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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

In the past thirty years many attempts have been made 

to group pupils in the elementary school for more effective 

teaching and learning. Inter-class and intra-class grouping 

procedures have both been used with varying degrees of 

success. These attempts have been based on the assumption 

that a given form of group structure will result in more 

effective utilization of teacher and pupil class time with 

a resulting improvement in achievement, social adjustment, 

and pupil behavior. 

It is felt by some authorities, however, that the self-

contained classroom in the primary grades is best for the 

continuation of the individual's home life and extension of 

the mother-figure (1, 7, 12). Still others claim that the 

child is ready, even in the beginning of formal .instruction, 

to be subjected to a more complex system of organization 

than is found in the home or the self-contained classroom 

(5, 8, 9). Although many authorities have spoken of both 

the merits and the possible detrimental effects of team teach-

ing, there has been little research that has shown the rela-

tion of pupil adjustment and pupil behavior between the 

self-contained classroom and the team-teaching organizations 

within the primary grades. 



Statement of the Problem 

This study was undertaken in order to compare the self-

contained classroom with team-teaching organizations accord-

ing to pupil behavior and personal-social adjustment in 

children of first- and second-grade level. 

A comparison was made of pupil behavior and personal-

social adjustments between (1) children in the first grade 

after one year in the self-contained classroom and children 

in the first grade after one year in a team-teaching organiza-

tion and (2) children in the second grade after two years 

in the self-contained classrooms and children in the second 

grade after two years in team-teaching organizations. In 

this research the following criteria were considered: 

CI) personal adjustment, (2) social adjustment, (3) total 

adjustment, (4) withdrawn behavior, (5) aggressive behavior, 

(6) leadership behavior, (7) a sociometric situation that 

displayed withdrawn behavior, (8) a sociometric situation 

that displayed aggressive behavior, and (9) a sociometric 

situation that displayed leadership behavior. 

Hypotheses 

Hypothesis I.—There will be no significant difference 

between the scores made by first-grade children after one 

year in the self-contained classroom and those made by first-

grade children after one year in a team-teaching situation 

on a measure of 



A. personal adjustment, 

B. social adjustment, 

C. total adjustment. 

Hypothesis IJE.--There will be no significant difference 

between the scores made by second-grade children after two 

years in self-contained classrooms and those made by second-

grade children after two years in team-teaching organizations 

on a measure of 

A. personal adjustment, 

B. social adjustment, 

C. total adjustment. 

Hypothesis III.—There will be no significant difference 

between the scores made by first-grade children after one 

year in the self-contained classroom and those made by first-

grade children after one year in a team-teaching situation 

on a measure of 

A. leadership behavior, 

B. aggressive behavior, 

C. withdrawn behavior. 

Hypothesis IV. There will be no significant difference 

between the scores made by second-grade children' after two 

years in self-contained classrooms and those made by second-

grade children after two years in team—teaching organizations 

on a measure of 



A. leadership behavior, 

B. aggressive behavior, 

C. withdrawn behavior. 

Definition of Terms 

Team teaching.—As used in this study, a team is 

referred to as four teachers at each grade level. In the 

experiment there were two teams, each with a lead teacher 

and three regular teachers. They were responsible for all 

subject material taught to all children at eachcf the 

respective first-" and second-grade levels with the exception 

of music. 

2* Lead teacher.—This teacher was responsible for 

initiatirig planning sessions with other members of her team 

and was in charge of introducing new material to the three 

regular teachers of the team at her grade level. 

3* Self-contained.—One teacher was responsible for 

one class of children. She was responsible for all subject 

matter within her class with the exception of music. In 

the self-contained school there were five classrooms at the 

first-grade level and four classrooms at the second-grade 

level. 

Limitations of the Study 

The study was limited to 153 first-grade children and 

14 4 second-grade children enrolled in two neighboring 



elementary schools in a small northeast Texas community that 

is contiguous to a metropolitan area. According to the 

Warner Index Scale of Social Characteristics, the majority 

of subjects in both the controlled and experimental groups 

was predominantly from middle-class homes (13). 

A further limitation was that groups of children, not 

individuals, were compared. No attempt was made to maintain 

a balanced number within the classrooms involved in the 

study. No initial pretest was available for the two-year 

team-teaching and self-contained groups at the beginning of 

their first year in school. For the purpose of this study 

it was necessary to assume that the quality and effective-

ness of instruction in both self-contained and team-teaching 

classrooms were uniform. It was also assumed that all 

teachers included in the study rated the children uniformly 

on the Behavior Description Chart. The conclusions and 

generalizations of the study are applicable only to children 

restricted to the intact groups. 

Procedures for Collecting Data 

A group of pretests was administered to all subjects at 

the beginning of the fall semester, 19 68. The tests for 

both the experimental and control group of subjects in the 

first grade yielded scores on intelligence, readiness,, 
I 

personal adjustment, social adjustment, and total adjustment, 



The tests for both the experimental and control group of 

subjects in the second grade yielded scores on intelligence, 

reading achievement, arithmetic achievement, personal adjust-

ment, social adjustment, and total adjustment. The combined 

scores of personal-social adjustment netted a total adjust-

ment score. 

The posttests, consisting of scores on personal adjust-

ment, social adjustment, total adjustment, withdrawn 

behavior, aggressive behavior, and leadership behavior were 

administered to all subjects during the middle two weeks in 

April, 1969. Subjects not present for either the pretests 

or posttests were given opportunity to take the tests 

immediately upon their return to school. 

The experimental groups for the study consisted of 131 

students. The subjects in the experimental groups consisted 

of 65 entering first-grade children and 66 second-grade 

children that had been exposed to one year of team teaching. 

The control groups consisted of 166 students. The 

subjects in the control groups consisted of 88 first-grade 

children and 78 second-grade children that did not have any 

exposure to team teaching and that were in self-contained 

classrooms. 

The experimental groups were located in one elementary 

school, and the control groups were in another. All students 

who enrolled in school after the pretests had been given were 



not included in the study. Only subjects in the first grade 

that were exposed to one year of either self-contained 

classroom or team-teaching organization and subjects in the 

second grade that were exposed to two years of either self-

contained classrooms or team-teaching organizations were 

included in the study. 

The following instruments were used: 

California Test of Mental Maturity-—Primary Long 

Form.—This test is a group intelligence test including both 

verbal and non-verbal exercises (10). 

2. Metropolitan Readiness Test.—The purpose of this 

test is to predict a child's ability to cope with first 

grade work. 

3* Stanford Achievement Test.—-This test is a measure 

of reading, vocabulary, arithmetic fundamentals and skills 

(4) . 

4- California Test of Personality.—This is a personal-

ity self-rating scale which yields a total score and sub-

scores of self-adjustment and social-adjustment (11). 

The Behavior Description Chart.—This is a teacher-

pupil rating form prepared by The Committee on Human Develop-

ment at the University of Chicago under the direction of 

Robert J. Havighurst. It yields scores in three areas, 

aggressive behavior, withdrawn behavior, and leadership 

behavior (2). 1 
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6. "Guess-Who Test."—This is a pupil-pupil sociometric 

rating form. Each child is asked to designate three chil-

dren he would choose in a situation that exhibits leadership 

behavior, aggressive behavior, and withdrawn behavior. 

All tests, with the exception of the Stanford Achieve-

ment Test, were administered under the direction of a 

graduate consultant or by the teacher of each class. Achieve-

ment scores were taken from the school files on all incoming 

second graders in both the experimental and control groups 

from the previous spring testing program. Each test was 

administered according to manual instructions. Approximately 

one hour was spent with the teachers for the purpose of 

unifying procedure, order, and method of administering the 

tests. 

The pretests for both the experimental and control 

groups were given at the same time each day. One test, or 

section of a test, was administered each day, with each 

testing session being limited to a maximum of forty-five 

minutes. The total testing time consisted of seven sessions. 

The posttests for both the experimental and control 

groups were limited to one unified testing session. The 

California Test of Personality, in equivalent form, was the 

only test given at a prescribed time with a specific 

administering procedure. The Behavior Description Chart and 

the "Guess-Who Test" were given only as posttests and at each 

teacher's convenience within the prescribed time. 



Teachers in self-contained classrooms filled out the 

Behavior Description Chart for each child in their classes. 

The teachers in team teaching filled out the Behavior Descrip-

tion Chart for each child in their initially assigned classes. 

The teacher-pupil rating form consisted of ten groups of 

items with five statements each. The questions were based 

on the teacher's observations of her pupils. 

Teachers in both self-contained classrooms and team-

teaching classrooms assisted each child individually in 

marking the "Guess-Who Test." The pupil-pupil rating form 

consisted of three questions depicting situations that 

exhibited leadership behavior, aggressive behavior, and 

withdrawn behavior. Each child was asked individually and 

in secret to choose three children in his or her class that 

would best fit in the situation described. The total test-

ing time for the posttests for each class was approximately 

three hours and forty-five minutes. All tests were hand 

scored and recorded. 

Procedures for Treating Data 

The means and standard deviations were computed for all 

independent variables (intelligence, readiness, and achieve-

ment) , and for the dependent variables (personal adjustment, 

social adjustment, total adjustment, leadership behavior, 

aggressive behavior, and withdrawn behavior). The covariates 

were as follows: 
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1. Hypotheses I-A, I-B, and I-C, consisted of the 

Metropolitan Readiness Test, California Test of Mental 

Maturity, and the California Test of Personality (Form AA). 

2. Hypotheses II-A, II-B, and II-C consisted of the 

Stanford Achievement Test, California Test of Mental Maturity, 

and the California Test of Personality (Form AA). 

3. Hypotheses III-A, III-B, and III-C consisted of 

the Metropolitan Readiness Test and the California Test of 

Mental Maturity. 

4. Hypotheses IV-A, IV-B, and IV-C consisted of the 

Stanford Achievement Test and the California Test of Mental 

Maturity. 

In order to learn whether there was a significant 

difference between the corrected means of the groups as 

measured by the Behavior Description Chart, or the corrected 

posttest means (Form BB), as measured by the California Test 

of Personality, a multiple classification of analysis of 

covariance was computed and an F-ratio found. The .05 level 

of significance was designated as the point of rejection. 

Hypotheses I-A, I-B, and I-C were tested by comparing 

the scores made on the California Test of Personality (Form 

AA and Form BB) by first-grade children after one year in 

the self-contained classroom and those made by first-grade 

children after one year in a team-teaching organization 

through a test of significance of the corrected posttest 
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means on personal adjustment, social adjustment, and total 

adjustment, using the analysis of covariance. 

Hypotheses II-A, II-B, and II-C were tested by comparing 

the scores made on the California Test of Personality (Form 

AA and Form BB) by second-grade children after two years in 

self-contained classrooms and those made by second-grade 

children after two years in team-teaching organizations 

through a test of significance of the corrected posttest 

means on personal adjustment, social adjustment, and total 

adjustment, using the analysis of covariance. 

Hypotheses III-A, III-B, and III-C were tested by com-

paring the scores made on the Behavior Description Chart 

by first-grade children after one year in the self-contained 

classroom and those made by first-grade children after one 

year in a team-teaching organization through a test of sig-

nificance of the corrected means on leadership behavior, 

aggressive behavior, and withdrawn behavior, using the 

analysis of covariance. 

Hypotheses IV-A, IV-B, and IV-C were tested by compar-

ing the scores made on the Behavior Description Chart by 

second-grade children after two years in self-contained 

classrooms and those made by second-grade children after two 

years in team-teaching organizations through a test of sig-

nificance of the corrected means on leadership behavior, 

aggressive behavior and withdrawn behavior, using the analy-

sis of covariance. 
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In an attempt to analyze teacher differences in the 

teacher-pupil rating of the Behavior Description Chart, a 

pupil-pupil sociometric form designated as a "Guess-Who Test" 

was also given. The results of the "Guess-Who Test" were 

analytically compared to the results of the Behavior 

Description Chart. 
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CHAPTER II 

SURVEY OF RELATED LITERATURE 

Introduction 

A review of the research concerning the problem of 

personal-social adjustment and pupil behavior of first- and 

second-grade children in self-contained and team-teaching 

classrooms should cover the following areas: (1) the per-

centage of school systems employing team teaching in the 

elementary grades; 02) theoretical statements concerning 

factors related to team-teaching and self-contained class-

rooms; C3) studies concerning factors related to team-teach-

ing and self-contained classrooms within the elementary 

grades; C4) studies concerning the effects of pupil adjust-

ment and pupil behavior within team-teaching and self-

contained classrooms; and (5) instruments for measuring 

personal adjustment, social adjustment, withdrawn behavior, 

aggressive behavior, leadership behavior, and sociometric 

measurement. 

According to the HEA Research Bulletin, team teaching 

is being employed more and more by school systems in the 

elementary grades throughout the United States. The ratio 

of team teaching seems to grow higher as the school en'roll-

ment increases. In 196 6, approximately 1 in 10 small school 
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systems (enrollments of 300-2,999) had team teaching in some 

form. Three out of 10 medium-sized systems (enrollments of 

3,000-24,999) utilized the team-teaching approach. Five out 

of 10 of the large school systems (enrollments of 25,000 or 

more) employed some form of cooperative teaching in the 

elementary schools (20, p. 14). 

Stewart Dean has attempted to point out one of the 

basic reasons for a possible increasing interest in team 

teaching in elementary schools. He feels the growth of team 

teaching in the elementary school is the result of a growing 

interest in subject matter. He states that as stress on 

academic attainment has been emphasized, the doubt has grown, 

that one teacher can teach all subjects to all children with 

maximum skill and effectiveness. He further states that 

teachers working in teams can specialize in various curricular 

areas and thereby gain greater control of the knowledge and 

techniques in these fields. He further points out that 

while no one quarrels with the idea of teachers becoming 

more knowledgeable in various curricular areas, possibly 

this carries with it the additional idea that teachers are 

becoming more able diagnosticians; that is, they are more 

able to identify individual pupil's learning needs in various 

areas as a result of group or team efforts (9). 

Shaplin, in voicing similar ideas, states that in this 

generation there appears to be a widespread amount of co-

operation and collaboration among teachers, expecially those 
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directly connected with classroom teaching. The preceding 

generation seems to have focused upon influencing teacher 

behavior through activities, such as study committees, 

curriculum committees, inservice programs and workshops. 

Although this approach is still in vogue in many forms, there 

appear to be certain persistent undercurrents of discontent 

with the standard organization of the school on the basis 

of the self-contained teacher and the self-contained classroom. 

Shaplin points out that one persistent theme that seems 

to be most prominent among teachers is their desire to teach 

in those subjects or those areas in which they are more 

interested, highly specialized, or more talented. This leads 

to an exchange of functions among teachers where they exchange 

classes in order to teach in only one or two areas. 

A second theme, described by Shaplin, is the desire of 

teachers to achieve greater flexibility in the grouping of 

pupils, while maintaining an economy of teaching time. This 

leads to an exchange of pupils between teachers, where one 

teacher may combine accelerated students of two classes 

while the other teacher works with the rest of the children. 

A third theme that Shaplin emphasizes is that of effi-

ciency of instruction by combining classes for certain pur-

poses. He states that if one teacher has a greater talent 

for doing a particular task, why not combine the classes, 

releasing one of the teachers for individual student help, 
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evaluation, or further lesson planning for an approaching 

unit of study. 

Shaplin cites as his last theme that as a consequence 

of the first three there needs to be joint planning and 

evaluation. He states that two or more teachers are now 

teaching the same children and that the teachers must plan 

the program together, develop a schedule, and share their 

evaluations of pupil progress. As a result, every degree of 

organization from informal permissive cooperation to a 

carefully defined formal organization has been utilized. 

"The latter is often labeled team teaching" (21, p. 15). 

Carlin states that one of the most important features 

of team teaching is the fact that it qualifies not as a 

philosophy of education but as a vehicle for much that might 

be considered new and modern in educational change. He says, 

"The problem which is currently being researched to a greater 

extent lies not so much in pupil achievement test scores as 

it does in the vastly more complex ^product* which might be 

measured. Much more needs to be done on a broad basis" (7, 

p. 350). Since the team-teaching approach within the primary 

grades in the elementary school is relatively new, there is 

a definite need for more empirical evidence to determine 

what additional effects it will have upon pupil behavior and 

pupil adjustment. 
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Related Research 

The following studies dealing with the effects of team 

teaching can be divided into two groups: those dealing with 

general factors in team-teaching and self-contained class-

rooms and those concerning pupil adjustment and pupil behavior 

within the team situation and self-contained classrooms. 

McMahon did a study of team teaching in a kindergarten 

in Wisconsin. The subjects consisted of 164 kindergarten 

children. The team consisted of 2 master teachers, each 

with 10 years of experience, 4 "para-professionals" with 

college backgrounds, and a clerical assistant. The 2 master 

teachers did the planning for each week and met with the 

"para-professionals" to discuss how they would assist with 

the teaching. One large room was divided into three flexible 

areas by using draw curtains. At the end of one year, 

McMahon was of the opinion that flexibility of grouping and 

teacher planning seemed to contribute most to the purposeful 

working of the kindergarten {18). 

Slobodian did an experimental study in various techn-

niques of team teaching. He studied sixty-five children in 

the first grade for a period of one year. The purpose of 

the study was to plan a united approach to learning experi-

ences. The three team teachers planned and developed their 

teaching materials to follow a unified approach to intro-

ducing and using the same follow-up experiences. A basic 
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guide was to utilize flexibility of grouping and to provide 

for individual differences. Also the three teachers 

evaluated each individual child. Slobodian found that the 

teachers felt (1) that they were pushed out of their room in 

a search for better knowledge and adaptation; (2) that each 

teacher spurred the others on to look for better ways of 

approaching the teacher-pupil learning situation; (3) that 

they encouraged each other; (4) that their optimistic atti-

tude was conveyed to their students; and (5) that they could 

do more individual planning to assure some measure of success 

for every child (.22) . 

Boutwell studied a form of multi-grade approach to team 

teaching. Approximately 240 pupils from kindergarten through 

grade 2 comprised one team; 140 pupils in grades 3 and 4 

were another team; and approximately 140 pupils in grades 5 

and 6 were the final team. Each team had from 4 to 6 regular 

teachers, a practice teacher, and a teacher aide. 

Boutwell states that this type of structure enabled the 

teacher to focus further instruction on one of three types 

of children—slow, average, and fast. This was a further 

effort to recognize and to provide for individual differences. 

It also contributed to greater flexibility of teacher assign-

ments. He further states, "Team teaching, in part, is a 

move to match more closely the child, with his individual 
I 

problems, and the teacher, with his individual special 

abilities" (4, p, 26), 
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Another approach to cooperative teaching was covered in 

Stafford's study, which was undertaken to determine the 

effect of teacher aides upon the classroom teacher. His 

study included a random sample of eighteen teachers, from a 

total of eighty, that were assigned teacher aides. In a 

two-year period it was found that the teacher aide contributed 

significantly in giving more individual attention to children 

than they had received previously. Teachers who had teacher 

aides were given a total of forty-eight children in their 

classes. All other teachers retained a total of thirty-three 

(24). 

Meiskin relates how Central School, in Mamaroneck, New 

York, which opened in 1965, was based on a planned educational 

innovation called cooperative teaching. Each grade level 

was one dual classroom separated by a folding partition. 

The purpose of the cooperative teaching plan was to have two 

cooperative teachers develop techniques for sharing this 

unique facility. Every two teachers had approximately fifty 

children. The procedures were mainly operated in this 

fashion: one teacher would demonstrate at the front of the 

room, and the other teacher would visit each child at his 

or her desk and give individual help as needed at the moment. 

After one year of experimentation and innovation, the follow-

ing was concluded: i 
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1. First-, second-, and third-grade teachers felt that 

they wanted the partitions opened only when music and art 

were offered. 

2. Fourth-grade teachers said that they did not want 

partitions at all. 

3. Fifth-grade teachers did not want to close their 

partitions. 

The reactions of the children were as follows: 

1, They liked the partitions opened because of the 

opportunities to make new friends. 

2. They preferred having two different teachers work 

with them during the day. 

The administration felt that the utilization of the 

strengths of the teachers in this informal cooperative 

teaching tended to bring forth a stronger curriculum approach 

by teachers (19). 

Jarvis and Fleming studied the effect of team teaching 

upon sixth-grade students. The purpose of their study was 

to report the reaction of sixth-grade students who had taken 

part in a team-teaching project. The main emphasis of the 

study was to emphasize large and small group instruction. 

Large groups had seventy-five pupils, and small groups 

ranged from four to fifteen pupils. Children were grouped 

according to achievement and ability. A team consisted of 

a team leader, two regular teachers and four certified 

teachers who worked part time. After five months an 
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evaluation was made. Ten sixth-graders, consisting of 6 

girls and 4 boys, were interviewed. These subjects were 

randomly selected from a possible 155 students who took part 

in the team-teaching experiment. 

The summary of the children's responses showed that 

they generally felt there was an increase in their achieve-

ment. If given a choice of team teaching or being in a self-

contained classroom, all children said that: they would choose 

team teaching because they could do more. Jarvis and Fleming 

therefore concluded that the findings of the study indicated 

the following: 

1. Children were confused in the beginning of the study 

but adjusted quickly. 

2. One main advantage was small-group instruction; 

whereas the main disadvantage was that of large-group 

instruction. 

3. If given the choice, the students would choose team 

teaching over self-contained classrooms; however, the chil-

dren stated that they did not like the large group because 

it was noisy, and they could not communicate with the teacher 

as well (15). 

Greenleaf states that Weber County School District, 

Ogden, Utah, has been experimenting in team teaching since 

1957. A grant from the U.S. Office of Education (Elementary 

and Secondary Education Act) initiated the experiment. All 

twenty-eight elementary and secondary schools are experimenting 
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with team teaching. Greenleaf points out that since its 

inception the cooperation and support of the school board 

has made it possible to create and to design further struc-

tures for team teaching. It is felt by the administration 

that team teaching takes advantage of teachers' differing 

abilities and tailors instruction to students as individuals. 

The positive effects of team teaching have led to the 

initiating and structuring of the Exemplary Center for Team 

Teaching. The Center has four main functions: 

1. It stimulates a continuing experimentation with 

team teaching throughout the*district. 

2. It works out programs to give outsiders a view of 

and access to the classrooms without disturbing instruction. 

3. It offers a central source for research and class-

room materials that have been heretofore unavailable or 

scattered. 

4. It cooperates with other school districts in estab-

lishing school programs of team teaching for students and 

student teachers (10). 

Gross, through a Ford Foundation Grant, experimented 

with team teaching in five elementary schools for a four-

year period. Each team at each grade level, consisted of a 

team leader, four regular teachers, a teacher intern, and a 

teacher aide. Gross says that the observed results seem to 
I 

indicate that students had a greater desire to learn and 

were interested in doing more serious study and work. He 
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further states that the program had become more individualized 

and each student was encouraged to progress at his own rate 

of speed. He states that it was the feeling of the school 

personnel that the personal needs of the child could be better 

met through this form of cooperative teaching (12). 

The literature on the effects of team teaching in the 

elementary school presents some contradictions. McMahon, 

Slobodian, Boutwell, Gross, and Greenleaf feel that flexi-

bility in grouping was a definite asset in team teaching 

(4, 10, 11, 18, 22). Jarvis and Fleming indicate that 

flexibility of grouping was satisfactory as long as the 

groups were small, whereas a trend toward large groups pro-

duced a negative effect in the subjects (15). Meiskin and 

Jarvis and Fleming all found that if school children were 

given the choice of team teaching or the self-contained 

classroom, the majority of the children would choose team 

teaching (15, 19). Slobodian found, from the teacher's point 

of view, that teachers in the first grade felt challenged by 

the team-teaching approach, while Meiskin found that the 

first-grade teachers wanted to participate in team teaching 

only in music and art (19, 22). 

Pupil adjustment and pupil behavior have been associated 

with team teaching and self-contained classrooms in several 

studies. Some of the evaluation has been empirical irj 
i 

nature, whereas other researchers have approached the prob-

lem by comparing groups of children. Soucy was interested 
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in determining the outcome of team teaching on first-grade 

pupils. He studied achievement, social adjustment, teachers' 

diagnoses of pupil adjustment, and parental attitudes toward 

team teaching. The subjects included thirty matched pairs 

of first-grade children in two similar elementary schools. 

Pupils were equated on the basis of age, sex, intelligence, 

social adjustment, reading readiness, and socioeconomic 

background. Eighty-one pupils were assigned to a team of 

teachers. The teaching team was comprised of two experienced 

teachers, one teacher of no previous experience, and a part-

time teacher aide. The two self-contained classrooms were 

taught by experienced teachers with twenty-four pupils in 

each room. 

Instruments used were the Metropolitan Achievement 

Test, the California Test of Personality, and a parent 

questionnaire. The study lasted for one school year and 

Soucy's findings showed the following: 

1. Pupils in team teaching scored significantly higher 

in reading and total achievement than did pupils in self-

contained classrooms. 

2. There were no significant differences in social 

adjustment or total adjustment. 

3. Parents of children in team teaching indicated a 

more favorable attitude toward school than did parents of 

children in self-contained classrooms (23). 
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Lambert was interested in determining the outcome of 

pupil adjustment in team teaching as compared to pupil adjust-

ment in the self-contained classroom. The study lasted for 

two consecutive years. The first year 349 elementary school 

children were included in the total study, and the second 

year the number of children was increased to 381. The chil-

dren in the study were from predominantly lower socioeconomic 

homes. The team structure consisted of 2 multi-graded teams. 

Grades 1-3, consisting of 55 pupils, and grades 4-6, con-

sisting of 50 pupils, were referred to as the primary team 

and the intermediate team respectively. 

The children were equated on the basis of age, sex, and 

intelligence. The team consisted of five members—a team 

leader, a regular teacher, two graduate interns, and one 

half-time instructional secretary. 

The self-contained classroom was in the form of two 

control groups. One was a modified approach, and the other 

a completely self-contained situation, with the former 

utilizing specialists in music, art, and physical education. 

The modified approach had approximately fifty-five pupils 

in the three primary self-contained classrooms and approxi-

mately fifty-five in the intermediate. The completely self-

contained situation had eighty-five pupils in the three 

primary self-contained classrooms and approximately eighty 

pupils in the three intermediate self-contained classrooms. 

The purpose of the second control group was to attempt to 
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detect possible contamination of variables of the first 

control group and to lend greater power to the statistical 

analysis. 

As measured by the California Test of Personality/ the 

two different classroom organizations produced only minor 

differences in adjustment. Lambert's findings were these: 

1. The team was overall significantly lower in personal 

adjustment than the self-contained classrooms for the first 

year. 

2. There was no overall significant difference in 

personal adjustment the second year. 

3. Girls were significantly higher than boys on the 

social adjustment at the intermediate level. 

4. There was no significant difference between boys 

and girls on social adjustment at the primary level the 

second year (17). 

Broadhead studied 408 boys and 423 girls from 41 schools, 

All students were in the fifth grade and from all socio-

economic levels. The purpose of the study was to determine 

if there were significant differences in pupil adjustment 

between fifth-grade students that had been in self-contained 

classrooms and fifth-grade students in semi-departmentalized 

classes. Broadhead hypothesized that all fifth graders who 

had been in semi-departmentalized classrooms for the preced-

ing four years would not differ in adjustment from fifth 

graders who had been in self-contained classrooms for the 
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same period of time. The instrument used was the 

Junior Inventory. It is a self-rating device that describes 

adjustment in terms of pupil problems. The scores made by 

fifth-graders in semi-departmentalized classrooms were com-

pared with the scores made by the norm group who were pre-

dominantly from self-contained classrooms. The norm group 

was made up from a total of 600 students, 300 boys and 300 

girls, from small, medium, and large schools. Boys were 

compared with boys, girls with girls, and the total group 

with the total group. In all areas, the semi-departmentalized 

fifth graders showed higher levels of adjustment as measured 

by the inventory. In addition, each of the five areas of 

the inventory were compared: "School," "Home," "People," 

"Myself," and "Things in General." In each instance it was 

found that the pupils in the departmentalized school had a 

significantly higher level of adjustment than did the pupils 

of the norm group in self-contained classrooms on each of 

the five levels of the inventory. Four major findings were 

as follows: 

1. There was an overall significant difference in 

adjustment between the semi-departmentalized fifth graders 

and the fifth graders in the self-contained classrooms, as 

evidenced by the uniformity of the significance of difference 

in all the comparisons made. ; 
j 

2. The most noticeable significant difference between 

the semi-departmentalized school and the self-contained 
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classroom was in the "School" area. This included both boys 

and girls. 

3. Girls in the semi-departmentalized fifth grade 

showed better overall adjustment than did the fifth-grade 

semi-departmentalized boys. 

4. No evidence of inferior adjustment to the self-

contained classroom norm was found (6). 

Crandell and Walter's study is related to Broadhead's 

in that the same instrument (S_.R.A. Junior Inventory) was 

used to measure adjustment of children in the intermediate 

grades. Data were collected on 850 children in the fourth, 

fifth, and sixth grades. The aim of the researchers was a 

comparison of pupil achievement, pupil self-rating, and 

teacher and parent attitudes between team teaching and self-

contained classrooms. Their findings were as follows: 

1. Team teachers reported a more favorable attitude 

toward their jobs than did self-contained classroom teachers. 

2. No significant differences in achievement were 

established between the pupils in team teaching and the 

pupils in self-contained classrooms in the fifth and sixth 

grades. 

3. Present data suggested that children in the fourth 

grade benefited more from experiences in self-contained 

classrooms than from experiences provided in team-teaching 

classrooms. 
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4. More than one-third of the parents of children in 

team teaching preferred two teachers for their children as 

compared to one teacher, whereas less than 1 per cent pre-

ferred one teacher. The other parents designated no prefer-

ence. 

5. The parents of children in self-contained classrooms 

were evenly divided in their preference although they had no 

previous contact with the experimental plan. 

6. Data from the pupil problem inventory indicated 

that there were no noticeable significant differences in the 

areas of "Human Relationships" and "Things in General." 

7. There was a significant difference; in school-related 

problems. In all instances where problems existed in both 

groups, an average of 9 per cent more pupils in the experi-

mental situation indicated problems (8). 

Adams, in an attempt to alleviate overcrowded conditions 

and to eliminate double school sessions, initiated a one-year 

trial study of team teaching by assigning two or three 

teachers to one large class of children. The study included 

seven teachers, three in the second grade, two in the fourth, 

and two in the sixth grade. Enrollment in the classes 

ranged from seventy-five children with three teachers to 

sixty-six pupils with two teachers. The California Test of 

Personality was administered to the children before and 
I 

after their experience in the project. It was found that 

the tests revealed a very slight overall gain in adjustment 
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scores for the total group. The children who scored higher 

on achievement tests showed slightly higher gains for the 

length of the study than the children who scored lower on 

achievement tests. 

Although this study was considered exploratory in 

nature, Adams felt that there were positive significant 

results. Sixty-seven per cent of the fourth-grade children, 

in an unsigned evaluative questionnaire, said that they would 

rather have more than one teacher next year. Seventy-eight 

per cent of the parents of fourth grade children, in response 

to a questionnaire, indicated they preferred team teaching 

for their children the following year. In the teacher 

evaluative process, four teachers—one from the second grade, 

one from the fourth grade, and two from the sixth grade 

fully supported team teaching and wanted to try it next 

year. The remaining three teachers said that they would 

like to try team teaching again provided changes were made 

in the program. The most desirable change that they agreed 

upon was soundproof, movable walls for flexible grouping 

of pupils (1). 

Studies on the effect of team teaching and self-contained 

classrooms on pupil adjustment and pupil behavior presented 

some conflicting evidence. Adams found a slight overall 

gain in total adjustment, whereas both Lambert and Soilcy 

found no significant difference in overall total adjustment 

(1, 17, 23). Also both Lambert and Broadhead found the 
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scores of girls more significant than the scores of boys on 

adjustment in the experimental groups. Although Broadhead 

found there was no evidence of inferior adjustment in the 

experimental groups, Lambert found significant results only 

during the first year of a two-year study (6, 17). Soucy, 

Adams, and Crandell and Walter found parents favorable to 

team teaching (1, 8, 23). Adams also found that the majority 

of the fourth graders wanted more than one teacher; whereas 

Crandell and Walter found the fifth and sixth graders pre-

ferred team teaching and the fourth graders preferred to 

remain in the self-contained classroom. Crandell and Walter 

found team teachers reporting a more favorable attitude 

toward their jobs; similarly, Adams concluded that four out 

of seven teachers were in concurrence with team teaching. 

It was interesting to note that two out of three teachers 

that opposed team teaching in Adams' study taught in the 

second grade; the other teacher taught in the fourth grade 

C I , 8 ) . 

Literature Related to Instruments Used 
in this Study 

This study was an attempt to supply additional informa-

tion on both the personal-social adjustment and behavior of 

children in team teaching and self-contained classrooms. 

Instruments used in this study were The California Test of 

Mental Maturity, The Metropolitan Readiness Test, The 

Stanford Achievement Test, The California Test of Personality, 
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the 'teuess-Who Test," and the Behavior Description Chart. 

Recent studies have included the same or similar tests in com-

paring children in different horizontally structured classes 

(1, 6, 8, 17, 23). Achievement tests have been used with 

interesting results in several of these studies. Crandell 

and Walter found no significant differences in achievement, 

while Soucy found that pupils in team teaching scored sig-

nificantly higher in reading and total achievement than 

pupils in self-contained classrooms (8, 2 3). 

Adams, Lambert, and Soucy utilized the California Test 

of Personality with conflicting results. Both Adams and 

Soucy found significant results in reading and total achieve-

ment, but Soucy found no significant differences in overall 

adjustment, whereas Adams found a slight overall gain in 

total adjustment, Lambert concluded from his study that a 

significant difference in personal adjustment was found the 

first year of of the study, but that no significant differ-

ences were found in personal adjustment the second year (1, 

17, 23). The personality self-rating scale used in this 

study was the California Test of Personality. This test 

gives a total score as well as a subscore in the general 

areas of self-adjustment and social-adjustment. In addition, 

each of these two general areas is subdivided into six 

trait-areas, such as (under Social Adjustment): Social 
I 

Standards, Social Skills, Freedom from Anti-Social Tendencies, 

Family Relations, School Relations, and Community Relations. 



35 

An assessment of the personality self-rating scale is given 

by Bonney: " . . . insofar as honesty is involved, it seems 

likely that the great majority of children, under favorable 

testing conditions, do answer such questions honestly" (2, 

p. 247). A primary basis for this statement was the fact that 

when good rapport exists between pupils and teachers, 

practically all pupils mark a few questions in an unfavorable 

manner; some mark a good many unfavorably, and a few score 

themselves low on a majority of the questions. Bonney says 

that this is what would be expected from a general knowledge 

of personality traits and behavior characteristics. • 

In order to measure leadership behavior, withdrawn 

behavior, and aggessive behavior, two measurements were 

used: the "Guess-Who Test" and the Behavior Description Chart. 

The "Guess-Who Test" is a child's evaluation of his peers in 

regard to leadership behavior, withdrawn behavior, and 

aggressive behavior. The 'Guess-Who Tesif' was developed by 

a Committee on Studying Children and Training Counselors in 

a Community Program at the University of Chicago. This is 

a sociometric test of the choice-status type. The children 

were individually shown a list of names of their classmates 

and asked to choose three students that would best fit each 

situation under the categories of leadership behavior, 

aggressive behavior, and withdrawn behavior. The teacher 
i 

assisted each student in filling in the computerized form. 

The score for each variable was the total number of choices 

received. 
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Teachers' observations in classrooms are based on the 

expressed feelings of pupils in actual situations. Since this 

is the external structure of the group, it may or may not 

reflect the real feelings of the pupils. The "Guess-Who Test" 

was used to identify and reveal valuable information con-

cerning interpersonal conflicts and mutual attractions of 

pupils. It is also helpful in identifying clues to the 

internal structure of the group. 

The internal structure of the group is frequently quite 

different from the external structure, and the sociometric 

status of individual pupils is sometimes in striking contrast 

to their apparent group status. When teachers first use the 

sociometric test they are usually surprised to find that 

some of the pupils they thought were leaders are only 

moderately accepted by the group, or that some of the pupils 

they were certain would attract no choices received a 

relatively large number, or that the small groups of pupils 

who seemed inseparable on the playground do not choose one 

another on the sociometric test. 

Gronlund cites a number of studies which have investi-

gated the extent to which teachers are accurate in judging 

the sociometric status of their pupils (11, p. 10). Both 

student teachers and experienced teachers at the elementary 

and secondary school level have been included in the studies. 

In general, the teachers' judgments have ranged from "near 

zero" to "near perfect" with an average correlation 
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coefficient of approximately .60. At times, teachers would 

tend to over-judge the sociometric status of pupils they 

preferred and to under-judge the sociometric status of pupils 

they least preferred. The difference between the internal 

structure of the group, measured by the sociometric test, 

and the external structure of the group, which provided the 

clues for the teachers' judgments, is, of course, also a 

major factor contributing to the inaccuracy of the teachers' 

judgments. Gronlund also states, . . neither the size of 

the class nor the training and experience of the teachers 

could account for' the differences among the teachers in the 

accuracy of their judgments" (11, p. 11). 

Although the studies of teacher judgment reflect a 

moderate degree of accuracy in perceiving the social relations 

of pupils, the general inaccuracy of some teachers and the 

specific inaccuracies in judging individual pupils shown by 

most teachers indicate the importance of using the socio-

metric test for a complete picture of the classroom social 

structure. Bowman and others feel that this instrument is 

especially necessary at early age-levels since it is well 

known that a child's reputation follows him from grade to 

grade through the school system (5). 

In the present study the children were asked three 

questions and told to indicate three children they would 

choose in each situation. The major purpose in administer-

ing such measurements was to discover more accurately those 
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pupils who were making favorable and unfavorable impressions 

upon.their classmates in regard to certain traits or kinds 

of overt behavior. The behavior being measured was leader-

ship behavior, aggressive behavior, and withdrawn behavior. 

The Behavior Description Chart used in this study was 

developed by the Committee on Human Development at the 

University of Chicago as part of a study which followed 487 

children for 9 years. It is based on teachers' observations 

of their pupils. Havighurst describes good adjustment as 

pleasant relations of a child with other boys and girls and 

with teachers, in which a child is able to "be himself," to 

have friends, to be a leader as well as a follower, and to 

be confident of his own worth. On the other hand poor ad-

justment is seen by psychologists to take two general forms, 

one being aggressive and the other passive or withdrawn 

behavior. Aggressive maladjustment consists of behavior in 

which a person is hostile to others, breaks rules, destroys 

property, steals, fights and quarrels. Withdrawn maladjust-

ment consists of behavior in which a person is shy, fearful, 

and seclusive (13). 

Good and poor adjustments were measured by the teacher's 

observations of her pupils, without asking her to make a 

moral judgment concerning them. The Behavior Description 

Chart is a "forced-choice" instrument which asks the teacher 
I 

to select the items "most like" and "least like" a given 

child in a set. of ten groups of five statements each. Bonney 
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comments on the Behavior Description Chart in his chapter on 

"Interpersonal Assessments of Pupils' Personalities." "This 

instrument . . . embodies the more recently developed pro-

cedures for constructing rating scales, including the forced-

choice technique." He further says, "This chart appears to 

be very useful in locating those children who are regarded 

by teachers as outstanding in leadership, or in aggressive 

maladjustment, or in withdrawn maladjustment" (2, p. 243). 

In regard to reliability and validity, Bonney and 

Hampleman say that "Teachers' judgments of pupil socio-

acceptance-positions correlate moderately with sociometric 

findings" (3, p. 70). They further state that "there is 

. . . considerable correspondence between the social behavior 

of children, as determined by systematic adult observations 

and their sociometric test standings" (3, p. 71). 

Summary 

In summary, certain findings are outstanding in all 

these studies. Dean (9) points out that as subject matter 

becomes more complex and subject areas become increasingly 

more specialized, there will be further experimentation in 

an effort to meet the challenge and needs of the classroom. 

It is therefore necessary for classroom teachers to give 

serious consideration to the best ways to achieve this 

objective. Shaplin (21) has outlined definite steps that 

can be taken in order to achieve possible results in group-

ing, planning and exchanging of ideas among teachers. 
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Carlin (7) states that we need to look further than just 

pupil achievement and should attempt to evaluate the more 

complex "product" which might be measured. Some research 

dealing with comparable factors in team teaching and self-

contained classrooms reports similar objectives. McMahon 

(18) reports that team teaching in kindergarten contributed 

most to flexibility of grouping and teacher planning sessions. 

Slobodian (22) reports similar findings in his study, and 

adds that teachers felt they were more optimistic in their 

attitude, had more time for individual planning, and found 

better ways of approaching the teacher-pupil learning situa-

tion. Boutwell (4), in a multi-grade approach to team 

teaching, feels that there was a greater flexibility of 

teacher assignments, which provided further for individual 

differences. Stafford (24) found teacher aides to be an 

asset to the team-teaching structure. Meiskin (19) reported 

that both teachers and students reacted favorably to team 

teaching. He states that teachers felt that the children's 

needs were met better and that the children felt they had 

greater opportunities to make new friends. Jarvis and 

Fleming (15) also reported favorable student results. They 

found that the students liked small flexible classes but 

that their attitude was negative when assigned to large 

classes. Greenleaf (10) found in his study that teacher 

differences and abilities were better provided for in team 

teaching. He also felt that instruction was more tailored 
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to students as individuals. Gross (12) feels that students 

in team-teaching classrooms had a greater desire to learn 

and indicated a predisposition toward more serious study and 

work. 

Other research has dealt with the effects of pupil ad-

justment with team teaching and self-contained classrooms. 

Soucy (2 3) found a significant difference in reading and 

total achievement but no significant differences in social 

adjustment or total adjustment. Lambert (17) also found no 

significant differences in social adjustment or total adjust-

ment over a two-year period; but over a period of one year 

there was a significant difference in personal adjustment. 

Broadhead (6) found that pupils in semi-departmentalized 

classrooms had a significantly higher level of adjustment 

than did pupils in the self-contained classrooms, the most 

noticeable difference being in the "School" area. Crandell 

and Walter (8), unlike Soucy, found no significant difference 

in achievement. The majority of teachers, pupils, and 

parents were also in favor of more than one teacher per 

classroom. Similarly, Adams (1) found favorable response 

from parents, teachers, and students toward utilizing more 

than one teacher per classroom. 

Recent studies reported that flexibility in grouping 

and coordinated teacher planning seem to be the most favorable 

features of team teaching. Evidence also supports the idea 

that adjustment in "School" and "Social" areas seems to be 
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superior in team teaching. Conflicting evidence was 

reported concerning pupil adjustment in the team-teaching 

situation and in the self-contained classroom. 

In order to provide further information in relation to 

the problem of pupil adjustment and pupil behavior, certain 

instruments have been selected for use in this study. In 

addition to standardized tests for measuring intelligence, 

readiness, and achievement, a "measurement of reputation" 

designated as the "Guess-Who.Test," described by Bonney, 

Bowman, and Bonney and Hampleman, was administered to the 

children. The Behavior Description Chart, developed at the 

University of Chicago and described by Bonney, Havighurst, 

and Bonney and Hampleman, was filled out for each child by 

his teacher. 
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CHAPTER I I I 

METHOD AND PROCEDURES 

Subjects 

The subjects included in the study were 153 first-grade 

children and 144 second-grade children in a small Texas city 

which has become a suburb of a large city. Subjects were 

from two neighboring schools; the experimental group included 

131 children, and the control group contained 166 children. 

Subjects in the first grade had been in either team-teaching 

or self-contained classrooms for a period of one school year. 

Subjects in the second grade had been in either team-teaching 

or self-contained classrooms for a period of two school 

years. 

The experimental group in the first grade included 

sixty-five subjects and a team of four teachers. The control 

group for the first grade consisted of five self-contained 

classrooms with eighty-eight subjects. The experimental 

group for the second grade included sixty-six subjects and 

a team of four teachers. The control group for the second 

grade contained four self-contained classrooms with seventy-

eight subjects. There were initially five self-contained 

classrooms included in the second-grade control group but 

one class was deleted from the study when the teacher became 
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ill for an extended period of time and was unable to 

administer the posttest. 

According to the Warner Index Scale of Social Character-

istics the majority of the subjects in both the control and 

experimental groups were predominantly from middle-class 

homes. This scale was used to identify the social status of 

the groups. The following criteria were used: (1) parent's 

occupation, (2) source of income, and (3) dwelling area. 

The revised scale for occupation was used; occupation was 

figured for the head of the household in which the child 

lived whether it was father, mother, or step-father. The 

source of income was determined by personal school informa-

tion kept in the office of each school. The dwelling area 

was analyzed through personal observation, interviews, and 

utilization of a city map (19). 

The nature of two of the instruments used in the study 

required that all children in the first and second grades 

in both the experimental and control schools be given the 

California Test of Personality and the California Test of 

Mental Maturity. The CTP was the only instrument given as 

a pretest and a posttest. Although all children were given 

these tests, only subjects who had been enrolled for the 

full term of the study were included in the analysis of the 

data. 
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Experimental Design 

The experiment was designed to compare team-teaching and 

self-contained classrooms in order to investigate whether dif-

ferences in organizational procedures were related to pupil 

behavior and pupil adjustment. A Nonequivalent Control 

Group Design was employed. This was labeled by Gage as a 

quasi-experiment designed to approach true experimentation. 

Gage, in his chapter on "Experimental and Quasi-Experimental 

Designs for Research," comments on this type of research: 

One of the most widespread experimental 
designs in educational research involves an 
experimental group and a control group both 
given a pretest and a posttest, but in which . 
the control group and the experimental group 
do not have pre-experimental sampling equiva-
lence. Rather, the groups constitute naturally 
assembled collectives such as classrooms, as 
similar as availability permits but yet not so 
similar that one can dispense with the oretest 
(6, p. 217). 

A multiple classification of analysis of covariance was em-

ployed to test any significant difference between the 

corrected means of the groups. The F ratio was found and 

the .05 level of significance was designated as the point of 

rejection (20). 

Comparisons were made between the groups on personal 

adjustment, social adjustment, total adjustment, withdrawn 

behavior, aggressive behavior, and leadership behavior. 

Students' choices of classmates in sociometric situations 

that displayed withdrawn behavior, aggressive behavior, and 

leadership behavior were analytically compared to teachers' 



48 

ratings on withdrawn behavior, aggressive behavior, and 

leadership behavior. 

Procedures 

The study was initiated in September, 19 68, and continued 

through the school year. The self-contained classroom groups 

were taught in the same manner as previously. One teacher 

was responsible for the subject matter in her class. A music 

teacher was responsible for the music. All self-contained 

classroom teachers had bachelor's degrees and from one to 

ten years of teaching experience. 

A team at each grade level consisted of four teachers 

with a designated lead teacher and three regular teachers. 

All teachers in both teams had bachelor's degrees and from 

one to fifteen years of teaching experience. Each lead 

teacher was responsible for initiating new material and 

periodic planning sessions with the other members of the 

team. Team teaching in the primary grades had only been in 

operation in the experimental school since its opening in 

1966, All classrooms had movable partitions and could be 

opened to provide one large room. 

In an attempt to control the variable of materials, all 

texts, workbooks, equipment, and teaching aids were as 

identical as possible for the self-contained and team-teach-
I 

ing classrooms at each grade level. The basic distinction 

between the two organizational plans was the presentation 

of subject matter, flexibility of grouping, and evaluation 
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of pupils. In. the team-teaching situation, one teacher 

introduced the lesson, and the other three teachers assisted. 

After the initial presentation, the team teachers divided the 

children as needed in order to assist the children further 

through flexible grouping. At the end of a teaching lesson 

or unit, the pupils were evaluated by all members of the 

team. 

The first pretest administered to the first grade was 

the Metropolitan Readiness Test. This test was administered 

as a part of the school's own testing program and was given 

by each classroom teacher at the beginning of school in 

September. Scores were available for the second grade on 

the Stanford Achievement Test,'which had been administered at 

the end of the previous spring semester. 

The California Test of Mental Maturity was the first 

group test to be administered. It was given to both first 

and second grades as separate groups by each teacher in one 

day, with several short breaks. All tests were administered 

on the same day. The concluding pretest to be given to all 

groups was the California Test of Personality (Form AA). 

This test was given in two sessions by each teacher on two 

successive mornings. The first testing session included the 

personal adjustment subtest, and the second testing session 

included the social adjustment subtest. The teacher stressed 

that this was an information test and that there were no right 

or wrong answers but rather how one usually feels, how one 
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usually thinks, or how one usually does things. Students 

had a soft lead pencil and were asked to circle either the 

"Yes" or "No" answer that they had chosen. The teacher read 

each question twice, with a brief pause between each ques-

tion . 

In order not to conflict with the closing of school and 

the spring testing program, posttests were given during the 

middle two weeks in April. The first posttest was the 

California Test of Personality (Form BB) given to both the 

first and second grades by each teacher. Testing sessions 

were on two successive mornings. The first session included 

the personal adjustment subtest, and the second session in-

cluded the social adjustment subtest. Students were told 

that they had taken a similar type of information test 

earlier in the year. The teacher stressed that this testing 

session, like the one earlier in the year, was based on how 

one usually feels, how one usually thinks, or how one usually 

does things. The teacher also emphasized that there were no 

right or wrong answers. Students were asked to circle 

either "Yes" or "No" on their answer sheets as the teacher 

read the question. 

The second instrument to be used was the Behavior 

Description Chart. This was given to the teachers to fill 

out for each child during the two-week period in April. 

They were provided a copy of the chart and a two-page grid 

on which the choices for each child could be listed in a row 
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across the page. A copy of the chart and the grid are in-

cluded in the Appendix. 

The final instrument given was the "Guess-Who Test." 

Each child was called to the teacher's desk individually and 

asked to select several names from the class roster and 

was assured that the names he or she chose would be kept 

secret between them. Three questions depicting certain 

sociometric situations were then read to each child, and he 

or she would select three children from the list of subjects 

that best fitted the description of the situation. The 

teacher would then fill in the proper blank on the computer-

ized form and then proceed to ask the same three questions 

of the other children in the room. Teachers were given two 

weeks to administer this test. 

Approximately ninety minutes were spent with the 

teachers preceding the pretest and the posttest for the 

purpose of unifying the procedure, order, and method of 

administering the tests. The tests for all groups were 

given on the same day. One test, or section of a test, was 

administered with each individual testing session being 

limited to a maximum of forty-five minutes. The total test-

ing time for both pretest and posttest consisted of seven 

sessions not inclusive of the Behavior Description Chart and 

the 'feuess-Who Test." The teacher filled out the Behavior 
! 

Description Chart on her own time and assisted each child on 

the "Guess~Who Test. " 
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Instruments 

The following instruments were used in the study: 

1. Metropolitan Readiness Test, Form B, 19 66 (8).—The 

purpose of this stest was to predict a child's ability to 

cope with first grade work. Raw scores were utilized for 

computational purposes. 

2. California Test of Mental Maturity, Long Form, 

Level I, 1963 (17).—This is a group intelligence test in-

cluding both verbal and nonverbal exercises. 

3* Stanford Achievement Test, Primary I, 1964 (10).— 

This is a measure of reading vocabulary and comprehension 

and arithmetic fundamentals and problems. Raw scores were 

utilized for computational purposes. 

4. California Test of Personality, Primary, Form AA 

and BB, 1953 (.18).—This is a personality self-rating scale 

which yields a total score and subscores on personal adjust-

ment and social adjustment. There are two general areas 

subdivided into six trait-areas, such as (under Personal 

Adjustment) : Self-Reliance, Sense of Personal Worth, Sense 

of Personal Freedom, Feeling of Belonging, Withdrawing 

Tendencies, and Nervous Symptoms. Several examples of ques-

tions that are asked under Personal Skills for the primary 

grades are the following: 

Do the children think you can do things , 
well? Yes No! 

I 

Do the other children often do nice 
things for you? Yes No 

Do you have fewer friends than other 
children? Yes No 
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5* Behavior Description Chart (7).—This is a teacher-

pupil rating form prepared by the Committee on Human Develop-

ment at the University of Chicago under the direction of 

Robert J. Havighurst. It yields scores in three areas: 

aggressive maladjustment, withdrawn maladjustment, and 

leadership behavior based on teacher ratings. It was used 

as part of a study in which 49 7 children were followed for 

nine years; ages ranged from eleven to twenty years. The 

children in this study represented all intelligence levels 

found in the school population. The socioeconomic status of 

the group ranged from upper-middle class through lower-lower 

as designated by the Warner Index Scale of Social Character-

istics . The rating form was based on the teacher's observa-

tions of her pupils. She was asked to pick the items most 

like and least like each child in a set of ten groups of 

five statements each. Each group of five statements contains 

two statements which would be typical of an average child: 

one describes leadership; one describes withdrawn maladjust-

ment, and one describes aggressive maladjustment. It is a 

forced-choice-type instrument. The following is an example 

of the type of item: 

A. Other children find it hard to get along 
with him. 

B. Is easily confused. 
C. Other children are eager to be near him or 

on his side. i 
D. Likes to see things done his way. I 
E. Interested in other people's opinions and 

activities. 
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For these descriptions, "A" denotes aggressiveness, "B" 

denotes withdrawal, "C" denotes leadership, and "D" and "E" 

are average. A most like nomination on any of the first 

three statements contributes to the child's score for that 

variable. A least like nomination would be subtracted from 

his total score for that variable. The typical items were 

not included in the score. The order of the items was 

changed from set to set. 

6. "Guess-Who Test"(2).--This is a sociometric test of 

the choice-status type. The children were shown a list of 

names of their classmates and were asked in secret to choose 

three students that would best fit each situation described. 

The teacher made sure that every child knew all the names on 

the list and would take each child individually and say, 

I am going to ask you three questions. 
This is to be kept secret between you and me. 
The purpose is to help us to decide on some 
games that we are going to play later. I will 
read some descriptions of different kinds of 
boys and girls. As each is read to you, select 
three students from this list that best fit each 
question. You may choose the same names under 
the different questions if you wish, but you 
will probably want to name some new ones under 
each of the questions. 

The teacher would then read the following questions: 

1. If you were going to play follow the 
leader, whom would you choose to be the leader? 
Choose the next name that you would pick to be 
the leader. Choose another name that you would 
pick to be the leader. 

2. When playing a game choose the one that 
most always breaks the rules. Choose the next 
name that most always breaks the rules. Choose 
another name that most always breaks the rules. 
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3. Choose someone who is very quiet, hard 
to know and understand. Choose the next name 
that is very quiet, hard to know and understand. 
Choose another name that is very quiet, hard to 
know and understand. 

The score for each variable was the total number of choices 

received. Children in each class were arranged in descend-

ing order according to the number of total choices received 

for each of the criteria. Total results of sociometric 

leadership behavior and individual scores were analytically 

compared with the teacher rating of leadership behavior on 

^ e Behavior Description Chart; results of sociometric 

aggressive behavior were analytically compared with the 

teacher rating of aggressive behavior on the Behavior 

Description Chart; and results of sociometric withdrawn 

behavior were analytically compared with the teacher rating 

of withdrawn behavior on the Behavior Description Chart. 

All tests were administered by the teacher of each 

class under the direction of a graduate consultant. All 

tests were hand scored with the exception of the "Guess-Who 

Test," which was scored, compiled, and tabulated by the 

Computer Center at North Texas State University. 
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CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

This chapter contains the presentation and analysis of 

data. The data are presented according to the factors con-

sidered in the study relating to personal adjustment, social 

adjustment, total adjustment, leadership behavior, aggressive 

behavior, and withdrawn behavior. Comparisons are made 

according to groupings presented in Chapter III. In order 

to establish the significance of the various hypotheses, the 

raw data were subjected to statistical analysis based upon 

the null hypotheses. In addition, data related to students' 

evaluation of leadership behavior, aggressive behavior, and 

withdrawn behavior, through the use of sociometric techniques, 

were analytically compared with teachersE ratings of leader-

ship behavior, aggressive behavior, and withdrawn behavior. 

The means and standard deviations for the covariates of 

the first-grade groups are presented in Tables I and II. 

TABLE I 

READINESS MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR THE FIRST GRADE 

Number Mean ; S.D. 

Team Teaching 65 61.29 18.79 

Self-Contained 88 61.89 17.74 
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Data were analyzed for sixty-five first-grade children 

in the team teaching group and eighty-eight first-grade chil-

dren in the self-contained group. A test of significance, 

using Fisher's t, was utilized in order to see if any initial 

differences existed between the means of the covariates of 

the two groups. The mean for the team-teaching group was 

61.29, with a standard deviation of 18.79. The mean of the 

self-contained group was 61.89, with a standard deviation of 

17.74. The observed mean difference of .60 and the difference 

in standard deviations of 1.05 shows only a slight variation 

of the raw scores between the two groups, as measured by the 

Metropolitan Readiness Test. Fisher's t_ was found to be 

-.19 8. This did not prove to be statistically significant. 

TABLE II 

INTELLIGENCE QUOTIENT MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
FOR THE FIRST GRADE 

Number Mean S.D. 

Team Teaching 65 99. 68 20.40 

Self--Contained 88 104.23 16.86 

The mean for the team-teaching group was 99.68, with a 

standard deviation of 20.40. The mean of the self-contained 

group was 104.23, with a standard deviation of 16.86. 
i 

According to the California Test of Mental Maturity, tlhe self-

contained group had an observed 4.55 higher mean in intelli-

gence quotients than did the team-teaching group, although 
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the latter had the greater variance within groups. Fisher's 

t was -1.458. This was not statistically significant. 

The means and standard deviations for the covariates 

of the second-grade groups are presented in Tables III and IV. 

TABLE III 

ACHIEVEMENT MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
FOR THE SECOND GRADE 

Number Mean S.D. 

Team Teaching 66 94 .76 16.02 

Self-Contained 78 89 .19 18.03 

Data were analyzed for sixty-six second-grade children in the 

team-teaching group and seventy-eight second-grade children 

in the self-contained group. The mean for the team-teaching 

group was 94.76, with a standard deviation of 16.02. The 

mean for the self-contained group was 89.19, with a standard 

deviation of 18.03. There is a difference of 5.57 in the 

achievement raw score mean, with the team-teaching group 

scoring higher, according to the Stanford Achievement Test. 

The self-contained group had a 2.01 greater range of variance 

in the standard deviations. The difference between the 

means, using Fisher's t, was found to be 1.9 48. This differ-

ence closely approached but did not reach the level of sig-

nificance, although it reached the p < .05 level. 
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TABLE IV 

INTELLIGENCE QUOTIENT MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
FOR THE SECOND GRADE 

Number Mean S.D. 

Team Teaching 66 114. 59 16.76 

Self-Contained 78 113. 77 14.52 

The mean for the team-teaching group was 114.59, with a 

standard deviation of 16.76. The mean for the self-contained 

group was 113.77, with a standard deviation of 14.52. Accord-

ing to the California Test of Mental Maturity, the team-

teaching group was observed to be .82 higher in intelligence 

quotient means than the self-contained group. The team-

teaching group also had a 2.24 greater range in standard 

deviations than did the self-contained group. Fisher's t 

was found to be .308. This difference between the means did 

not prove to be statistically significant. 

It was predicted that there would be no significant 

difference between the scores on a measure of personal 

adjustment made by first-grade children after one year in 

the self-contained classroom and those made by first-grade 

children after one year in a team-teaching organization. 

Hypothesis I-A was tested by comparing the corrected post-

test means on the California Test of Personality through a 
I 

test of significance using the analysis of covariance. The 
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TABLE V 

PERSONAL ADJUSTMENT MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
FOR THE FIRST GRADE 

Pretest Posttest 

Number Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

Team Teaching 65 29.02 6.31 29.06 4.82 

Self-Contained 88 28.24 6. 43 27.47 5.37 

The pretest mean for the first-grade team-teaching 

group was 29.02, with a standard deviation of 6.31 and the 

posttest mean was 29.06, with a standard deviation of 4.82. 

The pretest mean for the first-grade self-contained group 

was 28.24, with a standard deviation of 6.43, and a posttest 

mean of 2 7.47, with a standard deviation of 5.37. The F 

ratio with 1 and 148 degrees of freedom was found to be 

2.6383 and not statistically significant. Hypothesis I-A 

was therefore accepted. Table VI shows the results of this 

test. 

TABLE VI 

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE OF PERSONAL ADJUSTMENT OF FIRST-GRADE 
CHILDREN IN THE TEAM-TEACHING AND SELF-CONTAINED CLASSROOM 

Residuals 

Source of Variation SS df MS F 

Difference 67.8329 1 67.8329 2.6282* 
Within Groups 3819.7342 148 25.8090 

Total 
• . . t ' """ • , 

3887.5671 149 
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It was predicted that there would be no significant 

difference between the scores on a measure of social adjust-

ment made by first-grade children after one year in the 

self-contained classroom and those made by first-grade chil-

dren after one year in a team-teaching organization. Hypoth-

esis I-B was tested by comparing the corrected posttest means 

on the California Test of Personality through a test of 

significance using the analysis of covariance. The social 

adjustment means and standard deviations are shown in Table 

VII. 

TABLE VII 

SOCIAL ADJUSTMENT MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
FOR THE FIRST-GRADE 

Pretest Posttest 
Adjusted 
Mean Number Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

Adjusted 
Mean 

Team 

Self-

Teaching 

-Contained 

65 

88 

33.22 

31.28 

6. 80 

7.18 

34.69 

30. 49 

6.03 

5.97 

34.49 

30. 68 

The mean of the pretest for the first grade team-teaching 

group was 33.22, with a standard deviation of 6.80, and the 

posttest mean was 34.69, with a standard deviation of 6.03. 

The first grade in the self-contained group had a pretest 

mean of 31.28, with a standard deviation of 7.18, and a 

posttest mean of 30.49, with a standard deviation of 5.97. 

The adjusted mean for the team-teaching group was 34.49 and 



64 

the adjusted mean for the self-contained group was 30.68. 

Comparison of the F ratio in Table VIII with table values 

for significant levels revealed that 16.1407 with 1 and 148 

degrees of freedom was significant far beyond the .01 level 

of confidence. Hypothesis I-B was therefore rejected. 

Results of this test can be found in Table VIII. 

TABLE VIII 

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE OF SOCIAL ADJUSTMENT OF FIRST-GRADE 
CHILDREN IN THE TEAM-TEACHING AND 

SELF-CONTAINED CLASSROOM 

Residuals 

Source of Variation SS df MS F 

Difference 526.4203 1 526.4203 16. 1409" 

Within Groups 4826.8697 148 32.6139 

Total 5353.2800 149 

*p < .01. 

It was predicted that there would be no significant 

difference between the scores on a measure of total adjust-

ment made by first-grade children after one year in the self-

contained classroom and those made by first-grade children 

after one year in a team-teaching organization. Hypothesis 

I-C was tested by comparing the corrected posttest means on 

the California Test of Personality through a test of signifi-

cance using the analysis of covariance. The total adjustment 

means and standard deviations for the first grade are found 

in Table IX. 
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TABLE IX 

TOTAL ADJUSTMENT MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
FOR THE FIRST GRADE 

Pretest Posttest 
Adjusted 

Mean Number Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 
Adjusted 

Mean 

Team Teaching 65 62.23 11.46 63.75 9.22 63. 38 

Self-Contained 88 59.52 11.46 57.95 9.73 58.23 

The first-grade team-teaching group had a pretest mean 

of 62.23, with a standard deviation of 11.46, and a posttest 

mean of 63.75, with a standard deviation of 9.22. The first 

grade in the self-contained group had a pretest mean of 

59.52, with a standard deviation of 11.46, and a posttest 

mean of 57.95, with a standard deviation of 9.73. The 

adjusted mean for the team-teaching group was 63.38 and the 

adjusted mean for the self-contained group was 58.23. The 

F value in Table X indicated that 11.2367 with 1 and 148 

degrees of freedom was significant beyond the .01 level of 

confidence. Hypotheses I--C was therefore rejected. Table 

X shows the result of this test. 

It was predicted that there would be no significant 

difference between the scores on a measure of personal ad-

justment made by second-grade children after two years in 

self-contained classrooms and those made by second-grade 

children after two years in team-teaching organizations. 

Hypothesis II-A was tested by comparing the corrected posttest 
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TABLE X 

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE OF TOTAL ADJUSTMENT OF FIRST-GRADE 
CHILDREN IN THE TEAM-TEACHING AND SELF-CONTAINED 

CLASSROOM 

Residuals 

Source of Variation SS df MS F 

Difference 942.9170 1 942.9471 11.2367* 

Within Groups 12419.1940 148 83.9134 

Total 13362.1110 149 

*p < .01. 

means on the California Test of Personality through a test 

of significance using the analysis of covariance. The 

personal adjustment means and standard deviations for the 

second-grade children are shown in Table XI. 

TABLE XI 

PERSONAL ADJUSTMENT MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
FOR THE SECOND GRADE 

Pretest Posttest 

Number Mean S. D. Mean S. D. 

Team Teaching 66 30.00 7. 38 30.17 6. 09 

Self--Contained 78 29.01 7. 63 28.17 6. 27 

The mean of the pretest for the second-grade team-
I 

teaching group was 30.00, with a standard deviation o^ 7.38, 

and the posttest mean was 30.17, with a standard deviation of 
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6.09. The second-grade self-contained group had a pretest 

mean of 29.01, with a standard deviation of 7.63, and a 

posttest mean, of 28.17, with a standard deviation of 6.27. 

The F ratio with 1 and 139 degrees of freedom was found to 

be 3.2699. Comparison of the F value in Table XII with the 

tabled values for significance at the .05 level revealed no 

significant variations in the corrected mean scores. Hypoth-

esis II-A was therefore accepted. Table XII indicates the 

results of this test. 

TABLE XII 

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE OF PERSONAL ADJUSTMENT OF 
SECOND-GRADE CHILDREN IN THE TEAM-TEACHING 

AND SELF-CONTAINED CLASSROOM 

Residuals 

Source of Variation SS df MS F 

Difference 97.6379 1 97.6379 3.2699* 

Within Groups 4150.3950 139 28.8589 

Total 4248.0329 140 

*p is not signij iicant. 

It was predicted that there would be no significant 

difference between the scores on a measure of social adjust-

ment made by second-grade children after two years in self-

contained classrooms and those made by second-grade children 

after two years in team-teaching organization. Hypothesis 

II-B was tested by comparing the corrected posttest means on 

the California Test of Personality through a test of 
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significance using the analysis of covariance. The social 

adjustment means and standard deviations for the second-

grade children can be found in Table XIII. 

TABLE XIII 

SOCIAL ADJUSTMENT MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
FOR THE SECOND GRADE 

Pretest Posttest 
Adjusted 
Mean Number Mean S .D. Mean S.D. 

Adjusted 
Mean 

Team Teaching 66 37.21 7.00 35.67 7.53 35. 30 

Self-Contained 78 36. 41 7.23 33.17 7.45 33.45 

The mean of the pretest for the second-grade team-teach-

ing group was 37.21, with a standard deviation of 7.00, and 

the posttest mean was 35.67, with a standard deviation of 

7.52. The second grade in the self-contained group had a 

pretest mean of 36.41, with a standard deviation of 7.23, 

and a posttest mean of 33.17, with a standard deviation of 

7.45. The adjusted mean for the team-teaching group was 

35.30 and the adjusted mean for the self-contained group was 

33.45. The F ratio with 1 and 139 degrees of freedom was 

revealed to be 4.3192, and this was statistically significant 

beyond the ,05 level of confidence. Hypothesis II-B was 

therefore rejected. Results of this test can be found in 

Table XIV. 
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TABLE XXV 

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE OF SOCIAL ADJUSTMENT OF 
SECOND-GRADE CHILDREN IN THE TEAM-TEACHING 

AND SELF-CONTAINED CLASSROOM 

Source of Variation 

Residuals 

F Source of Variation SS df MS F 

Difference 

Within Groups 

Total 

150.0162 

4827.7194 

1 

139 

150.0162 

34.7317 

4.3192* Difference 

Within Groups 

Total 4977.7356 140 

150.0162 

34.7317 

4.3192* 

*p < .05. 

It was predicted that there would be no significant 

difference between the scores on a measure of total adjust-

ment made by second-grade children after two years in self-

contained classrooms and those made by second-grade children 

after two years in team-teaching organizations. Hypothesis 

II-C was tested by comparing the corrected posttest means on 

the California Test of Personality through a test of sig-

nificance using the analysis of covariance. The total 

adjustment means and standard deviations for the second-grade 

children can be found in Table XV. 

The second-grade team-teaching group had a pretest mean 

of 66.97, with a standard deviation of 13.33, and a slightly 

lower posttest mean of 65.38, with a standard deviation of 

13.69. The self-contained group had a pretest mean of 65.44, 

with a standard deviation of 13.70, and a decrease in the 

posttest means of 61.21, with a standard deviation of 12.48. 
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TABLE XV 

TOTAL ADJUSTMENT MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
FOR THE SECOND GRADE 

Pretest Posttest 

Number Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

Team Teaching 66 66.97 13.33 65. 38 13.69 

Self-Contained 78 65.44 13.70 61.21 12.48 

The F ratio with 1 and 139 degrees of freedom was 3.8844, as 

indicated in Table XVI. This figure approached, but did not 

reach, the .05 level of significance (.05 = 3.91). The 

possibility of a significant F value was lessened by the 

magnitude of the within sum of squares. Hypothesis II-C was 

therefore accepted. Table XVI shows the result of this test, 

TABLE XVI 

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE OF TOTAL ADJUSTMENT OF 
SECOND-GRADE CHILDREN IN THE TEAM-TEACHING 

AND SELF-CONTAINED CLASSROOM 

Source of Variation 

Residuals 

F Source of Variation SS df MS F 

Difference 

Within Groups 

370.2540 

13249.1720 

1 

139 

370.2540 

95.317 

3.8844* 

Total 13619.4260 140 

*p is not signii :icant. 
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It was predicted that there would be no significant 

difference between the scores on a teacher rating of leader-

ship behavior made by first-grade children after one year in 

the self-contained classroom and those made by first-grade 

children after one year in a team-teaching organization. 

Hypothesis III-A was tested by comparing the -corrected mean 

scores of children in team teaching with those of children 

in self-contained classrooms on the leadership items of the 

Behavior Description Chart through a test of significance 

using the analysis of covariance. The means and standard 

deviations of leadership behavior for the first-grade chil-

dren can be found in Table XVII. 

TABLE XVII 

LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
FOR THE FIRST GRADE 

Number Mean S.D. 

Team Teaching 65 1.48 3.61 

Self-Contained 88 2.70 5.11 

According to the leadership items on the Behavior 

Description Chart, the mean for the team-teaching group was 

1.48, with a standard deviation of 3.61. The self-contained 

group had a mean of 2.70, and a standard deviation of 5.11. 

The possibility of a significant F value was reduced by the 

magnitude of the within sum of squares. The F ratio with 
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1 and 149 degrees of freedom was found to be 2.0078. Hypoth-

esis III-A was therefore accepted. Table XVIII shows the 

results of this test. 

TABLE XVIII 

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE OF LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR OF 
FIRST-GRADE CHILDREN IN THE TEAM""TEACHING 

AND SELF-CONTAINED CLASSROOM 

Residuals 

Source of Variation SS df MS F 

Difference 26.4720 1 26.4720 2.0078* 

Within Groups 1964.4533 149 13.1842 

Total 1990.9253 150 

*p is not signifj Leant. 

It was predicted that there would be no significant 

difference between the scores on a teacher rating of aggres-

sive behavior made by first-grade children after one year in 

the self-contained classroom and those made by first-grade 

children after one year in a team-teaching organization. 

Hypothesis III-B was tested by comparing the corrected mean 

scores of children in team teaching with those of children in 

self-contained classrooms on the agressive items of the 

Behavior Description Chart through a test of significance 

using the analysis of covariance. The means and standard 

deviations of aggressive behavior for the first—grade chil-

dren can be found in Table XIX. 
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TABLE XIX 

AGGRESSIVE BEHAVIOR MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
FOR THE FIRST GRADE 

Number Mean S. D. 
Adjusted 
Mean 

Team Teaching 65 -4.29 3. 24 -4.27 

Self-Contained 88 -2.72 4. 39 -2.74 

The aggressive items on the Behavior Description Chart 

indicated the mean of the first-grade team-teaching group to 

be -4.29, with a standard deviation of 3.24. The mean of 

the self-contained group was -2.72, with a standard deviation 

of 4.39. The adjusted mean for the team-teaching group was 

-4.27, and the adjusted mean for the self-contained group 

was -2.74. Comparison of the F ratio in Table XX with table 

values for significant levels revealed that 6.4848 with 1 

and 149 degrees of freedom was significant beyond the .05 

level of confidence. Hypothesis III-B was therefore rejected. 

Results of this test are shown in Table XX. 

It was predicted that there would be no significant 

difference between the scores on a teacher rating of with-

drawn behavior made by first-grade children after one year 

in the self-contained classroom and those made by first-

grade children after one year in a team-teaching organization. 

Hypothesis III-C was tested by comparing the corrected mean 

scores of children in team teaching with those of children 
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TABLE XX 

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE OF AGGRESSIVE BEHAVIOR OF 
FIRST-GRADE CHILDREN IN THE TEAM-TEACHING 

AND SELF-CONTAINED CLASSROOM 

Source of Variation 

Residuals 

F Source of Variation SS df S.D. F 

Difference 

Within Groups 

Total 

100.0180 

2298.0698 

1 

149 

100.0180 

15.4232 

6.4848* Difference 

Within Groups 

Total 2398.0878 150 

100.0180 

15.4232 

6.4848* 

* p < .05. 

in self-contained- classrooms on the withdrawn items of the 

Behavior Description Chart through a test of significance 

using the analysis of covariance. The means and standard 

deviations of withdrawn behavior for the first-grade children 

can be found in Table XXI. 

TABLE XXI 

WITHDRAWN BEHAVIOR MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
FOR THE FIRST GRADE 

Number Mean S.D. 

Team Teaching 65 

O
 * 2.84 

Self-Contained 88 -.55 3.43 

According to the Behavior Description Chart, the mean 

for the withdrawn items of the first-grade team-teaching 

group was .06, with a standard deviation of 2.84. The 

self-contained classroom had a mean of -.55, with a standard 
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deviation of 3.43. The F value, as shown in Table XXII 

with 1 and 149 degrees of freedom, was found to be .7632 and 

did not reach statistical significance. Hypothesis III-C 

was therefore accepted. Table XXII indicates the result of 

this test. 

TABLE XXII 

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE OF WITHDRAWN BEHAVIOR OF 
FIRST-GRADE CHILDREN IN THE TEAM-TEACHING 

AND SELF-CONTAINED CLASSROOM 

Residuals 

Source of Variation SS df MS F 

Difference 6.7988 1 6.7988 .7632* 

Within Groups 1327.1600 149 8.9071 

Total 1333.9588 150 

*p is not significant. 

It was predicted that there would be no significant 

difference between the scores on a teacher rating of leader-

ship behavior made by second-grade children after two years 

in self-contained classrooms and those made by second-grade 

children after two years in team-teaching organizations. 

Hypothesis IV-A was tested by comparing the corrected mean 

scores of children in team teaching with those of children 

in self-contained classrooms on the leadership items of the 

Behavior Description Chart through a test of significance 

using the analysis of covariance. The means and standard 
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deviations of withdrawn behavior for the first-grade children 

can be found in Table XXIII. 

TABLE XXIII 

LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
FOR THE SECOND GRADE 

Number Mean S.D. 
Adjusted 
Mean 

Team Teaching 66 2. 79 4.12 2.67 

Self-Contained 78 . 35 4.22 .45 

The leadership items on the Behavior Description Chart 

indicated that the mean of the second-grade team-teaching 

group was 2.79, with a standard deviation of 4.12. The 

self-contained group had a mean of .35 and a standard devia-

tion of 4.22. The adjusted mean for the team-teaching group 

was 2.67, and the adjusted mean for the self-contained group 

was .45. Comparison of the F value in Table XXIV with the 

table value for significance revealed that 13.4750 with 1 

and 140 degrees of freedom was significant beyond the .01 

level of confidence. Hypothesis IV-A was therefore rejected. 

Results can be found in Table XXIV. 

It was predicted that there would be no significant 

difference between the scores on a teacher rating of aggres-

sive behavior made by second-grade children after two years 

in self-contained classrooms and those made by second-grade 

children after two years in team-teaching organizations. 
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TABLE XXIV 

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE OF LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR OF 
SECOND-GRADE CHILDREN IN THE TEAM-TEACHING 

AND SELF-CONTAINED CLASSROOM 

Source of Variation 

Residuals 

F Source of Variation SS df MS F 

Difference 

Within Groups 

Total 

210.8944 

2191.1074 

1 

140 

210.8944 

15.6507 

13.4750* Difference 

Within Groups 

Total 2402.0018 141 

13.4750* 

*p < .01. 

Hypothesis IV-B was tested by comparing the corrected mean 

scores of children in team teaching v/ith those of children 

in self-contained classrooms on the aggressive items of the 

Behavior Description Chart through a test of significance 

using the analysis of covariance. The means and standard 

deviations of aggressive behavior for the second-grade chil-

dren can be found in Table XXV. 

TABLE XXV 

AGGRESSIVE BEHAVIOR MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
FOR THE SECOND GRADE 

Number Mean S.D. 

Team Teaching 66 -2.52 4.26 

Self-Contained 78 -2.92 4.68 



78 

The mean of the second-grade team-teaching group, 

according to the teacher rating of aggressive items on the 

Behavior Description Chart, was -2.52, with a standard devia-

tion of 4.26. The self-contained group had a mean of -2.92, 

and a standard deviation of 4.68. Table XXVI indicates the 

F ratio with 1 and 140 degrees of freedom, to be ,3322. 

Hypothesis IV-B was therefore accepted. Results of the test 

can be found in Table XXVI. 

TABLE XXVI 

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE OF AGGRESSIVE BEHAVIOR OF 
SECOND-GRADE CHILDREN IN THE TEAM-TEACHING 

AND SELF-CONTAINED CLASSROOM 

Residuals 

Source of Variation SS df MS F 

Difference 6.5519 1 6.5519 .3322* 

Within Groups 2760.3558 140 19.716 8 

Total 2766.9077 141 

*p is not significant. 

It was predicted that there would be no significant 

difference between the scores on a teacher rating of withdrawn 

behavior made by second-grade children after two years in 

self-contained classrooms and those made by second-grade 

children after two years in team-teaching organizations. 

Hypothesis IV—C was tested by comparing the corrected mean 

scores of children in team teaching with those of children in 

self-contained classrooms on the withdrawn items of the . 
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Behavior Description Chart through a test of significance 

using the analysis of covariance. The means and standard 

deviations of withdrawn behavior for the second-grade chil-

dren can be found in Table XXVII. 

TABLE XXVII 

WITHDRAWN BEHAVIOR MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
FOR THE SECOND GRADE 

Number Mean S. D. 
Adjusted 
Mean 

Team Teaching 66 -1.20 3. 60 -1.11 

Self-Contained 78 .64 3. 88 .58 

According to the teacher rating of the Behavior 

Description Chart, the withdrawn items indicated the mean of 

the second grade for the team-teaching group was -1.20, with 

a standard deviation of 3.60. The self-contained group had 

a mean of .64 and a standard deviation of 3.88. The adjusted 

mean for the team-teaching group was -1.11, and the adjusted 

mean for the self-contained group was .58. Comparison of the 

F value in Table XXVIII with 1 and 140 degrees of freedom 

to the table values for significance, revealed that 8.9903 

was significant beyond the .01 level of confidence. Hypoth-

esis IV-C was therefore rejected. Results of the test can 

be found in Table XXVIII. 
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TABLE XXVIII 

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE OF WITHDRAWN BEHAVIOR OF 
SECOND-GRADE CHILDREN IN THE TEAM-TEACHING 

AND SELF-CONTAINED CLASSROOM 

Residuals 

Source of Variation SS df MS F 

Difference 126.2832 1 126.2832 8.9903* 

Within Groups 1966.5180 140 14.0465 

Total 2092.8012 141 

*p < .01. 

The results of testing the hypotheses in this study can 

be summarized in the following manner: 

1. The first-grade team-teaching group and the first-

grade self-contained group were not found to be significantly 

different in personal adjustment. However, there was a 

statistically significant difference between the two groups 

of children in the occurrence of social adjustment and total 

adjustment. The children from the team-teaching group had a 

higher level of adjustment in both areas. 

2. There was no significant difference between the 

first-grade team-teaching group and the first-grade self-

contained group on a teacher rating of leadership behavior 

and withdrawn behavior. A statistical difference was found 

to exist between the two groups in the incidence of aggres-

sive behavior. This was found to be more characteristic of 

children from the self-contained group. 
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3. The second-grade children from the team-teaching 

group were found to be significantly higher in the area of 

social adjustment than second-grade children from the self-

contained group. The two groups did not differ with respect 

to either personal adjustment or total adjustment. 

4. The second-grade team-teaching group and the second-

grade self-contained group did not differ significantly with 

respect to incidence of aggressive behavior. There was a 

statistical significance, however, between the team-teaching 

group and the self-contained group in the area of leadership 

behavior and withdrawn behavior. The team-teaching group had 

the highest teacher rating of leadership behavior; whereas 

the self-contained group was found to be more inclined toward 

behavior indicating withdrawn tendencies. 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, 

RECOMMENDATIONS, AND SUMMARY 

Discussion 

The object of this study was to make a comparison of 

students in self-contained and team-teaching classrooms. 

Separate comparisons were made between (1) children in team-

teaching and self-contained classrooms in the first grade 

and (2) children in team-teaching and self-contained class-

rooms in the second grade. No differences were found to 

exist between the two groups of first-grade children with 

respect to personal adjustment, as measured by the California 

Test of Personality. The slight difference that did exist 

was in favor of the team-teaching group. This difference 

was so small that it did not warrant consideration. Although 

of different design, this test was in agreement with the 

work done by Soucy (6). He found no significant differences 

during the first year of his study. Lambert (5), however, 

did find a significant difference in favor of team teaching. 

Although he was utilizing a multi-grade level approach, he 

found significant differences in the primary grades on a 

measure of personal adjustment as measured by the CTP. 

There was a significant difference in the first grade, 

in favor of the team-teaching group, on a measure of social 
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adjustment and total adjustment. The results of this test 

were not in agreement with the work done by Soucy (6) or 

Lambert (5). The apparent discrepancy between Soucy*s work, 

this study, and Lambert's study may be due to the difference 

in design and structure of the classes. Soucy studied sixty 

matched pairs of first-grade children that had been randomly 

assigned to both the team-teaching and self-contained class-

rooms. He found no significant differences between his two 

groups. This study involved separate groups of children in 

both the first and second grades that constituted naturally 

assembled classrooms. Significant differences were found to 

exist in social adjustment and total adjustment. 

Another difference between Lambert's study, Soucy's 

study, and this study was that Lambert was comparing groups 

of primary children without dividing them by grade level. 

Lambert also attempted to measure the interaction between 

the level of adjustment of boys and girls. Another point of 

difference was that Lambert utilized five members to a 

teaching team. Only two were classroom teachers, and the 

other three members were composed of two graduate assistants 

and an aide. Lambert found no significant differences in 

either the first year or the second year of his study. 

Information gained from this study and from Lambert's work 

may indicate that the level of social adjustment is ncjit 

contingent upon either a single grade or a multi-grade 

structure. This would suggest that further study in this 

area should be explored. 
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In the second grade, children with two years of team 

teaching and children with two years in the self-contained 

classroom were found to have no statistical differences on a 

measure of personal adjustment and total adjustment. The 

only criteria measured that were found to be significant for 

both the first-grade children and the second-grade children 

was a measure of social adjustment. These results were not 

found to be significant in the studies by Soucy and Lambert. 

Soucy found no differences between his first-grade groups in 

self-contained and team-teaching classrooms in a one-year 

study on social adjustment, and Lambert found no significant 

differences between his primary groups in self-contained and 

team-teaching classrooms on either the first year or the 

second year of his study on social adjustment. Differences 

between these studies may be attributed to the fact that in 

this study both the pretest and posttest mean scores were 

considerably higher in levels of adjustment than in the other 

two studies. 

Although in this study no significant difference was 

found to exist in the area of personal adjustment, the team 

teaching groups, both first and second grades, achieved a 

higher level of adjustment than the self-contained groups. 

Lambert found the reverse to be true in his study. While he 

found no significant differences to exist in personal adjust-

ment, the self-contained group rated a higher level of: 

adjustment. These differences may possibly indicate the 



86 

need to attempt to discover more of the characteristics of 

personal adjustments of children in the team-teaching and 

self-contained classrooms. 

Although not statistically significant, it was without 

exception that the self-contained groups in the first and 

second grades had a decrease in means on each of the personal, 

social, and total adjustment scores. This would seem to 

indicate that there needs to be a strengthening of personal 

and social skills that are not being met at present in the 

self-contained classrooms. 

There remain, however, some questions concerning the 

present experiment that deserve closer analysis. One such 

question would be the effect of only four teachers to a team. 

If teachers are a factor in the level of adjustment of first-

and second-grade children, then it seems reasonable to assume 

that four teachers within one classroom would be an important 

variable responsible to some degree for the high level of 

social and total adjustment in the team teaching situation. 

Further study in controlling the possible optimum number of 

teachers per team may account for other variables that are 

not included within the present study. 

It seems noteworthy to point out that while the socio-

metric questions were used basically to reduce and evaluate 

teacher differences, several interesting points of concern 

might be appropriate at this time. Teachers and students 

were able to select a high proportion of the same children 
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that displayed traits of leadership behavior. It was con-

cluded that since leadership behavior is more overtly dis-
* 

played, it is more evident and easier to recognize in the 

classroom situation than would be aggressive or withdrawn 

behavior. 

Another important characteristic that emerged from the 

study was that aggressive behavior received the smallest per-

centage of teacher-student choices and also the smallest 

percentage of mutual teacher-student choices. There was a 

noticeable discrepancy between the teachers' and students' 

choices on leadership and aggressive behavior. Students' 

choices of children with leadership tendencies were often 

chosen by teachers as indicating traits of aggression. 

Leadership behavior from the view of the students may be 

regarded as aggression from the teacher's point of view. Also 

aggression seems to be more difficult to detect or identify, 

since it is not displayed as overtly as leadership behavior. 

The results of this study showed that second-grade 

children from team-teaching classrooms in this sample were 

superior to the children from self-contained classrooms on 

a teacher rating of leadership behavior. They possessed 

more leadership ability as rated by their teachers and were 

found to be less withdrawn. These two differences were 

statistically significant. No significant differences were 

found between the second-grade groups in the area of aggres-

sive behavior. 
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The first-grade children in self~contained classrooms 

displayed more aggressive behavior than did children from 

team-teaching classrooms. This was shown to be statistically 

significant. There were no significant differences found 

between the first-grade groups in leadership behavior or 

withdrawn behavior. 

The results of these findings do not seem to indicate 

any pattern of behavior that is consistent from the first 

grade to the second grade, except in the areas of social 

adjustment which was prevalent in both the first- and second-

grade children in team teaching. The only possible trend 

that seems to be evident or tenable is that it may be 

feasible for children in the self-contained classrooms to 

develop a predisposition toward aggressive traits and to 

develop an inclination toward withdrawn tendencies because 

of the constricting environment and the limitation of social 

and personal relationships in the one-teacher classroom. 

Good adjustment, according to Havighurst (2), would be 

the presence of leadership behavior and the absence of 

aggressive and'withdrawn behavior. Leadership traits were 

evidenced more often by children from team-teaching groups 

than by children from self-contained groups. 

Findings 

The findings are based on information gained from this 

study: 
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1. There is no difference between children from team-

teaching organizations and children from self-contained 

classrooms with respect to personal adjustment at the end 

of the first or second grade. 

2. Children from team-teaching classrooms had a sig-

nificantly higher level of social adjustment at the end of 

the first and second grades than did the children from self-

contained classrooms. 

3. Children from team-teaching classrooms had a sig-

nificantly higher level of total adjustment at the end of 

the first grade than.did the children from self-contained 

classrooms. 

4. Children from second-grade self-contained classrooms 

are at no disadvantage with respect to total adjustment when 

compared'with children from the team-teaching classrooms. 

5. Children from second-grade team-teaching classrooms 

were rated by their teachers as evidencing more leadership 

ability than children from self-contained classrooms. 

6. There is no significant difference between children 

from team-teaching classrooms and children from self-

contained classrooms as rated by their teachers on a measure 

of leadership behavior at the end of the first grade. 

7. Children from the first-grade self-contained class-

rooms are rated by their teachers as showing more evidence 

of aggressive behavior than children from team-teaching 

classrooms. 
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8. There is no difference between children in the 

second grade from team-teaching classrooms and children from 

self-contained classrooms on a teacher rating of aggressive 

behavior. 

9. There is no statistically significant difference 

between children from first-grade team-teaching classrooms 

and children from self-contained classrooms on a teacher 

rating of withdrawn behavior. 

10. Children from second-grade self-contained classrooms 

are rated by their teachers as showing more evidence of 

withdrawn behavior than children from team-teaching class-

rooms . 

Conclusions 

In the light of the evidence and within the limitations 

of this study the following conclusions seem to be justified: 

1. Team-teaching organization leads to better social 

adjustment in the first and second grades than does the 

self-contained classroom. 

2. Team-teaching organization leads to better total 

adjustment in the first grade than does the self-contained 

classroom. 

3. Team-teaching organization provides for a more 

suitable atmosphere for promoting leadership qualities in 

the second grade than does the self—contained classroom. 
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4. Self-contained classrooms contribute more to aggres-

sive behavior in the first grade than does team teaching. 

5. Self-contained classrooms contribute more to 

withdrawn behavior in the second grade than does team teach-

ing. 

Implications 

The following implications were drawn from the findings 

and conclusions of the study: 

1. A possible pattern is shown by the fact that chil-

dren from self-contained classrooms were equal to children 

in team-teaching classrooms with respect to personal adjust-

ment but not social adjustment. Although the personal adjust-

ment between the two groups of children was not statistically 

significant, the opportunity of the children in social 

situations in the team-teaching classrooms may be more en-

hanced by flexible grouping and the interaction of being 

with more than one teacher. 

2. The children from self-contained classrooms were 

rated by their teacher as being more withdrawn in the second 

grade than were children from team-teaching classrooms. 

This may indicate that one teacher is unable to meet the 

numerous personal and social needs of a child as well as can 

several teachers. 

3. The children from first-grade self-contained^class-

rooms were found to be more aggressive than children from 
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first-grade team-teaching classrooms. This may be due to 

the fact that children grouped together for the first time 

have only a limited number of children with whom to associate; 

whereas the children in team-teaching classrooms are provided 

with a greater range of association. 

4. Leadership behavior was more evident in second-

grade children from team-teaching classrooms than children 

in self-contained classrooms. This may be an indication 

that children are provided with more opportunities to display 

leadership qualities through the use of flexible grouping 

and identifying with more than one teacher. 

5. There was a decrease in levels of personal, social, 

and total adjustment apparent in the children in first- and 

second-grade self-contained classrooms. Although not all of 

the decreases were statistically significant, this may be an 

indication that teachers in the self-contained classrooms 

are not meeting the personal and social needs of the children. 

Recommendations 

After an analytical study of the data in the foregoing 

chapter, the following recommendations are presented: 

1. A study should be made to determine techniques to 

be used by the teacher to improve pupil social and personal 

adjustment in the classroom. 
) 

2. A longitudinal study should be made between dhildren 

in the self-contained and team-teaching classrooms that would 

follow them through the elementary school. 
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3. A study should be made of parental attitudes toward 

the self-contained and team-teaching classrooms. 

4. A larger sampling of pupils involved in team-teach-

ing and self-contained classrooms should be studied to give 

more validity to the study. 

5. Good teaching, accompanied by understanding, 

sympathetic guidance and proper evaluation is necessary for 

the best possible growth and adjustment of the whole child. 

6. An enriched and varied curricular program should be 

based upon individual needs and differences in order that 

pupils may experience satisfactory adjustment in the curricular 

experience. 

7. Further research is necessary to determine why 

children in self-contained classrooms show fewer leadership 

qualities than children from team-teaching classrooms. 

8. Further research is necessary to determine why 

children in team-teaching classrooms have a higher level of 

social adjustment than children from self-contained classrooms. 

9. Further investigation in relative perceptiveness, 

self-expression, self-awareness, role expectation, interest 

stimulation and emotional security is necessary to determine 

why children from self-contained classrooms are more aggres-

sive and withdrawn than children from team-teaching class-

rooms . 

10. There should be open communication between teachers 

in order to place the teacher in a better position to 

evaluate children's behavior in its proper context. 
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11. Further research is necessary to determine the 

effect of different numbers of teachers per team upon chil-

dren in team-teaching classrooms. 

Summary 

One hundred and thirty-one children in team-teaching 

classrooms were compared to 166 children from self-contained 

classrooms on personal adjustment, social adjustment, total 

adjustment, leadership behavior, aggressive behavior, and 

withdrawn behavior. It was hypothesized that there would be 

no significant difference between the first-grade groups in 

team-teaching and self-contained classrooms and between the 

second-grade groups in team-teaching and self-contained 

classrooms on these criteria. The children in the first-

grade team-teaching group were assigned a team of four 

teachers. The first-grade children in the control group 

were in five self-contained classrooms. Children in the 

second-grade team-teaching group, were assigned a team of 

four teachers; whereas the second-grade children in the 

control group were in four self-contained classrooms. One 

self-contained classroom in the second-grade was deleted 

from the study because of the extensive illness of the teacher, 

The children were from two neighboring schools in a small 

Texas city which has become a suburb of a large city. 

Instruments used were the Metropolitan Readiness Test 

(3), the California Test of Mental Maturity, Long Form (7), 

t h e Stanford Achievement Test (4), the California Test of 



95 

Personality (8), the Behavior Description Chart (2) , and the 

'Guess-Who Test"(1). No significant differences were found 

between the two groups of first-grade children in personal 

adjustment, leadership behavior, and withdrawn behavior. 

Significant differences were found between the first-grade 

groups, in favor of children from team-teaching classrooms, 

in social adjustment and total adjustment. These differences 

reached better than p < .01 level in both social adjustment 

and total adjustment. The first-grade children in self-

contained classrooms were found to have better than p < .05 

in aggressive behavior. No significant differences were 

found to exist between the second-grade children in personal 

adjustment, total adjustment, and aggressive behavior. 

Children in the second-grade team-teaching group were found 

to be significantly different from the children in self-

contained classrooms in social adjustment and leadership 

behavior. These differences reached better than p < .05 and 

p < .01 levels, respectively. On the other hand, children 

in the second-grade self-contained classrooms were found to 

be more withdrawn than children from team-teaching classrooms. 

This difference went beyond the p < .01 level. Teachers and 

students were able to select more like choices in leadership 

behavior than in aggressive or withdrawn behavior as measured 

by the teacher rating of the Behavior Description Chart and 

the student rating of the "Guess-Who Test." Aggressive behavior 

was least identified by both students and teachers according 
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to the 'fciuess-Who Test" and Behavior Description Chart. 

Differences between the teacher rating of the students' 

behavior in both the experimental and control groups seemed 

small when compared to the students' rating of the same 

behavior. 

Comparison of these results with previous research 

suggests that duration of time spent in team-teaching organiza-

tions is not necessarily significant as far as the level of 

adjustment is concerned. A child's adjustment appears to be 

positively affected by the social aspects of team teaching 

but not significantly affected in the area of personal 

adjustment. 

Recommendations were made for closer communication 

between teachers and an awareness of the child's personal, 

social, and curricular needs. Several suggestions were made 

for further research. 
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APPENDIX A 

BEHAVIOR DESCRIPTION CHART 

Directions: In each of the sets of descriptive state-
ments below, pick out two statements. (1) Pick out that 
statement which you find fits the child most aptly—the one 
which the child is most like. (2) Then pick out the state-
ment which the child is least like. Place the letters of 
those statements on the record sheet under the number corre-
sponding to the set of statements. Do not be concerned if 
the statement does not apply exactly, and do not dwell too 
long upon your decision. Go through the entire chart for 
one child at a time. Experience shows that the ratings can 
be completed in just a few minutes per child. 

1. A. Others come to him for help. 
B. Causes disturbances. 
C. Lacks confidence in himself. 
D. Reports those who break the rules. 
E. Shows emotions in a restrained way. 

2. A. Other children find it hard to get along with him. 
B. Is easily confused. 
C. Other children are eager to be near him or on his 

side. 
D. Likes to see things done his way. 
E. Interested in other people's opinions and activities, 

3. A. Sensitive, touchy, hurt by criticism. 
B. Shows off, attention getter. 
C. Is self-confident. 
D. Enjoys being a part of the group without taking the 

lead. 
E. Dislikes criticism. 

A. Is extremely quiet and passive. 
B. Is a natural leader. 
C. Is boastful. 
D. Does his share, but does not seek leadership. 
E. Finds excuses when his work is not done. i 
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5. A. Frequently gets .into fights. 
B. Helps to make and enforce rules. 
C. Seems anxious and fearful. 
D. Criticizes other people. 
E. Is generous when in the mood, 

6. A. Makes sensible, practical plans. 
B. Breaks rules. 
C. Becomes discouraged easily. 
D. Usually willing to share with others. 
E. Does not care what others think. 

7. A. Takes an active part in group projects and other 
activities. 

B. Is shy and retiring. 
C. Others cannot work with him. 
D. Polite. 
E. Assertive. 

8. A. Quarrelsome. 
B. Is tense or ill at ease when reciting or appearing 

before a group. 
C. Likes jobs which give him responsibility. 
D. Is quiet and seems content with himself. 
E. Enjoys conversation. 

9. A. His presence or absence is not noticed by other 
children. 

B. Figures out things for himself. 
C. Is impulsive and easily excited. 
D. Is a good follower. 
E. Is usually courteous to other children. 

10. A. Tries to bully and domineer over others. 
B. Is quick to see valuable things in other people's 

suggestions. 
C. Is hard to know. 
D. Is boisterous. 
E. Pleasant to talk with but seldom initiates a con-

versation. 
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APPENDIX B 

ANALYSIS OF THE BEHAVIOR DESCRIPTION CHART 

AND THE "GUESS-WHO TEST" 

Although not directly related to the study, the follow-

ing description was used in an effort to analyze teacher 

differences between the experimental and the control groups 

on the teacher rating of the Behavior Description Chart as 

analytically compared to the student rating of the 'tiuess-Who 

Test," The total score on the Behavior Description Chart 

ranges from +10 (most like) to -10 (least like). The 

teacher was asked to select the items most like and least 

like each child in a set of ten groups of five statements 

each. A most like nomination would contribute to the total 

score of the particular behavior in question. A least like 

selection would be subtracted from his total score for that 

variable. Only those children that received a positive 

choice of +1 to +10 on their total score of each variable 

were included in the analysis. A positive value would 

indicate that the teacher had seen evidence of leadership 

behavior, aggressive behavior, or withdrawn behavior in the 

student. 

On the student rating of the "Guess-Who Test!' children 

were allowed a total of nine choices. They were given the 
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opportunity to select three students that would best fit 

each situation that depicted leadership behavior, aggressive 

behavior, and withdrawn behavior. The score for each child 

was the total number of choices received on each variable. 

Only those children that received three choices or more on 

each variable were selected as indicative of displaying 

leadership behavior, aggressive behavior, or withdrawn 

behavior. The results of the rating of the "Guess-Who Test" 

were then compared with the teachers * rating of the Behavior 

Description Chart. it was possible for a child to be listed 

on more than one variable on both the Behavior Description 

Chart and the "Guess-Who Test." For sake of comparison, the 

first and second grades in both the experimental and con-

trolled groups were designated each as one group. Classroom 

number 06 in the self-contained group was deleted from the 

study because of the extensive illness of the teacher. Class-

rooms 01 through 05 in the self-contained group and classrooms 

01 through 04 in the team-teaching group are first grades; 

whereas classroom 0 7 through 10 and classrooms 0 5 through 

08 are second grades, respectively. Table XXIX illustrates 

the comparison of teacher-student choices of leadership 

behavior as indicated by the Behavior Description Chart and 

the "Guess-Who Test." 

The total choices for leadership behavior by teachers 

in the self-contained classrooms were 83 as compared to the 

students* total choices of 82. Total mutual choices were 
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52, with a mutual choice mean of 5.77. The total mutual 

choice range for the self-contained group was from 3 to 9. 

The teachers in the team-teaching group had a total of 80 

choices for total leadership behavior; whereas the students 

in the team-teaching group indicated a total of 68 children 

that displayed leadership behavior. Total mutual choices 

for the team-teaching group were 49, with a mutual choice 

mean of 6.12. The range of total mutual choices was from 3 

to 10. The mutual choice mean difference between the experi-

mental groups and the controlled groups on leadership behavior 

was .35. 

Examination of the total teacher choices and total 

student choices for both groups reveals certain discrepancies. 

The difference of total teacher-student choices in self-

contained groups was 82 to 83. This would seem to indicate 

that both students and teachers recognized numerous students 

that displayed traits of leadership behavior. On the other 

hand, only 52 of this number were mutual choices. The team-

teaching group had fewer students from which to choose, and 

yet, the teachers designated 80 of these students to have 

qualities of leadership. The students in team teaching 

observed a smaller number (68) to be of leadership character, 

but the total mutual choices totalled 49, with a mutual 

choice mean of 6.12 that was slightly higher than that of 

the self-contained group (5.77). The mutual choice range of 

the experimental group was from 3 to 10, and the control 
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group was from 3 to 9. Both teachers and students seem to 

agree on the attributes of leadership behavior. 

The difference between the total teacher choices in 

the experimental group and the controlled group was 80 and 

83 respectively; the difference in student choices between 

the two groups was somewhat greater with 82 choices from the 

self-contained group and 68 choices from the team-teaching 

group. The highest mutual choices achieved by an individual 

room were in classroom number 07 of the team-teaching group, 

which designated 15 choices for the teacher and 10 choices 

for the students, with 10 mutual choices. In the self-

contained group, classroom number 07 also had the highest 

number of mutual choices. The teacher chose 10 with leader-

ship traits, and the students chose 13, with 9 being mutual 

choices. Classroom number 06 had the lowest number of mutual 

choices in the team-teaching groups. The teacher and the 

students chose 7, but the mutual choices came to a total of 

only 3, In the self-contained group, classroom number 10 

was lowest in mutual choices. The teacher chose 5 students 

that displayed traits of leadership behavior, and the stu-

dents chose 7, with a mutual choice of 3. 

Table XXX illustrates the comparison of teacher-student 

choices of aggressive behavior as indicated by the Behavior 

Description Chart and the'^Guess-Who Test." The total choices 
I 

received for aggressive behavior came to 37 for the teachers 

and 69 for the students in the self-contained groups. The 
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total mutual choices was 28, with a mutual choice mean of 

3.11. Teachers in the team-teaching group had a total of 

25 choices, and the students rated themselves with 59. The 

total of mutual choices in the team-teaching group was 20, 

with a mutual choice mean of 2.50. The range of mutual 

choices of the self-contained group was 1 to 5, and the range 

of the team-teaching group was almost identical, 1 to 6. The 

mutual choice mean difference between the experimental group 

and the control group was .61. 

The total team teacher choices of 25 were 12 less than 

the total self-contained teacher choices of 37, and the total 

student choices in the team-teaching group of 59 were 10 less 

than the total self-contained student choices of 69. Total 

student choices~~59 in the team-teaching group and 69 in the 

self-contained group—came to considerably more than the 

total teacher choices of 25 and 37 respectively. Although 

the team-teaching group had fewer total children from which 

to choose, there appears to be a moderate ratio in numbers 

between student choices and teacher choices in both groups. 

It is possible that traits of aggressive behavior are more 

evident to the children than to the teachers. 

The highest number of mutual choices in the self-

contained group came from classroom number 05, with a total 

of 5. The teacher rated 5 children in the room as having 

tendencies toward aggressive behavior; whereas the students 

rated 6 as displaying aggressive behavior. Classroom 
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number 04 had the lowest number of mutual choices in the 

self-contained group with a total of 1. The teacher rated 

2 in the classroom as having aggressive behavior, and the 

students rated 6 as having aggressive tendencies. 

The highest number of mutual choices in the team-teach-

ing group was 6 from classroom number 06. The teacher rated 

7 as indicating aggressive behavior, and the students chose 

8 with aggressive behavior. The smallest number of mutual 

choices was observed in classroom number 04. The teacher 

chose 1 student in the class with aggressive behavior ten-

dencies; whereas the students rated 8 with aggressive behavior. 

Mutual choices in the self-contained groups ranged from 3 

through 6; mutual choices for the team-teaching group had a 

greater variation of 1 through 7. 

Table XXXI illustrates the comparison of teacher-student 

choices of withdrawn behavior as indicated by the Behavior 

Description Chart and the "Guess-Who Test." The teachers in 

the self-contained groups had total choices of 64 as compared 

to the total student choices of 75. The total mutual choices 

were 34, with a mutual choice mean of 3.77. The range of 

mutual choices of the self-contained group was 1 through 10, 

with the range of teacher choices being 4 through 11, and 

the range of student choices being 6 through 12. The team-

teaching group had total teacher choices of 54, with total 

student choices of 66. The total mutual choices came to 25, 

with a mutual choice mean of 3.12. The mutual choice mean 
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difference between the experimental groups and the control 

groups was .65. 

The self-contained group had a range of mutual choices 

from 1 through 10; whereas the team-teaching group had a 

mutual choice range of 1 through 8. The total team teacher 

choices of 54 was 10 less than the total self-contained 

teacher choices of 64, and the total student choices in the 

team-teaching group of 66 was 9 less than the total of 75 by 

the self-contained students. The greatest number of mutual 

choices in the self-contained group came from classroom 

number 09, with a total of 10. The teacher rated 11 children 

in the room as having withdrawn tendencies, and the students 

rated 13 as displaying withdrawn traits. The lowest numbers 

in the self-contained group of mutual choices were from 

classroom numbers 01 and 03. In classroom 01 the teacher 

rated 5 as displaying withdrawn behavior, and the students 

rated 7 with similar traits; whereas in classroom 03 the 

teacher rated 8 as showing withdrav/n tendencies, and the 

students rated 6 as displaying withdrawn traits. The largest 

number of mutual choices in the team-teaching group came from 

classroom number 01, with mutual choices of 8. The teachers 

rated 14 as displaying withdrawn behavior, and the students 

rated 9 with similar traits. The lowest number of mutual 

choices in the team-teaching group was shown by classroom 

numbers 02, 03, 05, and 07, with a total of 1. The teachers 

rated the students respectively, 7, 6, 5, and 2; whereas 
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the students rated the children respectively, 5, 8, 9, and 

9, as displaying withdrawn behavior. It can be seen that 

there is no consistency to students or teachers giving the 

greatest number of choices. 

A summary of the results of the analysis of the Behavior 

Description Chart and the "Guess-Who Test" is as follows: 

1. There appears to be only a normal amount of dis-

crepancy between teacher and student ratings of leadership 

behavior, aggressive behavior, and withdrawn behavior, as 

was stated by Gronlund (3, p. 11). 

2. Teachers and students were able to make more mutual 

choices in leadership behavior. 

3. From the total choices indicated, leadership 

behavior is either more evident or it is easier to recognize 

by both students and teachers. 

4. Teachers and students made the second largest number 

of total choices on the rating of withdrawn behavior. 

5. Aggressive behavior received the smallest percentage 

of teacher-student choices from both groups. Either there 

was less aggressive behavior present than there was leader-

ship or withdrawn behavior, or it was more difficult to 

detect or identify. 

6. Students from both groups rated leadership behavior, 

aggressive behavior, and withdrawn behavior as being more 

evident than did teachers from either group. This may be 

indicative of the fact that children are provided with more 

opportunities in which to view these behaviors. 
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7. With regard to aggressive behavior and withdrawn 

behavior, these findings were evident: 

a. Self-contained teachers gave a higher per-

centage of choices on aggressive behavior than did team 

teachers. 

b. Team teachers gave a higher percentage of 

choices on withdrawn behavior than did the self-contained 

teachers. 

c. Team-teaching students gave a higher percentage 

of choices on aggressive behavior than did self-contained 

students. 

d. Team-teaching students gave a higher percentage 

of choices on withdrawn behavior than did self-contained 

Students, 

e. Students in both experimental and control groups 

gave a higher percentage of choices than did teachers of 

both groups. 

8. Overall, the differences between teachers of the 

experimental groups and the control groups seemed to be 

negligible when compared to the student differences on the 

same variables. 
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