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Overview 
 
Team Teaching is a common term to describe several variations of a technique to teach a course 
with more than one instructor.  The method shifts the role of instruction from an individual to a 
team with a primary goal of improving the quality of teaching and learning.  Team teaching is 
one step to constantly adjust the educational system to the changing needs of the students and 
abilities of the teachers.  Although the term and methods have been in existence for decades, the 
literature on the subject is not as developed as one would expect.  Several books and articles 
have addressed the subject and have discussed some advantages, disadvantages, and 
considerations when team teaching. 
 
Education experiences unique challenges as well as opportunities.  One logical starting point for 
change is with the faculty.  For instance Meyers and Ernst (1995) state engineering educators 
cannot ignore the real world’s shifting focus to interdisciplinary engineering, and they should 
adapt as well.  Recently the National Academy of Sciences (2005) developed a publication 
“Educating the Engineer of 2020”, which mentioned many ideas of co-teaching, just in time 
teaching, and multi-disciplinary teaching.  Industry and various academic institutions feel that it 
is vital to integrate engineering because most systems existing presently are developed with 
integrated engineering teams.    Similarly, the education process is a team effort with excellent 
communications between faculties.  Davis (1997) contends that allowing the faculty team to 
synchronize their efforts brings their individual strengths and resources together for the course.  
Team teaching usually involves discipline specific instructors teaching their area of expertise to 
the students.  However, this requires the faculty to understand and have some fluency in the other 
discipline.  Nevertheless, team teaching a course requires a committed, motivated faculty who 
are creative and willing to change.   
 
History of Practice 
 
Shafer (2000) and Buckley (2000) point out that team teaching may seem new and untried.  
However, it has actually been a practice from the Socratic dialogue to public medieval debates.  
Nevertheless, it has evolved informally over time.  Wraga (1997) notes that team teaching was a 
way to teach larger groups of students during the 1950’s as the country faced a post war teacher 
shortage.  Buckley (2000) outlines the motivation for team teaching.  Early forms of team 
teaching, using new technologies such as computers and video, in secondary schools were tried 
decades ago.  At the same time, university faculties were ready to try new methods as the 
demand to specialize was growing.  Faculty realized the narrowness of their expertise.  
Additionally, there was a growing demand for “the big picture” and how all the material or facts 



fit together.  Berentsen (2006) states that not all teachers buy into team teaching for a variety of 
reasons: they have a system that works for them or they may not want to be team teachers. 
 
Variations of Team Teaching 
 
Buckley (2000) defines team teaching widely from a weak method of a teacher who is 
responsible for a class that just schedules lecturers with no instructor interaction to a stronger 
example of a group of instructors who attend each others’ lectures and interact with the primary 
instructor and exchanging ideas.  There is no template for team teaching that works for all 
courses.  Instructors may be all one or several disciplines, and they may have different roles and 
responsibilities.  Similarly, Wraga (1997) notes that effective team teaching at the college level 
usually involved two to five instructors attending each class session and interacting with each 
other.  Davis (1997) acknowledges that team teaching really extends beyond the classroom.  His 
emphasis is on the involvement of two or more instructors collaborating in significant ways.  
Team teaching will vary in the amount of collaboration that actually takes place in general, but 
also specifically with regard to planning, content integration, teaching, and evaluation.  Goetz 
(2000) further differentiates team teaching into two major categories: two or more instructors 
teaching the same students at the same time in the same classroom, and instructors working 
together but not necessarily teaching the same group of students or at the same time.  Goetz 
further divides both of these categories into five or six models with different roles and 
responsibilities for the teachers. 
 
Benefits 
 
Buckley (2000) suggests that in the ideal team taught course, faculty have overcome the 
challenge of “connecting learning” and students have the opportunity to see relationships that 
they don’t get to see in other courses as different teachers bring in their expertise and perspective 
to the course.  Davis (1997) emphasizes that teams usually possess a broad range of expertise, so 
there is a natural tendency to emphasize breadth, including a broad range of topics, because the 
faculty know about many things. This breadth is one of the advantages of teams. On the other 
hand, teams can also focus on a single theme, examining it in depth from several different 
disciplinary perspectives.  Traditional teaching, as it has been conducted by individual professors 
in their own classrooms, has required that each professor do it all, without any help. The 
assumption is that every professor is good at everything and needs to be good at everything.  
Team-taught courses offer an opportunity to divide up the tasks and bring different talents into 
play for different functions. With team-teaching, some people can specialize in large group 
lectures, some can specialize in facilitating case discussions, some can work with students on 
their writing, and others can assist students in locating and retrieving information. Students have 
the advantage of dealing with experts in these various roles.  Goetz (2000) cites the following  
advantages: it gives the participating team teacher a supportive environment, allows for 
development of new teaching approaches, aids in overcoming academic isolation, increases the 
likelihood of sounder solutions regarding the discipline of problematic students and augments the 
opportunity for intellectual growth.  Wankat & Oreovicz (1993) state that new teachers can be 
better and more effective when guided.  Mentoring works best when the procedure is formalized.  
Some universities use team teaching of courses to help new faculty in their professional growth.  
 



 
 
 
Challenges 
 
It is well documented in general literature on team and interdisciplinary teaching that the greatest 
challenge for the instructors is the time and energy required to work as a team (Hughes-Hallett, 
1998 and Speaking of Teaching, 2007).  The time required prior to the implementation of the 
team teaching partnership for professional development, the many meetings needed during the 
running of the program as well as the numerous informal discussion that are bound to arise can 
be taxing. Ironically, the time factor that is so necessary to team teaching can also be divisive as 
it may lead to conflict. 
 
Davis (1997) describes that in planning the ideal course, the faculty team needs to make 
conscious and justifiable decisions about the scope of the course, the sequence of topics, and the 
appropriate balance of breadth and depth.  Additionally, in traditional disciplinary courses, most 
of these decisions are fairly uncomplicated and are usually made by one person, the teacher. In 
team-taught courses, the organization can get complicated, and the course coordinator can begin 
to orchestrate more than teach.  Not everyone is expected to do the same thing. Team taught 
courses must also have rules about who will do what. In the ideal team-taught course, a variety 
of personnel are used in creative ways, but all the people involved are clear about their roles and 
know how their efforts contribute to the whole. 
 
Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
The issues concerning team teaching are copious and complicated. No single model of team 
teaching will automatically result in success for a given teaching situation. Davis (1997) sums 
with “the ideal team-taught course has a defined structure and actually becomes a small 
organization. The form of the organization flows directly from its function.” The team partitions 
its work, defines various roles, and recruits and trains people to perform these roles. The 
organizational structure of the course is important.  Throughout the literature on team teaching, 
certain important factors seem to be necessary for a successful team teaching program: (1) well 
matched and like-minded team members, (2) mutual dedication to team teaching and continuing 
communication, (3) an interest in relating the content or curriculum to real life, and (4) a strong 
desire to excite the students’ learning. Additionally, the program goals, as well as the roles of the 
teachers and administration should be well-defined. 
 
Team teaching is simply an instructional model which may not be as popular as more traditional 
methods.  This may be unfortunate, because it can be one of the most effective manners to deal 
with certain topics, particularly those involving multidisciplinary subjects. 
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in varying amounts of collaboration among teachers. Clearly not all team teaching approaches 
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This series from Team Teaching may seem dated, but are still relevant for basic team teaching 
material.  
 

• Borg, W.R. (1966), “Research on Team Teaching: Study of Human Interaction Variables 
in Successful and Unsuccessful Teacher Teams,” Team Teaching, Vol. 1, No. 2, Oct., 
p.1-2.   

An exploratory study was devised to determine those factors which affect the success of team 
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when the pieces are reassembled into a group philosophy, the team can create a new curriculum 
which will be a team product. 
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 Three types of team teaching concepts, varying in teacher-to-teacher and teacher-to-student 
relationships, grading techniques, and facilities can be identified. For the first type, teachers plan 
a curriculum together and then teach this curriculum in their separate classrooms. For the second 
type, teachers plan together, share the teaching of major concepts to large groups, and work 
autonomously with their own students in smaller groups. For the third type, teachers plan the 
curriculum together, share large group lecture presentations, and work together with the students 
on an individual basis without reference to a class of their own. 
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Teaching, Vol. 3, No. 3, Apr, p. 3. 

 Team teaching, which provides added professionalism, increased teaching skill and 
specialization, and individualized learning, can be incorporated into schools by developing a firm 
philosophical rationale and commitment and by proceeding with sound planning and action. This 
involves considering the need for the understanding and support of the principal and teachers, 
open and honest criticism between teachers, expert help in planning a program, acceptance of 
educational change, and space for a variety of teaching activities. 
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the historical development of team teaching in England and the United States; discusses various 
factors, staff deployment, slow learners, and the flexible school, as well as implementation 
theory for team teaching. 
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Teaming in Schools?” Remedial and Special Education, Vol. 20, No. 1, p. 36-49. 
A Review of the Literature on Team Teaching and School-Based Problem-Solving Teams  
Articles on team teaching and school-based problem solving teams (SBPSTs) published in 
refereed journals from 1980 to 1997 were reviewed. The review was designed to (a) identify the 
types of published articles on team teaching and SBPSTs, (b) review articles on team teaching 
and SBPSTs published in refereed journals, (c) summarize the conclusions of published articles, 
(d) draw conclusions regarding the current research trends, and (e) present suggestions for 
continued research in teaming outcome research. This review begins with a characterization of 
team teaching and SBPSTs, followed by a description of the review process. Results indicate that 
most articles are anecdotal reports or technical guides for implementing both models. Results 
also suggest that research of both models lack experimental designs and generally report student-
based outcomes. This review concludes with a discussion of the results and suggestions for 
continued research efforts. 
 
Wenger, M.S. and Hornyak, M.J. (1999), “Team Teaching for Higher Level Learning: A 
Framework of Professional Collaboration,” Journal of Management Education, Vol. 23, No. 3, p. 
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Team teaching can facilitate student development skills to analyze robustly and think creatively. 
This article presents a brief discussion of team teaching, develops a framework to link team 
teaching to cognitively complex learning objectives, offers insights for team teaching protocols 
when applying this framework, and discusses faculty and student experiences. Those with 
experience in team teaching are offered ways to explore the boundaries of this pedagogical form. 
Those new to team teaching will find the framework useful in overcoming difficulties frequently 
of concern when first participating in a teaching team. 
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teaching of strategies common to all disciplines, and coordination of integrated course 
assignments. Faculty roles in the teamwork include co-planner, muse, cheerleader, critic, and 
teacher's aide.  Teachers also integrate teaching of assessment, curriculum integration, multiple 
intelligences, national and state standards, classroom management techniques, and lesson 
planning. Prerequisites for this successful team teaching have included similar philosophies 
concerning students and teaching/learning processes, a strong psyche, flexibility, commitment to 
the process of team teaching, commitment to the process of continuous improvement, and trust. 
Benefits for team teachers have included mentoring, generation of creative ideas, pushing each 
other to higher standards, acting as sounding boards, supporting risk-taking, reflective teaching, 
and fun. Benefits for students have included effective modeling of collaborative teaching, 
experience with multiple perspectives, and improved teacher-student relationships. Problems 
have included the amount of time the project takes, an increase in vocal and written comparisons 
of teachers by students, and lack of team teaching role models for students during field 
experiences. Despite any limitations, the benefits outweigh the problems. 
 
Winn, J.A. and Messenheimer-Young, T. (1995), “Team Teaching at the University Level: What 
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 The team teaching experiences of teachers at the higher education level are recounted. The 
differences in the teaching of the courses are examined and context, content, and learner factors 
that impact team teaching are identified. Ways to facilitate and prepare teachers for team 
teaching at the university level are discussed. 
 
 
 
 
 

 


