamwork with other teachers and other expert-
associates that participate in educational process
with the same students” (Razdev$ek-Pucko, 2003,
p. 44). Additionally, another unavoidable task is to
train teachers so as to be able to motivate their stu-
dents properly for work in contemporary forms of
teaching (Csap6 and Ivanovi¢, 2013).

Method

The goal of the research that was carried out was to
examine how students — future teachers and peda-
gogues perceive team teaching and personal integra-
tion as its key characteristic. Within this context the
research tasks were determined as follows:

+ to determine how students assess their personal
knowledge of team teaching and how much they
are interested in its performance, as well as to de-
termine whether there is a statistically significant
difference in students’ responses with regard to
the time of testing (school year)

« to find out which roles in the team students prefer
and which, in their opinion, contribute to buil-
ding a successful team and to determine whether
there is a statistically significant difference in res-
ponses with regard to the educational profile

+ to examine how students evaluate their perso-
nal features that can help them (and they would
like to posses) become successful team workers.

o Inline with the so defined tasks and research pro-
blems, we examined the hypotheses rooted in re-
levant concepts and results from the existing re-
search on team teaching:

o Although they estimate they are partially fami-
liar with team teaching concepts, students show
interest to apply team teaching in practice. The-
re is statistically significant difference in respon-
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ses in regard to time of the research, or final year

of study.

o Future teachers will prefer a strict division of ro-
les in a team and the role of a team-worker, whe-
reas future pedagogues will show preferences for
a more flexible division of team roles, the role of
a coordinator, researcher and evaluator regard-
less the time of research.

o When analysing which of the characteristics
required for team teaching they posses, students
will primarily choose: sociability, readiness to
accept other opinions, organizational skills, res-
ponsibility and discipline.

The research was conducted using the descriptive
survey method and the data were collected by me-
ans of a questionnaire during the two school years
(June 2011 and 2012). Within the context of a broa-
der research on perception of team teaching (Spano-
vi¢ and Duki¢, 2006 and 2010), a special instrument
was constructed. For the purpose of this study, stu-
dents’ responses in the survey were analysed. The set
of questions in the questionnaire related to students’
knowledge of team teaching, their interest to apply
this form of teaching, preferences of team roles and
flexibility in their distribution, beliefs about what is
necessary for building a successful team, and evalua-
tion of their own personal features strongly required
for a successful team work. Independent variables in
the research are features for which we assumed wo-
uld differentiate students’ preferences, interests, and
beliefs, and they include time of research (final year
of basic academic studies: academic year 2010-2011
and 2011-2012) and educational profile (teacher and
pedagogue). In the context of increased social chan-
ges both pedagogues and teachers represent the cru-
cial link within the structure of education system re-
form. There is no reform that could be carried out if
it lacked the approval and support by the pedagogues
(KnezZevi¢-Flori¢, 2006). The survey of teacher and
pedagogue education study programmes in Vojvo-
dina has shown that they contain explicitly defined
contents about team teaching through didactic and
methodology subjects and that the defined learning
outcomes underline the importance of team-based
work and collaboration. As O. Knezevi¢-Flori¢ (2006)
has put it, the whole concept of developmental and
educational activities relies on scientific methodo-

logy in the work of the pedagogues, whose task is to
develop action programmes that help apply theore-
tical knowledge into practice. On the other hand, it
is the task of the teachers to implement and realize
these action programmes in practice. In the light of
both intervening pedagogical activities and differen-
ces between the primary tasks of teachers and peda-
gogues, the educational profile is seen as an indepen-
dent variable. If we have in mind that the acceptance
of the new Law on Higher Education of the Repu-
blic of Serbia (2005) initiated increased activities in
the process of implementation of the Bologna Dec-
laration into institutions of higher education, it was
rightly expected that teacher and pedagogue educa-
tion faculties would intensify the acquisition of in-
terpersonal competences such as team work and the
ability to work in interdisciplinary teams (Vukaso-
vi¢, 2006). This is why the choice of the independent
variable — time of research (final year of study) is ba-
sed on our expectations that students enrolled in aca-
demic year 2008-2009 would have better knowledge
and would show greater preference to apply team te-
aching in comparison to students enrolled in acade-
mic year 2007-2008. The dependent variable is de-
fined as students’ perception of team teaching that
implies their opinions (and beliefs) about team te-
aching and personal integration therein, and interest
for its implementation. The research sample com-
prises two generations of fourth year undergradu-
ate students (final year) of basic academic studies
at the Faculty of Education in Sombor (60 students
of Teacher Education Programme - 36.36%), Fa-
culty of Teacher Education in Hungarian in Subo-
tica (40 students of Teacher Education Programme
- 24.24%) and Department of pedagogy at the Uni-
versity of Novi Sad (65 students of Study Programme
in Pedagogy - 39.39 %). According to the criterion
related to the final year of basic studies which lasted
four years, 85 examinees (51.52%) from the sample
graduated in academic year 2010-2011 (they were
questioned in 2011), while 80 students (48.48%) be-
long to the generation who completed their studi-
es in academic year 2011-2012 (enquiry conducted
in 2012). The data indicate to the approximate uni-
formity of the sample for variable: time of research
(academic year). In the sample structured after the
educational profile we examined 100 future teachers
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(60.61%) and 65 future pedagogues (39.39%). Alt-
hough the number of student respondents compri-
ses higher percentage of future teachers, the sample
evenly represents the cohort of fourth year students
enrolled in basic academic studies of both educati-
onal profiles who are educated at faculties in Vojvo-
dina. From 165 students, only 17 (10.30%) of them
were male students, therefore this variable was not
taken into consideration in the concluding remar-
ks. At the moment of research, the age of students
was in the scope from 22 to 24.

Research results

The data collected from the responses (frequency
and percentage) are categorized in regard to time
of research and educational profile. The significan-
ce differences among them, in regard to the above
mentioned variables, were examined by the means
of chi-square test. The results follow the defined ta-
sks of the research.

Starting from the fact that subject programmes
that fall under the scope of pedagogical disciplines
(didactics and methodology of teaching) involve con-
tents about team teaching, we wanted to find out how
students assess their own knowledge of this innova-
tion. In table 1, we can clearly see that the majority
of students stated they have partial (but insufficient)
knowledge about team teaching concepts, although

we have to consider that almost one third of all stu-
dent respondents gave a positive answer to the que-
stion. If we compare the results against the variable
— time of research, it can be seen that students who
were questioned in 2012 have more favourable asse-
ssment. The number of positive responses is slightly
increased, while the number of negative answers is
significantly lower. There is no statistically signifi-
cant difference between students’ responses, as in-
dicated by the value of chi-square test (x2 = 0.874;
df = 1; p > 0.05). Due to low frequency of responses,
second and third option were conjoined.

Since the research participants were final year
students who completed all courses of their study
programmes, we wanted to find out whether they
attended any form of education/training about team
teaching that was organized outside the regular cla-
sses, at Universities or some other institutions. We
started from a new instructional paradigm which
implies that both teacher education and pedagogy
study programme should increase students’ inte-
rest to create their own pedagogical training pro-
grammes and to take part in parallel professional de-
velopment programmes. Findings presented in table
2, explicitly show that over 95% of students have not
attended any seminar, conference, or related additi-
onal training on team teaching. This fact leads us to
conclude that initial education of teachers and pe-

TABLE 1 THEORETICAL KNOWLEDGE AND UNDERSTANDING OF TEAM TEACHING
(RESPONSES BY TIME OF RESEARCH/ACADEMIC YEAR)

2010-2011 2011-2012 Total
Responses
f % f % f %
Yes 24 28.24 28 35.00 52 31.52
Partially, but insufficiently 50 58.82 51 63.75 101 61.21
No 11 12.94 1 1.25 12 7.27
Total 85 100 80 100 165 100
TABLE 2 ATTENDANCE OF SEMINARS, CONFERENCES, AND OTHER FORMS OF
TEAM TEACHING EDUCATION (RESPONSES BY TIME OF RESEARCH/ACADEMIC YEAR)
2010-2011 2011-2012 Total
Responses
f % % f %
Yes 3 3.53 3 3.75 6 3.64
No 82 96.47 77 96.25 159 96.36
Total 85 100 80 100 165 100
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TABLE 3 STUDENTS’ INTEREST FOR IMPLEMENTING TEAM TEACHING IN PRACTICE
(RESPONSES BY TIME OF RESEARCH/ACADEMIC YEAR)

2010-2011 2011-2012 Total
Responses
f % f % f %
Very interested 24 28.24 28 35.00 52 31.52
Interested in occasional team teaching 58 68.24 50 62.50 108 65.45
Not interested at all 3 3.53 2 2.50 5 3.03
Total 85 100 80 100 165 100
TABLE 4 PREFERENCES OF TEAM ROLE DISTRIBUTION IN RELATION TO THE LEVEL OF
DISTINCTIVENESS (RESPONSES BY EDUCATIONAL PROFILE OF STUDENTS)
Teacher Pedagogue Total
Responses
f % f % f %
Clear and distinctive team role 57 57.00 33 50.77 90 54,55
distribution
Blurred distinction of roles 18 18.00 3 4.62 21 12.73
Team roles created as needed 25 25.00 29 44,62 54 32.73
Total 100 100 65 100 165 100

dagogues still rests on the traditional paradigm of
high education.

The evidence presented in table 3, seems to indi-
cate that both generation of students show interest
for the implementation of team teaching in practice,
although the younger generation cohort slightly ed-
ges out the older generation. The value of chi-square
test brings us to the conclusion that there is no stati-
stically significant difference in students’ responses
(x2 =0.874; df = 1; p > 0.05). Due to low frequency of
responses, second and third option were conjoined.

A large body of studies on team teaching con-
cerns teamwork dynamics (Jovan, 1987; Jaruda &

Takeuchi, 2007; Kobolt & Zizak, 2007; Duki¢ & Spa-
novi¢, 2008; Jurcié, 2011). A successful team relies
on more or less precise distinction of roles assigned
between team members who are connected by a mu-
tual goal and vision. The results say that more than a
half of future teachers and pedagogues prefer teams
with clear and distinct role distribution (table 4).
However, chi-square test value shows there is a sta-
tistically significant difference in respondents’ res-
ponses (X2 = 10.457; df = 2; p < 0.05). The significan-
ce of the test was influenced by the fact that a larger
number of pedagogy students (44.62%) showed inte-
rest in teams in which roles were created as needed.

TABLE 5 TEAM ROLE PREFERENCES (RESPONSES BY EDUCATIONAL PROFILE OF STUDENTS)

Teacher Pedagogue Total
Responses
f % f % f %

Coordinator 25 25.00 21 32.31 46 27.88
Team worker 44 44.00 26 40.00 70 4242
Original thinker 7 7.00 5 7.69 12 7.27
Evaluator 10 10.00 4 6.15 14 8.48
Reporter-Spokesperson 5 5.00 6 9.23 11 6.67
Researcher 3.00 2 3.08 5 3.03
Specialist 6.00 1 1.54 7 4.24
Total 100 100 65 100 165 100
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From the data presented in table 5, it can be re-
cognized that the respondents mostly opted for the
role of a team worker (42.42 %). Slightly less inte-
rest was shown for the role of coordinator (27.88%),
while the preference for other team roles was rather
poor. Despite the fact that, when compared to te-
acher students, the majority of pedagogy students
would choose the role of a coordinator, the value of
chi-square test does not show a statistically signifi-
cant difference in their responses (x2 = 1.263; df = 3;
p > 0.05). Due to low frequency the following opti-
ons were conjoined: original thinker and researcher;
evaluator, reporter and specialist.

The literature states that team teaching offers huge
possibility for instructional process rationalization,
it encourages stronger cooperation between school
personnel and student groups, strengthens individual

and shared responsibility, and the like (Jovan, 1987;
Ancess, 2000; Rottier, 2002). This is why we wanted
to find out which advantages would drive students to
implement team teaching in practice. The analysis of
research data clearly show that there is a statistically
significant difference in the responses offered by fu-
ture teachers and pedagogues, which is justified by
the chi-square test value (x2 = 9.178; df = 3; p < 0.05).
Due to low frequency the last two options were co-
njoined. Majority of pedagogy students are intere-
sted in team teaching because it can increase dyna-
mics both of teacher’s and of student’s work. The test
significance was influenced by different distribution of
teacher students’ responses, since their responses are
evenly distributed to the above mentioned advantage
(34%) and to the possibility to achieve better correla-
tion between academic disciplines (35%).

TABLE 6 INTEREST FOR TEAM TEACHING IN RELATION TO ITS ADVANTAGES
(RESPONSES BY EDUCATIONAL PROFILE OF STUDENTS)

Teacher

Pedagogue Total

Responses

% f % f %

Increased dynamics of both student and

g 4
teacher activity 3

34.00 34 52.31 68 41.21

Stronger cooperation between teachers

and between students 18

18.00 14 21.54 32 19.39

Better correlation between academic

disciplines 35

35.00 10 15.38 45 27.27

Implementation of differentiated
instruction

9.00 6 9.23 15 9.09

Teacher is primarily the one who
programmes and organizes the teaching 4
process

4.00 1 1.54 5 3.03

Total 100

100 65 100 165 100

TABLE 7 MOST IMPORTANT ASPECTS IN BUILDING A SUCCESSFUL TEAM FOR
TEAM TEACHING (RESPONSES BY EDUCATIONAL PROFILE OF STUDENTS)

Teacher

Pedagogue Total

Responses
f %

f % f %

Trust and good communication

37
between team members

37.00

49 75.38 86 5212

Distinct distribution of tasks and

responsibility for team members 36

36.00

8 12.31 44 26.67

Ability to respect rules in making

.. 19
team decisions

19.00

5 7.69 24 14.55

Ability to give up own ideas 8 8.00

3 4.62 11 6.67

Total 100 100

65 100 165 100
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According to the opinion shared by three quar-
ters of pedagogy students (75.38%), trust and good
communication between team members are the key
characteristics needed for a team to be successful.
In this respect, the opinions of students —future te-
achers differ, since they almost evenly opted for the
above mentioned response (37.00%) and for the op-
tion saying that tasks and responsibility should be
clearly and distinctively assigned to the members of
a team (36.00%). The value of chi-square test shows
that the difference between the participants’ respon-
ses is statistically significant at both levels with co-
njoined responses for the last two options, due to low
frequency (x2 = 23.437; df = 2; p < 0.05).

Assuming they participate in teamwork, the stu-
dents were expected to chose from the corpus of pro-
posed characteristics, the one for which they assume
can help become successful, and the one they wo-
uld like to have in order to become successful. The
majority of students chose the characteristic that
describes a team member as sociable and a good
team worker (24.85 %), and afterwards follow: abi-
lity to accept what others think (17.58 %), respon-
sibility and discipline (16.36 %), and organization
skills (12.12 %). A very small number of students
chose other characteristics (enthusiasm, perfecti-
onism, reliability, imagination and creativity, and
commitment to work). Among the characteristics
they would like to have in order to become succe-
ssful team workers, students chose as follows: Or-
ganizational skills (22.42 %), imagination and crea-
tivity (22.42 %), sociability (16.36 %), and ability to
accept other opinions (10.91 %). Other characteri-
stics were less preferred.

Discussion

We assumed that students would declare that during
their initial education they have acquired sufficient
theoretical knowledge on team teaching. However,
we could but partially prove this hypothesis. On the
one hand, there emerged the question about whether
and how team teaching contents are represented in
pedagogical, didactic and methodology disciplines
within initial education study programmes. On the
other hand, no matter how comprehensive theoreti-
cal knowledge students have acquired, it is evidently
clear that what is missing is a stronger link between

theory and practice as a condition of reflexive pro-
cessing of the acquired knowledge. The survey of the
opinions, collected from Sombor Faculty of Educa-
tion students, on the role of professional practice in
the acquisition of professional competences, reve-
als the fact that teacher education students hardly
had the chance to apply their knowledge on team te-
aching during the execution of professional practi-
ce (Spanovi¢, 2008). It is only possible to implement
theoretical knowledge about team teaching, when
students, prospective executors of educational acti-
vities consider it desirable. "Compared to knowled-
ge, teacher beliefs have more influence on the way
they define their professional tasks and roles, and
therefore they represent stronger predictors of be-
haviour” (Pajares, 1992, as cited in: Macura-Milo-
vanovi¢, 2012, p. 250). What we find encouraging is
that students have shown high interest in team te-
aching, which tends to increase year after year. Con-
sequently, the articulated need for intensified trai-
ning in team teaching during students’ professional
practice is justified. In her research on educational
concept of fourth year students at Teacher education
faculties in Serbia, Vujisi¢-Zivkovi¢ (2005) observes
that prospective student teachers prefer a concept
of professional education in which a key feature of
the curricula is the importance accorded to practi-
cal training. The results indicate that majority of stu-
dents think that only applicable knowledge matters.

More favourable results regarding knowledge
about this innovation were achieved in the resear-
ch on teachers’ perception of team teaching in 2006
(38.18% of teachers stated they were well familiar
with team teaching, while 53.18% said their knowled-
ge on team teaching was insufficient). This insigni-
ficant variance may have occurred because students
acquired only theoretical knowledge as the result of
the pedagogical-didactical scientific discourse. The
lack of action, professional, and practical knowled-
ge had implications on the overall results. What we
find inspiriting is the findings which indicate that the
younger generation of students has shown a higher
level of knowledge on team teaching. However, in
2002 the teachers had a chance to participate in the
process of school developmental planning, and thro-
ughout the training to learn about the conditions
for successful team building, team work characteri-
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stics, and different approach to team roles. It is evi-
dent that in the last decade no professional training
in this field has been available in Serbia.

In respect to the nature of professional activities,
we started from the hypothesis that future teachers
will prefer clear and distinct distribution of roles in
a team and the role of a team worker, while future
pedagogues will chose a more flexible role distribu-
tion and activities which have to do with coordina-
tion, research and evaluation. Our hypothesis was
mainly proved, except for that we erroneously assu-
med that future pedagogues would choose the ro-
les of researcher and evaluator, which did not hap-
pen. Majority of teachers, questioned in 2006, also
found that a clear and distinctive team role distri-
bution was acceptable (60.45 %). The result was just
what we expected when we keep in mind that at cer-
tain stages of team teaching, competition and com-
parison of engagement may occur among teachers.

Team dynamics is complex and each team mem-
ber interprets his/her reactions differently according
to his individual feelings and previous experience.
Each team activity has individual attribute, which is
to say that it provokes subjective experience in every
team member, so the difference between own views
and other members’ views can lead to disorientati-
on in team work (Kobolt and Zizak, 2007). Regar-
dless this circumstance, school tasks to be realized
by pedagogues imply greater flexibility when team
roles are concerned. As for the role of a team wor-
ker, teachers who participated in the previous rese-
arch (2006) gave very similar responses (40.45%).
The findings could be interpreted in the light of co-
gnition that professional and team roles intertwine
and students opted for the roles of a team worker
and a coordinator in accordance with their profe-
ssional competences. However, it is generally tho-
ught that an effective team is a team which can en-
sure the synergy between different roles in different
activities (Kobolt and Zizak, 2007). N. Vlah and Z.
Pinoza Kukurin advocate the thesis that ”in the hid-
den curriculum context teachers and educators must
have cooperative attitudes and acquire them during
their studies” (Vlah & Pinoza Kukurin, 2012, 49).

Authors dealing with preconditions for effective
team building agree on the fact that team teaching
may give good results if teachers and other team

associates work together as partners. Only in this
way can they focus on instructional goals, procedu-
res and outcomes, both for students and for partners
(Maroney, 1995). Since future teachers are more ori-
ented to direct performance of team teaching, it was
expected they would emphasize the importance of
tasks and responsibility distribution among team
members. This could be explained by the fact that
they did not have a chance to experience working
in a team, and that a team development journey is
rather complex. Before team positions and roles are
well established, a team has to pass through the first
stage which carries a range of uncertainty, quest for
assurance, and expectations analysis. Only after po-
sitioning it is possible for a team to build confiden-
ce, which enables the achievement of consensus on
team goals (Kobolt and Zizak, 2007).

When we talk about the benefits of team teaching,
it is interesting that in terms of highlighting the im-
portance of correlation between educational are-
as there is a significant difference in the opinions
of students studying to be teachers and teachers in
practice. While 35% of students believe that it is a si-
gnificant advantage of team teaching, this option is
chosen by only 7.35% of teachers questioned in 2006.
Result can be explained by the fact that the study of
the didactic-methodical disciplines, in students —
future teachers promotes and intensifies the under-
standing of an integrated approach to teaching and
develops the capacity for thematic planning.

In accordance with the findings that explicitly see
team teaching as beneficiary, we have justified our
expectations that in the analysis of their own attri-
butes needed for successful teamwork, students wo-
uld most commonly chose: sociability, readiness to
accept other opinions, organizational skills, as well
as responsibility and discipline. We have considered
these responses important, because it has been pro-
ven that the construction of professional knowledge is
based on students’ beliefs and personality traits which
can be acquired and verified only in action, through
personal experience in a classroom or school. Profe-
ssional associates have expressed similar views (Spa-
novi¢ and Duki¢, 2010). The majority express readi-
ness to accept other people’s opinions and think they
need organizational skills in order to be successful
team workers. Researchers into group processes point
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out that individual characteristics may have positive
effects on team activities, among which the most im-
portant are: goal orientation, self-consciousness, abi-
lity to communicate and integrate different opinions,
responsibility, team commitment, persistence in ad-
vocating personal beliefs, and so on (Mass & Ritschl,
1998, as cited in: Kobolt and Zizak, 2007, p. 375).

Conclusions

Scientific and technological development and glo-
balization require from individuals and societies to
quickly and effectively adapt to the changes. Team
work must therefore be recognised as a postulate of
a new era that aims to change the established acade-
mic practice in which teachers are isolated, and gene-
rally teach solo. Orientation to team work has held a
prominent place in the reform of elementary school
in Serbia since the beginning of this century. Even
the UNESCO Commission in its Report on Educa-
tion for the Twenty-first Century (1997) has pointed
out that the foundations of future education are the
development of team work skills and competences
to overcome various challenges and contingencies.
It is known today that in the first phase or initial te-
acher education students are trained to master new
competences including teamwork skills, which te-
achers need in order to work in the classroom and/
or school, but also in a broader social context, or in
collaboration with other social partners. It is of gre-
at importance to know the views of students-futu-
re teachers and pedagogues about team teaching as

a new organizational form of instruction, because
both positive and negative beliefs may have imme-
diate impact on the way they will behave in practi-
ce. A professionally qualified teacher is supposed to
have reflexive competences in order to apply theore-
tical knowledge into practice appropriately; therefo-
re it is necessary that action and reflection continu-
ally interchange in the process of teaching.

The study, whose results are presented in this pa-
per, has predominantly focused on the perception of
team roles and requirements for building a succe-
ssful team. The reason for this lies in the fact that
future teachers are expected to directly implement
team teaching, while the task of future pedagogues
will be planning, monitoring and evaluating effects
of teaching. The evidence seem to indicate that stu-
dents’ perception of team teaching is basically positi-
ve, although it is necessary to ensure that both future
teachers and future pedagogues can have a systema-
tic and continual training in teamwork, addressing
issues such as exchange of experience and materi-
al, utilization of school premises, equipment and te-
aching aids, team planning, preparation, realization,
and evaluation of teaching. Since, schools provide
general preconditions for team teaching (diversity
of learning contents, parallel classes, additional in-
struction, optional instruction, elective instruction,
multimedia approach to teaching, and so on), we
may rightly expect that teachers and expert- asso-
ciates will receive pedagogical education that can
help them acquire these competences.
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