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Abstract

Since collaboration within schools gains importance and is considered  significant 
for teachers’ professional development in order to meet the new 21st-century 
 educational demands, teacher education institutes show a growing interest in field 
experiences inspired by collaborative learning, such as team teaching. Team teaching is 
a teaching model in which (student) teachers work collaboratively in the preparation, 
teaching and evaluation of a course. In order to assess team teaching practices in teacher 
education by monitoring perceptions of collaborative team teaching experiences, an 
instrument is needed that offers insights to guide the learning process and support 
well-founded decision making. Therefore, an easy-to-use quantitative questionnaire 
to explore student teachers’ team teaching perceptions was developed and validated in 
four stages: an extensive literature review (1) resulting in a preliminary questionnaire 
containing advantages and disadvantages of team teaching (2). Next, a pilot study was 
conducted with 14 student teachers (3), followed by a further validation and reliability 
study based on exploratory factor analysis, peer debriefing, confirmatory factor analy-
sis and internal consistency analysis with 181 participating student teachers (4). The 
final questionnaire comprises 29 Likert-items in four scales – collaboration, co-creation, 
coaching and complexity – and appears to be both valid and reliable.

Keywords: teacher education, field experiences, collaboration, team teaching, 
student teacher, perceptions, questionnaire development, questionnaire validation

1. Introduction

1.1 Collaborative teaching in teacher education

Within teacher education, field experiences are crucial in the training of future 
teachers [1] as they trigger learning [2]. During field experiences, student teachers are 
traditionally placed individually with a mentor [3], i.e., the teacher in whose classroom 
the internship is conducted. They start by observing their mentor and, afterwards, get 
the responsibility to take over the class individually during a number of hours [4, 5].

However, theories of cooperative learning [6] and team learning [7] underline 
that professional cooperation can be highly beneficial. Indeed, collaboration 
between teachers is significant for their professional development [8] in order to 
meet the new educational demands of the 21st century [9, 10]. It triggers processes 
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of making learning questions and goals more explicit, leads to increased motivation, 
and reinforces the capacity to search for answers. Moreover, it stimulates reflection 
on experiences as a basis to undertake action to improve professional behavior [11].

Furthermore, both schools and policy makers are seeking teaching models in 
which teachers are more committed to collaborating, sharing expertise and experi-
ences, supporting each other, learning collaboratively, and enhancing their own 
competencies [12–14]. Those collaborative models can enhance learning by assisting 
teachers in responding better to learners’ needs through, for example, differentiated 
instruction, and potentially result in improved learning outcomes [15, 16].

Consequently, since collaboration within schools gains importance and is 
considered significant for teachers’ professional development, teacher education 
institutes show a growing interest in field experiences inspired by collaborative 
learning [17]. By collaborating with peers, student teachers can reach higher levels 
of performance [18]. Moreover, it may help student teachers to be better prepared 
for the transition to practice [19]. By hosting student teachers in pairs, opportuni-
ties for team teaching arise.

Given the long history of traditional individual student teaching, implement-
ing team teaching as a field experience model is challenging [5]. Therefore, to 
assess team teaching performances in teacher education, a follow-up of the student 
teachers’ learning processes is important to guide their professional growth. 
Furthermore, student teachers could also benefit from a tool to discuss their own 
collaboration and to indicate joint work points themselves. To that end, measuring 
student teachers’ perceptions of collaborative team teaching experiences is relevant, 
as these might function as a filter [20] on the collaboration and impact of the team 
teaching practice. Hence, an easy-to-use valid and reliable questionnaire of student 
teachers’ team teaching perceptions is needed.

2. Collaborative learning through team teaching

Team teaching is a collaborative teaching model that refers to two or more pro-
fessionals working together in some level of collaboration in the planning, delivery, 
and evaluation of a course [21, 22]. Co-teaching, collaborative teaching and coop-
erative teaching are sometimes used synonymously with team teaching.

Team teaching, however, refers to the collaboration between teachers in order 
to provide quality education to all learners, while the other concepts may in some 
instances be more narrowly defined and refer to the collaboration of a (general) 
teacher with a special education teacher in order to help learners with specific 
educational needs [23, 24].

As indicated in the definition, collaboration takes place between two or more 
professionals. Usually two teachers are involved (i.e., two (general) teachers, or a 
(general) teacher and a special education teacher), but other ways of collabora-
tion are equally possible (e.g., between three or more professionals, with a student 
teacher, a mentor during field experiences, a teacher trainer, a child caretaker, a 
paramedic, or even a larger group of teachers with specific development goals [25]).

In this study, we focus on team teaching as a field experience model applied by 
student teachers during teacher education in which the student teachers have the 
opportunity to team teach during practical lessons on campus or during internship 
lessons in schools. Within these contexts, team teaching can be applied by two stu-
dent teachers, although other formats are equally possible, such as groups of more 
than two student teachers, a student teacher and a mentor, or a student teacher and 
a teacher educator. As a consequence, the questionnaire on student teachers’ team 
teaching perceptions must be able to capture these different team teaching contexts.
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3. Team teaching models

In the literature several models of team teaching are described. Differences are 
related to the number of models or sub-models, and the labelling [21, 26]. In this 
study the typology of Baeten and Simons [21] is used as it is review-based [21]. 
Their typology distinguishes between five team teaching models based on the level 
of collaboration between the team teaching partners: (1) the observation model, 
(2) the coaching model, (3) the assistant teaching model, (4) the equal status 
model – parallel teaching, sequential teaching and station teaching – and (5) the 
teaming model [21].

In the observation and coaching models, collaboration is limited as one teacher 
has full responsibility while the other observes [27, 28] or coaches [29, 30]. A higher 
level of collaboration becomes evident in the assistant teaching model, where one 
teacher has the main responsibility, but receives assistance from another teacher 
who provides support to the learners, uses media, etc. [27, 31]. Several teaching 
formats are possible in the equal status model: teachers split up the class (parallel 
teaching) [31], divide the learning contents (sequential teaching) [32, 33], or split 
up both the class and the learning contents, so that both teachers, with the same sta-
tus and responsibilities, teach specific content or activities to a subgroup of learn-
ers (station teaching) [27, 34]. Finally, in the teaming model, both teachers fully 
collaborate during the preparation, the delivery and the evaluation of the lessons.

With regard to the application of team teaching models two important observa-
tions have to be made. First, it is important that student teachers adopt different 
roles within a specific model to underline the equivalence of both teaching partners 
involved, and to optimize the learning effect for both [35]. This recommendation 
applies in particular to models where one teacher assumes more responsibility, as 
is the case in the observation, coaching, and assistant teacher models. Second, it is 
important to vary between models. Several authors point to a growth path in team 
teaching. More experienced teams often alternate models, even within a single 
lesson [22, 36].

4. Research aim

Previous empirical studies have emphasized the advantages of team teaching for 
collaborative learning and encouraged its implementation in teacher education, as it 
can help offset some of the issues that affect the more traditional model of indi-
vidual student teaching (for instance lack of support, teaching in isolation), and 
because it maximizes resources in the classroom [4, 5].

Although the advantages of team teaching for student teachers have been 
confirmed in multiple studies, disadvantages (for instance conflicting personalities 
[15, 37], time-intensive planning [38–40]) have been recognized as well. Hence, a 
review-based overview of the relevant advantages and disadvantages of team teach-
ing for student teachers will be presented in the Results section.

Moreover, team teaching practice is related to student teachers’ perceptions of 
team teaching [9]. A number of studies show that teachers’ perceptions of col-
laboration have changed positively due to their experiences with team teaching 
[41]. Otherwise stated, student teachers’ perceptions might function as a filter 
[20] on the team teaching practice and the accompanying actions. For instance, 
negative past experiences with collaboration can lead to student teachers being 
less open to team teaching [42]. Consequently, offering situations where student 
teachers can have positive team teaching experiences may be a powerful way to 
foster collaborative learning.
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Therefore, to assess team teaching practice in teacher education, stakeholders 
such as student teachers, teacher educators and mentors are in need of an easy-to-
use instrument offering insights into student teachers’ perceptions of collaborative 
team teaching experiences, to guide the learning process and support well-founded 
decision making.

However, instruments to easily measure perceptions within team taught envi-
ronments are scarce [9]. Recently, a 16 Likert-items questionnaire for learners has 
been validated in Belgium and South Africa: the learners’ team teaching percep-
tions questionnaire (LTTPQ ) [43]. Contrary to the focus of the current study, the 
LTTPQ was based on specific characteristics of team taught learning environments 
for learners, such as rich and varied lessons (i.e., variety of teaching styles, multiple 
perspectives on topics), increased support (i.e., less waiting time for assistance, 
more differentiation, additional information on learning problems), learning gains 
(i.e., better understanding, higher quality of school work, higher test scores) and 
confusion (i.e., different expectations, different responses to questions).

To the best of our knowledge, there is no valid and reliable quantitative instru-
ment available to measure these aspects for student teachers. Therefore, the develop-
ment of such a questionnaire would be a first attempt to quantitatively measure 
student teachers’ team teaching perceptions.

Consequently, the aim of this study is to develop an easy-to-use valid and reli-
able quantitative self-report questionnaire to measure student teachers’ team teaching 
perceptions (main objective), based on a theoretical framework of student teachers’ 
team teaching advantages and disadvantages (sub-objective), usable within the 
context of all team teaching models and within different team teaching formats, 
regardless of student teachers’ team teaching experiences. The student teach-
ers’ team teaching perceptions questionnaire (STTPQ ) can be implemented 
as a growth tool in order to meet the shifted assessment focus from measuring 
performances to supporting professional growth [44], allowing teacher education 
institutes to make well-founded decisions.

5. Methodology

5.1 Research stages

The STTPQ was developed and validated in four stages: an extensive literature 
review (1) resulting in a preliminary version of the questionnaire containing advan-
tages and disadvantages of team teaching (2). Next, a pilot study was conducted 
with 14 student teachers in order to improve content validity (3), followed by a 
further validation and reliability study based on exploratory factor analysis, peer 
debriefing, confirmatory factor analysis and internal consistency analysis with 181 
student teachers (4). Hence, both quantitative and qualitative methods were applied 
(i.e., mixed methods) in order to increase the reliability of the instrument [45].

5.2 Research contexts and respondents

This study was deliberately conducted in two different teacher education pro-
grams in Flanders, Belgium, so that the questionnaire would be sufficiently robust 
for use in different contexts. The first context consisted of a one-year academic 
teacher education program which prepares students who have already obtained 
their master’s degree to become secondary school teachers. The second context 
consisted of a three-year teacher education program, aimed at training students to 
obtain a bachelor’s degree required for primary or lower secondary school teachers.
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For the pilot study a small sample of student teachers (N = 14) of the first 
context, who did not participate in the validation study, were selected on the basis 
of voluntary participation. The student teachers had already applied team teaching 
with a peer – student teacher – during field experiences.

The validation and reliability study took place in the second context, including a 
larger sample of student teachers (N = 181). These student teachers applied dif-
ferent models of team teaching mainly with a peer or exceptionally with a mentor 
during their field experiences. In accordance with previous research, the student 
teachers and mentors who acted as team teaching partners were prepared for their 
new roles (i.e., theoretical knowledge on team teaching) [15] before internship [9]. 
Student teachers were randomly assigned in pairs to a placement school [18]. Next, 
a digital version of the STTPQ was administered at two measurement moments 
(MM): during (MM1; N = 181), and after (MM2; N = 160) the team teaching  
internship in schools.

5.3 Stage 1: theoretical framework for the STTPQ

An extensive literature review was carried out to create an inventory of all 
relevant advantages and disadvantages of team teaching for student teachers [21]. 
Five electronic databases, namely ERIC, FRANCIS, PsychInfo, Scopus and Web of 
Science were searched with the following terms: team teaching, co-teaching, coopera-
tive teaching, collaborative teaching and paired placement combined with teacher 
education, teacher training, pre-service teacher, and student teacher.

By reading the abstracts of the retrieved records, relevant manuscripts were 
identified. In addition, the reference lists of those records were explored to search 
for other relevant manuscripts. The following inclusion criteria were applied: (1) 
The literature search started in the year 2000; (2) In order to ensure the quality of 
the review study, manuscripts had to be peer reviewed.

The literature review resulted in a corpus of 33 peer-reviewed manuscripts, 
which were read thoroughly to identify advantages and disadvantages of team 
teaching, and coded into themes in NVivo software. The coding process was data-
driven, based on a review of the literature. The themes were further explored in the 
manuscripts and incorporated into a narrative review providing qualitative descrip-
tions of student teachers’ team teaching advantages and disadvantages [46].

5.4 Stage 2: preliminary STTPQ

The preliminary STTPQ was developed based on the results of the literature 
review. The following criteria were used for the development of the items. First, the 
items had to represent the advantages and disadvantages retrieved from the reviewed 
literature. Second, the items had to be clearly formulated (as in not interpretative). 
Third, the items had to be unique (as in distinctive). Last, the items had to be univer-
sal (as in understandable in different contexts). Additionally, the use of the scaling 
technique was applied as it offers significant benefits over the use of a single question: 
it increases both the validity and reliability of the scale [47, 48]. The answering state-
ments consist of a 5-point Likert scale ranging from I totally disagree to I totally agree.

5.5 Stage 3: pilot study

A pilot study with 14 student teachers was conducted to increase the content valid-
ity of the preliminary STTPQ. Accordingly, all items were tested through cognitive 
interviews – a suitable technique to reveal the reasoning of respondents when answer-
ing the questions [49, 50] – by using the think-aloud method [51]. All 14 student 
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teachers were interviewed independently by two researchers to reduce the possibility 
of missing out on important information. On the basis of the 14 cognitive interviews, 
several adjustments were made at item level, allowing all items to be retained.

5.6 Stage 4: validity and reliability of the STTPQ

The validation and the reliability study of the STTPQ was conducted by means 
of a combination of exploratory factor analysis (EFA), peer debriefing, confirma-
tory factor analysis (CFA), and internal consistency analysis. Evidence to use the 
data for factor analysis was verified by the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin test (> 0,80 = ade-
quate) [52] and the Bartlett’s test of sphericity. The Lavaan package (version 0,6–7) 
[53] and the Psych package (version 2.0.12) [54] in Rstudio (http://www.rstudio.
com/) were used to perform the statistical analyses.

First, an EFA was conducted in order to estimate the underlying factor structure 
of the data, i.e., without using a pre-defined hypothesized factor structure. To 
this end, data of the student teachers’ first measurement moment (MM1) were 
analyzed, using the maximum likelihood method with orthogonal rotation, in 
which factors – latent variables – and items – manifest variables – were retained and 
distinguished. Three criteria were used to determine the number of factors: (1) the 
Kaiser criterion (eigenvalues >1) [55], (2) the Cattell criterion (factors before the 
inflection point) [56] and (3) the content criterion (theoretically comprehensible). 
Additionally, items that loaded high (> 0,40) on one factor were included. By 
contrast, items that loaded high on one factor (> 0,40) and also fairly high (< 0,40) 
on another factor, with a difference of 0,15 or less between loadings, were excluded. 
Next, an item-total test correlation was used to recheck item validity measures in 
which each item should correlate – with a minimum of 0.20 as the cutoff value – 
with the total scale test score [57].

Furthermore, the reliability of the retained factor structure was verified in order 
to exclude items that did not meet the requirements for internal consistency. In the 
interpretation of the internal consistency, the following Cronbach’s alpha values 
were used: α < 0,60 = bad; 0,60 ≤ α < 0,80 = reasonable; α ≥ 0,80 = good [58].

Since a factor structure was retained without using a pre-defined hypoth-
esized factor structure (i.e., EFA), a further theoretical fine-tuning during a peer 
debriefing session with four researchers was necessary to maintain content validity 
(i.e., sufficiently representative) and construct validity (i.e., meaningful scales). 
Therefore, all factors and related items were checked for internal consistency, 
content, scales and factors.

Subsequently, a CFA was conducted on the same data (MM1) to verify whether 
the data fitted the pre-defined hypothesized factor structure with the remain-
ing items and scales. To evaluate the fit, various indices were studied: (1) the 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI), (2) the Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) and (3) the Root-
Mean-Square-Error-of-Approximation (RMSEA). For the CFI and the TLI, a value 
equal to or greater than 0,90 is a good fit [59]. Concerning the RMSEA, a cut-off 
value close to 0,06 is considered good [60].

Next, stepwise improvements, based on the modification indices, were added. 
Improvements were only made if the Akaike Information criterion (AIC) of the new 
model was significantly lower than before (cf. Pr(>Chisq) < 0,05).

Subsequently, a repeated EFA and CFA were conducted with similar data of the 
student teachers’ second measurement moment (MM2) in order to find evidence 
for the pre-defined hypothesized factor structure over time. Next, an item-total test 
correlation was used to recheck item validity measures at MM1 and MM2. Finally, 
the internal consistency for both measurement moments was analyzed in order to 
verify the reliability of the validated items in scales.
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6. Results

The results of the four different development and validation stages of the 
STTPQ questionnaire will be chronologically and separately presented: (1) theoreti-
cal framework of student teachers’ team teaching advantages and disadvantages, 
(2) preliminary version of the STTPQ, (3) results of the pilot study, and (4) results 
of the validation and reliability study of the questionnaire.

6.1  Theoretical framework for the STTPQ: student teachers’ team teaching 
advantages and disadvantages

Table 1 offers an overview of the advantages and disadvantages team teaching 
can have for student teachers, including the main references for each advantage and 
disadvantage that was retrieved from the literature.

The literature showed that team teaching offers several advantages to student 
teachers. These advantages are fourfold: (1) increased support, (2) increased dialog 
about learning and teaching, (3) professional growth, and (4) personal growth.

Team teaching provides increased support to student teachers [17, 23, 61–64]. 
During team teaching they experience both emotional and professional support 
from their peer. This can be explained by the fact that the team teaching partner is 
a peer and therefore at the same level, which makes it easier to share experiences 
and to complement each other’s strengths and weaknesses. Next, team teaching 
provides additional opportunities to dialog about learning and teaching [38, 61, 
65]. Student teachers ask each other’s opinion, analyze their approach and discuss 
alternatives more frequently. Besides, team teaching stimulates professional growth 
in the domains of teaching, collaboration, and reflection [37, 41, 66, 67]. Student 
teachers’ didactical, pedagogical and classroom management skills increase; they 
learn how to give each other feedback, how to plan and they reflect better on what 
works and what does not. Through the presence of a peer in the classroom, student 
teachers also experience personal growth [23, 68, 69]. Their sense of self-confidence 
and self-efficacy increases. This growth can be explained by the fact that they feel as 
if they are not the only one who is afraid or experiencing difficulties.

Advantages Main references

Increased support Bronson and Dentith (2014); Bullough et al. (2002); Carless (2016); 

Dee (2012); Gardiner and Robinson (2010); Kamens (2007)

Increased dialog Birrell and Bullough (2005); Gardiner and Robinson (2009); Nokes 

et al. (2008)

Professional growth Bashan and Holsblat (2012); Nguyen and Baldauf (2010); Shin et al. 

(2007); Stairs et al. (2009)

Personal growth Chanmugan and Gerlach (2013); Gardiner (2010); Kamens (2007)

Disadvantages Main references

Lack of compatibility Bashan and Holsblat (2012); Stairs et al. (2009); Tobin et al. (2001)

Comparison between peers Goodnough et al. (2009); Stairs et al. (2009)

Difficulty of providing 

constructive feedback

Parson and Stephenson (2005); Sorensen (2004)

Increased workload Gardiner and Robinson (2011); Nokes et al. (2008); Vacilotto and 

Cummings (2007)

Table 1. 
Advantages and disadvantages of team teaching for student teachers retrieved from the literature.
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Despite these advantages, four disadvantages of team teaching for student teach-
ers are recognized as well: (1) lack of compatibility of peers, (2) comparison between 
peers (3) difficulty of providing constructive feedback and (4) increased workload.

A lack of compatibility between peers can harm the effectiveness of team teach-
ing [37, 67, 70]. Potential problems, such as conflicting personalities, differences in 
opinions, differences in conceptions of teaching, a weaker peer relying too much on 
his partner, or an unfair workload division may hinder collaboration. Comparison 
between peers [67, 71] might occur when student teachers fear that one would out-
perform the other or when the mentor has a favorite student teacher who receives 
more attention. Some studies indicated that student teachers experience difficulties 
in providing constructive feedback [15, 72]. If student teachers do not know their peer 
well and if they do not have the time to build up mutual respect and trust, they are 
afraid to offend their peer and often only give positive and superficial feedback. 
Finally, some researchers reported an increased workload as a disadvantage [38–40] 
since finding time to plan lessons and reflect with the peer is challenging, but 
essential for team teaching.

6.2 Preliminary STTPQ

The preliminary version of the STTPQ includes 47 Likert-items organized in 
five scales to measure student teachers’ team teaching perceptions. These five scales 
are based on the advantages and disadvantages of team teaching described in the 
theoretical framework: (1) support (14 items), (2) dialog (5 items), (3) growth 
(14 items), (4) complexity (6 items), and (5) workload (8 items). The growth scale 
includes the initial subscales professional growth and personal growth. The complex-
ity scale includes three initial subscales, namely lack of compatibility, comparison 
between peers and difficulty of providing constructive feedback.

Table 2 shows the 47 items of the preliminary questionnaire with the corre-
sponding scales. Each scale consists of at least five items, which allows removal of 
problematic items during the validation and reliability study.

6.3 Pilot study

The pilot study resulted in adjustments at item level. Seven items were 
reformulated. First, Item 6 I found reflecting on our lessons together insightful was 
reformulated in By reflecting on the lessons with my team teaching partner, I gained 
more insight in my own qualities as a teacher. Second, Item 7 By preparing our les-
sons together, we dared to experiment was reformulated in By preparing our lessons 
together, we dared to experiment with new activities and approaches. Third, Item 9 I 
was tense because of the presence of my team teaching partner was reformulated in The 
presence of my team teaching partner during my lessons gave me extra stress. Fourth, 
Item 16 The presence of my team teaching partner made me feel more confident in front 
of the class was reformulated in I felt more confident thanks to the presence of my team 
teaching partner during the lessons. Fifth, Item 35 I could share my teaching experi-
ences with my team teaching partner was reformulated in I discussed my teaching 
experiences with my team teaching partner. Sixth, Item 37 I have grown on a personal 
level (e.g., self-confidence, social skills) was reformulated in The team taught lessons 
were beneficial to my self-confidence. Finally, Item 40 By comparing myself with my 
team teaching partner I discovered my own points of improvement was reformulated 
in Teaching with my team teaching partner made me reflect on my own strengths and 
weaknesses as a teacher. All seven reformulated items as well as the 40 unmodified 
items were used for the validation and the reliability study of the questionnaire.
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No. Item Scale

1 I could rely on my team teaching partner for questions and concerns. Support

2 My team teaching partner gave me professional support (e.g. ideas, useful 

information).

Support

3 I felt as if there was competition between my team teaching partner and I. Complexity

4 I was concerned that my team teaching partner would teach better than me. Complexity

5 Teaching the lessons alongside my team teaching partner made me feel at 

ease.

Support

6 I found reflecting on our lessons together insightful. Growth

7 By preparing our lessons together, we dared to experiment. Growth

8 I had enough possibilities to share my teaching experiences with my team 

teaching partner.

Dialog

9 I was tense because of the presence of my team teaching partner. Support

10 The differences between my team teaching partner and I complicated our 

collaboration.

Complexity

11 The team teaching activities required hard work. Workload

12 I learnt a lot by preparing the lessons with my team teaching partner. Growth

13 My team teaching partner and I complemented each other very well. Support

14 The collaboration with my team teaching partner was efficient. Support

15 I felt more motivated during the team teaching activities. Growth

16 The presence of my team teaching partner made me feel more confident in 

front of the class.

Growth

17 During the team teaching activities I had to memorize many things at once. Workload

18 I had enough possibilities to exchange ideas with my team teaching partner. Dialog

19 Without the presence of a team teaching partner, I feel more comfortable. Support

20 During the team taught lessons I learnt things I would not have learnt 

during individual lessons.

Growth

21 I have learnt to give (better) constructive feedback to my team teaching 

partner.

Growth

22 During the team teaching activities I had to make difficult decisions. Workload

23 The workload for a team taught lesson was high. Workload

24 I regularly exchanged information with my team teaching partner. Dialog

25 I got along very well with my team teaching partner. Support

26 My team teaching partner was a source of information. Support

27 It took a lot of time to prepare the lessons together. Workload

28 I prefer to prepare my lessons alone instead of doing this together. Workload

29 Thanks to the collaboration with my team teaching partner, I reflected 

better on what does and what does not work.

Growth

30 The collaboration with my team teaching partner made me more aware of 

the importance of good fellowship.

Growth

31 The competition between my team teaching partner and I complicated our 

collaboration.

Complexity

32 My team teaching partner gave me emotional support (e.g. 

encouragements, a listening ear).

Support

33 The presence of my team teaching partner made me feel more at ease. Support
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6.4 Validation and reliability of the STTPQ

Before conducting the analyses, all data were checked for missing data: 23,2% of 
the data were missing for MM1 and 12,5% for MM2. All missing data were excluded: 
the missing data of MM1 were extracted from the dataset of MM1 and analog for 
MM2. Moreover, evidence to use the data for factor analysis was confirmed by the 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin test (MM1 = 0,89; MM2 = 0,88) and the Bartlett’s test of spheric-
ity (MM1: χ2 = 4113,19, df = 1081, p < 0,001; MM2: χ2 = 4464,63, df = 1081, p < 0,001).

6.4.1 Exploratory factor analysis

The EFA revealed that a 4-factor structure is statistically valid for the question-
naire (Table 3). First, the scree plot showed four factors before the inflection point. 
Second, three factors had eigenvalues above 1 and one factor had an eigenvalue very 
close to 1 (i.e., 0,999). Third, the factors were theoretically comprehensible in terms 
of content. The four factors together explained 47% of the total variance.

At item level, there was a downgrade from 47 items to 34 items: eight items 
loaded insufficiently (< 0,40) and five items loaded highly on more than one factor. 
Although Item 45 had a factor load value of 0,38 just below the limit of 0,40, the 
item was retained as it correlated well with the overall scale (0,48). Additionally, 
there was a further downgrade to 33 items as shown in Table 3. Item 27 was excluded 
to improve the internal consistency of the third factor (α = 0,66 - > α = 0,71).

Consequently, the first factor includes 17 items (α = 0,95) of the scales support, 
growth, complexity and dialog: 1, 2, 6, 8, 10, 12, 13, 14, 24, 25, 26, 29, 32, 34, 40, 43 
and 46. The second factor comprises 8 items (α = 0,88) of the scales support and 
growth: 5, 9, 15, 16, 19, 33, 39 and 42. The third factor covers four items (α = 0,71) of 
the scale workload: 11, 17, 22 and 23, whereas the fourth factor includes four items 

No. Item Scale

34 By preparing our lessons together, we dared to try out new things. Growth

35 I could share my teaching experiences with my team teaching partner. Dialog

36 I have had more work than if I would have given exclusively individual 

lessons.

Workload

37 I have grown on a personal level (e.g., self-confidence, social skills). Growth

38 I discussed my ideas and experiences with my team teaching partner. Dialog

39 I felt more secure by preparing the lessons together. Support

40 By comparing myself with my team teaching partner I discovered my own 

points of improvement.

Growth

41 The team taught lessons required a high level of concentration and accuracy. Workload

42 I would have felt less anxious if I only had to give individual lessons. Support

43 My team teaching partner gave me useful feedback on my lessons. Support

44 I had difficulties giving my opinion to my team teaching partner. Complexity

45 The comparison between my team teaching partner and I (e.g. by pupils, by 

the mentor) bothered me.

Complexity

46 During the team teaching activities, I felt competent to teach. Growth

47 The team teaching activities convinced me even more of the fact that I want 

to become a teacher.

Growth

Table 2. 
Preliminary STTPQ including 47 Likert-items.
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Rotated factor load values

Item no Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Corrected item-

total correlation

Cronbach’s 

alpha if the 

item is deleted

1 0,81 0,81 0,94

2 0,81 0,79 0,94

6 0,61 0,67 0,94

8 0,62 0,69 0,94

10 −0,66 0,73 0,94

12 0,52 0,64 0,94

13 0,75 0,83 0,94

14 0,75 0,78 0,94

24 0,58 0,70 0,94

25 0,76 0,79 0,94

26 0,86 0,79 0,94

29 0,45 0,54 0,95

32 0,66 0,73 0,94

34 0,51 0,62 0,94

40 0,46 0,46 0,95

43 0,77 0,76 0,94

46 0,41 0,45 0,95

5 0,83 0,78 0,85

9 −0,51 0,59 0,87

15 0,51 0,48 0,88

16 0,79 0,73 0,85

19 −0,59 0,69 0,86

33 0,77 0,80 0,85

39 0,53 0,58 0,87

42 −0,49 0,50 0,88

11 0,59 0,52 0,58

17 0,51 0,47 0,60

22 0,45 0,41 0,63

23 0,56 0,53 0,57

27 0,43 0,23 0,71

3 0,44 0,46 0,58

4 0,47 0,48 0,56

44 0,42 0,34 0,66

45 0,38 0,48 0,56

Cumulative 

variance

0,23 0,30 0,42 0,47

Cronbach’s 

alpha

0,95 0,88 0,67 0,66

Table 3. 
Results of the exploratory factor analysis and reliability analysis.
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(α = 0,66) of the scale complexity: 3, 4, 44 and 45. All remaining items correlated 
well (> 0,20) with the total scale test score.

6.4.2 Peer debriefing

The retained 4-factor structure was subjected to a theoretical fine-tuning 
during a peer debriefing session, based on the literature of collaborative learning 
and the theoretical framework for the questionnaire. Factor 1 included 17 items of 
the theoretical assumed scales support, growth, complexity and dialog. This large 
scale comprised 6 items in which specifically the aspect of support by means of 
positive feelings of collaboration and social cohesion are central [73], whereas the 
remaining 11 items pointed to the aspect of deliberate and active co-creation [11]. 
Additionally, Factor 3 and Factor 4 could be theoretically merged as they both are 
disadvantages of team teaching [21].

Finally, as shown in Table 4 the renewed four factors were labeled based on the 
content of the items and their underlying construct: (1) the collaboration scale included 
6 items (α = 0,92): 1, 10, 13, 14, 25 and 32, (2) the co-creation scale 11 items (α = 0,90): 
2, 6, 8, 12, 24, 26, 29, 34, 40, 43 and 46, (3) the coaching scale 8 items (α = 0,88): 5, 9, 
15, 16, 19, 33, 39 and 42, and (4) the complexity scale also 8 items (α = 0,70): 3, 4, 11, 
17, 22, 23, 44 and 45. In sum, the 4-factor structure was kept by moving some items to 
another factor, still resulting in 33 reliable remaining items.

6.4.3 Confirmatory factor analysis

In order to check if the data of the first measurement moment (MM1) fitted the 
pre-defined 4C-factor structure – collaboration, co-creation, coaching and complex-
ity – with 33 items, a CFA was conducted. The results showed that the model did 
not entirely fit the data: CFI = 0,856, TLI = 0,844 and RMSEA = 0.073. Based on 
the modification indices, five error-covariances (~~) between items were included 
and three not unifactorial items were excluded in chronological order: (1) exclud-
ing item 44, (2) Item 3 ~ ~ Item 4, (3) Item 15 ~ ~ Item16, (4) Item 5 ~ ~ Item 16, 
(5) Item 6 ~ ~ Item 29, (6) excluding Item 10, (7) Item 46 ~ ~ Item 11) and (8) 
excluding Item 9. Finally, Model 9 with 30 remaining items had an adequate fit: 
CFI = 0,919, TLI = 0,911 and RMSEA = 0,057 (Table 5). In terms of reliability, 
all scales showed reasonable to good overall internal consistency: collaboration 
(α = 0,90), co-creation (α = 0,90), coaching (α =0,87) and complexity (α = 0,69).

6.4.4 Repeated exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis

As part of a rigorous validity check over time, a repeated EFA and CFA were 
conducted [74], albeit with data from the second measurement moment (MM2). 
The EFA of MM2 confirmed the 4-factor structure of MM1: the scree plot showed 

Scale No of items Items Cronbach’s alpha

Collaboration 6 1, 10, 13, 14, 25, 32 0,92

Co-creation 11 2, 6, 8, 12, 24, 26, 29, 34, 40, 43, 46 0,90

Coaching 8 5, 9, 15, 16, 19, 33, 39, 42 0,88

Complexity 8 3, 4, 11, 17, 22, 23, 44, 45 0,70

Table 4. 
Results of the theoretical fine-tuning.
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four factors before the inflection point and four factors had eigenvalues above 
1, which explained 49% of the total variance. Next, the CFA revealed that the 
4C-factor structure – collaboration, co-creation, coaching and complexity – of Model 
9 with 30 items and five co-variances did not entirely fit the data: CFI = 0,814, 
TLI = 0,795 and RMSEA = 0,090. Therefore, Model 9 was further improved  
(Table 6). Based on the modification indices, eight error-covariances (~~) between 
items were included and one non-unifactorial item was excluded in chronological 
order: (1) Item 1 ~ ~ Item 2, (2) Item 12 ~ ~ Item 39, (3) Item 32 ~ ~ Item33, (4) 
excluding Item 40, (5) Item 6 ~ ~ Item 43, (6) Item 2 ~ ~ Item 26, (7) Item 2 ~ ~ 
Item 34, (8) Item 3 ~ ~ Item 45 and (9) Item 4 ~ ~ Item 45. Finally, the retained 
Model 18 with 29 remaining items had an adequate fit for MM2 (CFI = 0,915, 
TLI = 0,904 and RMSEA = 0,063) as well as for MM1 (CFI = 0,947, TLI = 0,939 and 
RMSEA = 0,048).

Moreover, evidence of item validity was attained as all items for both MM1 
and MM2 correlated well (> 0,20) with the total scale test score (Table 7). Table 7 
also indicates that the reliability of all four scales of Model 18 showed reasonable 
to good overall internal consistency for MM1: collaboration (α = 0,90), co-creation 
(α = 0,90), coaching (α =0,87), and complexity (α = 0,69). These scales also remained 

Model CFI TLI RMSEA AIC Pr(>Chisq) Action

Model 1 0,856 0,844 0,073 10766 Excluding Item 44

Model 2 0,874 0,864 0,069 10336 Fit 1 - Fit2: p < 0,01 Item 3 ~ ~ Item 4

Model 3 0,883 0,873 0,067 10315 Fit 2 - Fit3: p < 0,01 Item 15 ~ ~ Item 16

Model 4 0,891 0,881 0,065 10297 Fit 3 - Fit4: p < 0,01 Item 5 ~ ~ Item 16

Model 5 0,899 0,890 0,062 10278 Fit 4 - Fit5: p < 0,01 Item 6 ~ ~ Item 29

Model 6 0,905 0,896 0,060 10265 Fit 5 - Fit6: p < 0,01 Excluding Item 10

Model 7 0,905 0,896 0,061 9964 Fit 6 - Fit7: p = 0,04 Item 46 ~ ~ Item 11

Model 8 0,911 0,902 0,059 9952 Fit 7 - Fit8: p < 0,01 Excluding Item 9

Model 9 0,919 0,911 0,057 9631 Fit 8 - Fit9: p < 0,01

Table 5. 
Results of the modifications to Model 1: fit indices.

Model CFI TLI RMSEA AIC Pr(>Chisq) Action

Model 9 0,814 0,795 0,090 10522 Item 1 ~ ~ Item 2

Model 10 0,844 0,827 0,083 10451 Fit 1 - Fit2: p < 0,01 Item 12 ~ ~ Item 39

Model 11 0,858 0,843 0,079 10418 Fit 2 - Fit3: p < 0,01 Item 32 ~ ~ Item 33

Model 12 0,869 0,854 0,076 10393 Fit 3 - Fit4: p < 0,01 Excluding Item 40

Model 13 0,882 0,868 0,074 10003 Fit 4 - Fit5: p < 0,01 Item 6 ~ ~ Item 43

Model 14 0,888 0,875 0,072 9989 Fit 5 - Fit6: p < 0,01 Item 2 ~ ~ Item 26

Model 15 0,895 0,882 0,070 9974 Fit 6 - Fit7: p = 0,01 Item 2 ~ ~ Item 34

Model 16 0,901 0,888 0,068 9961 Fit 7 - Fit8: p < 0,01 Item 3 ~ ~ Item 45

Model 17 0,906 0,894 0,066 9949 Fit 8 - Fit9: p < 0,01 Item 4 ~ ~ Item 45

Model 18 0,915 0,904 0,063 9928 Fit 9 - Fit10: p < 0,01

Table 6. 
Results of the modifications to Model 9: fit indices.
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reliable for MM2: collaboration (α = 0,92), co-creation (α = 0,89), coaching (α 
=0,88), and complexity (α = 0,68). As a result, the final questionnaire comprises 29 
Likert-items in four scales and appears to be both valid and reliable over time: (1) 

Item no

Collaboration Co-creation Coaching Complexity Corrected item-

total correlation 

of MM1

Corrected 

item-total 

correlation of 

MM2

1 0,79 0,74

13 0,78 0,82

14 0,79 0,81

25 0,80 0,82

32 0,68 0,78

2 0,77 0,66

6 0,65 0,62

8 0,67 0,71

12 0,64 0,58

24 0,70 0,71

26 0,74 0,76

29 0,56 0,59

34 0,62 0,59

43 0,71 0,72

46 0,45 0,26

5 0,77 0,77

15 0,52 0,61

16 0,75 0,78

19 0,65 0,69

33 0,80 0,75

39 0,58 0,51

42 0,47 0,61

3 0,39 0,52

4 0,39 0,43

11 0,41 0,27

17 0,39 0,40

22 0,37 0,29

23 0,50 0,42

45 0,40 0,44

MM1

α = 0,90

MM2

α = 0,92

MM1

α = 0,90

MM2

α = 0,89

MM1

α = 0,87

MM2

α = 0,88

MM1

α = 0,69

MM2

α = 0,68

Table 7. 
Results of the validity and reliability analyses for MM1 and MM2.
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No. New no. Item Scale

1 1 I could rely on my team teaching partner for questions and 

concerns.

Collaboration

2 2 My team teaching partner gave me professional support  

(e.g. ideas, useful information).

Co-creation

3 3 I felt as if there was competition between my team teaching 

partner and I.

Complexity

4 4 I was concerned that my team teaching partner would teach 

better than me.

Complexity

5 5 Teaching the lessons alongside my team teaching partner made 

me feel at ease.

Coaching

6 6 By reflecting on the lessons with my team teaching partner, I 

gained more insight in my own qualities as a teacher.

Co-creation

8 7 I had enough possibilities to share my teaching experiences with 

my team teaching partner.

Co-creation

11 8 The team teaching activities required hard work. Complexity

12 9 I learnt a lot by preparing the lessons with my team teaching 

partner.

Co-creation

13 10 My team teaching partner and I complemented each other very 

well.

Collaboration

14 11 The collaboration with my team teaching partner was efficient. Collaboration

15 12 I felt more motivated during the team teaching activities. Coaching

16 13 I felt more confident thanks to the presence of my team teaching 

partner during the lessons.

Coaching

17 14 During the team teaching activities I had to memorize many 

things at once.

Complexity

19 15 Without the presence of a team teaching partner, I feel more 

comfortable.

Coaching

22 16 During the team teaching activities I had to make difficult 

decisions.

Complexity

23 17 The workload for a team taught lesson was high. Complexity

24 18 I regularly exchanged information with my team teaching 

partner.

Co-creation

25 19 I got along very well with my team teaching partner. Collaboration

26 20 My team teaching partner was a source of information. Co-creation

29 21 Thanks to the collaboration with my team teaching partner, I 

reflected better on what does and what does not work.

Co-creation

32 22 My team teaching partner gave me emotional support (e.g. 

encouragements, a listening ear).

Collaboration

33 23 The presence of my team teaching partner made me feel more 

at ease.

Coaching

34 24 By preparing our lessons together, we dared to try out new 

things.

Co-creation

39 25 I felt more secure by preparing the lessons together. Coaching

42 26 I would have felt less anxious if I only had to give individual 

lessons.

Coaching

43 27 My team teaching partner gave me useful feedback on my 

lessons.

Co-creation

45 28 The comparison between my team teaching partner and I (e.g. 

by pupils, by the mentor) bothered me.

Complexity

46 29 During the team teaching activities I felt competent to teach. Co-creation

Table 8. 
A valid and reliable 4C-STTPQ with 29 Likert-items.
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collaboration (1, 13, 14, 25 and 32), (2) co-creation (2,6, 8, 12, 24, 26, 29, 34, 43 and 
46), (3) coaching (5, 15, 16, 19, 33, 39 and 42), and complexity (3, 4, 11, 17, 22, 23 
and 45).

6.5  Valid and reliable 4C-student teachers’ team teaching perceptions 
questionnaire

The valid and reliable 4C-questionnaire is a self-report instrument that includes 
29 Likert-items organized in four scales: collaboration (5 items), co-creation (10 
items), coaching (7 items), and complexity (7 items), in order to measure student 
teachers’ team teaching perceptions (Table 8).

7. Conclusion and discussion

Team teaching may be a powerful way to foster collaborative learning between 
student teachers. To support the implementation of team teaching and to assess 
team teaching practices in teacher education, stakeholders such as student teachers, 
teacher educators and mentors are in need of an instrument that offers insights into 
student teachers’ perceptions of collaborative team teaching experiences, in order to 
guide the learning process and support well-founded decision making.

Therefore, the aim of this study was to develop an easy-to-use valid and reliable 
quantitative self-report questionnaire to measure student teachers’ team teaching percep-
tions, the STTPQ, based on a theoretical framework of student teachers’ team teaching 
advantages and disadvantages, usable within the context of all team teaching models 
and within different team teaching formats, regardless of student teachers’ team 
teaching experiences.

Both quantitative and qualitative methods were applied in the development and 
validation of the STTPQ in four stages. During the first stage, a theoretical frame-
work was developed through an extensive literature review of student teachers’ 
team teaching advantages and disadvantages. The results showed that the advan-
tages are fourfold: (1) emotional and professional support, (2) increased dialog 
about learning and teaching, (3) professional growth and (4) personal growth. 
Despite these advantages, four disadvantages are recognized as well: (1) lack of 
compatibility of peers, (2) comparison between peers, (3) difficulty of providing 
constructive feedback, and (4) increased workload.

In the final stage, the validation and the reliability study of the question-
naire were conducted by means of a combination of exploratory factor analysis, 
peer debriefing, confirmatory factor analysis, and internal consistency analysis. 
Factor analysis proved that the original five scales based on our literature study on 
the advantages and disadvantages of team teaching: (1) support, (2) dialog, (3) 
growth, (4) complexity and (5) workload could not be retained. Instead, a 4-factor 
structure with scales (1) collaboration, (2) co-creation, (3) coaching and (4) complex-
ity, resembled best how the student teachers experienced team teaching. Two of 
these scales strongly related to general positive or negative feelings related to team 
teaching: positive or negative feelings of social cohesion based on collaboration 
or positive or negative feelings related to complexity and workload. Interestingly, 
these two dimensions resemble the model on team learning as elaborated by Van 
den Bossche, Gijselaers, Segers and Kirschner (2006) with on the one hand a focus 
on collaborative learning as promoting understanding through mutually shared 
cognition, on the other hand the importance of group members beliefs about the 
interpersonal context. As the authors state: “The above-presented constructs fit 
into a model of collaborative work in which beliefs about the interpersonal context 
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shape the willingness to engage in learning behavior. Learning behavior is defined 
as processes of construction and co-construction of meaning, with constructive 
conflict as a vehicle to enhance (co-)construction. This learning behavior gives rise 
to mutually shared cognition, leading to higher team effectiveness.” (p. 502) [11]. 
Therefore, the research strand of team learning seems a promising approach to 
investigate the effect and underlying success factors of team teaching.

In sum, the final questionnaire comprises 29 Likert-items in four scales – col-
laboration, co-creation, coaching and complexity –and appears to be valid and reliable 
over time. Evidence of item validity was attained as all items for both measurement 
moments correlated well (> 0,20) with the total scale test score. Furthermore, the 
reliability of all four scales showed similar results for both measurement moments. 
The overall internal consistency was reasonable to good for MM1: collaboration 
(α = 0,90), co-creation (α = 0,90), coaching (α =0,87), and complexity (α = 0,69), as 
well as for MM2: collaboration (α = 0,92), co-creation (α = 0,89), coaching (α =0,88), 
and complexity (α = 0,68).

Notwithstanding this result, there are some limitations. First, the five hypoth-
esized scales based on the literature review did not match the 4-factor structure of 
the first and repeated exploratory factor analyses. In addition, a number of interest-
ing items and underlying scales that did not meet the requirements for validity and 
reliability had to be excluded.

Subsequently, in order to measure student teachers’ team teaching perceptions 
regardless of their team teaching experience, it is important to use the question-
naire not only for student teachers with limited team teaching experience (as is the 
case in this study), but also for student teachers with more extensive team teaching 
experience. In order to further verify the validity and reliability of the STTPQ, the 
questionnaire should be administered in these contexts of teacher education as well.

The focus of this research was specifically on perceptions of team teaching by stu-
dent teachers. An interesting avenue for further research could be to pilot this ques-
tionnaire in different types of educational settings, where team teaching is applied by 
in-service teachers and/or other educational professionals. Therefore, future research 
is encouraged to apply and validate the STTPQ in other educational settings.

© 2021 The Author(s). Licensee IntechOpen. This chapter is distributed under the terms 
of the Creative Commons Attribution License (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/
by/3.0), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, 
provided the original work is properly cited. 



18

Teacher Education - New Perspectives

[1] Kyndt, E., Donce, V., Gijbels, D., 
and Van Petegem, P., Workplace 
Learning within Teacher Education: 
The Role of Job Characteristics and Goal 
Orientation. Educational Studies, 2014. 
40(5): p. 515-532.

[2] Tynjälä, P., Perspectives into learning 
at the workplace. Educational Research 
Review, 2008. 3(2): p. 130-154. DOI: 
10.1016/j.edurev.2007.12.001

[3] Sorensen, P., Collaboration, dialogue 
and expansive learning: The use of 
paired and multiple placements in the 
school practicum. Teaching and Teacher 
Education, 2014. 44: p. 128-137. DOI: 
10.1016/j.tate.2014.08.010

[4] Bacharach, N., Heck, T.W., and 
Dahlberg, K., Changing the Face of 
Student Teaching through Coteaching. 
Action in Teacher Education, 2010. 32(1): 
p. 3-14.

[5] Guise, M., Habib, M., Thiessen, 
K., and Robbins, A., Continuum of 
co-teaching implementation: Moving 
from traditional student teaching to 
co-teaching. Teaching and Teacher 
Education, 2017. 66: p. 370-382. DOI: 
10.1016/j.tate.2017.05.002

[6] Lave, J., and Wenger, E., Legitimate 
peripheral participation in communities 
of practice, in Supporting lifelong 
learning. 2001, Routledge. p. 121-136

[7] Decuyper, S., Dochy, F., and Van 
den Bossche, P., Grasping the dynamic 
complexity of team learning: an 
integrative model for effective team 
learning in organisations. Educational 
Research Review, 2010. DOI: 10.1016/J.
EDUREV.2010.02.002

[8] Meirink, J.A., Individual teacher 
learning in a context of collaboration in 
teams. 2007.

[9] Duran, D., Corcelles, M., Flores, M., 
and Miquel, E., Changes in attitudes 

and willingness to use co-teaching 
through pre-service teacher training 
experiences. Professional Development 
in Education, 2020. 46(5): p. 770.

[10] Härkki, T., Vartiainen, H., Seitamaa-
Hakkarainen, P., and Hakkarainen, K., 
Co-teaching in non-linear projects: A 
contextualised model of co-teaching to 
support educational change. Teaching 
and Teacher Education, 2021. 97. DOI: 
10.1016/j.tate.2020.103188

[11] Van den Bossche, P., Gijselaers, W. 
H., Segers, M., and Kirschner, P.A., 
Social and cognitive factors driving 
teamwork in collaborative learning 
environments: team learning beliefs and 
behaviors. Small group research, 2006. 
DOI: 10.1177/1046496406292938

[12] Musanti, S.I., and Pence, 
L., Collaboration and Teacher 
Development: Unpacking Resistance, 
Constructing Knowledge, and 
Navigating Identities. Teacher Education 
Quarterly, 2010. 37(1): p. 73-89.

[13] Solis, M., Vaughn, S., Swanson, 
E., and Mcculley, L., Collaborative 
Models of Instruction: The Empirical 
Foundations of Inclusion and 
Co-Teaching. Psychology in the Schools, 
2012. 49(5): p. 498-510.

[14] Millis, B.J., Why faculty should 
adopt cooperative learning approaches. 
Cooperative learning in higher 
education: Across the disciplines, across 
the academy, 2010. 10.

[15] Sorensen, P., Learning to Teach 
Collaboratively: The Use of Subject 
Pairs in the School Practicum. Canadian 
Journal of Educational Administration 
and Policy, 2004(32).

[16] Schelfhout, W., Towards data for 
development : a model on learning 
communities as a platform for growing 
data use, in Data Analyitcs Application 

References



19

Let’s Team Up! Measuring Student Teachers’ Perceptions of Team Teaching Experiences
DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.5772/intechopen.96069

in Education, J. Vanthienen and K. De 
Witte, Editors. 2017, Taylor and Francis

[17] Bullough, R.V., Young, J., Erickson, 
L., Birrell, J., Clark, D., and Egan, 
M., Rethinking field experience 
- Partnership teaching versus single-
placement teaching. 2002. p. 68-80.

[18] Walsh, K., and Elmslie, L., 
Practicum pairs: an alternative for first 
field experience in early childhood 
teacher education. Asia-Pacific Journal 
of Teacher Education, 2005. 33(1): p. 5.

[19] Murphy, C., Carlisle, K., and 
Beggs, J., Can they go it alone? 
Addressing criticisms of coteaching. 
Cultural Studies of Science Education, 
2009. 4(2): p. 461. DOI: 10.1007/
s11422-008-9150-9

[20] Pajares, M.F., Teachers’ beliefs and 
educational research: Cleaning up a 
messy construct. Review of educational 
research, 1992. 62(3): p. 307-332.

[21] Baeten, M., and Simons, M., Student 
teachers' team teaching: Models, effects, 
and conditions for implementation. 
Teaching and Teacher Education, 
2014. 41: p. 92-110. DOI: 10.1016/j.
tate.2014.03.010

[22] Meirsschaut, M., and Ruys, I., 
Teamteaching: beweegredenen, 
randvoorwaarden en implicaties voor 
leerlingen, leraren en hun school, 
in Eindrapport. 2018, Steunpunt 
Onderwijsonderzoek: Gent.

[23] Kamens, M.W., Learning about 
Co-Teaching: A Collaborative Student 
Teaching Experience for Preservice 
Teachers. Teacher Education and Special 
Education, 2007. 30(3): p. 155-166.

[24] Mastropieri, M.A., Scruggs, T.E., 
Graetz, J., Norland, J., Gardizi, W., 
and McDuffie, K., Case Studies in 
Co-Teaching in the Content Areas: 
Successes, Failures, and Challenges. 
Intervention in School and Clinic, 2005. 
40(5): p. 260-270.

[25] Compen, B. and Schelfhout, W., 
The Role of External and Internal Team 
Coaches in Teacher Design Teams. 
A Mixed Methods Study. Education 
Sciences, 2020. 10(263): p. 263-263. 
DOI: 10.3390/educsci10100263

[26] Meirsschaut, M. and Ruys, I., Team 
teaching: wat, waarom, hoe en met 
welke resultaten? Een verkenning van 
de literatuur, in Eindrapport. 2017, 
Steunpunt Onderwijsonderzoek: Gent.

[27] Badiali, B., and Titus, N.E., 
Co-Teaching: Enhancing Student 
Learning through Mentor-Intern 
Partnerships. School-University 
Partnerships, 2010. 4(2): p. 74-80.

[28] Graziano, K.J., and Navarrete, L.A., 
Co-Teaching in a Teacher Education 
Classroom: Collaboration, Compromise, 
and Creativity. Issues in Teacher 
Education, 2012. 21(1): p. 109-126.

[29] Austin, V.L., Teachers' Beliefs About 
Co-Teaching. Remedial & Special 
Education, 2001. 22(4): p. 245.

[30] Nevin, A.I., Thousand, J.S., and 
Villa, R.A., Collaborative teaching 
for teacher educators—What does the 
research say? Teaching and Teacher 
Education, 2009. 25(4): p. 569-574. DOI: 
10.1016/j.tate.2009.02.009

[31] Thousand, J. S., Villa, R. A., 
and Nevin, A. I., The Many Faces of 
Collaborative Planning and Teaching. 
Theory Into Practice, 2006. 45(3): p. 
239-248.

[32] Dugan, K., and Letterman, M., 
Student Appraisals of Collaborative 
Teaching. College Teaching, 2008. 56(1): 
p. 11-15.

[33] Helms, M.M., Alvis, J.M., and Willis, 
M., Planning and Implementing Shared 
Teaching: An MBA Team-Teaching Case 
Study. Journal of Education for Business, 
2005. 81(1): p. 29.



Teacher Education - New Perspectives

20

[34] Akerson, A., and Montgomery, 
M.S., Peer-to-Peer Co-Teaching: Idea to 
Implementation. SRATE Journal, 2017. 
26(2): p. 1-8.

[35] Haeck, M., Van den Brande, M., and 
Verhelst, M., Wanneer waagt jouw team 
de sprong naar teamteaching?, in School 
en visie, 5, Editor. 2013. p. 20-23.

[36] McCormack, L., Finlayson, O.E., 
and McCloughlin, T.J.J., The CASE 
Programme Implemented Across 
the Primary and Secondary School 
Transition in Ireland. p. 2892-2917.

[37] Bashan, B., and Holsblat, R., 
Co-teaching Through Modeling 
Processes: Professional Development of 
Students and Instructors in a Teacher 
Training Program. Mentoring & 
Tutoring: Partnership in Learning, 2012. 
20(2): p. 207.

[38] Nokes, J.D., Bullough, R., Egan, W., 
Birrell, J., and Hansen, J., The paired-
placement of student teachers: An 
alternative to traditional placements in 
secondary schools. Teaching and Teacher 
Education, 2008. 24(8): p. 2168-2177. 
DOI: 10.1016/j.tate.2008.05.001

[39] Vacilotto, S., and Cummings, 
R., Peer Coaching in TEFL/TESL 
Programmes. ELT Journal, 2007. 61(2): 
p. 153-160. DOI: 10.1093/elt/ccm008

[40] Gardiner, W., and Robinson, K.S., 
Peer Field Placements with Preservice 
Teachers: Negotiating the Challenges of 
Professional Collaboration. Professional 
Educator, 2011. 35(2).

[41] Shin, M., Lee, H., and McKenna, J.W., 
Special education and general education 
preservice teachers' co-teaching 
experiences: a comparative synthesis of 
qualitative research. 2016. p. 91-107.

[42] Ongrsquo, C.O., and Jwan, J.O., 
Research on student teacher learning, 
collaboration and supervision during 
the practicum: A literature review. 

Educational Research and Reviews, 
2009. 4(11): p. 515-524.

[43] Simons, M., Coetzee, S., Baeten, 
M., Schmulian, A., Measuring learners’ 
perceptions of a team-taught learning 
environment: development and 
validation of the Learners’ Team Teaching 
Perceptions Questionnaire (LTTPQ ). 
Learning Environments Research: An 
International Journal, 2020. 23(1): p. 45. 
DOI: 10.1007/s10984-019-09290-1

[44] Paufler, N.A., King, K.M., and 
Zhu, P., Promoting professional growth 
in new teacher evaluation systems: 
Practitioners’ lived experiences in 
changing policy contexts. Studies in 
Educational Evaluation, 2020. 65. DOI: 
10.1016/j.stueduc.2020.100873

[45] Mortelmans, D., Handboek 
kwalitatieve onderzoeksmethoden. 2 ed. 
2018, Leuven: Acco

[46] Dochy, F., Segers, M., and Buehl, 
M.M., The relation between assessment 
practices and outcomes of studies: The 
case of research on prior knowledge. 
Review of educational research, 1999. 
69(2): p. 145-186.

[47] Swanborn, P.G., Schaaltechnieken. 
theorie en praktijk van acht eenvoudige 
procedures. 1982: Boom

[48] Billiet, J.B., Methoden van sociaal-
wetenschappelijk onderzoek: ontwerp 
en dataverzameling. 7 ed. ed. 1996: Acco

[49] Ryan, K., Gannon-Slater, N., and 
Culbertson, M.J., Improving survey 
methods with cognitive interviews in 
small-and medium-scale evaluations. 
American Journal of Evaluation, 2012. 
33(3): p. 414-430.

[50] Willis, G.B., Cognitive interviewing: 
a tool for improving questionnaire 
design. 2005: Sage

[51] Tourangeau, R., Rasinski, K., 
and Rips, L.J., The psychology of 



21

Let’s Team Up! Measuring Student Teachers’ Perceptions of Team Teaching Experiences
DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.5772/intechopen.96069

survey response. 2000: Cambridge 
University Press

[52] Kaiser, H.F. and Rice, J., Little jiffy, 
mark IV. Educational and psychological 
measurement, 1974. 34(1): p. 111-117.

[53] Rosseel, Y., “Lavaan: An R Package 
for Structural Equation Modeling”. 
Journal of Statistical software, 2012. 
48(2): p. 1-36.

[54] Revelle, W., psych: Procedures 
for Psychological, Psychometric, and 
Personality Research. Northwestern 
University, Evaston, Illinois. R package 
version 2.0.12, 2020, https://CRAN.R-
project.org/package=psych.

[55] Kaiser, H.F., The application 
of electronic computers to factor 
analysis. Educational and psychological 
measurement, 1960. 20(1): p. 141-151.

[56] Cattell, R.B., The scree test for 
the number of factors. Multivariate 
behavioral research, 1966. 1(2):  
p. 245-276.

[57] Field, A., Discovering statistics 
using SPSS. 2 ed. ed. 2005: SAGE

[58] Creswell, J.W., Educational research: 
Planning, conducting, and evaluating 
quantitative. 2002: Prentice Hall Upper 
Saddle River, NJ

[59] Hoyle, R.H., Structural equation 
modeling: concepts, issues, and 
applications. 1995: Sage

[60] Hooper, D., Coughlan, J., and 
Mullen, M.R., Structural Equation 
Modelling: Guidelines for Determining 
Model Fit. Electronic Journal of 
Business Research Methods, 2008. 6(1): 
p. 53-59.

[61] Gardiner, W., and Robinson, K.S., 
Paired Field Placements: A Means for 
Collaboration. New Educator, 2009. 
5(1): p. 81-94.

[62] Dee, A.L., Collaborative clinical  
practice: An alternate field experience.  
2012.

[63] Bronson, C., and Dentith, A., 
Partner teaching: A promising model. 
Education, 2014. 134(4): p. 506-520.

[64] Carless, D., Collaborative EFL 
Teaching in Primary Schools. ELT 
Journal, 2006. 60(4): p. 328-335.

[65] Birrell, J.R., and Bullough, R.V., 
Teaching with a Peer: A Follow-Up Study 
of the First Year of Teaching. Action in 
Teacher Education, 2005. 27(1): p. 72-81.

[66] Nguyen, H.T.M., and Baldauf, 
R.B., Effective peer mentoring for EFL 
pre-service teachers’ instructional 
practicum practice. Asian EFL Journal, 
2010. 12(3): p. 40-61.

[67] Stairs, A.J., Corrieri, C., Fryer, L., 
Genovese, E., Panaro, R., and Sohn, 
C., Inquiry into Partnered Student 
Teaching in an Urban School-University 
Partnership. School-University 
Partnerships, 2009. 3(1): p. 75-89.

[68] Gardiner, W., Mentoring Two 
Student Teachers: Mentors' Perceptions 
of Peer Placements. Teaching Education, 
2010. 21(3): p. 233-246.

[69] Chanmugam, A., and Gerlach, 
B., A Co-Teaching Model for 
Developing Future Educators' Teaching 
Effectiveness. 2013, International 
Journal of Teaching and Learning in 
Higher Education. p. 110-117.

[70] Tobin, K., Roth, W.M., and 
Zimmermann, A., Learning to teach 
science in urban schools. 2001.  
p. 941-964.

[71] Goodnough, K., Osmond, P., 
Dibbon, D., Glassman, M., and 
Stevens, K., Exploring a triad model of 
student teaching: Pre-service teacher 
and cooperating teacher perceptions. 
Teaching and Teacher Education, 



Teacher Education - New Perspectives

22

2009. 25(2): p. 285-296. DOI: 10.1016/j.
tate.2008.10.003

[72] Parsons, M., and Stephenson, M., 
Developing Reflective Practice in Student 
Teachers: Collaboration and Critical 
Partnerships. Teachers and Teaching: 
Theory and Practice, 2005. 11(1): 
p. 95-116.

[73] Chang, A., and Bordia, P., A 
multidimensional approach to the 
group cohesion-group performance 
relationship. 2001. p. 379-405.

[74] Brown, T.A., and Little, T.D., 
Confirmatory factor analysis for applied 
research. 2 ed. ed. Methodology in 
the social sciences: 2015: 1. 2015: The 
Guilford Press.


