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USE OF TEAM TEACHING IN HIGHER EDUCATION

The article presents the experience of the au-
thors for modernization of higher education orien-
tated towards the student.

The essence of team teaching, whose resources
have long been used in the Western educational
tradition, but still insufficient in higher education of
Ukraine and Bulgaria is revealed. Its use proves
that it is a strong tool for sustainability of the edu-
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cational process in a time of extreme complexity
and unpredictability compared to conducting train-
ing with a single lecturer. In a wide range, team
teaching can successfully include digital technology
(computer) by both lecturers, as shown in the situa-
tion caused by COVID-19. The results of the train-
ings are the basis for building a Team Teaching
Competence Standard. This Standard can be used
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as a guide for training university lecturers in net-
working, as well as a tool for assessing the grow-
ing need for team competence in higher education.

Keywords: team teaching; team competence;
team teaching competence standard.

Problem Statement. In the "age of digital
entertainment and crushing complexity"
(R. Sharma) a very challenging context is
emerging for higher education, which re-
quires not only the continuation of its mod-
ernization, but also its continuous evaluation
and updating. The first research question
immediately arises whether there is sufficient
theoretical clarity about the directions, con-
tent and methodology (ways, means, technol-
ogies) for modernization of educational prac-
tice in institutions providing higher educa-
tion? Our experience of conducting numer-
ous (more than 20) short-term trainings for
teachers from higher education institutions
in Bulgaria and Ukraine, as well as various
internships with international participation,
reveals that the awareness of the need to
modernize higher education is not new. How-
ever, although the European Higher Educa-
tion Area is being built [1, p.3], the need for
modernization is growing and it is becoming
increasingly unstable both in intensity and
depth and in value content. And this reveals
not only the global economic, socio-cultural
situation, the series of financial crises, but
also the global pandemic. On the other hand,
“globalization is becoming increasingly socio-
cultural in nature, with global cultural ex-
change and integration potentially weakening
traditional national norms and institutions”
[1, P. 5], including the boundaries of the uni-
versities themselves.

Thus, the key challenges for higher educa-
tion in Europe, and not only, are the pro-
spects for modernization:
adaptation to unfamiliar situations in
times of deep uncertainty by perceiving
change as an opportunity and receptivity to
new ideas, dynamic change of roles by aca-
demics, whether it is training in design, tour-
ism, marketing, sports, management, psy-
chology, hotel business, or other;
encouraging experimentation, new
ways of working and the search for a variety
of perceptions inevitably prove to be powerful
forms of innovation for sustainability;

— these challenges are transformed as
current and urgent goals for higher educa-
tion such as:

— preparation of lecturers for networking
to update the methodology and exchange of
knowledge with students and colleagues;

— increasing research through participa-
tion in international teams and together with
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students in order to support business and
society through innovations.

Only the widespread use of digital tech-
nologies, as imposed by the global COVID-19
pandemic, will not achieve the modernization
of higher education. In fact, they create the
conditions for opening the university to the
global world, and over the national and re-
gional borders for teaching through team
teaching.

The second research question arises: how
will the university open up to life so that each
lecturer researches in order to know and
meet life’s requirements, to try to achieve
them through his specific teaching and re-
search work?

Modernization can also be defined as “a
process of transition to education from one
state to another, with clear articulated goals.
The problem of modernization means the
renewal of educational activities in all ele-
ments of the system. It is solved by theoreti-
cal and practical methods” [ibid., P. 17]. This
results in the third research question:

— what are the goals of higher education
today — what type of professional do we build;

— on what system of values should each
meeting-event with the students, through
which the goals are realized, be based;

— what are the main problems of life and
the world that every lecturer at the university
is called to solve through his research, along
with his students and other “life” institutions
in global education?

To bring clarity to the identified problems
through a model of global higher education
and team teaching as one of the tools for
modernization of the educational activity. In
our opinion, team teaching is directly related
to the integration of efforts, socio-cultural
cohesion, cooperation and partnership in
relation to the educational process itself,
both inside and outside the university: with
regard to goals and objectives, principles,
forms and methods of education. In particu-
lar, team teaching (including online) is
emerging as a way to effectively reduce the
complexity of problems, to ensure integration
and cultural exchange, which will strengthen
opportunities for students for both self-study
and high professional and socio-cultural
preparation.

COVID-19 further confirmed, through the
necessary training in a digital environment,
the need to maintain didactic interaction
despite the impossibility of direct communi-
cation in the classrooms. Involving two or
more lecturers in a single teaching process
makes it possible to create teaching teams.
Not only from the same university, not only
teachers and students of the same specialty
and nationality, but also internationally, for
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which the Erasmus+ program for an active
polylogist creates conditions.

Analysis of the Recent Research and
Publications. One of the tools for developing
and using these current skills is team
teaching. Since 1964, when the first
publication on team teaching appeared,
authors such as K. Goetz [2], J. Gawel [3],
S. Maroney [4], B. Robinson & R. Schaible
[5], S. Quinn & S. Kanter [6], J. Van Vleck,
and D. Bickford [7], Rumsey, D.J. [8],
R. Brandenburg [9] and others have been
working on theorizing different variants.

Therefore, we believe that the Team Teach-
ing Competence Standard formulated by us
can fill a theoretical gap for the practical im-
plementation of both team teaching and the
creation of mobile interdisciplinary and in-
ternational teaching teams that can rise in
research. This would strengthen the sense of
sustainability in the rapidly changing world
of higher education and would help busi-
nesses achieve it. Dynamic international co-
operation would become a necessary condi-
tion for the integration of higher education
institutions in the family of European and
world universities, provide partnerships with
foreign scholars and strengthen intercultural
ties.

The aim and objectives of the article.
To analyse the possibilities of training a
modern specialist in the context of
globalization and modernization of higher
education in the XXI century based on the
growing integration between lecturers from
different countries, ready to work in teams.
To describe the standard of team teaching
competence.

Presenting the main material. The
foundations for experience of team teaching
are found by the authors, both in their team
working in joint trainings and internships
with university professors in Bulgaria,
Ukraine and other countries, and in
numerous attempts to differentiate diverse
ways to create teams in higher education. So
far, they are either intuitively accumulating,
or are the result of episodic training and
education as a personal initiative of lecturers
and there is no degree of institutionalized
confirmation of reliability.

The modernization of higher education
must unequivocally make a turn
meaningful, organizational and meth-
odological — focused on the potential and
development of the student, in order to be
adequate to the requirements of life in a
global environment.

Team teaching in global higher education
is a challenge of our time. As can be seen,
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the main characteristics of global higher
education and of modern university lecturer

justify team teaching as an objective
necessity. Teamwork training involves
students and faculty from abroad and
requires  appropriate skills from the

participants. It is important to note here that
the teaching staff in higher education tends
to work in groups primarily through the
organization of research in the educational
process, because the work of the scientific-
pedagogical worker of the wuniversity is
bilateral — on one hand, the professional
training of modern specialist, and, on other
hand, the research work in the chosen
direction. Therefore, as a tool for evaluating
the achievements of each member of the
teaching team — among researchers, partners
and specialists to participate in the team
work on professional training of a modern
specialist, an attempt is made to construct
the so called Team Teaching Competence
Standard (TTCS) (authors’ interpretation).

The basis for building the standard is the
understanding that not every working group
is a team. It is well known that a team
consists of two or more experts linked by a
common goal. Team members also have
additional skills and create synergies through
coordinated efforts. Synergy adds value to
teamwork on a project. Our understanding of
the teaching staff in higher education is that
it is a small group of people, experts in their
field, with additional skills that are directly
related to achieving specific common goals,
unique results and organizational excellence
through an approach that adheres to mutual
responsibility. This understanding made it
possible to identify the main components of
the standard of team teaching competence
such as: functionality, orientation, productivity
and leadership (see below).

The reasons that draw our attention to
the use of team teaching are related to its
capabilities. First, to achieve the
individualization of education, second, the
irrevocable involvement of everyone in their
work and, third, the mastery of social skills
that are reciprocally developed both
between lecturers and together with their
students.

The theoretical framework of the second
research question related to team teaching

requires its definition. In the scientific
literature there are concepts that define it as
cooperative, collaborative, integrative

teaching. Team teaching can be defined as a
group of two or more lecturers working
together to plan, conduct and evaluate the



ISSN 2076-586X (Print), 2524-2660 (Online)

Cepia «[lemaroriuni Haykwm». Bumyck Ne 4.2021

learning activities (results) of the same group
of students [2] as early as 1964. The term co-
teaching was introduced by L. Cook and M.
Friend [10] with main -characteristics:
dynamism, interactivity, coherence, division,
consistency, a high degree of indiv-
Pdualization, full involvement and parti-
Pipation. Team teaching is also defined as a
process of: addressing and responding to the
diversity of students' needs, allowing
participation in the study of cultures and
disciplines, and removing barriers to learning
by providing appropriate structures and
arrangements to enable each student to get
the most out of his attendance of education
institution (NCSE 2010) [11].

According to a number of researchers, the
modernization that team teaching brings
rests on the potential for individualization (M.
Friend); brings diversity and support (Def?-
r), ensures the participation of all and higher
performance, which increased by 19,4%
compared to traditional training by one
lecturer (Chrisman); becomes catalyst for
quality, requires shared responsibility
(R.A. Villa, J.S. Thousand, A.l. Nevin) [12], as
well as a rational allocation of time and less
time to establish discipline and demanding
behavior (Weichel). But at the same time it
requires more resources — didactic, material,
human (K.J. Graziano, L.A. Navarrete) [13],
adaptation of the environment to the
individual (C. Murphy, J. Beggs) [14], and not
vice versa, shared methodology, increasing
trust.

Team teaching provides an opportunity for
innovative methodology through a wider vari-
ety of teaching strategies and approaches,
clear learning objectives, forming strategies
for identifying student progress in order to
find the most right approaches to learning,
and the content of the classes is tailored to
the needs of students and their ability levels.
The team of lecturers monitors the individual
progress of students and evaluates the effec-
tiveness of teaching and learning. In higher
education, the content of the expected results
of team teaching largely reflects the dynamics
in the requirements of employers. This re-
quires more systematic research of their
needs and identification of the most im-
portant, from their point of view, learning
outcomes, which become goals of the teach-
ing teams.

One of the advantages of team teaching is
that all students enjoy an appropriate sup-
port network, allowing them to fully partici-
pate in the life and work of the university,
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whatever their needs. There are many differ-
ent ways for each student to achieve this.

Some of the practical benefits of team
teaching lie in avoiding:
work on one curriculum from each
separately, and in the team teaching two / or
more joint programs simultaneously;
fragmented learning, leading to student
despair;
lack of time for joint work;
lack of generalization of skills through
more exercises;
lack of independent work in class;
double (and more) homework;
feeling vulnerable in a "one-to-one" sit-
uation [15].

Advantages of team teaching are:

— Achieving higher efficiency and effec-
tiveness: the team of lecturers works with
time savings, with less conflicts, with higher
satisfaction;
unified curriculum and standard of

skills;

— unified modular book;
unified assessment tools;

The benefits of team teaching for lecturers
can be seen in the fact that it:
is a way to diagnose individual
achievements, needs - personal and stu-
dents' — and to draw up discussed paths for
development;
is a way to model and promote respect-
ful working relationships between two or
more adults who become role models for the
student;
allows both teachers to contribute to
specific topics that can allow two ideas or
strategies to be taught at the same time;
convinces students more strongly that
the teacher is effective and fun.

The practical benefits for lecturers of team
teaching involve the following:
the variety of team teaching resources
reveals that there seem to be as many types
of team teaching as there are team lecturers;
it proves to be a more effective way to
create and maintain the attention and level of
interest of students, as each member of the
team brings out different aspects of the prob-
lem;

students can benefit from adults col-
laborating on a goal that some of them may
not see in a classroom with one teacher.

Researchers see the benefits of team
teaching for students in the greater opportu-
nities it provides for self-knowledge and self-
assessment (see Table 1).
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Table 1

Benefits for the student from team teaching

Self-knowledge:

Self-development:

strengths and weaknesses;

to observe and analyze different behaviors
and to correlate his own behavior in dif-
ferent situations;

what qualities he possesses and
what he wants to possess;

to be able to perceive and like, which
means striving for self-affirmation (asser-
tiveness);

when to give up and when to con-
tinue,;

to compare himself with other people and
to correct his own deficit and behavior;

his value (self-perception);

to assess his self-confidence;

to develop additional values for work
in different teams and outside the
university

to improve hisF performance impressively,
etc.

Defining, revealing the benefits and ad-
vantages of team teaching, but most of all the
experience of its use, help to construct a
Team Teaching Competence Standard. Be-
cause each experience of team teaching is
different not only in topic, not only in the
number of teachers in the team, not only in
their national and university affiliation, but
also in the eligibility of students and busi-
ness and society representatives, not only in
quality of didactic materials, on the inclusion
or not of digital devices and platforms, the
Standard creates a sense of sustainability of
both preparation and implementation. The
indicators against which the standard of
team competence skills is developed are re-
lated to the process of functioning, orienta-
tion and productivity of the team of teachers
(including students and others).

Team Teaching Competence Standard.
Our experience in training university lectur-
ers in team teaching reveals that for teaching
staff in higher education (TSHE) are inherent:

1) innovation — TSHE is oriented towards
achieving educational innovations, which
must be justified, implemented and can be
published as a scientific work;

2) creativity — is based on creative ap-
proaches to the professional development of
students to develop creativity in them. It is
achieved through a variety of methods and
attractive design of lectures, classes and
practical exercises;

3) mobility of the structure and roles — the
team excellence of the teaching teams in
higher education allows more and different
students in the team - both for teaching and
for the development of research competence.
In addition, it highlights the growing im-
portance of the facilitating, moderating and
advisory role in the interaction between fac-
ulty and students;

4) leadership — is characterized by oppor-
tunities for students to gain example and
experience not from one but from several
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expert professors, who as leaders in different
periods of teamwork seek to create leaders
within the team, including among students;

5) heterogeneity — unites teachers (and
students) from different specialties, attracts
business partners and organizations from the
educational context of users of educational
services at the university;

6) expertise — each of the members of
TSHE must be an expert in their field;

7) integrativeness — both thematic and be-
tween teachers and students, and by attract-
ing a growing audience inside and outside
the university.

The presented distinctive features of TSHE
with different weight are present in an opera-
tionalized way as skills in the components of
the Team Teaching Competence Standard in
higher education (TTCSHE), namely:

1) functionality — expressed as attitude
and readiness to participate in the role of a
member of TSHE;

2) orientation — expressed as involvement
in the work of TSHE through expert
knowledge and skills and specific expert
ways of teaching;

3) productivity — expressed in achieving
team excellence through unique for the team
methods and mechanisms for team teaching
in higher education;

4) team leadership — expressed in a set of
skills for creating leaders among team mem-
bers, including students.

Based on these differences, and the prac-
tice will probably reveal others, the authors
of the article abstract the Team Teaching
Competence Standard in higher education
(TTCSHE) through the results of their experi-
ence in team teaching training.

Conclusions and perspectives of further
research. The present research, based on the
theoretical analysis and above all on the
practical results of the authors' experience in
team teaching, contains perspectives for de-
velopment.
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On the other hand, the creation of differ-
ent teams by nationality, by specialties, by
the diversity of the participants' experience,
even by gender differences, with or without
the computer and the robot, can detail the
individual indicators on which the standard
is created. In addition, the four components
of the Team Teaching Competence Standard
can be considered in more detail by experi-
menting with the main types of team teach-
ing, which are not problematized here due to
lack of space and time. Interested lecturers
could use some of the authors' achievements
(see, for example, [12, p. 55]), as well as the
classification of six models of team teaching
identified by S. Maroney [4] and B. Robinson
and R. Schaible [5]. It will probably reveal the
need to add new and different skills to each
of the types of team teaching. Perhaps as a
research whim in the pursuit of research
sophistication, there will be a need to detail
the national differences that each teacher or
student or business, in an international team
brings with it, which will add a cultural
touch to the team. Probably the moment is
not far off when whole teams will appear as
job candidates, instead of single individuals,
even the best experts in a given field.
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KAMEHOBA OimiTpina
KaHauaaTKa IeJaroriyHuX HayK, Irpodecopka Kadeapu CydacHOl OCBiTH,
BapHeHCHKHH YHiBepCUTET MEHEIKMEHTY, Boarapis

APXHIIOBA CgiTaaHa

JIOKTOPKA MeAAarorivHuX HayK, IIpodecopKa,
podpecopka Kadepu OCBITHLOTO i COLIIOKYABTYPHOTO MEHEKMEHTY Ta COLIiaAbHOI poboTH
YepkacbKuH HalliOHAABHUI yHiBepcUTeT iMeHi Bormana XMeABHHUIIBKOTO

BHKOPHCTAHHSI KOMAHIHOI'O HABYAHHSI ¥V BHIIIN OCBITI

Pe3rome. Bcmyn. KomaHOHe HABUAHHSL € OOHUM I3
iHCcmpymeHmie MmooepHizauii oceimHboi OislilbHOCMI 8
ymosax anobanizayii euwoi oceimu. KomaHoHe HASUAHHA
besnocepedHbo noesizaHe 3 IHmMezpauiero  3YCUJlb,
COYIOKYNbMYPHOIO 32YpPMOBAHICMIO, CNIBPOOIMHUYMEOM I
napmHepcmeom Y 0C8IMHbLOMY NPOUECL

Mema. IIpoaHanizygeamu MOMKAUBOCMI Ni020MO8KU
cyuacHozo cneyianicma 8 ymosax znobanisayii ma
MmoO0epHizayii suugoi ocgeimu y XXI cmonimmi Ha OCHO8L
3pocmarouoi HmMeepayii surxniadauie i3 pIBHUX KPaiH,
eomoeux npaursamu 8 KomaHol Oxapaxmepusyeamu
cmaHoapm KoMAaHOHOI nedazo2iuHoi KomnemeHmHoCmi.

Memoou. AHanis, cuHmes, NOPIGHSIHHSL,
cucmemamusauyis noansoie eueHux (¢pinocogpis, coyionoeais,
ncuxosiozis, neodazozie) Ha pisHI acnekmu KOMAHOHO020
HABUAHHA;, MOOEN08aHHs. Ol OOIPYHMYBAHHS ma
po3pobku modeni cmaHoapmy KOMAHOHOL Nnedazo2iuHoi
KomnemeHmHocmi; neoazo2iuHe cnocmepexxeHHs, becioa,
aHKemysaHHs, cnigbecioa, mecmysaHHs OAS aHANISY
ocobnusocmell ma Ymoe opzaHizauil 0ceimHb020 npoyecy
3a 00NOMO20H0 KOMAHOHO20 HABUAHHSL.

Pesynemamu. KomaHOHe HaeuaHHs Oae 3mo2y
suKopucmosysamu HHO8AYIHI MemoouKku uepes3 OLibUL
WUPOKULL cheKkmp HA8UANIbHUX cmpameeziii i nioxoois,
uimKi HasuaibHi yini. Y cmammi npedcmas/ieHi nepesazu
KOMAHOHO020 HABUAHHSL 0151 Nedaz02iuH020 Ko/leKmuey ma
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cmyoeHmis.
OpueziHanbHicmb. IIpeocmaenerHo Cmandapm
KOMAHOHOI nedazoziuHol KomnemeHmHoCmi ma 8U3HAUEeHO

tioeo OCHOGHI KOMNOHEHMU: PYHKYIOHANIbHICMb,
cnpamosaHicme, npooyKkmueHicms, KepisHUYMa80
KOMAHOO10.

BucHoeok. BueueHHsi ocobaugocmelli KOMAHOHO20
HABUAHHSL HA OCHOBL MeopemuuHo20 aHalisy, a 0cobAUB0
NpaKmMuuUHUX pesynbmamis odoceidy asmopie
KO/IEeKMU8H020  HABUAHHS, MICMUmMb  nepcneKxmueu
possumky. KonekmueHe HABUAHHSL MaAE HA Memi

300080/IbHUMU  PIBHOMAHIMHI nompebu cmyoeHmis 1
peazysamu HA HUX, 00380/I0UU iM 6pamu yuacms Y
BUBUEHHI KYabmyp 1 OUCUUNIIH, a maKoxXx ycysamu
nepewKoou OJisi HAGUAHHS, 3abesneuyrouu ei0Nno8IoHI
cmpyKkmypu ma Mexaizmu, sKi 003680Ji5iMb KONKHOMY
cmyoenmy ompumamu binbwe Kopucmi 8i0 8i08I0Y8aAHHS
HABUAILHO20 3aKAaA0Y.

Knrouoei cnoea: KomaHOHE HABUAHHS;, KOMAHOHA
KOMNnemeHmHicms;, CmMaHoapm KOMAHOHO! neodazoz2iuHol
KOMNEemeHmMHOCMI.
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