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ABSTRACT 

This study was designed to address the core 

characteristic of middle school education, that of 

interdisciplinary team 'organization. During the 1991-92 

school year the seventh grade class in an American middle 

school in Europe was divided into two organizational 

structures. Half of the students were assigned to the 

interdisciplinary team organization which became the 

experimental group. The other half were assigned to the 

traditional departmentalized organization, which became the 

comparison group. 

Three research questions were asked in an attempt to 

measure student outcomes from exposure to the different 

organizational structures. Those questions were: 

1) Will the academic achievement of students in the 

interdisciplinary team organization differ from students in 

the traditional departmentalized organization? 

2) Will the behavior of middle school students in an 

interdisciplinary team organization differ from that of 

middle school students in a traditional departmentalized 

organization? 

3) Will the attendance of middle school students in an 

interdisciplinary team organization differ from that of 

middle school students in a traditional departmentalized 

organization? 

._- ... _.----

8 
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" Data was collected on five different measures to 

compare these three student outcomes of academic 

achievement, behavior and attendance. For the first 

question of academic achievement, test scores from the sixth 

grade and seventh grade Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills 

(CTBS) and the semester Grade Point Averages were used to 

compare the differences between the students in the 

experimental and comparison groups. For the second question 

of behavior, quarterly administrative discipline referrals 

and two quarters of conduct grades were used to compare the 

differences. For the third question of attendance, 

quarterly attendance figures were used to compare the 

differences. 

By using multiple regression analysis, two of the five 

measures of student outcomes were found to be statistically 

significant, one in favor of the interdisciplinary team 

organization and one in favor of the traditional 

departmentalized organization. The measure of academic 

achievement using the Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills was 

found significantly in favor of the experimental group and 

the attendance data was found significantly in favor of the 

comparison group. For the three other measures, there were 

no significant differences found between the students 

exposed to the interdisciplinary team organization and those 

exposed to the traditional departmentalized organization. 
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Introduction and Background 
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In 1964, Glen Heathers stated that "today's educational 

reform movement is bringing forward a bold redefinition of 

the nature and purposes of education and a multiplicity of 

innovations in materials, media, and organizational 

arrangements that are intended to accomplish a revolution in 

instruction" (p. 345). Thirty years later, in the 1990s, 

the topic of school reform and restructuring continues to 

receive attention from scholars and practitioners alike. 

Middle schools have been a particularly active area of 

policy experimentation in this restructuring movement 

(Heathers, 1964; Clark & Clark, 1989). 

Indeed, since the early 1900s, American educators have 

struggled with the question of what program delivery system 

was best for early adolescents. The emergence of middle 

level education as distinct from elementary or secondary 

education occurred around the turn of the century in the 

United states. Originally characterized by departmental 

organization, it was known as the junior high school 

movement. However, by the 1960s significant criticism 

focused on the ineffectiveness of the junior high school in 

meeting the needs of pre-adolescents (Lounsbury, 1956; 

Wattenberg, 1965). This continued until the middle school 

movement was introduced as an alternative organizational 
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pattern for meeting the developmental needs of the emerging 

adolescent (Alexander, 1971). 

The development of the middle school has been more than 

merely a case of name changing (Lounsbury & Vars, 1978). 

The choice of terminology associated with the school was not 

as important as the statement of philosophy associated with 

the educational program and practices. The developing 

middle school program was based on the premise that the 

needs of the students it served were unique from either the 

elementary or the high school students. Therefore the 

educational program provided for these students should also 

be unique. It was this belief that fostered a movement to 

create a transitional school intended to bridge the gap 

between the elementary school and the high school, with a 

more continuous educational program than was previously 

offered (Walsh, 1985). 

Typically, the junior high school had included large 

student populations. There was a tendency for students in 

that environment to lose their individuality. The 

closeness, the individualized attention, and the feeling of 

belonging which were characteristic of the elementary 

classroom became difficult to achieve in a large, 

diversified educational facility (Walsh, 1985). The 

development and use of the interdisciplinary team 

organization within this middle level educational setting 



provided an alternate strategy so that students could 

receive the necessary individual attention and maintain 

their sense of belonging and identity, while gaining the 

benefits of a large, well equipped and diversified school. 

12 

This interdisciplinary team organization was one of the 

relatively independent submovements of the early reform 

movement (Heathers, 1964) along with others such as the 

nongraded schools, programmed instruction, educational TV, 

and new curricula in mathematics and science. In fact, 

Heathers stated that in five short years, team teaching had 

won "a prominent place within the reform movement ... and, 

unless present trends change sharply, will hold a prominent 

place in the new education that is taking shape" (p.372). 

Clark and Clark (1987) believe that "interdisciplinary 

teaching programs are the foundation on which most 

successful middle level programs are built" (p.1). 

The central criterion of the interdisciplinary team 

concept was that each student would be a member of a 

manageable-size group who were taught by a common, shared 

grou~ vi teachers. It was assumed that this teacher team 

had the time, training, motivation and resources needed to 

treat each student as an individual and develop an 

educational program to meet the physical, emotional, and 

cognitive needs of each student. The concept broke down the 

size of the institution, increasing the sense of belonging 
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so that self-esteem and self-actualization had a better 

chance of being realized (Walsh, 1985). Interdisciplinary 

teams of teachers with common planning and conferencing 

times were a means of addressing the needs and developing a 

better understanding of the child (Bradley, 1988). In the 

forward of Merenbloom's 1986 text, Lounsbury stated that 

"few educators would take issue with the contention that a 

preferred way to organize a middle school faculty is by 

teams .... Some would even go s~ far as to say it is the 

only way" (Merenbloom, 1986, p.ii). 

"While middle level educators are on the forefront of 

the school restructuring movement," (Clark & Clark, 1989, 

p.1) from the very beginning of the middle school movement, 

little research has been available as to the merits of a 

middle school organization. This shortage of research on 

middle school education has also been true about team 

teaching or interdisciplinary team organization. In 

addition, research on interdisciplinary team organization 

and its effect on student outcomes, such as academic 

achievement, behavior and attendance, is not only rare but 

does not indicate universal advantages. 

Research conducted from the early 1960s through the 

1980s showed only inconclusive evidence of the relationship 

between interdisciplinary team organization and an increase 

in the student outcome of academic achievement. Six studies 
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found no significant differences when comparing the 

traditional departmental organization and the 

interdisciplinary team organization with their effect on 

student academic achievement (Drummond, 1961; a 1959-60 

Colorado study reported by Heathers, 1964; a 1959 study by 

Johnson, Lobb & Patteron; a 1964 study by Georgiades & 

Bjelke and a 1964 California study reported by Armstrong, 

1977; and Cotton, 1982). Eight studies (Klausmeier & 

Wiersma, 1965; Jester, 1967; Clar.k, 1971; Abbott, 1971; 

Bogart & Waian, 1971; Neel, 1971; Mooney, 1970; and Bradley, 

1988) found some difference favoring interdisciplinary team 

organization, but only in subsections of the research, such 

as on reading scores but not math, or with higher achieving 

students but not average students. Only one study found 

significant differences favoring interdisciplinary team 

organization in all areas of the study (Sinclair, 1980). 

Regardless of the research findings, however, the 

belief that interdisciplinary team organization could and 

should have an effect on students' academic achievement has 

never wavered. In fact, "the public would probably look 

askance at any new teaching method that improved pupil's 

personality, social adjustment, and interacting capabilities 

yet damaged their academic achievement" (Lambert, Goodwin, 

Roberts & Wiersma, 1965, p.217). 

In reviewing major strengths of the team organization, 
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Armstrong (1977) concluded that "underlying all of these 

strengths is the often unstated, but fundamental, assumption 

that team teaching results in improved learner achievement. 

Without evidence that team teaching enhances academic 

performance, the listed 'strengths' of team teaching will 

not stand" (p.66). Alexander and George (1981) wrote that 

the bridge between elementary school and high school "has 

come to be known as interdisciplinary team organization" (p. 

114). If, then, the interdisciplinary team organization is 

to be that bridge, student outcomes such as academic 

achievement as a result of teaming must be able to be 

measured. 

A major document from the California school systems 

(Fenwick, 1987) recommended that interdisciplinary team 

organization should be part of the goal of increasing 

academic excellence for adolescent students. Among the 

positive effects of change influenced by the reform movement 

on middle level education noted in site-visits to "effective 

schools", Kerewsky (1986) included: (a) increased emphasis 

on academic excellence; (b) an awareness that students 

should focus on their tasks; and (c) a productive, 

analytical use of test scores. Kerewsky's first positive 

effect indicated that academic excellence and its measure 

was a priority in middle level education and his third 

positive effect points out that test scores, while often 
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viewed negatively by educators, could be used productively. 

George and stevenson (1988) found that when 81 

principals shared their views about their "best teams", the 

principals concluded that the teams sought to increase 

academic achievement by rewarding and recognizing even small 

student achievements. "Students on their very best teams 

... showed the greatest annual gains in grades and 

achievement and the best ouerall performances on 

standardized tests" (George & stevenson, 1988, p.9). The 

fact that these principals viewed academic achievement as a 

result of their best teams' efforts suggests that academic 

achievement is a standard by which schools and teaching 

models should be measured. Therefore it is necessary, in 

the process of developing and perfecting the structure of 

interdisciplinary team organization, th~t its effect on 

academic achievement continue to be evaluated. 

In studies of interdisciplinary team organization and 

its effect on behavior, five studies looked at areas in the 

affective domain (Clark, 1971; Neel, 1971; Burke, 1970; 

Bogart & Waian, 1971; and Abbott, 1971). No significant 

differences were found. In 1982 Cotton, however, reported 

significant differences in three of five studies she 

reviewed. Two of the Pontoon Transitional Design studies of 

the early seventies used discipline referrals as a measure 

of student affective behavior (Clark & Clark, 1992) with 
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only the 1970 study of low ability ninth graders by Roop 

showing significantly fewer discipline referrals for the 

pontoon group. One other study attempted to specifically 

look at behavior in the form of discipline referrals but 

found the data so inconclusive it was impossible to 

statistically analyze (Bradley, 1988). Epstein (1990) 

reported that about half of the middle schools she studied 

used conduct grades or 'Hi tten comments about conduct on 

student report cards, but no research was found which 

analyzed how these conduct grades were affected by teaching 

organizational structure. 

All researchers lamented the lack of adequate 

instruments. Bogart and Waian (1971) recommended that more 

sensitive testing instruments were needed so the factors 

causing behavioral changes and the behavioral changes 

themselves could be more easily determined. While most 

studies failed to find significant results, advocates and 

educators continue to declare the benefit of 

interdisciplinary team organization on discipline and 

behavior. George (1984) declared that many teachers attest 

to the improvements in students' behavior following the 

implementation of team organization and concluded that "the 

most important advantage that the team organization offers 

to teachers is the almost guaranteed improvements in 

discipline" (p.S8). Fenwick (1987) stated that "discipline 



improves, parent suppo~t strengthens, program planning 

becomes more balanced and comprehensive ... " (p.112). 
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The previously noted distinctive academic climate of 

exceptional teaching teams (George & stevenson, 1988) was 

paralleled by equally distinctive policies in regard to the 

authority of these teams for setting behavioral 

expectations. The 81 principals reported that they saw few, 

if any, discipline problems from their best teams. George 

and Oldaker's review of 130 exemplary schools (Lake, 1989) 

reported that all criteria relating to student discipline 

improved very significantly when they adopted the middle 

school model. One-quarter of their anecdotal responses 

specifically reported that "interdisciplinary team 

organization and grouping students in houses enabled 

teachers to develop consistent procedures for handling 

disruptions" (p.S) and yet no research results were used to 

document these conclusions. 

The effect of interdisciplinary team organization on 

student attendance has been studied infrequently. No 

significant differences were found between students exposed 

to interdisciplinary team organization and those exposed to 

traditional departmentalized organization in four studies 

(Abbott, 1971; Burke, 1971; Clark, 1971; and Bradley, 1988). 

A significant difference in favor of the interdisciplinary 

team organization was found in one study (Mooney, 1970). 
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Clark (1971) wrote that a different methodology in the 

treatment of absences might yield significant differences; 

for example, absentee rates might be recorded over the 

entire school year for each student and then compared. This 

suggested methodology was used by Mooney (1970) by analyzing 

seven 20-day reporting periods throughout the school year. 

While the value of interdisciplinary team organization 

often appears in the effective schools category, studies of 

the effect of interdisciplinary team organization on student 

outcomes (e.g. achievement, behavior and attendance) is 

conspicuously absent. In summarizing the research on 

interdisciplinary team organization, Armstrong notes that ... 

one is struck by the very basic nature of the 

questions for which research has failed ... to 

supply at least tentative answers. Team teaching, 

it is evident, represents one of those educational 

practices that have not been subjected to truly 

intensive and systematic investigation. Support 

for team teaching has been more of a validation 

through affirmation than a validation based on 

empirical evidence. At this juncture, little in 

the research literature provides solace either for 

team teaching's critics or its most ardent 

supporters. (1977, p. 83) 

It is because of this gap between the inconclusive 



results of research on interdisciplinary team organization 

and the continued belief in this organizational structure 

that this study has been undertaken. The author has 

attempted to compare the effect of interdisciplinary team 

organization and traditional departmental organization on 

the student outcomes of academic achievement, behavior and 

attendance. 

statement of the Problem 

20 

As noted in the previous section, research studies have 

produced few conclusive results about the effect on the 

student outcomes of academic achievement, behavior and 

attendance of the interdisciplinary team organization. 

One problem appears to be how "team organization" has 

been defined throughout the history of the middle school 

movement. "Team teaching can refer simply to injecting the 

theme of teamwork into the conduct of instruction, or it can 

refer to an approach to organizing the total instructional 

program" (Heathers, 1964, p.371). There is perhaps some 

confusion between "team teaching" and "interdisciplinary 

team organization", with the narrow concept of "team 

teaching" having been studied in the early days of the 

movement and a more complete concept of "interdisciplinary 

team organization" just beginning to be studied in more 

recent years. Charters and Jones (Armstrong, 1977) 

conducted a careful analysis of an earlier rep0rt in which 
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no differences in achievement were noted between team-taught 

and solitary-teacher-taught learners. They discovered that, 

in terms of actual patterns of instruction, there were no 

substantive differences between the two teaching conditions. 

It has been suggested that the failure of many of the 

studies to note significant differences in achievement may 

have resulted from a failure to attend well to the degree to 

which team teaching represented a real change in actual 

instructional practice. As late as 1986, Kerewsky found 

during site-visits of exemplary middle schools that 

traditional seating and instructional patterns were still 

cornmon. Even in schools with teaming arrangments, 

instructional techniques were often no different from that 

in the self-contained, disciplinary classrooms of the 1950s. 

In addition, Gatewood (1974) reported that the movement 

toward true middle schools had recently been given a major 

push from new state organizations such as those in Florida, 

Maryland and Michigan, and from regional organizations such 

as the Midwest Middle School Association. Publications such 

as the Middle School Journal. Transescence: The Journal on 

Emerging Adolescent Education. and Dissemination Services on 

the Middle Grades as well as a plethora of books and 

articles on the topic had emerged by the mid-1970s to give 

national identity to the middle school movement. More 

teacher certification was found at the state level, which in 
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turn had spawned new pre-service training at the college 

level and inservice training at the school level. "If all 

these positive trends continue, research conducted on middle 

schools in the future hopefully will reveal more fulfillment 

of their original promise than that conducted to date" 

(Gatewood, 1974, p.1S). 

It appears that research has not kept up with advances 

in the movement. Even more recently, the National Middle 

School Association, the National Resource Center for Middle 

Grades Education at the University of South Florida and 

numerous other centers focusing on middle school education 

or the needs of early adolescents at colleges and 

universities have also been established. Additional 

publications specifically related to middle schools are 

emerging, such as the NASSP publication Schools in the 

Middle. numerous publications from the National Middle 

School Association and the compelling 1989 publication 

Turning Points: Preparing American Youth for the 21st 

Century, from the Carnegie Council on Adolescent 

Development, r~commending middle level education, including 

interdisciplinary team organization. These changes have 

brought numerous conferences and training opportunities to 

middle level educators throughout the country, as well as a 

continued movement toward state certification for middle 

school educators and university level pre-service education. 
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Alexander and McEwin (1984) reported that 25 states in 1984 

had some level of middle level teacher certification, an 

increase from 1968 of 23 states. 

On an international level, there is now an European 

middle school association with its own publication and 

yearly conferences. Also, the Department of Defense 

Dependent School system in the Germany region has 

recommended that all junior high schools move to middle 

level concepts, providing in-service training to middle 

school educators on middle level concepts, including 

interdisciplinary team organization. 

This study has attempted to redress the inconclusive 

nature of previous research concerning the effects of 

interdisciplinary team organization on student outcomes. It 

is hoped that more favorable results can now be discovered 

as a result of the above recent changes in and additions to 

the movement. Because the interdisciplinary team 

organizational unit in this study meets most of the 

characteristics of an effective teaming unit, the study will 

compare the effects of an interdisciplinary team 

organizational unit with a traditional departmentalized unit 

on the student outcomes of achievement, behavior and 

attendance. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to examine the effects of 

--- --- -- --------



the core characteristic of middle level education, 

interdisciplinary team organization, on student outcomes. 

To accomplish this goal, this study compares two different 

types of middle school structures, the interdisciplinary 

team organization and the traditional departmentalized 

organization. student outcomes of academic achievement, 

behavior and attendance will be examined using a quasi

experimental design ten technique (Campbell & stanley, 

1963) . 

Setting of the Study 

24 

The setting for this study is a medium-sized American 

middle school, grades 6-8, attended by u.s. students, taught 

by u.s. teachers, in a central European country. In the 

first steps of reorganization towards a complete middle 

level structure, the school developed a master schedule for 

the 1991-92 school year which called for a pilot 

interdisciplinary team organization at only the seventh 

grade level. The sixth and eighth grades continued to 

function more along the lines of a traditional junior high 

school. This pilot interdisciplinary team organization plan 

called for four academic teachers with a common planning 

period and one-half of the seventh grade students. In 

addition, these seventh graders were block scheduled with 

these four teachers for three of seven periods during the 

day so that interdisciplinary teaching and activities could 
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be planned. The other half of the seventh graders were 

scheduled into academic classes taught in a traditional 

departmentalized organizational structure. Because there 

were two organizational structures within one grade and one 

school, numerous variables could be controlled for, such as 

curriculum, guidance services, leadership styles, school 

climate, administrative policies, grading structures, 

discipline policies, awards and recognition practices, 

extra-curricular activities, and differences in student 

population. This made the setting particularly ideal for 

this study. 

Significance of the Study 

This study has relevance for middle level educators, 

school administrators, advocates and researchers. The 

implementation of the interdisciplinary team organization 

will be enhanced by additional empirical data concerning its 

effects on student outcomes (i.e. academic achievement, 

behavior and attendance). In the summary of a research 

project concerned with the use of the interdisciplinary team 

organization, Sinclair (1980) recommended that future 

studies be conducted to determine the effects of different 

school organizational patterns. This study contributes to 

the available research which has been done in actual school 

settings to determine if the organizational patterns affect 

students' learning experiences at the middle educational 
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level. 

The u.s. Department of Defense Dependent School system 

provides education for all military dependents around the 

world. In 1991, the DoDDS-Germany region recommended the 

implementation of middle level concepts, including the use 

of interdisciplinary team organization, in all DoDDS-Germany 

middle schools. Research conducted in a U.S. middle school 

in Europe will give additional information to this and other 

similar recommendations abroad. The findings of this study 

will enable educators to gain a better understanding of the 

effects of one of the most prominent variables associated 

with effective middle school programs--the interdisciplinary 

team organization. 

Definitions 

Interdisciplinary Team Organization: Alexander and 

George (1981) defined interdisciplinary team organization as 

a way of organizing the faculty so that "a group of teachers 

share: (a) the responsibility for planning, teaching, and 

evaluating curriculum and instruction in more than one 

academic area; (b) the same groups of students; (c) the same 

schedule; and (d) the same area of the building" (p.11S). 

Junior High School: A school serving students of the 

preadolescent and early adolescent years with a structure 

based on "junior" high school organization of 

departmentalized courses and extra curricular activities, 

.- -.- ---.----
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usually with a 7-8 or 7-9 grade composition. 

Middle School: Alexander, Williams, Compton, Hines and 

Prescott (1968) define the emergent middle school as a 

"school providing a program planned for a range of older 

children, and early adolescents that builds upon the 

elementary school program for earlier childhood and in turn 

is built upon by the high school's program for adolescence" 

(p.S). In 1982 the National Middle School Association 

defined middle schools as "an educational response to the 

needs and characteristics of youngsters during transescence 

and, as such, deals with the full range of intellectual and 

developmental needs" (p.9). 

Team Teaching: Shaplin (1964) defined team teaching as 

a "type of instructional organization, involving teaching 

personnel and the students assigned to them, in which two or 

more teachers are given responsibility, working together, 

for all or a significant part of the instruction of the same 

group of students" (p.1S). Kindred (1968) defined it 

"functionally as any situation in which the efforts of two 

or more persons are joined to instruct common groups of 

pupils" (p.131). 

Traditional Departmentalized Organization: An 

organizational technique whereby students are randomly 

assigned to subject area teachers, whose primary 

responsibility is to provide academic instruction in the 
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major content areas. "A single individual preparation 

period assigned according to administrative need with no 

consideration for common planning time, is provided to each 

teacher. student scheduling is completed by the 

administration and is characterized as somewhat structured 

and inflexible" (Walsh, 1985, p. 18). 

Transescence: Eichhorn (1968) defines transescence as 

"a period of physiological change. These changes in the 

years from age 10 to 14 result in a significantly similar 

set of characteristics peculiar to this level of 

development, producing a common set of social and emotional 

reactions, which are different from those represented in 

children of the elementary or high school years" (p.lll). 

Limitations of the study 

1. The study is limited to one American school in 

Europe. While this is definitely a limitation, this also 

provides some degree of control over variables such as 

school climate, administrative policies, guidance services, 

curriculum, etc. which are difficult to control for when 

comparing students from more than one school. 

2. The students in the study are all living in a 

foreign country. These students may have experienced more 

of the world than their U.s. counterparts and perhaps relate 

to their educational experience differently. It would then 

be inappropriate to generalize the findings of this study to 
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u.s. schools. 

3. The study is a one year study. Change occurs 

slowly, particularly for young people. If change occurs in 

the lives of seventh graders because of the 

interdisciplinary team organization, it may not be 

measurable until much later in their lives. 

4. Three of the four teachers in the interdisciplinary 

team also taught two classes of students assigned to the 

traditional departmentalized unit. While the methods, 

background, education, attitudes and experience of the 

interdisciplinary team teachers and the traditional 

departmentalized teachers are discussed in Chapter Three, 

these variables are difficult to compare and measure and 

obviously could have a major impact on students' academic 

achievement, behavior and attendance. 

Summary 

This chapter provided a brief background of the middle 

school movement, as well as an overview of the important 

research of the effects of interdisciplinary team 

organization on the student outcomes of academic 

achievement, behavior and attendance. 

In addition, the chapter expressed the statement of the 

problem and how this has led to the purpose of the study. 

The setting for the study was explained and the significance 

of the outcomes of the study were detailed. Definitions of 



major terms were given and limitations of the study were 

noted. 
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To review, this study examined the effects of 

interdisciplinary team organization on the student outcomes 

of academic achievement, behavior and attendance. This was 

accomplished by comparing the two structures of 

interdisciplinary team organization and traditional 

departmentalized organization in a typical seventh grade 

class of an American middle school in Europe. 
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CHAPTER 2 

Review of the Literature 

This chapter will present an overview of the literature 

in three areas relevant to this study. First a section on 

the adolescent learner will be presented outlining the 

characteristics of the students in this study. Second the 

middle school will be addressed, including a historical 

section of the junior high school, the emerging middle 

school and characteristics of effective middle schools. 

Third is a section addressing the issues of 

interdisciplinary team organization, including a historical 

perspective, rationale for teaming, research findings and 

the current trends in interdisciplinary team organization. 

The Adolescent Learner 

"The fundamental promise of middle school education is 

that it should be based on the nature and needs of 

transescents" (Lounsbury, Marani, & Compton, 1980, p.4). It 

is for that reason that a section of the literature review 

focuses on the adolescent learner. However, accurately 

describing the adolescent may be an impossible task for 

"these youngsters are alike mainly in their unlikeness, with 

differences not only from one another but within themselves" 

(Lounsbury, Marani, & Compton, 1980, p.4). Eichhorn (1968) 

defined transescence as 

a period of physiological change. These changes 



in the years from age 10 to 14 result in a 

significantly similar set of characteristics 

peculiar to this level of development, producing a 

common set of social and emotional reactions, 

which are different from those represented in 

children of the elementary or high school years. 

Biological changes taking place alter not only the 

physical child but also his social and emotional 

s tat us. ( p . 111 ) 

Physical Characteristics 
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A report of the Task Force on the Emerging Adolescent 

Learner from the Association for Supervision and Curriculum 

Development (1975) stated that "in transescence a period of 

pronounced and accelerated physical development commences, 

marked by increasing height, body breadth and depth, heart 

size, lung capacity, and muscular strength. Transescents 

grow at varying rates of speed and begin their rapid growth 

at different ages" (p.6) starting with the lengthening of 

the long bones of the arms and legs, through the broadening 

and expanding of the chest, the lengthening of the trunk and 

the development of boys' shoulders and girls' hips to the 

development of secondary sexual characteristics. 

Internally, the body chemistry changes including growth of 

the heart, rise in blood pressure and relatively high early 

morning blood sugar level, all of which can create a new and 

--- ----------
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sometimes frightening world to the adolescent. In addition, 

the drastic differences in the maturation rates of girls and 

boys lead to added stress at the very time they become 

interested in the other sex. The report from AS CD also 

stressed that interest patterns of the transescent tend to 

follow physical changes, although size and maturity do not 

necessarily coincide. Young people of this age are 

characterized by extreme restlessness and need a regular 

release of physical energy. This acceleration and 

unevenness of physical development and physiological change 

also have many emotional and psychological side effects. 

The 1989 Carnegie Report pointed out that "puberty is one of 

the most far reaching biological upheavals in the life span. 

For many young adolescents, it involves drastic changes in 

the social environment as well" (p.12). 

Intellectual Characteristics 

Piaget says that the phase of formal operations 

begins approximately at age eleven, during which 

time the child finds that the concrete operational 

process by which he had previously organized and 

structured a problem is not sufficient to provide 

a complete and logical solution. He begins to 

hypothesize, in order to consider all possible 

relations, to experiment, to analyze, to go beyond 

reality - in short, to work with abstractions, 



concepts, ideas about ideas on a high level. 

(Gallina & Miller, 1977, p. 513) 
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Most transescents (ASCD, 1975) are capable of carrying 

out formal as well as concrete intellectual operations. The 

stage of formal operations is the final stage of 

intellectual development prior to adult thinking. The main 

characteristic of this stage is the ability to deal with the 

real as well as the possible and the abstract. Transescents 

prefer active involvement to passive recipiency. They tend 

to be intellectually uninhibited and enjoy discussing some 

of their experiences with adults. They tend to have a 

tremendous potential range of creative expression and can 

critically evaluate situations rather effectively. 

More recent authors (Alexander & George, 1981; 

Lounsbury, Marani & Compton, 1980; and Merenbloom, 1986) 

cautioned that newer brain studies, particularly those of 

Epstein and Toepfer, offer important insights which point to 

brain growth plateaus at this stage of development. 

Alexander and George (1981) suggested that educators 

challenge justification for curriculum and instruction 

changes in the middle school toward more emphasis on complex 

intellectual tasks since there is evidence of a brain growth 

plateau during these years. Merenbloom (1986) pointed out 

that during this period of formal operations the student 

begins to utilize logic and reasoning in decision making but 
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may still have difficulty with concepts such as government, 

race, or religion as abstract thoughts. Students during 

these plateau periods may be able to learn but may not be 

able to initiate higher order thinking skills. "Further 

data gives credence to the idea that by the time youngsters 

leave grade eight less than 20% of them have reached 

Piaget's level of formal operations" (Lounsbury & Clark, 

1990, p.9). The range of intellectual development of 

youngsters is extremely broad at this age, far greater than 

the range of students at high school or elementary school. 

Lounsbury and Clark (1990) believe most eighth graders can: 

(a) think about possibilities or think through alternatives 

to problems; (b) think through hypotheses or test out a 

situation even if the reality is to the contrary; (c) think 

ahead or comprehend consequences of choices; and (d) think 

about thinking or understand the existence of two 

contradictory rules systems and consider another's point of 

view. 

Williamson and Johnston (1991) described middle level 

students as in the process of beginning to expand their 

horizons and diversify their interests. Their world expands 

beyond their neighborhood and they begin to have a concern 

for right and wrong, for the less fortunate and show 

interest in races and cultures other than their own. They 

also begin to put skills they acquired in elementary school 
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to use in their lives in general by wanting to evaluate 

suggestions from others and showing a strong interest in 

pursuing their own goals. In addition, emerging adolescents 

begin to see relationships in both concrete and abstract 

ways and are more able to deal with abstract concepts. They 

desire opportunities to express originality and to 

participate in problem-solving situations. 

The ASCD task force (1981) reported that "youth between 

the ages of ten and fifteen possess much more knowledge of 

the world than their parents, or even their older brothers 

and sisters, had at a corresponding age" (p.3). Alexander 

and George (1981) pointed out that, 

most twelve-year-old children have seen more of 

the world through television and movies and 

perhaps travel than their grandparents did in a 

lifetime, but they also have a range of social, 

economic and political problems to confront and 

solve that were not solved and in fact were in 

some cases produced by previous generations. (p.?) 

The writers of the Carnegie Report (1989) lamented that our 

schools are producing far too few young adolescents "with 

higher skill levels and problem-solving abilities that the 

economy increasingly needs. The time has come for a 

fundamental reassessment of this pivotal institution in the 

lives of these young people" (p.13). 



Social - Emotional Characteristics 

The 1989 Carnegie Corporation report described the 

young adolescent as: 

moving from dependency to interdependency with 

parents, as well as with friends, relatives, and 

other persons outside the home. While 

renegotiating relationships with parents and other 

care-givers, often in outwardly stormy ways, the 

young person simultaneously seeks to maintain 

strong ties with exactly those people. (p.22) 
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Lounsbury and Clark (1990) believe that the eighth graders 

want and need to socialize is a developmental need that is 

necessary for healthy emotional growth. Learning occurs 

through socialization, not in spite of it. "So strong is 

the need to relate to peers that it has been suggested that 

adolescents do not really choose friendships but rather are 

driven into them" (p.?). The AseD report (1975) outlined 

four major domains of social - emotional development. These 

were: 

1. Sel f-concept: "During this time of li fe the emerging 

adolescent begins to find the 'me' as opposed to the 'not 

me'" (p.1S). The conflict between dependence and 

independence in the family structure grows as the young 

person leaves childhood and enters adulthood. 

2. Sex role identification: A time of learning to feel, 
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think and act in a role congruent with his or her sex. 

3. Peer influence: Social acceptance by the peer group 

often epitomizes many individuals' behavior pattern. 

4. Emotional control: Emotional behavior rapidly 

changes from amiable and content to aggressive and 

argumentative. 

Merenbloom (1986) listed the following major topics in 

the area of adolescent social and emotional development: 

Group Membership, Self Concept, Ethnic Identification, Sex 

Role Identification, Peer Approval, Independence from 

Adults, and Search for sophistication. Williamson and 

Johnson (1991) believe that the developmental needs of the 

emerging adolescent includes a strong sense of group 

identity from which they display the well known adolescent 

phenomenon of increased group conformity. In addition, 

adolescents begin to experience an increasing sexual 

awareness and become more aware of the social phenomena of 

adolescence. They are characterized by a good deal of 

apprehensiveness about impending adolescent years, often 

sensitive to criticism of their own personal shortcomings by 

being anxious, doubtful and confused about their physical 

and intellectual development, social relationships and adult 

authority. It is through interactions and questioning of 

their world that they begin to develop a distinct self

concept by understanding that they have limitations as well 
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as certain strengths. 

Lounsbury, Marani and Compton (1980) found that the 

seventh graders who were observed in their study tended to 

be critical of adults, particularly parents and teachers. 

"There appears to be a certain significance attached to 

being 'cool', which is aided by the opinion that one's 

parents are old-fashioned and lack understanding" (p.?). 

There is usually a certain amount of conflict with parents, 

and transescents often feel they are being treated as 

children. Henry, et al (1981) pointed out that students 

seem to radically change from seeing teachers and parents as 

all important to just the opposite. One can observe 

students acting one way in the school office, and completely 

different when they are with other kids. Most parents of 

early adolescents say they are becoming more belligerent, 

rude, angry and defiant. The young people, however, 

reported that their parents are too restrictive, old

fashioned, too demanding, and simply don't understand. 

Lounsbury and Clark (1990) wondered if, in fact, eighth 

graders argue more or if they are simply better arguers? Do 

they wish to defy or do they seek more autonomy? The 

writers concluded that "the young adolescent probably 

changes faster than the parents change their rules and 

adjust to the child's growth" (p.8). 

Psychologists tell us that the traumas of the 



adolescent years tend not to be taken too 

seriously by adults - teachers included. Failure 

to do so lies at the root of some of the most 

serious interpersonal conflicts in the middle 

grades - conflicts that involve fractured 

relationships among both students and teachers. 

These may have crippling, even tragic 

consequences. While violence, per se, is the 

exception, the damage to personality development 

through warped values and academic failure have 

the potential ultimately to exact a bitter price 

from the individual and from society. (~enwick, 

1987, p.84) 
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The physical changes experienced by the young people 

along with their striving to be accepted by peers, their 

ambivalence toward adults and their values render them very 

sensitive people (Lounsbury & Clark, 1980). Alexander and 

George (1981) pointed out that not only is "Who Am I?" a 

persistent question but, "Who Do You Think I am?" dominates 

their thinking and relationships. For many the self concept 

suffers when most comments from adults focus on the child's 

awkwardness, terrific appetite, pimples, and/or ignorance. 

Musholt (1974) suggested that teachers for years have sensed 

the significant relationship between a student's self

concept and school performance. Students who feel good 
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about themselves and their abilities are the ones who are 

most likely to succeed. On the other hand, those who see 

themselves and their abilities negatively usually produce 

poor grades. "Academic success or failure is as deeply 

rooted in self-concepts as it is in measured mental ability. 

Maybe student attitudes limit the level of achievement in 

school more so than ability" (Musholt, 1974, p.67). 

A composite portrait of the successful student 

(Musholt, 1974) would show someone with a relatively high 

self-opinion, optimism about future performance, confidence 

in one's general ability and in academic pursuits, need for 

fewer favorable evaluations from others, a feeling of being 

a hard worker, of being liked by other students, and 

generall y poli te and honest. "This is in stark contrast to 

the self image by the majority of unsuccessful students" 

(p.68). Wattenberg (1969) suggested that a significant by

product of both alienation as a result of poor self concept 

and the peer-group power, is that the middle school years 

are also the years in which juvenile delinquency rises to a 

peak. These are the years in which the potential drop-out 

breaks the remaining ties with more ambitious classmates. 

There appears to be a pattern of school failure with these 

students who have given up on finding satisfaction from 

activities linked to school. Bill Honig, Superintendent of 

Public Instruction, California (Fenwick, 1987) stated that, 



for many students the middle grades represent the 

last chance to develop a sense of academic purpose 

and personal commitment to educational goals. 

Those who fail at the middle grade level often 

drop out of school and may never again have the 

opportunity to develop to their fullest 

potential .... The most effective instruction at 

the middle grade level emphasizes academic 

integrity while making an emotional connection 

with students .... The first challenge for schools 

which enroll middle grade students is to make sure 

that they are 'connected' to the goals and 

purposes of their schools in positive ways, and 

have an opportunity to increase their self-esteem. 

(p.v) 
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While in the middle school (Fenwick, 1987) students 

must develop a clear concept of their human potential. The 

middle grades represent critical formative years. Many 

students at this time form lifelong values and attitudes 

about the significance of education and their own 

possibility of success in academic and career choices. 

"Early adolescence represents the most critical period in 

the education of students. Although at risk, most of the 

identifiable potential dropouts are still in school during 

the middle grades. There is still hope for them" (Fenwick, 



1987, .78). 

Developmental Tasks 
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In 1968, Havighurst said that organizing one's 

knowledge of social and physical reality, learning to work 

well in the peer group and becoming an independent person 

were the developmental tasks of preadolescence. In 1977, 

Gallina and Miller shared Thornburg's maturational tasks for 

this age student, which are: 

(a) to develop and organize knowledge and concepts 

necessary for everyday functioning; (b) to accept 

increasing changes in one's physique; (c) to learn 

new social-sex roles; (d) to develop friendship 

with peers; (e) to become an independent person; 

and (f) to develop elementary moral concepts and 

values. (p.513) 

In 1989, the Carnegie Council on Adolescent Development 

determined in a much more succinct way that the five 

characteristics a 15 year old should have to be an effective 

human are n(a) an intellectually reflective person; (b) a 

person enroute to a lifetime of meaningful work; (c) a good 

citizen; (d) a caring and ethical individual; and (e) a 

healthy person" (p.1S). 

In the same report, the Carnegie Corporation stated 

that the world is a rapidly changing place. Successful 

participation in our world economy will require a more 

--- ---------
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skillful and adaptable workforce. The talent of all people 

must be developed if the U.S. is to be economically 

competitive and socially cohesive. The adolescent years are 

the formative years for behavior patterns in education and 

health. Adolescence is typically characterized by 

developmentally appropriate and socially adaptive 

exploratory behavior for most young people. 

However for some, these behaviors carry high risks. 

The short term adverse effects of such events as school 

dropout or alcohol-related accidents can be dramatic while 

bad health habits that lead to heart disease and cancer are 

long term risks. Young adolescents are currently much more 

at risk for self destructive behaviors - educational 

failure, drug and alcohol abuse, school age pregnancy, 

contraction of sexually transmitted diseases, violence -

than this age group has ever been before. "Our schools are 

simply not producing young adolescents who have learned to 

adopt healthy lifestyles" (Carnegie Corporation, p.13). 

Under current conditions many young people will not make it 

through early adolescence successfully. Their basic human 

needs of caring relationships with adults, of guidance 

through the sometimes overwhelming biological and 

psychological changes, of the security of constructive peer 

groups, and of the perception of future opportunity are not 

being met at this critical stage of life. 



By age 15, millions of American youth are at risk 

of reaching adulthood unable to meet adequately 

the requirements of the workplace, the commitments 

of relationships in families and with peers, and 

the responsibilities of participation in a 

multicultural society and of citizenship in a 

democracy. These young people often suffer from 

underdeveloped intellectual abilities, 

indifference to good health, and cynicism about 

the values that American society embodies. 

(Carnegie Corp.,1989, p.21) 
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As a nation, therefore, Americans face a paradox of 

having created an economy that seeks literate, technically 

trained, and committed workers, while producing many young 

people who are "semi-literate or functionally illiterate, 

unable to think critically and untrained in technical 

skills, hampered by high-risk lifestyles, and alienated from 

the social mainstream" (Carnegie Corp., p.29). 

Relevance for the Middle School 

Wattenberg wrote in 1965 that the typical classroom 

situation seemed to fall short of what was appropriate for 

13 and 14 year-old youngsters. Departmentalization 

dominated, schedules were rigid, students were grouped or 

tracked by ability, content coverage was the focus of nearly 

all instruction, and passive learning prevailed. 
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Predetermined and packaged school life was a separate entity 

from the rest of their world, and the school day was far too 

physically and mentally demanding. In addition, the lack of 

interaction and involvement made the day both tiring and 

boring. 

Four years later Wattenberg (1969) wrote that middle 

school programs should be established so that students could 

work on the developmental tasks associated with late 

childhood and early adolescence. "These tasks include the 

establishment of heterosexuality, the firming up of ego 

identity, and the practice of adult roles" (p.165). The 

middle school's function should be to enable young people to 

learn the roles and functions demanded by society. The 

middle school movement offers the possibility of devising 

fundamentally new settings for education. If and when these 

possibilities are actualized, the movement could result in 

"more basic change for students than has accompanied any of 

the previous restructuring of administrative arrangements in 

the history of American education" (Wattenberg, 1969, 

p.171). 

The Middle School 

The Early Junior High School 

"Educators cannot fully understand the current middle 

school movement without an understanding of the junior high 

school movement; for the two are inexorably bound together; 
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and in fact, may really be one" (Lounsbury & Vars, 1978, p. 

14) . 

In 1888 Harvard President Charles W. Eliot, concerned 

over the increasing age of college freshmen, raised the 

question of whether school programs could be shortened and 

enriched (Lounsbury and Vars, 1978, p. 15). Eliot (Hansen & 

Hearn, 1971) believed that the years at the end of the 

elementary experience were being wasted. Because of this 

concern, the National Education Association formed the 

Committee of Ten on Secondary School Studies in 1892. That 

committee's recommendation was for a six-year elementary 

school instead of the customary eight, and the introduction 

of secondary subjects into grades seven and eight. 

From 1892 to 1918 several major national committees 

and commissions studied the idea of reorganization including 

the Committee of Ten, the Commission on the Reorganization 

of Secondary Education (Vars, 1965), the Committee of 

Fifteen in 1892 and the 1895 Committee on College Entrance 

(Klingele, 1979). In general, these groups supported the 

proposal to add two years to secondary education at the 

expense of elementary education. While a separate junior 

high school was advocated, the proposed division was 

intended as part of the secondary level and was not viewed 

by early advocates of reorganization as an intermediate or 

middle level school. Vars (1965) explained that the six 



years of secondary education would be divided into two 

periods which would be designated as the junior and senior 

periods. The junior period would attempt to help the 

students explore their own aptitudes and make provisional 

choices for later work. 
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John Dewey (Hansen & Hearn, 1971) added his prestige to 

the cause with pronouncements such as the one at a 1901 

Conference at the University of Chicago that the elementary 

school was too long, especially so when the secondary school 

needed at least six years to do "an adequate job of 

developing cultural appreciation needed for civic 

competence" (p.4). The original impetus for reorganization 

(Lounsbury & Vars, 1978) called the "Economy of Time" 

argument, was simply a need for earlier and better college 

preparation. The history of the first middle school, the 

junior high school, was not conceived to introduce something 

new into American education but was an attempt to correct 

several supposed deficiencies in the educational system. 

Many believed that the cause of these deficiencies was 

inherent in the 8-4 organizational pattern; therefore, this 

pattern began to be questioned. This questioning was 

particularly intense during the last decade of the previous 

century and the first decade of this century. William T. 

Harris criticized the eight-year elementary school because 

of the absence of any provision for individual differences, 
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use of ability grouping and developmental teaching (Hansen 

and Hearn, 1971). Kindred (1968) reported that the first 

actual recommendation to have a 6-3-3 type of grade 

organization (six years of elementary, three years of junior 

high and three years of senior high) came from the Committee 

on the Economy of Time in its report in 1913. 

There were three main ideas (Kindred, 1968) that helped 

refine the junior high school idea. These were the studies 

and reports of the series of national committees mentioned 

previously, the pronouncements by prominent educators, and 

the experiments and departures from conventional practices 

that were being tried in school s~stems during the early 

formative years. 

Pioneer research studies of dropouts (Lounsbury & Vars, 

1978) made between 1907 and 1911 by Leonard P. Ayres, George 

D. strayer, and E.L. Thorndike, lent support to 

reorganization proposals. These studies reported that one 

third of all children were behind in their correct grade 

placement and one sixth of the pupils in anyone grade were 

repeating that grade. More than half of all students never 

reached the ninth grade. Many attributed the high drop out 

rate during the adolescent years to the gap between the 

elementary and the high school. This gulf was believed to 

be caused by differences in philosophy, curriculum, and 

organization of the two school structures. T.H. Briggs 



(Hansen & Hearn, 1971) stated in 1920 that 

due to the 73% drop out rate in the 9th grade, 

building and equipping high schools for these 

students is very costly. Elementary schools do 

not and cannot prepare students for life and 

higher education as well as the junior high school 

can. A program or an organizational technique is 

needed to bridge the gap between the elementary 

and secondary years. (p.6) 
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During the first decade of the twentieth century, two 

developments in psychology also made contributions to the 

advancement of the movement (Lounsbury and Vars, 1978). The 

first was the psychological theory advanced by the 

influential G. Stanley Hall and the second was the new focus 

on individual differences. The publication in 1904 of a 

two-volume work by Hall entitled Adolescence focused on 

adolescent needs. This widely read pUblication stimulated 

considerable thought and discussion about the adolescent 

period of growth and the implications for education 

(Kindred, 1968). "G. Stanley Hall provided protagonists 

with physical, emotional, and social evidence of these 

respective differences among the children" (Hansen & Hearn, 

1971, p.5). According to Hall's theory, the age of 

adolescence was of such concern that he believed the future 

of mankind would to a large degree be determined by the 
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quality of education received at this crucial age (Lounsbury 

& Vars, 1978). The new psychology of G. Stanley Hall (Moss, 

1969) brought educators' attention to the developmental 

characteristics as well as the needs of children and 

adolescents. Many psychologists began to regard age 12 

rather than age 14 as the turning point of adolescence, and 

believed these students should be with their peers in a 

three-year unit or with older students in the six-year 

secondary school. Alexander, et al (1968) pointed out that 

when the junior high schools began, it was generally 

accepted that normal individual development followed the 

average of growth shown by large samples of children and 

youth at each successive chronological age. 

In the 1920s and 1930s, however, anthropologists, 

physiologists, psychologists, and sociologists began new 

studies of human growth and development in an attempt to 

learn more about individual differences in development. The 

reports of these studies pointed out how individual persons 

vary from each other as they go through their transition 

from childhood to adolescence. Between 1936 and 1966 

(Alexander, et aI, 1968), a number of definitive 

longitudinal studies of the growth of boys and girls and of 

their physical, social, and psychological phenomena were 

published. The studies concluded that 

very significant behavioral requirements and 



developmental adjustment problems are imposed 

unavoidably by the growth process itself and by 

its outcomes. The new developmental tasks and 

adjustment problems are caused by physiological 

changes in the functioning of the body, by changes 

in perception of the self that inevitably 

accompany these growth and physiological 

alterations of the body dynamics, by changes in 

modes of cognitive functioning, and by ways in 

which home, school and other social institutions 

view the individual and deal with these changes. 

(Alexander, et aI, 1968, p.25) 

52 

Early junior high schools (Lounsbury & Vars, 1978) 

assumed that children were more or less mentally alike at 

this age, regardless of the studies being done by 

psychologists pointing out that no place in the life span 

were individual differences greater than at the seventh, 

eighth, and ninth grade levels. This new focus became the 

basis for the primary goal of the junior high movement which 

was to meet the needs of early adolescents. 

Klingele (1979) believed there were other factors 

leading to the junior high movement. One was the 

technological advancement at the turn of the century which 

demanded fewer and fewer children in the work force. As a 

result, children tended to stay in school leading to the 
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overcrowding of existing buildings. To accommodate the 

raising enrollment, many districts reorganized their grade 

structure. In addition other factors affecting 

reorganization were a growing demand for secondary 

education, the promise of better transition from elementary 

to high school, the benefits of vocational training for 

those who chose not to continue in school and better 

preparation for college. 

In summary, (Kindred, 1968) the educational purpose of 

the first junior high schools grew out of dissatisfactions 

with the elementary and secondary schools. The three unmet 

needs (Barnes, 1973) of the pre-teenage period of 

development were (a) something different from self contained 

classrooms taught by educators trained in special subject 

areas, especially in the fields of science, math and the 

related arts; (b) exploratory courses so students could 

decide on a more concentrated high school program; and (c) 

adult guidance to help children understand themselves and 

their potential. 

Historians have been simply unable to determine when 

and where the first junior high school was organized (Hansen 

& Hearn, 1971), but Frank Bunker, the Superintendent of 

Schools in 1910 in Berkeley, California, is given credit by 

many for establishing the first "real" junior high school. 

Others believe the first junior high was begun in 1909 in 
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Ohio and was called the Introductory High School (Klingele, 

1979). One reference is made to a junior high school as 

early as 1884, but nothing else is known about it (Popper, 

1967), and in Richmond, Indiana, there was said to be a 

specific seventh and eighth grade unit as far back as 1895. 

By 1917, however, only ten states had no junior high schools 

(Hansen & Hearn, 1917). Indiana and Minnesota had 24 each, 

North Dakota followed with 20 and Pennsylvania had 16. 

Nationally, the number rose to 1,842 by 1930 and 7,143 by 

1964 (Kindred, 1968). 

Some thought the infant educational institution to 

be a veritable cure for all ills. At the annual 

NEA meeting in 1916, one educator declared 

enthusiastically that the junior high school was 

'sweeping the country.' By 1920 many informed 

professional men were crusading for the junior 

high school. (Lounsbury, 1956) 

Following the rapid growth in numbers of junior high 

schools prior to mid-1920s, "there comes a period of 

adjustment where the organization modifies itself or is 

modified by external forces so as to fit into its 

environment. Such was the story of the junior high schools 

during the years between 1927 to 1947" (Hansen & Hearn, 

1971, p.13). Critical shortages in school building 

construction during World War I and later during the 
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depression of 1930s and World War II played a part in the 

lack of new buildings to house the junior high schools 

during those periods. The character, curriculum, 

administrative procedures, and philosophical justification 

of the new schools were, however, merely being borrowed from 

schools in the years prior to this period, particularly the 

high schools. By the end of the 1940s, the junior high 

school may have finally realized its unique identity but 

"effort had to be made to develop its own positive 

philosophy based on educational objectives clearly 

recognized within the domain of the school" (Hansen & Hearn, 

1971, p. 14). Brimm (1969) stated that "the very name, 

'junior high school,' is pointed to as a serious obstacle in 

the development of a special program for the early 

adolescent. This name has encouraged the school to mimic 

the senior high school in activities as well as in 

curricular content" (p.3-4). Alexander et al. (1968) agreed 

that "the name itself implies that if there is a 'junior' 

version of an institution, there must also be a 'senior' 

counterpart" (p.52). 

The junior high school had never been without its 

critics (Lounsbury & Vars, 1978), and its demise was 

predicted as far back as the 1940s. However, no specific 

alternative captured public attention until the early 1960s. 

The most often voiced criticisms of the junior high schools 
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(Reinhartz & Beach, 1983) included r1gid departmentalized 

programs, course content that was simply a watered down 

version of high school curriculum, excessive emphasis on 

competition, students divided or counseled in two different 

tracks (vocational and academic), a heavy emphasis on 

testing, grading and group norms and a lack of discussion 

about social behavior and peer interaction. Various surveys 

during the 1950s (George, 1988) showed that approximately 

three-quarters of the junior high schools comprised grades 

7-9, about one-fifth comprised grades seven and eight, and 

the remainder comprised other combinations. 

Many educators began to be appalled at the rigid 

departmentalization and the range of activities, including 

dances, interscholastic sports, and marching bands, that 

made these units imitative high schools - junior grade. 

Such practices were prominent enough to cause educators to 

question whether existing junior high schools were meeting 

their stated objectives. While Ahrens (1957) believed that 

even though the goals of junior high schools were to meet 

the needs of early adolescents, provide for general 

education rather than special education, provide for 

articulation and integration, and provide for exploration 

and activity, a careful study of most junior high programs 

allover the country could lead to only one conclusion -

"they are designed to exemplify the senior high school 
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program much more than the elementary program" (p. 463). 

with the renewed interest on the programs for the 

junior high, Lounsbury stated in 1956 that the "junior high 

school in America may be undergoing a renaissance. This 

neglected area may soon be back in the limelight" (p.371). 

He concluded that the junior high school should have a 

different destination. It should be attempting to provide a 

good educational program for young adolescents, less 

concerned about particular grade organizations and 

administrative arrangements. This new direction should 

include earlier offering of college preparatory subjects, 

improved articulation between elementary and secondary 

education, improved holding power of students with reduced 

failures and repeaters, a program better suited to the 

nature of early adolescents, and a program of exploration by 

offering short-term courses. These became the early 

directions of the middle school movement. 

The Emerging Middle School 

The term 'middle school' - borrowed from European 

school organization and used in some American private 

schools - was revived in the late 1950s and early 1960s and 

was based on a particular set of educational attributes 

(Lounsbury & Vars, 1978). Kindred, wolotkiewicz, Mickelson 

and Coplein (1981) stated that the current concept of the 

middle school began developing in the late 1950s. It was 
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after Sputnik in 1957 that the public was aroused to 

widespread concern about their schools (Goodlad, 1970). 

"criticisms of the junior high school is not the sale 

rationale for creating middle schools" (George, 1988, p.40). 

In addition to these criticisms was an awareness that rising 

health standards and better nutrition among the middle 

classes were resulting in lowering the age of puberty. The 

middle school movement gained ilnpetus from three main 

sources: (a) the concern for academic excellence and 

specialization; (b) the belief that young people are 

maturing earlier; and (c) dissatisfaction with the typical 

junior high school (Lounsbury & Vars, 1978). 

In addition, the proponents of racial balanc~ in 

schools added their voices to the movement. Particularly in 

cities, junior high schools containing pupils from largely 

segregated neighborhood schools tended to become segregated 

themselves. Alexander, et al. (1968) and others believed 

that the renewed interest in the new approach, called the 

middle school movement, came partly from this racial balance 

issue. Although precise data is not available as to the 

total number of new school organizations developed in 

relation to the desegregation effort in urban centers, it 

was undoubtedly a significant factor. George (1988) 

reported that a great number of middle schools were 

established during the late sixties and the seventies as the 
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nation wrestled with human rights issues and the concern for 

racial equality. The schools became the focus of social 

experimentation, a way in which the nation could move toward 

increased justice and equality. Dozens of school districts 

attempted to desegregate their schools by creating middle 

schools. "Hundreds, if not thousands, of contemporary 

middle schools began in this way" (George, 1988, p.14). 

At the beginning of the movement many believed that if 

the proposed new middle school merely adopted the rigid 

departmentalized plan of the former junior high schools, the 

educational value would be questionable. They believed, 

however, that if the ninth grade remained in the high school 

and the middle school contained a nongraded unit and 

curriculum geared to the needs of early adolescence, the 

change could be educationally justified. 

It appears that the current organizational pattern was 

in existence by 1965. A doctoral study by Zdanowicz 

(Kindred, et al., 1981) in 1965 showed that, of the 

intermediate school units in his sample, 3.8% were organized 

with either grades five through eight or six through eight. 

His population consisted of a random sample of 414 middle 

and junior high schools located in the northeastern U.S. By 

1967, when cuff (Kindred, et al., 1981) defined a middle 

school for the purposes of his study as a school that 

included grades seven and eight but did not extend below 
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grade four or above grade eight, he found 446 school 

districts operating 499 middle schools fitting this 

description in 29 states. A 1967-68 survey (Alexander et 

aI, 1968) indicated that there were 1,101 such middle 

schools in the u.s. Gross (Kindred, et al. 1981) found in 

his doctoral study during the first quarter of 1967, 960 

middle schools in 47 states and the District of Columbia. 

Nearly two-thirds of the schools were located in the states 

of Texas, California, Illinois, Michigan, New Jersey and 

Ohio. More recently (Kindred, at al., 1981), Raymer found 

in his doctoral study 1,906 middle schools in the u.s. 

during the 1973-74 school year. There were 521 middle 

schools housing grades five through eight and 1,092 schools 

housing grades six through eight. Another project by Brooks 

in 1977 identified 4,060 middle schools. The number of 

middle schools had quadrupled since 1967. In the states of 

Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Minnesota, and Wisconsin, the 

number of middle schools had grown from 487 in the 1973-74 

school year to 757 by 1976-77. Brod reported in 1966 

(Alexander, et aI, 1968) that 10% of the 40% of school 

systems surveyed were moving to 5-3-4 or 4-4-4 organization. 

The 1975 Association for Supervision and Curriculum 

Development report stated, 

in terms of numbers and recognition, the middle 

school has arrived. From its modest beginnings in 



the early 1950s and 1960s through its incredible 

growth in numbers in the mid- and later 60's and 

the early 70's, the middle school has been one of 

the most remarkable phenomena in the history of 

American education. (p. 1) 

In 1977 fifteen states had 100 or more middle schools in 

operation and several states reported over 200. This 

grouping of grade levels became even more widely accepted, 

so that by 1983 Reinhartz and Beach reported 5,000 such 

organizational patterns. 

In describing what he called the first phase of the 

middle school movement, determined to be from 1960 to 1980, 

George (1-981) stated that "the most obvious 
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accomplishment ... is the vast number of school systems that 

reorganized their middle grades to create middle schools" 

(p.12). He stated that the middle school met the need to 

desegregate and adjusted to changing demographic trends and 

declining enrollment. He predicted that there would be as 

many as ten thousand middle schools by the end of the 

eighties. "Moreover, the middle school is one of the few 

humanistic innovations since the progressive education 

movement - indeed, perhaps the only one - that is still 

thriving" (George, 1981, p.12). 

There were, however, those who continued to question 

the movement. Eichhorn (1973) reflected that while the 
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middle school movement emerged rapidly, some educators 

believed that the movement was simply an excuse to build new 

buildings or to achieve racial balance. others believed 

that concern for age characteristics was the only factor 

responsible for the change. In 1978, Lounsbury & Vars also 

questioned whether these middle schools represented an 

improvement. It appeared to them from available research 

that the middle school, like the junior high school before 

it, "is subject to the same gap between theory and practice 

that kept the junior high school from reaching its expected 

pot en t i a I" ( p . 23) . 

Eichhorn (1973) outlined three significant forces which 

were then motivating educators to redefine the function of 

middle schools. These were (a) a growing body of knowledge 

relating to the characteristics of pre and early adolescence 

which was causing reaffirmation of the principal of 

uniqueness espoused by early junior high leaders; (b) 

changes in American culture such as population shifts and 

mobility, the dream of racial equality, transportation and 

communication developments, and the forces involved in a 

developing technology which were prompting a reconsideration 

of school buildings as well as organizational patterns; and 

(c) the beginning of a realization that middle schools were 

themselves becoming rigid and institutionalized. Eichhorn 

stated that 



a variety of developing educational concepts such 

as continuous learner progress, flexible 

schedules, nongrading, interdisciplinary 

curriculum, cooperative planning and teaching, and 

affective programs appear more likely to succeed 

in a revised framework. (1973, p.196) 
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By the late 1960s the middle school had definitely 

taken hoI d. Williams (May, 1968) pointed out that "the 

basic issue is not whether we should have a middle school or 

a junior high school, but how we can best serve the 

educational needs of pupils in that stage of development 

between childhood and adolescence" (p.126). He explained 

that from a national perspective middle schools (a) were 

widespread and seemed to be on the threshold of even greater 

growth; (b) had common characteristics but no single 

dominant pattern; (c) had features which were related 

directly to special characteristics of pre-adolescence and 

some also had features that were related to the innovative 

character of the times; (d) were an exciting development 

with part of the excitement growing from its newness; and 

(e) could provide future possibilities for the junior high 

programs. 

However, in 1969 Brimm believed that "in a careful 

comparison of the junior high school concept and the middle 

school concept there is little difference in theory. Both 
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are designed for the transitional period to provide a 

program for the group between elementary and senior high 

school" (p.6). Atkins (1968) cautioned that the middle 

school should not be confused with its predecessor because 

of what appeared to be a similarity. He explained that 

features such as a difference in attitudinal stance and a 

difference in the approach to the task should distinguish 

the two. The uniqueness of the middle school was not so 

much a matter of organization, courses, grouping, schedules 

or staffing, as it was of attitude, expectations, 

sensitivity, and perception. He went on to explain that if 

properly interpreted, the middle school movement was a 

fundamental bid to reassert its independence from both the 

elementary and the secondary school. 

The greatest danger for the middle school is that 

it will be misinterpreted, oversimplified, and 

flattened into a prepackaged format. On the other 

hand, the middle school concept can become a 

landmark development in American education .... It 

is hoped that the middle school idea never freezes 

into a middle school formula, so that it will 

retain its viability and, thereby, its excitement 

and its relevance to pupils. (Atkins, 1968, p.119) 

Many educators have described this movement as a new 

concept. Rather, Eichhorn (1974) suggested it was a 70-
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year-old concept rededicated to the same basic principles. 

Certainly, "the fundamental idea that this should he a 

school designed for youngsters in transition from childhood 

to adolescence is just as accurate today as it was in the 

early decades of this century" (p.2). 

While the general attitude in the literature was 

positive regarding the middle school movement, oestreich 

(1969) cautioned school administrators to seek "the 

challenge and the golden opportunity to devise a 'new' 

educational setting that goes beyond mere new buildings" 

(p.95). He concluded that the administrative response to 

the educational disturbance could result in "more of the 

same," even to the point of sixth grade football, 

cheerleaders, queens, and majorettes. However, Oestreich 

also pointed out the response could produce a "new" school 

which would not be a mini-high school nor an advanced 

elementary school, but a school setting specifically 

designed, planned, and organized to meet the special social, 

educational, custodial, and physical needs of pre

adolescents. 

In another more critical evaluation of the process, 

Lounsbury and Vars (1971) cautioned that the reorganization 

from junior high schools to middle schools had been 

accompanied by a great deal of educational "bandwagoning" 

and they believed that advocacy of "overly simplistic 
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organizational answers to tough educational problems" (p.16) 

may be a failure to recognize the significant overlap of 

concerns and proposals between junior high and middle school 

advocates. They shared then, and it could still be said, 

"it will be many years before a definitive history of the 

middle school movement can be written" (p.1S). In reviewing 

research on the middle schools in the mid-seventies, 

Gatewood (1974) concluded that middle schools had simply 

adopted the educational programs and practices of the junior 

high, thus not successfully achieving the middle school 

concept and in fact the only real difference between most 

junior high schools and middle schools was in name and grade 

organization. He pointed out that several studies found a 

significant gap between the tenets of the theoretical middle 

school concept proposed by leading authorities and actual 

educational practices. Even more critically, Groden (1976) 

wrote that there may have been valid reasons to be concerned 

about the middle school movement in the mid-seventies. The 

lack of research evidence (Groden, 1976) suggested that 

advocates of the middle schools had perhaps made a diagnosis 

based upon opinion rather than fact and furthermore had 

failed to show how middle schools would function any better 

than the junior high schools. 

There is little doubt that the junior high school 

has failed to fulfill its original function. On 



the other hand, the middle school has provided no 

concrete evidence that it will afford adolescents 

a significantly improved education. Indeed, it is 

impossible even to distinguish existing middle 

schools from junior high schools. (Groden, 1976, 

p.112) 
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It appeared by the early seventies that little had 

changed except the name on the building from "junior high" 

to "middle school" (Hanson, 1979) and few schools had 

changed, modified, or altered their programs to better meet 

the needs of this age students. Hanson (1979) explained 

that many middle schools were probably created by 

administrative decree to solve a problem of declining 

enrollment, financial and desegregation problems, or perhaps 

even building problems, with no serious planning or 

organization to create a true middle school. Beane (1986) 

put the movement into perspective. 

Beginning in the early 1970s critics of the school 

demanded more emphasis on basic skills in reading, 

mathematics, and writing. Their insistence was 

fueled by media reports of failing schools .... By 

the late 1970s most states had instituted basic 

competency tests, reportedly to guarantee that 

high school graduates had mastered basic skills, 

but also to assuage public demands for evidence of 



school improvement. However, new political winds 

arose in the early 1980s and they blew on many 

social institutions, including the schools. New 

voices were added to the clamor for education 

reform, and new items were added to the agenda .... 

What had started as a simple call for basics in 

education had been transformed into an all-out 

assault on the quality of school programs. 

Spurred by national commission reports, state 

after state moved to tighten the academic belt 

around schools .... It had to do with narrowing 

the schools' focus to academic programs alone .... 

Further, we could gain ground even more quickly if 

we began high school education and its credit 

requirements in junior high or middle schools. 
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And so the bell tolled - not only for the high 

school, but for the middle level schools as well. 

(p.1-2) 

He then pointed out that middle level schools began to 

accept more and more of the high school program. Even 

though educators knew that many students would fall through 

the cracks, they also knew that those same students might 

someday blame them if they did not meet their graduation 

requirements. The eighties was a time when the "wave of 

academic reforms threatens to wash away the inroads that 



movement has made toward making middle level schools that 

are good for early adolescents" (Beane, 1986, p.8). 
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George wrote in 1988 that a decade after the first rush 

to middle schools came a second rush. During the seventies 

and into the eighties middle schools were a means to 

accommodate shifting enrollment patterns. The number of 

children around the country entering schools declined in 

staggering proportions and school district decision makers 

and planners found that moving to middle schools would ease 

the pain of closing schools and defending the viability of 

half-empty buildings. The number of middle schools probably 

quadrupled as a result of the need to accommodate changing 

enrollment patterns. Writers like Beane and George in the 

eighties, however, believed that the middle level movement 

should have meant more than administrative or structural 

reorganization. It should have continued to be a struggle 

to build advocacy for early adolescents in society and re

make the school curriculum in ways that were good and just 

for young people. "We need now the kind of ingenuity and 

boldness of the movement's pioneer. We must do some 

restoration work on the vision. It is possible to take 

action to secure its continuation" (Beane, 1986, p.8). 

Despite the backlash of the 1970s, the enthusiasm for 

the middle schools did continue and George (1981) assured 

educators that they could safely predict that, in the two 
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decades from 1980 to 2000 the number of reorganized middle 

schools would continue to increase due to desegregation and 

declining enrollments. He explained that the exemplary 

middle school of the eighties would feature common strengths 

and proved similarities. Alexander and McEwin (1989) quoted 

a mid-eighties Carnegie report which stated that "middle 

grade schools - junior high, intermediate and middle schools 

- are potentially society's most powerful force to recapture 

millions of youth adrift, and help every young person thrive 

during early adolescence" (p.1S1). 

Middle School Characteristics 

The middle school represents a refreshing and 

viable alternative to modern educators desiring a 

meaningful voice in the destiny of their students' 

academic experiences. The middle school is now a 

reality. It has finally emerged as possibly the 

most exciting educational enterprise in decades, 

for educators and students alike. (Kohut, 1988, 

p.17) 

In 1968, twenty years before Kohut wrote the previous 

statement, Alexander outlined three "lines of justification" 

which would have major implications for the emerging middle 

school. These were: (a) to provide a program adapted to the 

wide range of differences and needs of the "in-between

ager"; (b) to create a school arrangement that would 
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promote continuity of education from school entrance to 

exit; and (c) to facilitate the introduction of needed 

innovations in curriculum and instruction through this new 

organization. In the literature since 1968 the same three 

general concepts were rewritten in numerous ways by numerous 

people for numerous reasons. In attempting to give an 

overview of the middle school concepts, these three lines of 

justification will be shown to carry through twenty-plus 

years of literature and still appear in the nineties as the 

major goals of the middle school movement. 

First, the middle school must provide a program adapted 

to the "in-between-ager", which consistently had been the 

primary goal of both the middle school and the junior high 

before it. Kindred (1968) pointed out that children of this 

age appear to have more in common with each other than with 

either elementary school pupils as a group or high school 

pupils as a group and Popper (1967) wrote that the school 

must 

provide the small flexible organizational units in 

which the individual's needs are observable, where 

he manifestly matters, where the tasks are large 

enough to be a challenge yet small enough to give 

importance to his energies, where problems are 

within his direct experience and comprehension, 

where he lives with others who share his heritage 



or who come from quite different background. 

(p.338) 
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Even earlier Madon (1966) described the middle school 

as a "new approach to providing a unique set of experiences 

which are designed around the needs of the early adolescent" 

(p. 66). Batezel (1968), Compton (1968), Divirgilio (1969), 

Furlong (1967), Goodlad (1970), Turnbaugh (1968), and Vars 

(1965), were among many of the writers in the early middle 

school movement who confirmed this goal. 

As the movement grew and the concepts became more 

entrenched, the experts became more specific in how to 

accomplish this goal of meeting the needs of pre and early 

adolescents. Curtis and Bidwell (1977) wrote that the 

middle school should be primarily concerned with the goal of 

providing an environment for personal, social, and emotional 

growth as students develop from childhood to adolescence and 

it should be responsible for providing the most appropriate 

program designed to assist pupils in coping with personal 

and educational development needs during emerging 

adolescence. Trauschke and Mooney (1974) outlined 

characteristics which they believed best described the 

middle school organization even though at that time little 

research was available as to the merits of the middle 

school. One of the concerns they had was that the middle 

school should take full cognizance of the dynamic physical, 
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social, and intellectual changes that occur in young people 

during the 10- to 14-year old age span, and provide a 

program with the major purpose of creating a facilitative 

climate so that the "transescent can understand himself and 

the changes that are occurring within and around him" (p. 

9). Thompson (1976) placed the goal of focusing on the 

needs of early adolescents in perspective when he wrote that 

it is not an overstatement to say that early 

adolescence - the middle school years - is the 

most traumatic period in the life of a }~umal'l 

being. The child at this stage in life is a 

perplexing mixture of contradictions: love/hate; 

activity/passivity; child/adult; depression/ 

exhilaration. The one constant factor in his or 

her disposition is the certainty that whatever the 

mood or state, it will likely be either 

exaggerated or distorted. (p.154) 

Advocates of the middle school movement such as 

Alexander (1986), Clark and Clark (1987), Jenkins and 

Jenkins (1991), McDonald and Tierno (1979), Merenbloom 

(1986), and Reinhartz and Beach (1984) declared that the 

first and foremost goal was to design programs and practices 

in the middle schools that would respond to the "physical, 

intellectual, social-emotional and moral needs of the early 

adolescent learner" (Merenbloom, p.3). In creating these 
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programs for the middle level students, Lounsbury (1990) 

went so far as to say that the "only givens should be our 

knowledge of the nature and needs of early adolescents, the 

principals of learning, and the tenets and needs of our 

democratic society" (p.3). 

Alexander's (1968) second "line of justification" was 

that the middle school must promote continuity of education 

from school entrance to exit. However stated the middle 

school is, in fact, the transitional school for youngsters 

(Alexander, 1986; ASCD, 1975; Billings, 1976; Clark & Clark, 

1984; Compton, 1978; Curtis & Bidwell, 1977; Eichhorn, 1973; 

Furlong, 1967; Klingele, 1979; Moeller & Valentine, 1981). 

Batezel (1968) called it a "gradual transition from the 

typical self contained classroom to the highly 

departmentalized high school" (p.487). As the literature 

continued to define more fully the meaning of the middle 

school concept, Merenbloom (1986) pointed out that all that 

happens in a middle level school should be based on the 

foundations described by certain characteristics of an 

effective middle school, one of which was that it should 

build on the successes of elementary education and, in turn, 

prepare pupils for a successful experience in the senior 

high school. 

The third "line of justification" Alexander used was 

that the middle school must facilitate the introduction of 



innovations in curriculum and instruction. The middle 

school has since then certainly been at the heart of 

educational innovations. As Kindred said in 1968 

the inclusion of various educational innovations 

in the instructional program is a rather striking 

characteristic of the middle school. Practically 

no majo~ innovations of the last decade have been 

overlooked in the desire and search to create a 

new and different unit of the educational system. 

(p.35) 
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Some of these innovations were designed to benefit pupils 

(a) by providing emphasis on intellectual development with 

opportunities for special staff, facilities, and programs; 

(b) by cultivating an atmosphere free from social, academic, 

athletic, or other pressure; (c) by relieving anxieties by 

providing wholesome and appropriate outlets that grew out of 

the natural, social, intellectual, and physical needs of the 

students; and (d) by reducing the isolation of racial, 

socioeconomic, age, sex, or other groups (Turnbaugh, 1968). 

Trauschke and Mooney (1974) wrote that such innovations 

might include team teaching, individualized instruction, 

flexible scheduling, and some form of continuous progress. 

While many advocates, researchers and authors emphasized 

innovations (Alexander, 1971; Billings, 1976; Brown, 1981; 

Clark, 1971; Clark & Clark, 1984; Compton, 1978; Fenwick, 
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1987; Furlong, 1967; Grooms, 1967; Jenkins & Jenkins, 1991; 

Lounsbury & Clark, 1990; Merenbloom, 1986; Reinhartz & 

Beach, 1984; Thomason & Williams, 1982; Thompson, 1976; 

Wiles, 1971), the following list from Georgiady, Riegle and 

Romano (1974) details the innovations that have become the 

core "characteristics of the middle school": 

1. Continuous progress which would feature a nongraded 

organization allowing students to progress at an individual 

rate regardless of age. 

2. Multi-material approach in order to offer a wide 

range of easy and accessible instructional materials. 

3. Flexible schedules to provide a schedule that 

encouraged the use of time based on educational needs rather 

than standardized time periods. 

4. Social experiences to provide appropriate 

experiences for the transescent youth without imitating the 

experiences of the senior high student. 

5. Physical experiences and intramural activities to 

provide activities based solely on the needs of the students 

instead of a competitive sports program. 

6. Team teaching, organized to allow students a chance 

to interact with a variety of teachers in a wide range of 

subject areas. 

7. Planned gradualism to provide experiences that 

would assist with the transition from childhood dependence 

----------------



to adult independence, thereby bridging the gap between 

elementary school and high school. 
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S. Exploratory and enrichment studies, broad enough to 

meet the individual interests of the students. 

9. Guidance services, including both group and 

individual assistance, for all students. 

10. Independent study to provide an opportunity for 

students to study based on individual interests or needs. 

11. Basic skill repair to provide opportunities for 

students to receive clinical or resource help in learning 

basic skills. 

12. Creative experiences to provide students a chance 

to express themselves in creative ways, such as drama, 

music, or student newspapers. 

13. Security factors to provide every student with a 

secure group, a teacher who knew the students well and to 

whom they could relate in a positive manner, as well as a 

peer group that met regularly and represented more than 

administrative convenience in its use of time. 

14. Evaluation to provide individualized feedback of a 

student's work that was personal, positive in nature, and 

nonthreatening. 

15. Community relations to develop and maintain a 

variety of programs for the student to interact with the 

community. 



16. Student services to provide a broad spectrum of 

specialized services for all students. 
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17. Auxiliary staffing to utilize diversified personnel 

such as volunteer parents, teacher aides, clerical aids and 

student volunteers to help facilitate the teaching staff. 

Twenty years after Alexander offered his "lines of 

justification", he and McEwin (1989) summarized those twenty 

years of middle school development and outlined from their 

review the following characteristics or "earmarks generally 

considered as critical in achieving educational quality in 

middle schools" (p.3): 

1. An interdisciplinary organization, with a flexibly 

scheduled day. 

2. An adequate guidance program, including a teacher 

advisory plan. 

3. A full-scale exploratory program. 

4. Comprehensive curriculum including personal 

development, continued learning skills, and basic knowledge. 

5. Varied and effective instructional methodology. 

6. Continued orientation and articulation for students, 

parents, and teachers. In various ways, authors have over 

the years included most of the same characteristics as 

outlined above by Georgiady, Riegle and Romano (1974) or 

Alexander and McEwin (1989). One of the most recent and 

convincing arguments for the continuation of these 



innovations comes from the Carnegie Report of 1989 which 

found that the transformation of education for young 

adolescents should involve eight essential principles: 

1. Large middle grade schools should be divided into 

smaller communities. 

2. Middle grade schools should present a core of 

knowledge to all students. 
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3. Middle grade schools should be organized to ensure 

success for all students. 

4. l.l'eachers and principals should have the .... f!l.~j'?r: 

responsibility to transform middle grade schools. 

5. Teachers in the middle grades should be 

specifically trained to teach this age. 

6. Schools should promote good health. 

7. Families should be allied with the school staff 

through mutual respect, trust, and communication. 

8. Schools and communities should be partners in 

educating young adolescents. 

As the movement looked toward the future, George (1988) 

pointed out that perhaps the greatest threat to the future 

of the middle school was in putting too much faith in the 

growing number of middle schools forming across the nation. 

"The problem with celebrating all of this is that the needs 

of early adolescents and concern for the characteristics of 

schools that are effective for this age group have, all too 
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often, been on the periphery of reorganization efforts" 

(p.1S). Tegarden (1976) stated that our responsibilities 

need to be to the youngsters. The commitment must continue 

to be to provide the best opportunity for students to 

achieve their potential, academically, socially, 

economically and attitudinally, with the understanding that 

failure to accomplish these goals will "stifle growth and 

self-actualization resulting in personal and social 

unhappiness in later life" (p.90). It may be true (George, 

1988) that if the middle school concept is not firmly in 

place programmatically when the next shifts in educational 

priorities occur, middle schools that were created as 

expedients may disappear and the concept with them. 

Interdisciplinary Team Organization 

History 

Interdisciplinary Team Organization was originally 

known as "team teaching". Team teaching was a "type of 

instructional organization, involving teaching personnel and 

the students assigned to them, in which two or more teachers 

are given responsibility, working together, for all or a 

significant part of the instruction of the same group of 

students" (Shaplin, 1964, p. 15). Shaplin's definition, 

though almost twenty years old, is still the one most quoted 

when defining team teaching. Team teaching (Blair & 

Woodward, 1964) is a framework which can lead to a school-
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wide or system-wide program of improvement. "Team teaching 

is a practical means to a desirable end, the improvement of 

the teaching-learning process" (p.ll). In the early 

sixties, much was being written about team teaching but as 

Blair and Woodward (1964) pointed out, the intense and 

intimate cooperative arrangements then being undertaken were 

still very much in the embryonic stage. Even then, however, 

team teaching (Shaplin, 1964) was rapidly assuming the 

dimensions of a major educational movement. 

Following World War II, (Shaplin, 1964) American 

education went through a period of crisis and confusion. 

The crisis was based mostly on the shortage of teachers at 

the time of the rising national birth rate. Criticism 

directed at schools was mostly based on the inability to 

recruit and retain teachers. A number of citizen 

commissions were established to re-examine and reassess 

public education out of which developed new directions for 

American education. Shaplin (1964) shared the following 

five areas of development all of which had an impact on the 

formation of the team teaching concept. 

1. The recruitment, training and career prospects of 

teachers was important to the development of team teaching 

because a number of projects were developed in schools which 

had a close association with universities. Frequently it 

was the personnel engaged in the preparation of teachers who 
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first saw the potentialities of team teaching. Often 

personnel from the universities were actually on site in 

working and teaching relationships with new teachers. In 

order to retain teachers it was necessary to establish 

incentives such as supervisory or administrative ranks, one 

being the concept of "master teacher" of a team. In 

addition some projects incorporated the idea of using 

teaching assistants on the team to free the teacher from 

nonteaching duties. The over-all effect was to help create 

an environment of acceptance for some of the elements of 

team teaching. 

2. The organization of schools into larger units meant 

that smaller school districts were merging into larger 

administrative units within districts. The intent was for 

the schools to become more economical and efficient but some 

of the spirit of spontaneity and congeniality of smaller 

units began to be lost. In addition schedules became more 

rigid, with fewer choices of programs for students and 

assignments for teachers so that teachers were becoming 

isolated from their colleagues and the administration. From 

this dissatisfaction with the working arrangments, carne a 

number of staff utilization studies which led to an interest 

in such ideas as decentralization of the larger school, 

smaller units within the school, and movement of groups of 

students for different types of instruction. Thus, team 
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teaching was seen as one of many ways to create the smaller 

working units within the school. 

3. Fundamental revisions of the curriculum appeared to 

be the area least related to team teaching because initially 

teaming was a staff utilization issue not a curriculum 

issue. At the time of Shaplin's writing, these two had not 

fully been integrated. 

4. New developments in the concept of student grouping 

for instruction created a variety of grouping techniques, 

sometimes by subject area or portions of the day rather than 

the traditional age-grouping. Some of these plans included 

the 1898 Pueblo Plan, the 1900 Platoon School, the 1920 

Winnetka Plan, the 1920 Dalton plan and the Cooperative 

Group Plan in the early 1930s, all of which had some 

elements of team teaching, but with no direct reference to 

it. Later came the widespread practice of grouping students 

by ability with many schools incorporating advanced 

placement and "gifted" programs. Whatever new project was 

instituted, the idea of grouping students in creative ways 

was a part of the design. In many, teachers were 

responsible for certain groups of students; in fact if the 

Cooperative Group plan was functioning at that time, it 

would have been considered an outstanding plan because of 

its carefully detailed planning and clear objectives. 

5. Dramatic advances were being made in the technology 
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of education included mass media instruction and 

individualized instruction. The use of closed-circuit 

television was stimulating the development of teaching teams 

as teachers combined their expertise in their specialty 

subjects together to present programs. Team teaching 

projects often made extensive use of various types of 

technological equipment as part of their innovative ideas. 

In summarizing these five educational developments, 

Shaplin stated that "team teaching has been merely one 

element in a broad pattern of innovation and changes, all 

aimed at improving the quality of instruction" (p.54) but 

through the developments listed above the ground was broken 

for the emergence of team teaching as perhaps the heart of 

the middle school innovation. Some of these developments 

helped to define most of the early teams hierarchically 

(Blair & Woodward, 1964) with teachers assigned to different 

levels of responsibility depending on their ability and 

experience, with higher salaries and higher status given to 

the senior teachers and the team leader. 

One of the earliest projects in which teacher 

cooperation was called team teaching was begun in September, 

1957 (Anderson, 1960; Blair & Woodward, 1964; Rhodes, 1971; 

Shaplin, 1964). It was called the Lexington Team Teaching 

Program inspired by Franciz Keppel, a former United states 

Commissioner of Education. Teaming arrangements (Clark & 
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Clark, Oct., 1987) can be traced back as early as the Eight 

Year study from 1933-1941 but not until the early sixties 

did these arrangements become a viable staffing and 

instructional program on the advice of J. Lloyd Trump and 

Lloyd Michael of the Commission on the Experimental study of 

the Utilization of the staff in the Secondary School. As 

the committee's chief spokesperson and secretary, Dr. Trump 

wrote a series of pamphlets in which he encouraged 

experimentation with staff utilization. Because many 

schools started team teaching as a result of his 

recommendations, Trump is credited with the development of 

the team teaching concept (Walsh, 1985). Fenwick (1987) 

described another exploratory project in team teaching 

called The Norwalk Plan, which was begun in Norwalk, 

Connecticut in September 1958 with four teams and grew to 

seven teams in 1959-60. 

The first attempts at training programs for team 

teaching (Shaplin, 1964) were made at a 1960 seminar in 

Wisconsin, a training center and demonstration school at 

Harvard and Lexington, a workshop for teachers at ohio 

University in 1961, and many other summer workshops 

conducted by individual school systems. In 1958, team 

teaching was barely mentioned in the National Association of 

Secondary School Principals annual reports but in their 1961 

annual Bulletin more than half of the reports specifically 
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mentioned team teaching (Shaplin, 1964). By the mid-sixties 

team teaching was firmly in place as an educational 

innovation. However, at this point in the historical 

development of team teaching, the efforts did not uniquely 

focus on middle schools. Rather, team teaching programs 

occurred with about the same frequency in elementary and 

secondary schools. 

Even though Shaplin reported that by 1964 team teaching 

was being used in communities spread over twenty-four 

states, there still appeared to be some confusion about what 

the major goal of team teaching was. For example, in the 

description of one large project at the end of the fifties, 

three people closely connected with the program expressed 

three different views on the primary justification for team 

teaching: (a) to improve the quality of instruction, (b) to 

develop improved teaching techniques, and (c) to make better 

use of teacher time. Blair and Woodward (1964) quoted from 

a document from the u.s. Office of Education in 1962 which 

stated that, 

the heart of the concept of team teaching lies not 

in details of structure and organization but more 

in the essential spirit of cooperative planning, 

constant collaboration, close unity, unrestrained 

communication, and sincere sharing. It is 

reflected not in a group of individuals 



articulating together, but rather in a group which 

is a single, unified team. Inherent in the plan 

is an increased degree of flexibility for teacher 

responsibility, grouping policies and practices, 

and size of groups, and an invigorating spirit of 

freedom and opportunity to revamp programs to meet 

the educational needs of children. (p.22) 
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Polos indicated in 1965 that there was a "rapid 

evolutionary process going on" (p.6) and explained that the 

stimulus for team teaching in the sixties might be that many 

schools during the nuclear crisis were finally concerned 

with the improvement of instruction as well as being forced 

to consider changes due to burgeoning enrollments or 

administrative convenience. He believed that there was no 

doubt that many schools jumped on the bandwagon because of 

the public relations value of educational change which they 

felt would at least give the impression of improved 

instruction. 

By the end of the sixties, as Dr. Trump had predicted 

only six years earlier (Jenkins, 1967), many facets of 

education had changed. Education by then had become a major 

force in the American culture and innovation was becoming 

more acceptable. One of those prediction which had achieved 

wide use was the concept of team teaching. "The teaching 

team has become so accepted, it is a virtual educational 
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cliche'" (p. 12). Furlong (1967) concluded from a survey of 

experts, including college and university professors as well 

as public school administrators, that one of the 

characteristics of an effective educational program in the 

middle school would be the assignment of students into 

cooperative teaching teams. Williams (Dec., 1968) stated 

that it was difficult to find a middle school that was not 

using some form of team teaching and in 1977 Armstrong said 

that "team teaching, in short, has proved to be an 

extraordinarily resilient innovation" (p. 65). 

By the end of the sixties, Carl Olson (1967) defined 

team teaching in more detail than Shaplin had in the early 

sixties, as "an instructional situation where two or more 

teachers possessing complementary teaching skills 

cooperatively plan and implement the instruction for a 

single group of students using flexible scheduling and 

grouping techniques to meet the particular instructional 

needs of the students" (p. 16). Most of the ingredients of 

team teaching found in the literature were included in that 

definition. 

The common characteristics of team teaching are listed 

here with some of their advocates: (a) complimentary 

teaching skills (Blair & Woodward, 1964; Clark, 1971; Curtis 

& Bidwell, 1977; George, 1988; George & Oldaker, 1985; 

Hansen & Hearn, 1971; Jenkins & Jenkins, 1990; Kindred, 
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1968; Lounsbury & Clark, 1990; Polos, 1965; Tegarden, 1976; 

Vars, 1966); (b) cooperative planning and instruction 

(Alexander & George, 1981; Alexander et al., 1968; Blair & 

Woodward, 1964; Clark, 1971; Compton, 1978; Curtis & 

Bidwell, 1977; Erb, 1987; George, 1988; George & Oldaker, 

1985; Klingele, 1968; Lounsbury & Clark, 1990; Polos, 1965; 

Rehbeck, 1987); (c) a common group of students (Alexander & 

George, 1981; Blair & Woodward, 1964; Clark, 1971; Clark & 

Clark, 1987; Compton, 1978; Curtis & Bidwell, 1977; Erb, 

1987; George, 1988; George & Oldaker, 1985; Jenkins & 

Jenkins, 1990; Klingele, 1979; Polos, 1965); and (d) the use 

of flexible scheduling and grouping techniques (Blair & 

Woodward, 1964; Clark, 1971; Clark & Clark, 1987; Curtis & 

Bidwell, 1977; Glancy, 1962; Klingele, 1968; Lounsbury & 

Clark, 1990). Others add the evaluation of student's 

ability and progress as an important ingredient to teaming 

(Alexander & George, 1981; Alexander et aI, 1968; Blair & 

Woodward, 1964; Clark & Clark, 1987; Klingele, 1979; 

MacIver, 1990; Rehbeck, 1987). 

Kindred (1968) placed team teaching into an 

organizational context by stating that team teaching was 

"only indirectly a curriculum design; rather, it is an 

organizational device designed to help teachers improve the 

quality of the work that they are already doing" (p.131). 

Shaplin (1964) believed that team teaching was not concerned 



only with the teachers or only with students but in the 

combination of both teachers and students. Polos (1965) 

very early found that it was not easy to define a teaching 

team because there was no one pattern but rather numerous 

sizes and compositions. However, he pointed out that much 

that passed for team teaching was nothing more than 

departmental planning. 
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During the early years, Lobb and Noall (1960) wrote of 

four advantages of team teaching, noted here along with 

later advocates: 

1. The first advantage was an improved utilization of 

time, competencies and morale of teachers. others described 

this aspect as "better utilization of staff" (Glancy, 1962, 

p. 159), "efficiency and effectiveness to obtain variety and 

flexibility in the school program" (Polos, 1965, p. 87), and 

"achieving a high degree of integration among all aspects of 

the educational program" (Alexander et aI, 1968, p. 111). 

Klingele (1979) found that team teaching could "minimize 

duplication of effort" (p.65). 

2. The second advantage was an increased opportunity 

for learning by pupils. Alexander et al. (1968) believed 

team teaching would "stimulate in-depth interest in the 

academic disciplines and promote maximum individual 

development in basic learning skills" (p.111) and Glancy 

(1962) believed it would help to "develop inquiring minds" 
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(p.159). 

3. The third was a more efficient use of school 

equipment and mechanical aids for instruction. In the early 

days of team teaching, equipment and space were at a 

premium. This was again listed in 1979 as an important 

issue by Klingele who believed teaming provided a greater 

avenue for the use of audio-visual materials. 

4. The fourth advantage was a more productive use of 

space facilities, which, as noted above was a major concern 

in the early years of teaming. More recently the issue of 

space has been discussed because schools have begun to be 

built to allow for greater facilitation of the teaming 

concept, instead of teaming being the solution to the space 

problem. 

In the late 1960s, William Georgiades expanded the 

concept of team teaching (Clark & Clark, 1987) to include 

block scheduling, flexible grouping, subject integration and 

common planning time. This new plan was called 

interdisciplinary teaming or the Pontoon Transitional 

Design. The term "interdisciplinary teaming organization" 

broadened teaming beyond the early team teaching concepts. 

Interdisciplinary teaming began to emerge in the sixties 

(Alexander et aI, 1968) by combining teachers from different 

subject areas to plan and conduct instruction for particular 

groups of pupils. The aim was to promote communication, 
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coordination, and cooperation among subject matter 

specialists so that students would benefit from instruction 

planned by specialists, but would not experience the 

fragmentation that often characterized departmentalized 

plans. The major difference (Clark & Clark, 1987) between 

team teaching and interdisciplinary team organization was 

the emphasis on team teaching as a strategy to increase the 

variety and flexibility of instruction while in 

interdisciplinary team organization the emphasis was on 

planning, sharing of ideas, grouping of students for 

instruction, evaluation, and integration of content. 

The differences between team teaching and 

interdisciplinary team organization often led to a 

misconception (Alexander & George, 1981; Erb, 1987; George, 

1984) that interdisciplinary teaming was basically a 

hierarchical graduation of faculty members' roles and titles 

wherein a master teacher had major responsibilities for 

planning and presenting lessons to large groups of students 

who were then dispersed to smaller groups for discussion and 

review. The impression was that teaming was expressed in a 

model of instruction which Alexander & George (1981) 

believed "rarely plays a major role in the exemplary middle 

school" (p.11S). They believed that the term "organization" 

was the key word because it focused on the structural 

requirements of the team, highlighting factors such as 



shared planing and teaching, evaluation of students and 

curriculum, common groups of students and location of team 

rooms. "Interdisciplinary team teaching is not a critical 

element of the exemplary middle school, interdisciplinary 

team organization is" (Alexander & George, 1981, p. 115). 

Rationale for Interdisciplinary Team Organization 
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As noted previousely, the advantages discussed in the 

early years of team teaching dealt mostly with staff and 

space utilization, while in the seventies and eighties as 

middle school concepts developed, interdisciplinary team 

organization was found to be one method of achieving many of 

the goals of the middle school movement. Merenbloom (1986) 

explained that the purpose of the team was "to provide a 

balanced curriculum that responds to the needs of the 

pupils" (p.17). He gave the following reasons for team 

teaching in the middle school: (a) to coordinate the total 

learning process for youngsters; (b) to help students see 

the wholeness that exists in learning; (c) to provide 

consistency to an age group in need of consistency and 

structure; (d) to create a family-like atmosphere at a time 

when fewer students know the meaning of "family"; (e) to 

utilize flexible scheduling; (f) to work as a team in 

teaching and reinforcing a variety of learning skills; (g) 

to provide for the unique guidance needs of early adolescent 

students; and (h) to organize middle level education as a 
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transition between elementary education and high school. 

Pumerantz and Galano (1972) stated that the advantages 

of the interdisciplinary team approach allowed pupils (a) to 

develop better understandings of themselves and to work out 

areas of weakness without harm to their self-images; (b) to 

proceed at an individual pace based on their interests, 

skills, and experiences; (c) to have opportunities to 

reinforce and improve skills, pursue special interests, or 

experience the inquiry processes; (d) to see present 

interrelationships and focus upon past and present cultures; 

and (e) to develop their individual responsibilities. 

Most middle schools (Curtis & Bidwell, 1977) 

rationalized the use of the interdisciplinary team approach 

because they either visualized the team primarily as 

facilitating pupil learning in the instructional process 

through the development of interdisciplinary units or they 

saw the team as aiding in the overall development of 

individuals in the middle school through a concern for 

socio-emotional growth both within and among other students. 

This second rationale for interdisciplinary teaming argued 

that "intellectual work is only one aspect of the 

developmental growth of the individual. Under those 

circumstances the affective development of the emerging 

adolescent is seen as being extremely important" (p.291). 

Lounsbury and Vars (1978) explained that interdisciplinary 
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team approaches uncovered gaps and duplications between 

courses. As educators learned more about the structure and 

function of the team organization (George, 1982) and how to 

facilitate it, the interdisciplinary team concept would 

become a more permanent component in the middle grades. 

George believed that with this practice, "change in American 

education, permanent change for the better, may really be 

possible" (p.13). 

MacIver (1990) pointed out that the recommendations 

issued by the numerous task forces highlighted 

interdisciplinary teams of teachers as a keystone for 

effective education in the middle grades because teachers on 

a team knew how their students were doing in every area, 

discussed the students' needs with appropriate specialists, 

and arranged extra time for learning. They also met as a 

team with students' parents to review the students' progress 

to plan interventions. In addition interdisciplinary 

teaming had begun to eliminate the isolation that many 

teachers felt by providing a working group of colleagues to 

conduct activities and to discuss and solve mutual problems. 

While Erb (1987) wrote that interdisciplinary teaming 

had been touted in the middle school literature as the 

preferred way to organize basic subjects and extolled as the 

best way to "bridge the gap for students between self

contained arrangements of elementary schools and the 
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departmentalized classrooms of secondary schools" (p.3) the 

editor's note at the beginning of Erb's article stated that 

"the shift to fully install interdisciplinary teams, exploit 

their potential, and actually teach as a team is a major one 

not readily accomplished" (p.3). Most advocates pointed out 

the advantages of teaming, but the 1989 Carnegie Report 

concluded that most middle grade schools were still 

organized by academic department and the teacher's 

relationships with students were fragmented by subject 

matter. Teachers rarely had the opportunity to develop an 

understanding of students as individuals. 

A better approach is to create teams of teachers 

and students who work together to achieve academic 

and personal goals for students. Teachers share 

responsibility for the same students and can solve 

problems together, often before they reach the 

crisis stage; teachers report that classroom 

discipline problems are dramatically reduced 

through teaming. This community of learning 

nurtures bonds between teacher and student that 

are the building blocks of the education of the 

young adolescent. (p.38) 

Lounsbury and Clark (1990) urged that interdisciplinary 

instruction must be pursued vigorously with at least a 

minimal first step being the conscious effort by each 
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teacher to inform other team members of topics and skills to 

be addressed. Without exception the advocates of middle 

level education made strong recommendations for a move to 

team teaching as a part of restructuring the middle school 

and most included the specific recommendation for moving to 

some form of interdisciplinary team organization (Alexander, 

1986; Alexander & George, 1981; ASCD, 1975; Brown, 1981; 

Chiara & Johnson, 1972; Clark & Clark, 1984; Compton, 1978; 

Epstein, 1990; Erb, 1987; Fenwick, 1987; Flinker & Pianko, 

1971; Garvin, 1987; George, 1984; Georgiady, Riegle & 

Romano, 1974; Goodlad, 1984; Jenkins, 1967; Jenkins & 

Jenkins, 1991; Kindred et al.,1981; McKenna, 1989; 

Merenbloom, 1986; Valentine, 1984; Vars, 1966). In 1986 

John Lounsbury wrote that "few educators would take issue 

with the contention that a preferred way to organize a 

middle school faculty is by teams, whether interdisciplinary 

or other types. Some would even go so far as to say it is 

the only way" (Merenbloom, 1986, p.ii) and in 1988 George 

wrote that the interdisciplinary organization of teams of 

teachers and students was at the very heart of the middle 

school concept. "Virtually every middle school in the 

country that is identified as an outstanding model of early 

adolescent education boasts a strong team organization at 

its center" (p. 15). 
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Review of the Research 

Team teaching increased dramatically in the sixties. 

Blair and Woodward (1984) stated that the organization of 

elementary school team teaching programs in public schools 

increased from S% in 1955-56 to 15% in 1960-61. In a 1964 

survey of school districts in seven western states, it was 

found that 30% had team teaching programs (Rhodes, 1971). 

Research indicated (Klingele, 1979) that by 1979 as many as 

85% of all middle schools employed some form of team 

teaching and it appeared that interdisciplinary team 

teaching was becoming the most successful form of teaming in 

the middle school. On the other hand, in 1984 the second 

phase of a National study of Schools in the Middle from the 

Dodge Foundation (Valentine, 1984) which represented data 

from 50 middle level schools across the United states stated 

that "instructional curriculum tends toward the traditional, 

with subject area specialization being the typical 

instructional delivery system for middle level schools" 

(Valentine, 1984, p.1S). Educators for years urged the use 

of interdisciplinary team teaching at the middle level but 

few schools used the approach and fewer have continued its 

use. A quality interdisciplinary team teaching program 

required staff commitment, monetary commitment, and a change 

in attitude from traditional departmentalized instruction. 

"Therein lies the price that must be paid for a good 
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interdisciplinary team teaching program and therein lies the 

reason so few exist, in spite of the potential benefits" 

(Valentine, 1984, p. 16). 

A survey at the end of the eighties (Carnegie Corp. 

1989) reported that only 37% of schools utilized 

interdisciplinary team teaching at any time between grades 

five and nine. Of schools that used teams, only 36% 

provided teachers on the team two or more hours of common 

planning time per week. Teachers on teams devoted most of 

their common planning periods to individual teacher 

preparation rather than team oriented discussion and 

planning. The report concluded that teaming was not being 

widely used, nor used effectively when done, despite its 

proclaimed advantages. In 1990, Epstein reported that about 

70% of the principals she surveyed expected team teaching to 

be part of their program within the next three years. 

Principals of junior high schools also projected an increase 

in the use of interdisciplinary teams, with more than 25% of 

the respondents reporting plans to add teams of teachers to 

their program. 

With the recommendations mentioned in the previous 

section and the number of schools either forming teaming 

organizations or interested in doing so, it would seem that 

the research would indicate success with teaming. However, 

since the early sixties that appears not to be necessarily 
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true. Early writers made such unscientific statements as 

"discipline, under team teaching, is no greater a problem 

than in the regular classroom. It is even less" (March, 

1961, p.498), and "there are slight indications that team 

teaching is particularly beneficial to markedly advanced and 

retarded pupils, and also signs that certain children find 

greater stimulation and security within team-teaching 

situations" (Anderson, 1961, p.6). 

In detailing the results of the Lexington Schools 

project, Blair and Woodward (1964) wrote of the benefits of 

team teaching after the project had been in existence for 

some length of time. They said that "since the earliest 

report of the research and development staff, with its 

extremely conservative comment that 'we have done nothing to 

seriously harm the children ... ,' there has been a steady 

improvement in the pupil achievement test results each year" 

(p.198). There appeared to be no evidence in the Lexington 

report that guidance problems or social adjustments problems 

resulted from teaming and an anecdotal report was included 

from a principal who commented that the team teaching 

youngsters seem "more poised, less shy, more independent and 

more mature in the kind of questions they ask and the things 

they consider humorous" (Blair & Woodward, 1964, p. 208). 

In this same Lexington study, parents were asked to comment 

on whether team teaching met the needs of their children, 
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with the following results: Parents responded that teaming 

met the needs of their children 85% of the time 

academically, 82% of the time emotionally, 92% physically 

and 90% socially. In summary, Blair and Woodward (1964) 

concluded that while it might be unreasonable to expect 

dramatic improvement in the early stages of such a program, 

"nevertheless it is critical that, at an early stage, a team 

teaching program be able to demonstrate clearly and honestly 

that pupils do at least as well as they would in a 

conventional program" (p.197). 

In an attempt to show that the purpose of team teaching 

had not yet been achieved, Glen Heathers (1964) summarized 

the following three studies concerning student achievement: 

a) In 1961, Drummond found that there was no statistical 

significant differences between students' scores on 

standardized tests when taught by team teaching projects and 

conventional plans; b) A Colorado study from 1959-60 found 

no statistically significant difference between experimental 

and control groups in any subject except at higher levels of 

English classes in high schools; c) In comparing 194 

different subtests in the 1958 Norwalk Plan, 90 subtests 

favored team teaching and 114 favored self-contained 

classrooms. Heathers' (1964) observations about the 

approaches used to study student achievement were: 

1. The data was limited to what was measured by 
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standardized achievement tests and did not give evidence on 

whether team teaching produced gains in critical thinking, 

creativity, competencies in inquiry or self-instruction. 

2. The studies did not examine whether team teaching 

had different effects on the achievement of students with 

different ability levels. 

3. The studies did not define the features of the team 

teaching plan or how teaming was implemented. 

4. The studies did not give satisfactory evidence that 

situational variables were controlled. 

5. The studies did not give information on the 

implementation of plan variables and adequacy of controls. 

6. The studies were not designed to answer questions 

about the contributions that separate features of team 

teaching plans made toward the learning outcomes. 

7. The studies did not report any evaluation of team 

teaching with the use of standards of student achievement 

relating to excellence, instead they were all measured in 

relation to national or local norms. 

Klausmeier and Wiersma (1965) compared achievement in 

seventh grade English and social studies when taught by a 

team and when taught in separate classes. They found that 

students of low ability did better in English under a team 

plan but and as well as students in regular classes in 

social studies. The group of average students exposed to 
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team teaching experienced greater achievement in both 

English and social studies than did students of the aver.age 

ability in regular classes. Jester (1966) also found that 

team teaching was significantly more effective in producing 

achievement in the language arts. 

Armstrong (1977) reviewed studies relating to team 

teaching in secondary schools. He found no significant 

differences in the following studies: 1959 study by Johnson, 

Lobb and Patterson; 1964 study by Georgiades and Bjelke; a 

1964 California study; 1970 study by Lutenbacher; and a 1974 

study by Charters and Jones. The only significant 

difference he found was in Klausmeier and Wiersma's 1965 

study, as indicated earlier in this section. Armstrong's 

two major concerns about these studies and the consistent 

"no significant difference" results were: (a) the short 

period of time of the study; and (b) the few differences in 

interaction between teacher and learner in the practices 

labeled "team teaching" and "solitary teacher teaching". In 

summary, Armstrong suggested that studies finding no 

significant differences in achievement may have resulted 

from the investigators' failure to attend to the degree to 

which team teaching represented a real change in actual 

instructional practice and may have related to researchers 

attempting to make comparisons after too short a period of 

time. "One is struck by the very basic nature of the 
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questions for which research has failed ... to supply at 

least tentative answers. Support for team teaching has been 

more of a validation through affirmation than a validation 

based on empirical evidence" (Armstrong, 1977, p. 83). 

Olson (1967) wrote that all too often teachers and 

administrators expected team teaching to produce miracles. 

"It will not make slow learners bright. It will not reduce 

the range of individual differences in student achievement 

and ability. It will not automatically create a spark of 

interest in the disaffected student. And, finally, it will 

not automatically convert mediocre teachers into outstanding 

teachers" (p.16). Shawyer (1968) pointed out that while 

most of what was being reported by the end of the 1960s was 

encouraging for interdisciplinary teaming programs, not all 

the answers were 'in'. He pointed out that when comparing 

innovations to the standard procedures, researchers should 

think in terms of theory vs. theory or practice vs. practice 

instead of comparing new program ideas with old practices. 

Such was the dilemma of the early research on 

interdisciplinary team organization. Certainly the evidence 

concerning team teaching was mixed (Kindred, 1968). Its 

proponents believed it was the solution to many problems, 

while others believed it would create more problems than it 

would solve. In refering to Heathers' review of the 

literature in which he was unable to find reliable evidence 
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that teaming really benefited student achievement, Kindred 

explained that it could be due to the program, the skill of 

the instructional staff, or the research design. 

Nevertheless, evidence pointing to team teaching as a better 

way to organize instruction was, at that point, conspicuous 

by its absence. On the other hand, there appeared to be no 

evidence to suggest that teaming was in any way harmful to 

the education of youngsters. Even though little research 

was proving its worth, Williams wrote in 1968 that it was 

difficult to find a middle school that wasn't utilizing some 

form of team teaching. He explained that some of the goals 

of the middle school curriculum almost demanded it. 

Interdisciplinary team organization was, however, at this 

point in its history relatively poorly developed. A major 

problem perhaps was a failure to identify specifically and 

concretely those things which team teaching could 

accomplish. "Too often, teaming has been an end in itself" 

(Williams, 1968, p. 133). 

In the early seventies, Rhodes (1971) summarized the 

early research by stating that the majority of controlled 

evaluations concluded that a) achievement of pupils under 

team instruction was no better than achievement in 

traditional self contained classes; b) pupil attitude was 

the same under team and regular instruction; and c) teacher 

attitude was more positive under team instruction. 
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Clark (1971) reported in his research of the Pontoon 

Transitional Design that in the cognitive area significant 

differences in favor of interdisciplinary team organization 

were found with the high intelligence group of students in 

all five tests. In the affective findings, no significant 

differences between pontoon and comparison group students 

were found. Some of the others who studied the Pontoon 

Transitional Design and its effect on achievement were (a) 

Abbott (1970) who found that the pontoon students scored 

higher in mathematics but there was no difference in social 

studies and writing or in absence patterns; (b) Roop in 

1970, found that pontoon students scored higher on teacher

made science tests but only slightly higher on teacher-made 

English tests; (c) Bogart and Waian (1971) who found 

significant differences for the pontoon students in 

mathematics; and (d) Neel (1971) who found that higher I.Q. 

pontoon girls scored significantly higher in language 

mechanics and the total group of pontoon girls scored higher 

in language expression. In other pontoon studies of 

attendance and discipline referrals, Young in 1969 found no 

significant differences, but Roop in 1970 found 

significantly fewer discipline referrals for the pontoon 

group (Clark & Clark, 1992). 

Noto (1972) concluded after his comparison of 

interdisciplinary team teaching and traditional teaching at 



the seventh grade level that the traditional method of 

teaching appeared to be significantly more effective than 

the interdisciplinary team organization in producing 

achievement in functional skills. 
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From these contrasting research results, many writers 

in the early seventies were discouraged by what was being 

reported about team teaching (Millard and Manatt, 1973). In 

1972 DiVirgilio asked "on what assumption, then, is there an 

almost universal acceptance among middle school advocates 

that interdisciplinary teams are necessary and proper for 

the middle school?" (p.209). The assumption was that the 

prime purpose of disciplinary teams was the propagating of 

subject matter content, thus sublimating the needs of the 

learners. DiVirgilio believed that this assumption ignored 

the emphasis on the needs of pre-adolescents for a dynamic 

and relevant curriculum that could be subject to change by 

individual teachers who had professional knowledge and 

skill s in chil d development. "Wi th this suspicion of 

disciplinary teams, advocates of middle schools have 

consistently supported the use of interdisciplinary teams. 

However, very little constructive material has been written 

concerning how to organize and conduct these teams" (p. 209) 

obviously leading to inconclusive research results. 

Seyfarth and Canady (1973) went so far as to say that the 

impact of team teaching on the schools had been minimal as 
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it had not been widely adopted and where it had been 

practiced, essential features were omitted or altered. They 

stated that it was not uncommon for a school faculty to try 

team teaching for a year or two and then abandon it. 

On a more positive note, after two years of total 

interdisciplinary teaming at an Ohio Middle School, Hasheck 

(1979) reported many direct benefits of interdisciplinary 

team organization including: (a) rapid recognition of 

student needs; (b) increased consistency in discipline; (c) 

more continuity in subject areas; (d) elimination of 

assignment duplication; (e) coordination of teaching 

procedures and sharing of materials and techniques; (f) 

increased understanding of the student as a person; (g) 

better administrative communication; (h) capitalization by 

teachers on expertise of specialists; (i) communication with 

parents; (j) flexible scheduling of academic time based on 

need; (k) counselor utilization; and (1) interdisciplinary 

teaching. These practices have been the basics of 

interdisciplinary teaming, but research has not conclusively 

stated that these practices have led to measureable 

improvement in student outcomes. Although interdisciplinary 

team organization has been identified as an important 

feature of the middle school curriculum, research studies 

continued to report mixed success (Wall, 1981). 

In 1982, Cotton reviewed sixteen documents including 
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thirteen studies and three large scale reviews, nine of 

which focused on the intermediate grades. In her 

introduction, she stated "it would appear that if a decision 

is made to adopt or to maintain an interdisciplinary team 

teaching approach at the middle school level ... that 

decision should be made on grounds other than hoped-for 

achievement increases" (p.7). She looked at studies of 

student achievement and student attitudes and found the 

following: 

1. In terms of student achievement, the research on 

the effectiveness of interdisciplinary team teaching, 

compared with traditional one-teacher, one-classroom 

arrangements, generally indicated that the two formats were 

equally effective, both at the intermediate level and with 

students generally. 

2. In terms of student attitude, including self-esteem 

and other affective outcomes, three of the five reports that 

examined affective outcomes favored team teaching and two 

favored traditional teaching. 

Even though educators and community members (Cotton, 

1982) would agree that while academic achievement is the 

most important measure of school effectiveness, positive 

student attitudes are also important products of schooling. 

Cotton also concluded that, since the interdisciplinary 

teaming arrangements were just as effective as traditional 
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methods in promoting student achievement and the studies 

were shown to benefit the affective development of students, 

team teaching was a viable way to organize instruction for 

middle school children. 

Sinclair found in his 1980 study (Walsh, 1985) that 

students taught under interdisciplinary team structure had 

greater gains in academic achievement than those taught 

under departmental structure. He also found that experience 

in the area of team organization motivated teachers to 

assume more responsibility for decisions that affected their 

lives and the experience of their students which led to 

better school climate. He concluded that 

interdisciplinary teaming is a major instructional 

approach in the middle school which would appear 

to create the proper climate for staff to develop 

effective programs characterized by teacher 

satisfaction, sense of belonging, and sense of 

power. The team organization of the middle 

school, with its concern for student affective 

development, has been shown to be influential in 

improving school climate by increasing teacher's 

receptivity to students and improving the degree 

of job satisfaction on the part of the teachers 

involved. (p.69) 

In 1988, Bradley found no significant differences in 
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reading scores on standardized tests between students in a 

interdisciplinary team organization and traditional classes, 

but found significant differences in math scores, except for 

the accelerated students. She, however, found no difference 

in attendance patterns. 

Research results have been inconclusive but Lounsbury 

and Clark (1990) shared their insights as to possible 

reasons why studies had not shown significant improvement 

for students exposed to teaming organizations. In their 

study of eighth grade classrooms allover the country, 

analysts who reviewed schools with teaming programs reported 

discouraging observations. One analyst stated: "'These were 

a group of studies in which participating schools indicated 

they had teaming. Yet, one could go through all of these 

and would not know that any teaming was going on (either 

within the classroom or any team planning)'" (p.16). Most 

analysts reported that teaching methods in both teaming and 

single subject schools were quite silnilar. The data showed 

that there appeared to be very little difference in 

classroom instruction, regardless of whether a school said 

they had interdisciplinary teaming or not. The authors 

concluded that one difficulty in measuring success or 

improvement may have been a difficulty in knowing what to 

measure. As one observer commented, "'It may be my bias, 

but I felt that schools that were more into the 'stuff' of 
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middle schools tended to have more high quality activity and 

energy in the building'" (p.48). Obviously "stuff" is not 

statistically easy to measure. 

Current Trends in Interdisciplinary Team Organization 

While the early teams included a hierarchical structure 

which included the Master teacher concept, teachers with 

less experience or training, teachers aids and perhaps 

administrators or clerical staff, by the end of the sixties 

the more typical team (Alexander & Kealy, 1969) included an 

instructional organization of a cooperative, 

interdisciplinary team pattern. The common pattern which 

began to emerge was the four-member team, whose members 

represented specialized competence in the four fields of 

language arts, social studies, science and mathematics. 

Team members were responsible for planning the program for 

their home-base group and for initially counseling those 

students, as well as representing their particular 

curriculum area in team planning. Many authors, including 

Pumerantz and Galano (1972) indicated that this typical team 

of four teachers would be in charge of approximately 100 

students. This combination of four teachers from the 

academic subjects and somewhere around 100 students was 

reported by numerous writers including Alexander and George 

(1981), Carnegie Corporation (1989), Clark and Clark (1987), 

Curtis and Bidwell (1977), Erb (1987), and Flinker and 



Pianko (1971). 

Other typical characteristics, mentioned here with 

advocates who wrote about them, of the interdisciplinary 

team organization included: 

1. Regular meeting times to share pupil needs, 

curriculum correlation, homework, plans, etc. (Carnegie 

Corporation, 1989; Curtis & Bidwell, 1977; Erb, 1987; 

Flinker & Pianko, 1971; Garvin, 1987; George & stevenson, 

1988; Glazer, 1986). 
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2. Some elements of elementary school and secondary 

school to bridge the gap (Alexander & George, 1981; Garvin, 

1987; George, 1973; MacIver, 1990). 

3. Joint parent/teacher conferences to give parents 

better overall pictures of students' emotional, social and 

academic progress (Garvin, 1987; George & Stevenson, 1988; 

Glazer, 1986). 

4. Block of time scheduling (Clark & Clark, 1987; Erb, 

1987) . 

5. Common or adjoining space (Alexander & George, 1981; 

Erb, 1987). 

In addition, the interdisciplinary team lends itself to 

enhancing the evaluation process (Rehbeck, 1987) by 

providing students with a program of support and individual 

attention while assisting students in assimilating academic 

skills, developing social skills, understanding their 



emotional and physical growth, and exploring their 

interests. 
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The goal of the middle school (Alexander & George, 

1981) has always been to tie the elementary school and the 

high school together in a smooth and continuous way, while 

providing a unique experience for the education of older 

children and early adolescents. "This middle way has come 

to be known as interdisciplinary team organization .... The 

need for planned gradualism as a key to articulation .. . 

remains, and is met, in the exemplary middle school through 

the interdisciplinary team organization" (p.114). 

Summary 

The purpose of Chapter Two has been to review the 

lit~rature and the research on several aspects related to 

this study. A review of the characteristics of pre- and 

early adolescents was an attempt to help the reader 

understand the nature of the students in the study - their 

unique characteristics and educational needs. Following 

that was a section on the history of the junior high school 

and how, from that background, the middle school came into 

existence with its current structure, philosophy and goals. 

From the historical background of the middle school, the 

next section outlined what has come to be known as "middle 

school characteristics" in order to give a more thorough 

understanding of the concepts discussed in the study. 
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Last, Chapter Two looked at interdisciplinary team 

organization, the one middle school characteristic being 

studied. The history, rationale and current trends in 

interdisciplinary team organization were discussed for an 

in-depth understanding of the setting for this study. While 

interdisciplinary team organization has been advocated for 

many years, the research has shown that it has not been easy 

to evaluate. Studies that have been done show differential 

effectiveness of interdisciplinary team organization in 

middle schools. This study was undertaken to determine if 

there were differences in student outcomes between those 

seventh grade middle school students exposed to an 

interdisciplinary team organization and those remaining in a 

traditional departmentalized teaching organization. 
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Methodology 
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This chapter outlines the plans, procedures and 

practices of this study. First, the study's setting is 

described, focusing on the similarities between the middle 

school under study and other u.s. middle schools. The 

second section presents the design of the study and the 

research questions. The student sample and the two 

organizational structures being compared (i.e. the 

Interdisciplinary Team Organization and the Traditional 

Departmentalized Organization) are described next in the 

independent variables section. Last, the data collection 

process and instrumentation is outlined in the 

operationalization of the dependent variables section. 

Last, the null hypotheses and the methods of statistical 

analysis are detailed. 

Setting 

The setting for this study was an American middle 

school in Europe with an enrollment of 620 students at the 

beginning of the 1991-92 school year. The school consisted 

of sixth, seventh and eighth grades. A student survey of 

the racial make-up of the school showed: 31.2 percent white, 

20.8 percent black, 6.3 percent hispanic, 2.2 percent asian, 

30.1 percent mixed and 5.2 percent other. There was a 4.2 

percent "No Response" to the survey. A great majority of 
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the students were dependents of U.S. military personnel. A 

small number of students were dependents of civilian 

employees of the u.s. government or employees of businesses 

on contract with the u.s. government. The families were 

middle-income families, with only 7-9% in the upper-middle 

income range and approximately the same percentage in the 

lower-middle income range. Virtually no families were un

employed. However, the community from which the students 

carne did comprise families with most concerns and issues 

faced by other u.s. families, including divorce and single 

parent issues, remarriage and step-family concerns, alcohol 

and/or drug use, marital difficulties and family disputes, 

as well as the more well-rounded, well-functioning family 

units. 

The school had similar services found in stateside u.s. 

middle schools such as a special education department, TMR 

(Trainable Mentally Retarded) department, a reading lab and 

compensatory education, a speech and communication 

department, counseling services, a complete library and 

media center, and English as a Second Language (ESL) and 

Talented and Gifted (TAG) programs. As in u.s. schools, the 

academic classes of Math, Science, Social Studies, English 

and Reading made up the basic core curriculum. The school 

also had exploratory classes in Art, Home Economics, Music, 

Band, Chorus, Industrial Arts, Physical Education, Typing, 



Career Decisions, Computers, Health and an Intercultural 

class. 
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The school employed approximately 40 teaching staff 

(i.e. 31 teachers and nine specialists). The specialists 

were in the areas of compensatory education, special 

education, English as a Second Language and the Talented and 

Gifted program. In addition, the school had two 

administrators (principal and deputy principal), two 

counselors, a part time school psychologist, a nurse, a 

librarian, six teacher aides (mostly used in the special 

education classrooms) and six support staff (including two 

clerical staff, a computer specialist, a supply specialist, 

a library assistant and a registrar). 

Design of the study 

This study utilized a quasi-experimental research 

design. The major distinction of a quasi-experimental 

design is the lack of a truly randomized sorting process for 

placing subjects into experimental and comparison groups; 

therefore the two groups do not have pre-experimental 

sampling equivalence (Campbell & Stanley, 1963). This non

random sorting process makes it difficult to disentangle the 

treatment effects from other effects, but it also give 

quasi-experimental studies an element of external validity 

that may not appear in true experiments. This study used 

the intact nonequivalent design, as opposed to the self-
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selected experimental group design (Huck, Cormier & Bounds, 

1977). A quasi-experimental research design "represents a 

compromise between maximizing internal validity and external 

validity" (Kidder & Judd, 1986, p. 125). 

Two types of quasi-experimental designs were used: (1) 

the Campbell/Stanley Design 10 Non-Equivalent Groups 

Pretest-Post test design f:-f)~\9_-1 and (2) a variation of the 

Campbell/Stanley Design 14 Multiple Time-Series Design 

f:--%SJ?oQoJ_-1 which contains Design 10 wi thin it but "gains in 

certainty of interpretation from the multiple measures 

plotted" (Campbell & Stanley, 1963, p.55). The variation 

used for this study is discussed by Huck, Cormier and Bounds 

(1977) as a design in which treatment is continuous for the 

treatment group and nonexistent for the comparison group 

~-%\~-1' with that modification, the design carne close 

to that discussed by Kidder and Judd (1986) who stated that 

with "data from enough subjects at enough times to rule out 

many threats to internal validity, so that even without 

random assignment, it will be possible to infer causes and 

effects" (p.126). 

In a quasi-experimental research design, as in true 

experiments, three major components are important for the 

execution of the experiment (Kidder & Judd, 1986). These 

are: (1) experimental and control (comparison) groups, (2) 

independent and dependent variables, and (3) pre- and post-
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testing. 

The experimental group is that group selected to 

participate in the treatment, or to which a stimulus will be 

administered. The control, or comparison group, is that 

group to which the experimental stimulus will not be 

administered (Babbie, 1979). The independent variable 

measures the causal construct, while the dependent variables 

measure the affected construct (Kidder & Judd, 1986). In 

this study the independent variables were the organizational 

structures to which the students were exposed and the 

dependent variables were the student outcomes of academic 

achievement, behavior and attendance. Pre-testing is 

conducted to measure the dependent variable before exposure 

to the stimulus (i.e. the independent variable), while post

testing is conducted to measure the dependent variable after 

exposure to the stimulus (Babbie, 1979). 

Threats to Internal and External Validity. As stated, 

this study used a combination of the Campbell/Stanley Non

Equivalent Groups Design 10 and a variation of the 

Campbell/Stanley Multiple Time-Series Design 14 quasi

experimental research designs. 

When exploring the threats to internal validity, the 

Campbell/Stanley pre- and post-test nonequivalent groups 

Design 10 controls for the main effects of history, 

maturation, testing and instrumentation (Campbell & Stanley, 

_ .. -~ ----------
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1963). Campbell and Stanley (1963) suggested that, in this 

design, the effect of the interaction between selection and 

maturation could present a problem. However, since there 

was no reason in this study to suspect differential 

treatment in the selection of subjects to a group (such as 

participant self-selection), this study may be viewed as 

approaching true experimentation. Indeed, Cook and Campbell 

(1976) suggest that selection/maturation effects are only a 

threat when the groups are comprised of persons who are 

maturing at different rates. Certainly, middle school 

students mature at different rates; however, it could be 

argued that the in-group differences was as great or greater 

than the between-group differences. 

For this design, regression becomes another internal 

validity threat but was lessened considerably because 

matching was not part of the design (Campbell & Stanley, 

1963; Kidder & Judd, 1986). "The process of matching not 

only fails to provide the intended equation but in addition 

insures the occurrence of unwanted regression effects" 

(Campbell & Stanley, 1963, p. 49). 

Finally, in exploring the internal threats to validity, 

the Campbell/Stanley Multiple Time-Series Design 14 controls 

for the main effects of history, maturation, testing and 

instrumentation. In addition, the selection-maturation 

interaction was controlled. Because maturation was 
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controlled for, the difference in the selection of the 

groups operating in conjunction with maturation, 

instrumentation, or regression, would unlikely account for 

an apparent effect (stanley & Campbell, 1963). 

The threats to external validity were minimal in both 

types of research designs used (Campbell & Stanley, 1963), 

except in certain instances which did not apply to this 

study. 

Research Ouestions 

The following three research questions guided the study 

in comparing the three student outcomes for the experimental 

group and the comparison group. 

Research Ouestion #1: Will the academic achievement of 

middle school students in an Interdisciplinary Team 

Organization differ from that of middle school students in a 

Traditional Departmentalized Organization? 

Research Ouestion #2: Will the behavior of middle 

school students in an Interdisciplinary Team Organization 

differ from that of middle school students in a Traditional 

Departmentalized Organization? 

Research Ouestion #3: Will the attendance of middle 

school students in an Interdisciplinary Team Organization 

differ from that of middle school students in a Traditional 

Departmentalized Organization? 
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Operationalization of Independent Variables 

In this study, the experimental group was the group of 

students assigned to the Interdisciplinary Team 

Organizational Unit who were exposed to the stimulus of the 

Interdisciplinary Team Organization. The comparison group 

was the group of students assigned to the Traditional 

Departmentalized Organizational unit who were not exposed to 

the stimulus of the Interdisciplinary Team Organization. 

The Sample. The sample for the study was the 143 

students of the seventh grade class who began and finished 

the 1991-92 school year. Of these, 75 students spent the 

school year in the experimental group (the Interdisciplinary 

Team Organizational Unit) and 68 students spent the school 

year in the comparison group (the Traditional 

Departmentalized Organizational Unit). These students were 

present throughout the entire 1991-92 school year. Students 

who entered school after the middle of the first quarter or 

left before the end of the school year were not included. 

Students who were identified as special needs students were 

not included in the sample. There were 34 boys and 41 girls 

in the experimental group; 36 boys and 32 girls were in the 

comparison group. 

The assignment of the students into the experimental or 

comparison groups were computer selected based on two 

criteria: 
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1. All seventh grade pre-algebra students were 

required to be in the experimental group because the master 

schedule placed the pre-algebra class during third period, 

which was part of the block of time when all students 

assigned to the experimental group would be with 

interdisciplinary team teachers. This included 20 of the 

students assigned to the experimental group. 

2. The choices the students made for their elective/ 

exploratory classes determined to a great extent whether 

they were in the experimental group or the comparison group. 

For example, if they chose Home Economics and it was only 

offered second period, the computer did not assign them to 

the experimental group, because second period was one of the 

interdisciplinary team block periods. If,· however, they 

chose Art and it was offered both third and fifth period, 

the computer randomly assigned them into either the fifth 

period Art class, and therefore the experimental group, or 

the third period Art class, and therefore the comparison 

group. There was no way to determine how many were assigned 

to which group based on their choice of electives. 

The Experimental Group: The Interdisciplinary Team 

Unit. As indicated in the literature review of Chapter Two, 

an effective middle school interdisciplinary team 

organization requires that the teachers involved in this 

organization have common planning periods, the same group of 
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students, and a block of time during each day in which all 

students assigned to the team are scheduled with teachers on 

the team. The experimental group of students in this study 

were exposed to numerous practices and procedures common to 

effective middle school interdisciplinary team 

organizational units. 

Some of these practices included the following: (a) A 

common "folder" system where all students' work was checked 

daily for completion and organization; (b) A common 

discipline system in which acceptable behavior in all 

classes was clearly conveyed, with a card carried by 

students to each class on which behavior problems were noted 

by each teacher (i.e. if a certain number of marks were made 

on the card, that student was required to spend time working 

at lunch in one of the classrooms); (c) At the beginning of 

each semester, all students took horne a parent letter, 

outlining procedures and plans for the team; (d) There were 

special Great Behavior Consequences (GBC) activities for 

those who had not had significant behavior problems; (e) 

The students chose a team name and logo which increased 

their feeling of belonging and ownership; (f) The team had 

special days when they went on field trips, held intramurals 

and had other special activities together; (g) phone calls 

horne were made by the second period teacher but always 

included information from all four team teachers; (h) 
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Parent conferences were set for the team meeting period so 

that all team teachers could meet with parents at one time: 

(i) Team teachers met with counselors on a regular basis 

concerning students with behavior, emotional or academic 

concerns: (j) The curriculum was coordinated at the 

beginning of each quarter by the team teachers in order to 

provide interdisciplinary units and projects; (k) Students' 

homework was planned by all teachers so that major projects 

and tests were assigned without overloading the students at 

anyone time. 

The students assigned to the Experimental Group were 

taught by the following interdisciplinary team of teachers: 

1. An English teacher who taught four periods of 

English and two periods of Reading to students assigned to 

the experimental group. She had been trained in middle 

level concepts in numerous academies and conferences both in 

Europe and the U.S. and had become a trainer at middle level 

conferences in Europe as well as providing in-service 

workshops for schools on teaming and other middle level 

concepts. She was the Team Leader. 

2. A Social studies teacher who taught four periods of 

World Geography to students assigned to the experimental 

group and two periods of Geography to students who were in 

the comparison group. She had attended a middle level 

training conference in Europe, an inservice on teaming and 



"on-the-job" training from the English teacher who had 

considerable more experience. 
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3. A Math teacher who taught four periods of Math to 

students assigned to the experimental group and two periods 

to students who were assigned to the comparison group. One 

of her experimental group classes was the pre-algebra class. 

She had not attended any middle level training workshops but 

was very active with collaborative learning. she had been 

to inservice training on the concept of middle level 

advisory programs, was excited about the concept of working 

on a team and had "on-the-job" training from the English 

teacher noted above. 

4. A Science teacher who taught four periods of Life 

Science to students assigned to the experimental group and 

two periods to students who were assigned to the comparison 

group. She had not been to any middle level inservice or 

training conferences and was talked into teaming without 

initially knowing much about it. She, however, quickly 

became a strong advocate of the structure, particularly 

after a short period of "on-the-job" training by the English 

teacher. 

As one of the school counselors in the setting of the 

study, the researcher had the opportunity to observe 

numerous occasions and events where effective 

interdisciplinary team concepts were being carried out. 
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These observations are included as a check on the treatment; 

that is, a way of reinforcing the assumption that students 

in the experimental group were exposed to a different 

treatment than students in the comparison group. 

On a monthly basis, the researcher (as did the other 

counselor on staff) met with the team of teachers to discuss 

students with academic, personal or behavioral problems to 

develop a plan for all involved. On a frequent, but not 

regularly scheduled, basis the researcher also met with the 

interdisciplinary team of teachers and a student and/or 

parents. 

These observations indicated that the team of teachers 

of the experimental group were implementing several aspects 

of effective interdisciplinary team concepts. First, the 

team met weekly during their common planning time, in part 

to arrange schedules of students. These schedules 

facilitated interdisciplinary teaching units, common field 

trips, ceremonies to award good behavior, or simply to aid 

certain students in academic areas where they were falling 

behind. Second, the interdisciplinary team of teachers 

corresponded regularly as a group with parents. Third, they 

encouraged parents and students to use the name of the team 

and the logo. As a result, parents and students informally 

identified themselves as members of the "Stars," or, simply, 

the "team." Not infrequently, students in the experimental 
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group would even comment that their teachers knew too much 

about them, to the point of complaining they couldn't get 

away with anything. Finally, team members kept complete 

minutes of meetings, notes from events and plans for 

interdisciplinary teaching subjects, all of which were kept 

in a binder for future teaching team reference. 

In addition, the teachers of the experimental group 

were active in implementing other middle level concepts. 

For example, an active Advisory program was begun where each 

team teacher held regular "advisory" type activities with a 

small group of the students in the experimental group. 

Also, intramurals were frequently held, often with small 

groups formed around the content of an interdisciplinary 

teaching subject. 

These observations indicate that the experimental group 

did not simply label themselves as a team, but rather 

organized many aspects of their total instructional program 

along the lines of effective interdisciplinary team 

structures and other middle school concepts described in the 

literature (Carnegie Corp., 1989; Clark & Clark, 1987; 

Hasheck, 1979; Merenbloom, 1986). 

The Comparison Group: The Traditional Departmentalized 

Unit. students in the comparison group were exposed to the 

standard curriculum of the school taught in a traditional 

departmentalized structure. They attended seven different 
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classes during each school day, taught by seven different 

teachers. This structure lacked many of the characteristics 

of the experimental group structure. For example, their 

teachers did not coordinate their studies, activities, 

discipline policies, or classroom procedures. If a student 

had a behavior or academic problem in one class, that 

teacher would usually meet independently with that student's 

parents. Only when a parent/teacher conference was 

requested by a parent and scheduled by the registrar would 

that meeting be in conjunction with other teachers. The 

teachers consulted with the administration and/or counselors 

on an individual basis when students displayed significant 

behavior or emotional problems. Unlike the experimental 

group, these students often complained of being overloaded 

with homework or test preparation on one day, while having 

no assigned work on subsequent days. Their studies were not 

coordinated so that, for example, what they were studying in 

Math had any relevance to the subject being studied in 

Science or Geography. There were no group activities or 

special events for appropriate or outstanding behavior. All 

field trips were scheduled by individual teachers, with only 

that class attending. There was no group name or logo and 

therefore no sense of belonging or ownership to a group. 

The students assigned to the comparison group were 

assigned to classes taught by three of the experimental 
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group teachers as indicated previously, as well as the 

following teachers (only one of whom had received training 

or in-service in middle level concepts): 

1. A teacher who taught two classes each of English 

and Reading to students assigned to the comparison group and 

two classes of World Geography to students assigned to the 

comparison group. 

2. A teacher who taught two classes each of English 

and Reading to students assigned to the comparison group and 

two eighth grade Social studies classes. 

3. A teacher who taught two classes of Math to 

students assigned to the comparison group and four classes 

of eighth grade Typing/Career Decisions. 

4. A teacher who taught two classes of Life Science to 

students assigned to the comparison group and two classes 

each of sixth grade Math and Science. 

Operationalization of Dependent variables 

The dependent variables for this study were five 

measures of student outcomes in the three areas addressed by 

the research questions of academic achievement, behavior and 

attendance. These dependent variables were compared for 

students assigned to the experimental group of a middle 

school interdisciplinary team organizational unit and 

students assigned to the comparison group of a middle school 

traditional departmentalized organizational unit. The 
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method of operationalizing these five variables will be 

outlined in this section following the re-statement of each 

research question. 

Question #1, Academic Achievement. Will the academic 

achievement of middle school students assigned to the 

Interdisciplinary Team Organization differ from that of 

middle school students assigned to the Traditional 

Departmentalized Organization? 

Academic achievement was conceptually defined as 

acquiring the cognitive knowledge in an academic arena that 

was necessary to continue through the educational system, 

enabling the student to achieve success as an adult. The 

two dependent variables used to operationalize academic 

achievement in this study were standardized test scores and 

student grade point averages. 

First, the pre-test scores on the sixth grade 

Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills, or CTBS, were compared 

to post-test scores on the seventh grade CTBS the following 

year. other researchers such as Neel (1971), Sinclair 

(1980) and Bradley (1988) used standardized test scores as a 

measure of academic achievement for middle school students. 

The standardized test used in this study was The 

Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills (CTBS), 1989, fourth 

edition, Complete Battery Tests, Level 17/18, published by 

CTB/McGraw-Hill. The Complete Battery Tests provide both 
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norm-referenced and curriculum-referenced information. The 

Total Battery scale score was used for comparison in this 

study. The Total Battery scale score includes the Total 

Reading (Vocabulary and Comprehension), the Total Language 

(Spelling, Language Mechanics and Expression) and the Total 

Mathematics (Computation, Concepts and Application). This 

Total Battery scale score was used because standardized 

tests have more validity in some subjects, with reading and 

math tests tending to have higher validity than tests of 

science and social studies (Hopkins, Stanley, & Hopkins, 

1990). The Total Battery scale score is the basic score, 

calculated statistically, using the number of correct 

responses. They are units of a single, equal-interval scale 

that is applied across all levels regardless of grade or 

time of year of testing. These scores are expressed as 

numbers that range from 0 through 999. Scale scores can be 

added, subtracted, and averaged across test levels. such 

computations permit direct comparisons among classes or 

schools (CTB, 1990). Donald Green (1987) stated that the 

scale score is most used and probably the best "for tracking 

growth patterns of individuals and groups, and for research 

purposes of most sorts" (p. 34). Only the test scores of 

the 126 students (67 in the experimental group and 59 in the 

comparison group) who took the test as sixth graders and 

again as seventh graders, were used to make this comparison. 
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For this first dependent variable the pre-test, post

test non-equivalent group design was used by comparing the 

Spring, 1991 CTBS test scores (pre-test) and the Spring, 

1992 CTBS test scores (post-test) to determine if there was 

a significant difference between the scores of the students 

in the experimental group (the interdisciplinary team unit) 

and the comparison group (the traditional departmentalized 

unit). The norms provided by standardized tests offer the 

user a comparison with an external group since external 

comparisons cannot be made readily with nonstandardized 

tests (Hopkins, Stanley & Hopkins, 1990). 

The second dependent variable used to operationalize 

academic achievement were the academic letter grades given 

to each student, calculated as a Grade Point Average (GPA), 

at the end of the two semesters during their seventh grade 

school year. While previous studies have not compared 

academic letter grades, it was believed that grades might 

provide a direct and timely reflection of academic 

achievement. 

For this second dependent variable of academic 

achievement, the modified Multiple Time Series Design was 

used by comparing the Grade Point Averages (GPA) of the 

experimental group and the comparison group using both first 

and second semester grades. The semester Grade Point 

Average was the average of the seven letter grades given in 
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each subject to each student. Students were given a letter 

grade of A, B, C, D, or F for each class. The Grade Point 

Average was based on a 4.0 system with A=4.0, B=3.0, C=2.0, 

D=1.0 and F=O.O. A student's GPA was the average of all 

seven grades given each semester. 

Question #2, Behavior. Will the behavior of middle 

school students assigned to the Interdisciplinary Team 

Organization differ from that of middle school students 

assigned to the Traditional Departmentalized Organization? 

Student behavior was conceptually defined for this 

study as the degree to which students' actions were 

generally disruptive or orderly and therefore were either 

deemed appropriate or inappropriate for a school setting. 

Such student behaviors have rarely been studied as an 

outcome in middle school research. As a result of his 

study, Sinclair (1980) however, recommended that studies be 

conducted on how organizational structure in middle schools 

affect student behavior patterns. The two dependent 

variables used to operationally define behavior for this 

study were the number of administrative discipline referrals 

in the experimental and comparison groups and the conduct 

grades earned in the second and fourth quarters by students 

in each group. In both measures of behavior, the modified 

Multiple Time-Series Design was used where data was 

collected at least twice during the school year. 
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For the first dependent variable, a comparison was made 

of the number of teacher referrals of students in the 

experimental and comparison groups to the administration for 

discipline or behavior problems. Two of the Pontoon 

Transitional Design studies of the early seventies used 

discipline referrals as a measure of student affective 

behavior (Clark & Clark, 1992) with only the 1970 study of 

low ability ninth graders by Roop showing significantly 

fewer discipline referrals for the pontoon group. In one 

other study discipline referrals were used (Bradley, 1988) 

but the data was too limited to statistically analyze. The 

administrative referrals were the number of referrals per 

quarter for each of the organizational units. 

For the second dependent variable in the area of 

behavior, a comparison of the conduct grades earned by each 

student in the experimental and comparison groups was made. 

Teachers rated students' conduct according to the following 

system: "0" for outstanding, "S" for satisfactory and "U" 

for unacceptable. Conduct grades for this study were 

reported at the end of the second and fourth quarters. A 

number was assigned for each conduct grade, as for academic 

letter grades, such that 0=2, S=l, and u=o. No study was 

found that used conduct grades as a measure of behavior. 

For each student an average conduct grade was calculated and 

these averages compared for the students in the experimental 

-~ .. --.~~-----
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and the comparison groups. Conduct grades were analyzed to 

determine if conduct changed from the second to the fourth 

quarter disproportionately in either group. 

Ouestion #3, Attendance. Will the attendance of the 

middle school students assigned to the Interdisciplinary 

Team Organization differ from that of middle school students 

assigned to the Traditional Departmentalized Organization? 

Attendance was conceptually defined in this study by 

the daily required presence in all seven periods of each 

school day by each student. The one dependent variable 

which was used to operationally define attendance in this 

study was the use of attendance records kept for the last 

four weeks (20 school days) of each quarter for all students 

in the experimental and the comparison groups. Other 

researchers such as Mooney (1970), Clark (1971), Burke 

(1971), Abbott (1971) and Bradley (1988) studied the effects 

of different organizational patterns in middle schools on 

attendance. Only in Mooney's study were there significant 

differences noted and his plan included a comparison of 

attendance at different intervals throughout the school 

year, as was done in this study. 

The modified Multiple Time-Series Design was used to 

compare attendance data where data was collected four times 

during the school year. There were seven periods in each 

school day and attendance records were kept by the number of 
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periods missed by each student. There was a possibility for 

each student to miss up to 140 periods per 20-day reporting 

period in each quarter during the school year. The total 

number of periods missed in each reporting period was 

compared to analyze how attendance changed from the 

beginning to the end of the school year for each group. 

Null Hypotheses 

The three measures of students outcomes, academic 

achievement, behavior and attendance, are presented here as 

the five null hypotheses which guided the analysis of the 

dependent variables. 

Null Hypothesis #1: Academic achievement, as measured 

by the sixth grade and seventh grade scores from the 

Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills (CTBS), will not differ 

significantly between the experimental group and the 

comparison group. 

Null Hypothesis #2: Academic achievement, as measured 

by first and second semester student Grade Point Averages 

(GPA), will not differ significantly between the 

experimental group and the comparison group. 

Null Hypothesis #3: Behavior, as measured by quarterly 

administrative discipline referrals, will not differ 

significantly between the experimental group and the 

comparison group. 

Null Hypothesis #4: Behavior, as measured by second and 



fourth quarter student conduct grades, will not differ 

significantly between the experimental group and the 

comparison group. 
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Null Hypothesis #5: student attendance, as measured by 

quarterly 20-day attendance records, will not differ 

significantly between the experimental group and the 

comparison group. 

Method of Analysis 

In order to test the first hypothesis, the study used a 

Campbell/Stanley Design 10 pre-test, post-test non

equivalent group design for analyzing the data from 

standardized testing. In order to test the remaining 

hypotheses, a variation of the Campbell/Stanley Design 14 

Multiple Time-Series was used for analyzing data concerning 

grade point averages, discipline referrals, conduct grades 

and attendance. 

Multiple regression analyses were used to test the 

collected data for significance. Multiple regression 

analysis is a statistical procedure used to predict 

performance with respect to some measured variable (Huck, 

Cormier & Bounds, 1977). The regression model has important 

descriptive uses and is an efficient form for summarizing 

the association between one variable and another. The use 

of multiple regression analysis allows for the determination 

of the joint contribution of two or more independent or 
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predictor variables to the prediction of values on the 

dependent variable. By doing so, the joint effects of 

multiple variables can be shown on any given dependent 

variable. In addition, regression coefficients give the 

weight that is exerted by each variable in determining the 

dependent variable, when the influence of the other 

variables is excluded. The use of regression analysis for 

statistical inferences makes the assumptions of simple 

random sampling, the absence of nonsampling errors, and 

continuous interval data (Barbee, 1979). 

A stepwise multiple regression analysis was conducted 

for each of the student outcome measures. There were two 

regression analyses used to predict student achievement 

(CTBS Total Battery Scale Scores and semester Grade Point 

Averages), two regression analyses used to predict behavior 

(Discipline Referrals and Conduct Grades), and one 

regression analysis used to predict attendance. It was 

assumed that the greatest effect of exposure to either 

experimental or comparison group would be demonstrated at 

the end of the school year, so the last measure of each 

outcome was used as the dependent variable. 

In each regression analysis, prior performance and 

gender were entered stepwise into the regression analysis. 

These first two blocks removed the variation in the 

dependent variable due to prior performance and gender. 
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Treatment was entered in the third block for each of the 

five regression analyses. This method, in effect, serves as 

an analysis of covariance by removing variation due to prior 

differences in performance and gender before explaining 

variation uniquely due to treatment. 

The effects of the treatment were analyzed with a t

test which tested whether the regression coefficient for 

treatment was significantly different than zero. The two 

groups, experimental and comparison, were dummy coded "1" 

and "0" respectively. If the regression coefficient for 

treatment was determined to be significantly different than 

zero, then the null hypothesis that the mean for the 

comparison group and for the experimental group were equal 

was rejected. Further, if the regression coefficient was 

observed to be a positive value, then the effect of exposure 

to the experimental group was positive because it was coded 

"1." The comparison group was coded "0" and thus would drop 

out of the prediction equation and would add nothing to the 

value of the predicted variable. 

The relative contribution of each predictor variable to 

the prediction of the dependent variable was evaluated in 

the last block of each analysis by comparing the beta 

coefficients of the predictor variables. These beta 

coefficients gave a standardized weight to each predictor 

variable. 
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The statistical Package of Social Science (SPSS) 

program was used to conduct the analysis. For this study, 

the significance level was .05. 

Summary 

The third chapter provided information about the 

setting in which the study took place. In addition, the 

chapter outlined the design of the study, including the 

three research questions, the operationalization of the 

independent variables and the dependent variables. In the 

section dealing with the independent variables, the two 

organizational patterns were described in detail. In the 

section dealing with the dependent variables, the data 

collection and instrumentation procedures were outlined. 

The five null hypotheses followed with a section outlining 

the statistical analysis procedures used to determine if 

there were significant differences between the five measures 

of the three student outcomes of academic achievement, 

behavior and attendance for those students in the 

experimental group and those students in the comparison 

group. 
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Findings of the study 
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This study attempted to determine if there were 

significant differences in five measures of three student 

outcomes depending on membership in either the 

interdisciplinary team organization or the traditional 

departmentalized organization of a seventh grade middle 

school class. These measures, the dependent variables, were 

standardized test scores and grade point averages in the 

area of academic achievement, discipline referrals and 

conduct grades in the area of discipline and four quarters 

of attendance data in the area of attendance. 

Initially, in this chapter, the three research 

questions are presented with a description of the findings, 

using tables of means and standard deviations related to the 

study of the five dependent variables. Following the simple 

descriptive findings, the five null hypotheses are presented 

detailing the method of statistical analysis and the 

findings for each test of significance. 

Descriptive Findings 

The research sample was a seventh grade class, of which 

143 students began and ended the school year in the school 

being studied. The class (Table 1) was divided between the 

organizational structures, with 75 students in the 

experimental group and 68 in the comparison group. 



Table 1 

Student Sample by Group and Gender 

Group 

Total Sample 

Experimental Group 

Comparison Group 

Males 

70 

32 

38 

Females 

73 

43 

30 
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Totals 

143 

75 

68 

Research Question #1: Did the academic achievement of 

students in the interdisciplinary team organization differ 

from students in the traditional departmentalized 

organization'? 

The Total Battery Scores from the Comprehensive Test of 

Basic Skills (CTBS) was the first dependent variable in the 

area of academic achievement. The pre-test was the sixth 

grade test and the post-test was the seventh grade test 

taken one year later. The CTBS pre- and post-test means and 

standard deviations, organized by group membership and 

gender are shown in Table 2. An inspection of the means 

suggests that the overall change in scores from sixth grade 

to seventh grade was an average of +18.09 points. The 

overall change in scores for the experimental group was an 

average of +19.69 points, while the overall change in scores 

for the comparison group was an average of +16.43 points. 
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Table 2 

CTBS Total Battery Scale Score Means 

6th Grade Scores 7th Grade Scores 

Group N Mean SD N Mean SD 

Total Sample 128 731.40 33.3 127 749.49 32.4 

Experimental 68 739.24 34.3 67 758.93 34.9 

Males 28 730.64 34.2 28 753.93 33.9 

Females 40 745.25 33.5 39 762.51 35.6 

Comparison 60 722.52 30.0 60 738.95 25.9 

Males 34 716.09 33.9 34 731. 79 28.2 

Females 26 730.92 22.1 26 748.31 19.4 

Note. Range of possible scores: 0 - 999 

For the second dependent variable in the area of 

academic achievement, each student's Grade Point Average 

(GPA) for the first and second semesters was computed. The 

means and standard deviations of both the first and second 

semester Grade Point Averages for the experimental and 

comparison groups are presented in Table 3. It was of 

interest that in no group was there an apparent increase in 

the average GPA from first to second semester. An 

inspection of the means suggests that the average change for 

all students was a decrease of .08 of a grade point. 



Table 3 

Grade Point Average Means 

First Semester GPA 

Group 

Total Sample 

Experimental 

Males 

Females 

Comparison 

Males 

Females 

N 

143 

75 

32 

43 

68 

38 

30 

Mean 

2.64 

2.72 

2.36 

3.00 

2.54 

2.32 

2.82 

Note. Grading Scale: 0.00 - 4.00 

SD 

.82 

.87 

.85 

.78 

.75 

.72 

.70 
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Second Semester GPA 

N 

141 

75 

32 

43 

66 

36 

30 

Mean 

2.56 

2.64 

2.19 

2.98 

2.46 

2.20 

2.78 

SD 

.92 

.94 

.92 

.82 

.89 

.83 

.86 

Research Question #2: Did the behavior of middle school 

students in an interdisciplinary team organization differ 

from that of middle school students in a traditional 

departmentalized organization? 

For the first dependent variable of behavior, the 

percentage of administrative discipline referrals for each 

organizational structure was calculated for each quarter of 

the school year. The means and standard deviations for the 

four quarters of discipline referrals are shown in Table 4. 

An inspection of the means suggests that the average change 
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from first quarter to fourth quarter for the entire sample 

was a decrease of referrals by 19%. It appears that the 

decrease for the experimental group was 4% and for the 

comparison group 34%. The observation of the means also 

suggests that the conduct grades stayed more consistent 

throughout the year for girls than for boys. 

Table 4 

Discipline Referral Means 

Quarters 

First Second Third Fourth 

Group N M SO M SO M SO M SO 

Total Sample 143 .26 1.17 .11 .41 .09 .35 .08 .27 

Experimental 75 .12 .43 .11 .42 .05 .28 .08 .27 

Males 32 .25 .62 .25 .62 .09 .39 .09 .30 

Females 43 .02 .15 .00 .00 .02 .15 .07 .26 

Comparison 68 .41 1. 62 .12 .41 .13 .42 .07 .26 

Males 38 .74 2.13 .16 .44 .18 .46 .13 .34 

Females 30 .00 .00 .07 .37 .07 .37 .00 .00 

Note. Percentage of referrals made per group 

For the second dependent variable of behavior, conduct 

grades (CG) were calculated for students in both the 

experimental and the comparison group for the second and 

-- -- -----------
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fourth quarters. The means and standard deviations of both 

the second and fourth quarter conduct grades (CG) are 

presented in Table 5. It was of interest that in no 

reported group was there an apparent increase in the average 

conduct grades from second to fourth quarter. An inspection 

of the means suggests that the total change for the entire 

sample was an average of .35 of a point decrease, while the 

change for the experimental and comparison groups was an 

average of -.09 and -.63, respectively. 

Table 5 

conduct Grade Average Means 

Second Quarter CG Fourth Quarter CG 

Group N Mean SD N Mean SD 

Total Sample 142 8.99 2.28 143 8.64 2.62 

Experimental 75 9.13 2.23 75 9.04 2.48 

Males 32 8.13 1.81 32 8.13 2.46 

Females 43 9.89 2.23 43 9.72 2.30 

Comparison 67 8.82 2.34 68 8.19 2.71 

Males 37 7.97 2.11 38 7.24 2.40 

Females 30 9.87 2.19 30 9.40 2.63 

Note. Range: 0.00 - 14.00 

Research Question i3: Did the attendance of middle 
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school students in an interdisciplinary team organization 

differ from that of middle school students in a traditional 

departmentalized organization? 

For the dependent variable in the area of attendance, 

student absences were calculated for a 20-day period during 

each of the four quarters of the school year. It was 

possible for a student to miss 140 class periods in each of 

the four 20-day reporting periods. The attendance data 

means and standard deviations for each quarter are shown in 

Table 6. An inspection of the means suggests that the 

overall change for the entire sample was an increase in 

absences by 1.19 periods, in the 20-day reporting period, 

from the first to the fourth quarter. In addition, students 

in the experimental group were absent an average of 2.26 

periods more in the fourth quarter than the first, while the 

students in the comparison group were absent an average of 

.16 of a period less in the fourth quarter. 

The following section begins with an overview of the 

process of regression analysis and then presents each null 

hypothesis (of the five measures of student outcomes) 

outlining the analysis and tests of significance, as well as 

the results for each. 



Table 6 

Attendance Means 

Group N 

Total Sample 143 

Experimental 75 

Males 32 

First 

M SO 

3.11 6.8 

3.15 6.9 

4.47 9.2 

Quarters 

Second 

M so 

9.92 12.3 

10.40 13.7 

9.53 12.6 

Third 

M so 

5.54 8.8 

5.49 9.5 

5.91 7.0 
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Fourth 

M SO 

4.30 6.1 

5.41 7.4 

4.76 5.1 

Females 43 2.16 4.4 11.05 14.6 5.19 11.1 5.90 8.7 

Comparison 68 3.07 6.8 9.40 10.7 5.59 8.1 2.91 3.5 

Males 38 4.87 8.5 8.24 8.3 6.00 7.4 3.38 3.4 

Females 30 .80 2.2 10.87 13.2 5.07 8.9 2.36 3.7 

Note. 140 possible absences in each quarter 

statistical Analysis and Results 

The five null hypotheses which guided the study of the 

three student outcomes are presented in this section with a 

step by step analysis of the data. For each null 

hypothesis, a stepwise multiple regression analysis was 

conducted for each of the student outcome measures. As 

detailed in Chapter Three, it was ass~~ed that the greatest 

effect of exposure to either experimental or comparison 

group would be demonstrated at the end of the school year, 
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so the last measure of each outcome was used as the 

dependent variable. It was also assumed that prior 

performance and gender, as well as the treatment being 

studied, would be significant predictors for each dependent 

variable and these were entered stepwise into the regression 

analysis. 

In the stepwise regression analysis, each predictor 

variable was analyzed in one block before moving to the 

next. In the first block, variation in the dependent 

variable due to prior performance was removed; in the 

following block, variation in the dependent variable due to 

gender was removed. In three measures there was one step in 

each block, while in two measures there were three steps in 

the first block. Treatment, the important variable for this 

study, was then entered into the last step of the third 

block of the analysis to determine how much variation could 

be explained after prior performance and gender were 

removed. 

The effects of each predictor variable were analyzed 

with a t-test examining whether the regression coefficient 

for the predictor variable was significantly different than 

zero. In the t-test for treatment, if the regression 

coefficient was determined to be significantly different 

than zero, then the null hypothesis was rejected. Further, 

the two groups, experimental and comparison, were coded "1" 
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and "0" respectively. Therefore, if the regression 

coefficient was observed to be a positive value, then the 

effect of exposure to the experimental group was positive 

because it was coded "1." In addition, gender was coded as 

"0" for males and "1" for females. Therefore, if the 

regression coefficient was a positive value for gender, then 

the effect of being female would be positive. 

In the final block of each analysis, the relative 

contribution of each predictor variable to the prediction of 

the dependent variable was evaluated by comparing the beta 

coefficients of the predictor variables. 

Null Hypothesis #1: Academic achievement, as measured 

by the Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills (CTBS), will not 

differ significantly between the experimental group and the 

comparison group. 

The stepwise regression analysis to test the hypothesis 

that there would be no difference in seventh grade CTBS 

scores (the dependent variable) was accomplished using three 

steps outlined above. In step one of the first block, when 

prior performance of sixth grade CTBS scores was entered, 

the Multiple R for this first block was determined to be R = 
.88, ~ = 227.90, ~ ~ .001, indicating a significant 

relationship between final performance and prior 

performance. Prior performance accounted for 78% of the 

variation in the dependent variable. In the second step, 
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gender was entered and the Multiple R was found to be R = 

.88, ~ =112.29, R ~ .001 indicating gender contributed no 

additional explanation of the variance in the dependent 

variable since the Multiple R remained the same. In the 

third step, when treatment was added to the regression 

analysis, the Multiple R for the third block was determined 

to be R = .89, ~ = 81.35, R ~ .001. Prior performance, 

gender and treatment accounted for 80% of the variation in 

the dependent variable. The treatment, or exposure to the 

experimental group, uniquely added about 1% of explanation 

to the dependent variable, CTBS scores, after prior 

performance and gender were entered into the regression 

analysis. 

By using the seventh grade CTBS scores as the dependent 

variable (Y') and the sixth grade scores(X1), gender (X2) 

and group membership (X3) as the predictor variables, the 

regression equation associated with CTBS scores was 

determined as follows: y'= 167.9 + .79193X1 + -1.31725X2 + 

7.92504X3• The t-test on the regression coefficient for 

each of the predictor variables is reported in Table 7, with 

prior performance significantly contributing to the 

explanation of the dependent variable, T = 14.39, R ~ .001, 

and gender not adding to the explanation of the dependent 

variable, T = -.38, p = .7087. Since the regression 

coefficient for treatment was found to be significantly 



different than zero, ~ = 2.25, E ~ .05, treatment was 

determined to contribute additional explanation of the 

dependent variable. 
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The null hypothesis that there would be no difference 

in academic achievement, as measured by eTBS scores, between 

the comparison and the experimental group is rejected. It 

was found that students who were exposed to the experimental 

group added an average of 7.93 points to their eTBS post

test score. 

In the final block of the analysis, the relative 

contribution of each predictor variable to the explanation 

of performance, as measured by the seventh grade eTBS 

scores, was evaluated using the beta coefficients, Table 7. 

The beta coefficients for prior performance and treatment 

were .86 and .13, respectively, with both contributing to 

the prediction of the seventh grade eTBS scores. These 

results indicate that the predictor variable of prior 

performance contributed the greatest amount to the dependent 

variable, but exposure to the treatment also contributed a 

significant amount. The beta for gender was -.02 and did 

not significantly contribute to the seventh grade eTBS 

scores. 
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Table 7 

CTBS Scores: Variables in the equation 

Variable Regression Standard T Beta Significance 
coefficient Error 

Prior 
Performance .79 .06 14.39 .86 .0000 

Gender -1. 32 3.51 -.38 -.02 .7087 

Treatment 7.93 3.53 2.25 .13 .0282* 

(Constant) 167.90 39.94 4.20 .0001 

*l2. < .05 

Null Hypothesis #2: Academic achievement, as measured 

by student Grade Point Averages (GPA), will not differ 

significantly between the experimental group and the 

comparison group. 

A stepwise regression analysis to test the hypothesis 

that there would be no difference in student fourth quarter 

Grade Point Averages (the dependent variable) was 

accomplished using the same procedures. In step one of the 

first block of the analysis (where the prior performance of 

first semester grades was entered), the Multiple R was 

determined to be R = .86, F = 181.47, l2. ~ .001, indicating a 

significant relationship between final performance and prior 

performance. Prior performance accounted for 74% of the 

variation in the dependent variable. In the second step, 
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gender was entered and the Multiple R was found to be R = 

.87, ~ = 102.26, ~ < .001 indicating gender contributed an 

additional 1% of the explanation of the variance to the 

dependent variable. In the third step, when treatment was 

added to the regression analysis, the Multiple R for the 

third block was determined to be R = .87, ~ = 68.86, ~ ~ 

.001. Prior performance, gender and treatment accounted for 

77% of the variation in the dependent variable. Since the 

Multiple R remained the same, the treatment (or exposure to 

either the experimental or comparison group) did not add 

significant explanation to the dependent variable of second 

semester Grade Point Averages after prior performance and 

gender were entered into the regression analysis. 

By using the second semester GPA as the dependent 

variable (y'), and the first semester GPA (Xl)' gender (X2) 

and group membership (X3) as the predictor variables, the 

regression equation associated with GPA's, was determined as 

follows: y'= .0227 + .89190X1 + .27133X2 + .11570X3• The t

test on the regression coefficient for each of the predictor 

variables is reported in Table 8, with prior performance 

significantly contributing to the explanation of the 

dependent variable, X = 12.52, ~ ~ .001 and gender also 

contributing to the explanation of the dependent variable, X 

= 2.47, ~ ~ .05. It was determined that being female (coded 

"1") did contribute to the explanation of second semester 
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GPA, as opposed to being male (coded "a"). Since the 

regression coefficient for treatment was not significantly 

different than zero, ~ = 1.12, ~ = .268, treatment was found 

to add no additional explanation of the dependent variable. 

The null hypothesis that there would be no difference 

in academic achievement, as measured by Grade Point 

Averages, between the comparison and the experimental group 

is accepted. 

In the final block of the analysis, the relative 

contribution of each predictor variable to the explanation 

of performance, as measured by the second semester GPA was 

evaluated using the beta coefficients, Table 8. The beta 

coefficients for prior performance, gender and treatment 

were .81, .16 and .07, respectively, indicating that only 

prior performance and gender contributed significantly to 

the prediction of the second semester GPA. These results 

indicate that the predictor variable of treatment, or 

exposure to the experimental or comparison group, did not 

contribute to the dependent variable. 
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Table 8 

Grade Point Averages: Variables in the eguation 

Variable Regression Standard T Beta Significance 
Coefficient Error 

Prior 
Performance .89 .07 12.52 .81 .0000 

Gender .27 .11 2.47 .16 .0163** 

Treatment .12 .10 1.12 .07 .2682* 

(Constant) .02 .20 .11 .9110 

*~ > .05; **~ < .05. 

Null Hypothesis #3: Behavior, as measured by the 

administrative discipline referrals, will not differ 

significantly between the experimental group and the 

comparison group. 

A stepwise regression analysis to test the hypothesis 

that there would be no difference in fourth quarter 

discipline referrals (the dependent variable) was 

accomplished with the same procedure. In the first block, 

when prior performance of the first, second and third 

quarter discipline referrals was entered on steps one, two 

and three, the Multiple R was determined to be R = .80, ~ = 

36.511, ~ ~.OOl, indicating a significant relationship 

between fourth quarter discipline referrals and the prior 

performance of earlier discipline referrals. Prior 
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performance accounted for 64% of the variation in the 

dependent variable. In the next step, gender was entered 

and the Multiple R was found to be R = .80, ~ = 27.134, ~ 

~.001 indicating gender contributed no additional 

explanation of the variance in the dependent variable after 

the initial contribution of prior performance since the 

Multiple R remained the same. In the next step, when 

treatment was added to the regression analysis, the Multiple 

R was determined to be R = .80, ~ = 21.376, ~ ~ .001. Prior 

performance, gender and treatment accounted for 64% of the 

variable in the dependent variable. The treatment, or 

exposure to either the experimental or comparison group, did 

not contribute additionally to the variation in the 

dependent variable of fourth quarter discipline referrals. 

By using the fourth quarter discipline referrals as the 

dependent variable (y'), and the prior discipline referrals 

for third, second and first quarters (Xl)' (X2), (X3), gender 

(X4) and group membership (Xs) as the predictor variables, 

the regression equation associated with discipline referrals 

was determined as follows: Y'= .03136 + .58908Xl -.04477X2 -

.02936X3 -.02339X4 +.008XS' The t-test on the regression 

coefficient for each predictor variable is found on Table 9, 

with prior performance of first quarter discipline 

referrals, ~ = -.82, ~ = .42 and second quarter referrals, ~ 

= -.85, ~ = .40, not significantly contributing to the 
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explanation of the dependent variable. However, third 

quarter discipline referrals did significantly contribute to 

the explanation of the dependent variable, ~ = 7.78, ~ ~ 

.001. Gender did not add to the explanation of the 

dependent variable, T = -.54, ~ ~ .60. Since the regression 

coefficient for treatment was determined to not be 

significantly different than zero, ~ = .206, ~ = .84, 

treatment was found to add no additional explanation of the 

dependent variable. 

The null hypothesis that there would be no difference 

in behavior, as measured by discipline referrals, between 

the experimental and the comparison group is accepted. 

In the final block of the analysis, the relative 

contribution of each predictor variable to the explanation 

of performance, as measured by fourth quarter discipline 

referrals, was evaluated using the beta coefficients, Table 

9. The beta coefficients for prior performance were .88 for 

third quarter, -.08 for second quarter, and -.08 for first 

quarter discipline referrals. For prior performance, only 

third quarter discipline referrals significantly contributed 

to the prediction of fourth quarter discipline referrals. 

Gender, beta = -.04, did not contribute to the prediction of 

discipline referrals. Treatment, or exposure to the 

experimental or comparison group, with a beta = .02, also 

did not contribute to the prediction of fourth quarter 



discipline referrals. 

Table 9 

Discipline Referrals: Variables in the Equation 

Variable 

Prior 
Performance 

3rd Qtr. 

2nd Qtr. 

1st Qtr. 

Gender 

Treatment 

(Constant) 

*l2. > .05 

Regression Standard 
Coefficient Error 

.59 

-.04 

-.03 

-.02 

.01 

.03 

.08 

.05 

.04 

.04 

.04 

.04 

Beta T 

.88 7.78 

-.08 -.85 

-.08 -.82 

-.04 -.54 

.02 .21 

.79 
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Significance 

.0000 

.3988 

.4165 

.5898 

.8371* 

.4329 

Null Hypothesis #4: Behavior, as measured by student 

Conduct Grades (CG), will not differ significantly between 

the experimental group and the comparison group. 

The stepwise regression analysis to test the hypothesis 

that there would be no difference in fourth quarter conduct 

grades (the dependent variable) was accomplished using the 

same procedure. In step one of the first block (where prior 

performance of second quarter conduct grades was entered), 

the Multiple R was determined to be R = .79, ~ = 106.99, l2. ~ 

.001, indicating a significant relationship between final 
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performance and prior performance. Prior performance 

accounted for 63% of the variation in the dependent 

variable. In the second step, gender was entered and the 

Multiple R was found to be R = .79, ~ = 53,67, ~ ~ .001 

indicating gender did not contribute to the explanation of 

the variance of the dependent variable as the Multiple R 

remained the same. In the third step, when treatment was 

added to the regression analysis, the Multiple R for the 

third block was determined to be R = .80, E = 37.26, ~ ~ 

.001. Prior performance, gender and treatment accounted for 

64% of the variation in the dependent variable. The 

treatment, or exposure to either the experimental or 

comparison group, did not add any significant explanation to 

the dependent variable of fourth quarter conduct grades, 

after prior performance and gender were entered into the 

regression analysis. 

By using the fourth quarter conduct grades as the 

dependent variable (Y'), and the second quarter conduct 

grades (Xl)' gender (X2) and group membership (X3) as the 

predictor variables, the regression equation associated with 

conduct grades, was determined as follows: Y'= .79427 + 

.84319Xl + .27646X2 + .57019X3. The t-test on the regression 

coefficient for each of the predictor variables is reported 

in Table 10, with prior performance significantly 

contributing to the explanation of the dependent variable, T 
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= 9.53, ~ ~ .001 and gender not adding to the explanation of 

the dependent variable, X = .681, ~ = .4983. Since the 

regression coefficient for treatment was not significantly 

different than zero, X = .12, ~ = .137, treatment was found 

to add no additional explanation of the dependent variable. 

The null hypothesis that there would be no difference 

in behavior, as measured by conduct grades, between the 

comparison and the experimental group is accepted. 

In the last step of the analysis, the relative 

contribution of each predictor variable to the explanation 

of performance as measured by the fourth quarter conduct 

grades was evaluated using the beta coefficients, Table 10. 

The beta coefficients for prior performance, gender and 

treatment were .78, .06 and .12, respectively, indicating 

that only prior performance contributed to the prediction of 

the fourth quarter conduct grades. These results indicate 

that the predictor variable of exposure to the experimental 

or comparison group did not contribute to the dependent 

variable, even though when comparing the beta coefficients, 

treatment was twice as important as gender in predicting 

fourth quarter conduct grades. 
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Table 10 

Conduct Grade Averages: Variables in the equation 

Variable Regression standard T Beta Significance 
Coefficient Error 

Prior 
Performance .84 .09 9.53 .78 .0000 

Gender .28.41.68 .06 .4983 

Treatment .57 .38 1.51 .12 .1367* 

(Constant) .80 .82 .97 .3365 

*E. > .05 

Null Hypothesis #5: Student attendance, as measured by 

quarterly attendance records, will not differ significantly 

between the experimental group and the comparison group. 

The stepwise regression analysis to test the hypothesis 

that there would be no difference in fourth quarter 

attendance records (the dependent variable) was accomplished 

using the same procedure. In the first block, when the 

prior performance of first, second and third quarter 

attendance was entered on steps one, two and three, the 

Multiple R was determined to be R = .40, F = 3.94, E. ~.01, 

indicating a significant relationship between fourth quarter 

attendance and the prior performance of earlier attendance 

patterns. Prior performance accounted for 16% of the 

variation in the dependent variable. In the next step, 
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gender was entered and The Multiple R was found to be R = 

.41, ~ = 3.11, ~ ~.05 indicating gender uniquely contributed 

about 1% additional explanation of the variance in the 

dependent variable after the initial contribution of prior 

performance. In the last step, when treatment was added to 

the regression analysis, the Multiple R was determined to be 

R = .496, ~ = 3.92, ~ ~ .01. Prior performance, gender and 

treatment accounted for 25% of the variation in the 

dependent variable. Treatment, or exposure to the 

experimental group, uniquely added about 7.8% to the 

explanation of the dependent variable of fourth quarter 

attendance, after prior performance and gender were entered 

into the regression analysis. Because this measure was the 

number of absences, the findings suggest that students in 

the experimental group were absent more than those in the 

comparison group and girls were absent more than boys. 

By using the fourth quarter attendance data as the 

dependent variable (Y'), and the prior attendance data for 

third, second and first quarters (Xl)' (X2), (X3), gender 

(X4) and group membership (Xs) as the predictor variables, 

the regression equation associated with attendance, was 

determined as follows: y'= .69292 + .48907XI -.06132X2 -

.005X3 +.67035X4 + 2.81484XS' The t-test on the regression 

coefficients for each of the predictor variables is found in 

Table 11, with prior performance of first quarter 
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attendance, X = .07, £ = .95, and second quarter attendance, 

~ = -1.46, ~ = .15, not significantly contributing to the 

explanation of the dependent variable. However, third 

quarter attendance reports did significantly contribute to 

the explanation of the dependent variable, T = 3.78, ~ ~ 

.001. The t-test on the regression coefficient for gender 

determined that gender did not add significantly to the 

explanation of the dependent variable, X = .07, £ = .57, 

contrary to the possible difference observed during the 

stepwise analysis noted above. Since the regression 

coefficient for treatment was found to be significantly 

different than zero, T = 1.48, ~ ~ .05, treatment did 

contribute to the explanation of the dependent variable. 

The findings indicate that students exposed to treatment in 

the experimental group were absent 2.81 periods more in the 

20-day reporting period during fourth quarter. 

The null hypothesis that there would be no difference 

in attendance patterns between the experimental and the 

comparison group is rejected. 

In the final block of the analysis, the relative 

contribution of each predictor variable to the explanation 

of performance, as measured by fourth quarter attendance 

records, was evaluated using the beta coefficients, Table 

11. The beta coefficients for prior performance were .47 

for third quarter, .17 for second quarter, and .01 for first 
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quarter attendance records. For prior performance, only 

third quarter attendance patterns significantly contributed 

to the prediction of fourth quarter attendance patterns. 

Gender, beta = .07, did not contribute to the prediction of 

attendance behavior. Treatment, or exposure to the 

experimental group, with a beta = .29, did contribute to the 

prediction of fourth quarter attendance patterns, indicating 

that students in the experimental group were absent more 

than students in the comparison group. 

Table 11 

Attendance Patterns: Variables in the Equation 

Variable Regression Standard Beta T Significance 
Coefficient Error 

Prior 
Performance 

3rd Qtr. .49 .13 .47 3.78 .0004 

2nd Qtr. -.06 .04 .17 -1. 46 .1493 

1st Qtr. -.01 .08 .01 - .06 .9510 

Gender .67 1.17 .07 .57 .5681 

Treatment 2.81 1.14 .29 2.48 .0160* 

(Constant) .69 1. 21 .57 .5693 

*J2. < .05 

Summary 

This chapter outlined the findings of the study by 
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sharing a descriptive view of the three research questions 

in terms of means and standard deviations to help initially 

understand the data. The chapter then summarized each of 

the five null hypotheses, outlined the steps of the 

statistical analysis and tests of significance used and 

stated the results of those tests. 

In doing so, the analysis determined that two of the 

five dependent variables were significantly influenced by 

exposure to either the experimental or comparison groups and 

three were not significantly influenced by exposure to 

either of the organizational structures. The findings 

determined that exposure to the experimental group 

significantly increased scores on the seventh grade 

Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills, but that exposure to the 

experimental group decreased attendance by the fourth 

quarter of the year. 
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CHAPTER 5 

Interpretation, Conclusions and Recommendations 

This study has been designed to address what MacIver 

(1990) called the "keystone for effective education in the 

middle grades" (p.460), the interdisciplinary team 

organization. During the 1991-92 school year, in one 

American middle school in Europe, the seventh grade class 

was divided into two organizational structures. One-half of 

the students were assigned to the experimental group 

(interdisciplinary team organization) and the other half 

were assigned to the comparison group (traditional 

departmentalized organization). 

Five sets of data were compiled to compare the three 

student outcomes of academic achievement, behavior and 

attendance for the students assigned to the experimental and 

the comparison groups. Data included sixth and seventh 

grade scores from the Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills 

(CTBS) and first and second semester Grade Point Averages 

(GPA) for the measures of academic achievement. Also, four 

quarters of administrative discipline referrals and second 

and fourth quarter student conduct grades were calculated 

for the measures of behavior. Last, the data included four 

quarters of attendance records as the measure of attendance. 

Interpretation of Results 

In this section, each of the three research questions 
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will again be presented with an explanation of the findings 

for the five null hypotheses and an interpretation of the 

results. 

Research Question #1: Did the academic achievement of 

students in the interdisciplinary team organization differ 

from students in the traditional departmentalized 

organization? For the two measures of academic achievement, 

the null hypothesis that there would be no difference in the 

seventh-grade CTBS scores was rejected and the null 

hypothesis that there would be no difference in second 

semester Grade Point Averages was accepted. 

In the first area of academic achievement, the findings 

indicated that exposure to the experimental group 

contributed to an increase in seventh grade post-test CTBS 

scores. It was found that the students in the 

interdisciplinary team organization averaged 7.9 points 

higher on their seventh grade test than did the students in 

the traditional departmentalized organization. This finding 

of an overall increase in standardized test scores is 

inconsistent with the majority of studies (Clark, 1971; 

Bogart & Waian, 1971; Sinclair, 1980; Bradley, 1988). As 

reported in Chapter Two, most studies found inconclusive 

results when attempting to measure academic achievement by 

using standardized tests and most researchers agree with 

Cotton (1982) who concluded that the two teaching structures 
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appeared to be equally effective in terms of academic 

achievement. The increase in test scores found in this 

study might be attributed to the goal of this particular 

interdisciplinary team of teachers to utilize a variety of 

teaching styles in order to improve learning for all 

students. This variety of instruction, including 

individual, small and large group instruction, hands-on 

field trips and events, cooperative learning, and 

interdisciplinary teaching across content areas may have 

contributed to the gain in student knowledge found in this 

study. 

In the second area of academic achievement, the study 

found no significant difference in the change between first 

and second semester grade point averages for students 

exposed to either the experimental or the comparison group. 

The finding that grade point averages decreased for both 

groups from first to second semester while the CTBS scores 

increased supports the contention of Epstein (1990) that 

when students move to middle school, their grades tend to go 

down even though their overall knowledge goes up. The 

failure to find significant differences may be due to the 

fact that grades at this age are more influenced by other 

factors such as peer interaction, self esteem, or parent 

expectations. In addition, the finding that 

interdisciplinary teaming affected achievement scores but 
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not grades may be attributed to the more subjective nature 

of grading practices. 

In addition, the findings on grade point averages 

initially suggested that the average decrease in grade point 

averages was greater for males in both groups than the 

average decrease for females, with the change for males in 

the experimental group decreasing the most. This 

observation was substantiated by the analysis which 

confirmed that gender did significantly contribute to the 

second semester grade point average, with girls' GPAs 

starting higher in the first semester and decreasing less by 

the second semester, by an average of .27 of a point. This 

finding in gender differences is not surprising and is 

consistent with previous studies; while standardized test 

scores tend to be roughly even for middle school boys and 

girls, girls do average higher grades than boys throughout 

the middle and high school years (Harvey, 1986). 

Research Question #2: Did the behavior of middle school 

students in an interdisciplinary team organization differ 

from that of middle school students in a traditional 

departmentalized organization? In this area, the null 

hypotheses that there would be no differences in discipline 

referrals and in conduct grades were accepted. 

With regard to discipline referrals (the first area of 

behavior), the findings indicated that exposure to either 
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the interdisciplinary team organization or the traditional 

departmentalized organization did not significantly affect 

discipline referrals. This insignificant finding may be the 

result of the overall discipline policies and practices of 

the school which gave substantial authority for discipline 

procedures and behavior problems to the classroom teacher 

and discouraged the referral of discipline problems to the 

administration, except in extreme cases. These policies may 

have resulted in the limited numbers of discipline referrals 

found in this study, and may have contributed to somewhat 

inconclusive data as the majority of the referrals were, in 

fact, only a few select students referred numerous times. 

This difficulty in measurement was not expected and 

therefore not accounted for in this study. As noted in 

Chapter Two, the use of discipline referrals as a measure of 

behavior has been rarely studied and has yielded 

inconsistent results, with at least one study (Bradley, 

1988) concluding that the data were too inconclusive to 

analyze. 

In the second measure of behavior, the findings 

indicated that exposure to either the interdisciplinary team 

organization or the traditional departmentalized 

organization did not significantly affect conduct grades. 

Because prior research recommended the use of different and 

presumably better measures of behavior, the use of conduct 



174 

grades reflected an attempt to locate a measure that had not 

been previously utilized. The non-significant difference 

may have been due to instrumentation, as the choices 

available to teachers when awarding these grades may have 

been too limiting. There were only three choices -

Unacceptable, Satisfactory or outstanding. The vast 

majority (68% in the second quarter and 67% in the fourth 

quarter) of the conduct grades were "Satisfactory." 

Therefore, the insignificant results may have been due in 

part to restricted variability in the dependent measure. 

Future studies might consider incorporating more choices, 

such as "Needs Improvement." Teachers may then be more 

discriminating and the grades more reflective of actual 

behavior. This finding may also have been the result of the 

lack of school policies which set criteria for teachers to 

use when assigning conduct grades. Without those criteria, 

teachers may have simply marked the "Satisfactory" category, 

unless the behavior was extreme in one direction or the 

other. 

Research Ouestion #3: Did the attendance of middle 

school students in an interdisciplinary team organization 

differ from that of middle school students in a traditional 

departmentalized organization? The null hypothesis that 

there would be no difference in attendance between the 

experimental group and the comparison group was rejected. 
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The findings indicate that the attendance rates of 

students in the traditional departmentalized organization 

were higher than the students in the interdisciplinary team 

organization. These findings are inconsistent with 

prediction and research that found no significant 

differences in attendance between teaching organizations 

(Abbott, 1971; Burke, 1971; Bradley, 1988) and others which 

found higher attendance in team-organized schools (Mooney, 

1970). In addition, the finding that all predictor 

variables accounted for only 25% of the variation in fourth 

quarter attendance was not consistent with the original 

assumption that prior performance, gender and group 

membership would contribute more significantly to fourth 

quarter attendance. It may be that students in the 

interdisciplinary team organization felt more freedom to 

miss school as they were aware of expectations and upcoming 

events and could plan their absences around those 

established deadlines. It should be noted there were 

extenuating circumstances affecting attendance patterns for 

students living overseas that were not anticipated and 

therefore not controlled for in this study. 

Conclusions 

This study found that of the five measures of student 

outcomes studied, one was positively affected by the 

interdisciplinary team organization, one was positively 
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affected by the traditional departmentalized organization 

and three yielded insignificant results. The findings that 

standardized test scores were higher for students in the 

interdisciplinary team organization suggests that exposure 

to effective interdisciplinary team organizational structure 

enhances student learning. This is a finding that will be 

positively regarded by advocates and practitioners of middle 

level education. This measure of CTBS scores was the only 

measure in this study which utilized a twelve month interval 

between measures. All other measures utilized 10 to 30 week 

intervals. Clark (1970) recommended an interval of twelve 

months be used for comparing data, as a shorter distance 

between two measures may not be enough time for significant 

change to occur. Future studies might want to utilize this 

12 month interval, or perhaps examine even longer time 

intervals between measures. 

These findings might be examined in light of previous 

research. Clark and Clark (1993) believe that, in general, 

recent studies on team organization appear to be more 

narrowly focused on teacher's working together rather than 

on other important ingredients of effective teams. While 

they argue that the Pontoon Transitional Design of the early 

1970s brought with it a "consistency of design allowing for 

continuous study ... , no such design currently exists for 

interdisciplinary teaming, a design that would facilitate 
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comprehensive investigations" (p.75). Even though the 

characteristics of this interdisciplinary team, as detailed 

in Chapter Three, were consistent with what the literature 

defines as "effective teams", it might still be argued that 

part of the reason for the non-significant findings reported 

was that the interdisciplinary team organization did not 

meet those standards. While it is believed that this 

interdisciplinary team did take major steps toward an 

effective team structure, it still remained in a school with 

only one functioning team. If the entire school had been 

structured using interdisciplinary teams, a school-wide 

climate of the benefits of teaming might have been created 

and different results might have been obtained. 

Because three student outcome measures did not show 

significant differences in favor of the traditional 

departmentalized organization and one favored the teaming 

structure, the evidence suggests that the interdisciplinary 

team organization in this study was largely effective (see 

also the results of an informal school survey in Appendix 

A). For educators and advocates of middle level education 

and interdisciplinary team organization, the non-significant 

result regarding three student outcome areas, however, is 

important. Middle level advocates and practitioners 

intuitively know that teaming works. When a finding of no 

significance is reported for the traditional 
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departmentalized structure, it may then be viewed as 

"significant". As Johnson (1991) concluded from hundreds of 

scientific and quasi-scientific studies that have been 

conducted on middle level schools, one of the things that 

can be said with some certainty is "that interdisciplinary 

teaming works at the middle level, at least as well as other 

practices, and probably better than most" (p. 50). Overall, 

this study found that the three student outcome measures of 

grade point averages, discipline referrals and conduct 

grades were not affected by either the interdisciplinary 

team organization or the traditional departmentalized 

organization in this study. 

The majority of the research conducted on 

interdisciplinary team organization has attempted, as this 

study did, to compare students in traditional 

departmentalized organization with students in 

interdisciplinary team organization. It is this author's 

conclusion that it may be time in the history of research on 

middle school education to focus not so readily on different 

teaching organizations but rather on what specific features 

(i.e. goals, instructional methods, policies & practices, 

etc.) comprise the most effective interdisciplinary team 

organization. 

Recommendations 

1. Studies should continue to evaluate the 
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organizational structures used in middle schools and 

evaluate how these different structures affect student 

outcomes, perhaps by utilizing longer time intervals between 

measures. 

2. New operationalizations of student outcomes in the 

areas of behavior, discipline and attendance should be 

found. A particular emphasis might be placed on finding 

effective tools to evaluate behavior and discipline and 

determine predictive measures of attendance more accurately. 

One possibility in future studies of behavior might be to 

study positive classroom behavior through the use of teacher 

logs or classroom observations, rather than focus only on 

discipline problems. Another possibility might be to use 

conduct grades but only with established criteria and enough 

choices to make them discriminating. 

3. Researchers and practitioners must collaboratively 

develop an appropriate definition of interdisciplinary team 

organization, one that identifies the most effective 

characteristics to meet the needs of young adolescence. Too 

often what has been called interdisciplinary team 

organization was nothing more than a name. Just because 

advocates believe that interdisciplinary team organization 

is the most appropriate way to organize middle schools, does 

not mean the most effective way to organize and structure 

interdisciplinary teams has yet been determined. 
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4. Educators and researchers perhaps need to look at 

"other ways of knowing" so that the perceptions of people on 

the scene can be valued. "Intuitions, hunches, feelings, 

and anecdotes are heresies in the scientific community, but 

often they are the dominant ways in which people who work in 

schools and send their children to learn there come to know 

their school and how it operates" (Johnson, 1991, p. 50). 

As expressed in year-end interviews Hith the team teachers 

(see Appendix A) there appeared to be differences in the two 

groups of students in the areas of readiness to learn and 

motivation to try new things. Yet these differences were 

not consistently found when studying only objective student 

outcome measures. Future resea~~h might utilize classroom 

observation and parent, student, teacher and administrator 

interviews to discover more observable differences. If 

effective tools to measure these perceptions can be 

developed, the results might be better accepted in the 

scientific con~unity. 

5. Research should continue to look at middle level 

schools and the middle level student. Students' lives can 

and do turn at this age in ways that determine their future, 

both positively and negatively. Advocates and educators may 

have some good ideas of the most effective ways to meet the 

needs of middle school youngsters but researchers must never 

give up searching for better ways to enrich and protect the 
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lives of all middle school students. 
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APPENDIX A 

Reflections on the Two Organizational structures 

The organization of this particular interdisciplinary 

team was a pilot project for the school year of 1991-92. In 

an attempt to evaluate the project, the school 

administration ended the year with an informal school-made 

survey of the students in the seventh grade. The survey was 

made up of statements about school in which the students 

were asked to mark either a) Always, b) Most of the Time, c) 

Some of the Time or d) Never. Some of the findings relate 

to the recommended characteristics of effective middle 

school interdisciplinary team organizations. 

The results of this survey are included here to share 

another perspective of the two structures within one seventh 

grade, but are not meant to be a part of the actual research 

study, as the survey was not designed by the author of the 

study and the responses have not been statistically analyzed 

for significance. The following results of that survey 

compare the percentage of students in each group who 

indicated either an a) Always or b) Most of the Time as 

their response to each given statement: 

1) When asked if they believed all their teachers knew 

how they were doing in other classes, 61% of the 

experimental group responded positively compared to only 39% 

of the comparison group. 47% of the experimental group 



believed their teachers worked together to plan their 

education, compared to 36% of the comparison group. 

2) When asked if they knew what their grades were in 

all their classes, the percentages were 75% for the 

experimental group and 54% for the comparison group. 
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3) When the students were asked if they believed the 

rules and discipline policies of their classes were fair, 

52% of the experimental group agreed compared to 40% of the 

comparison group. 

4) Even though the percentages were low, 34% of the 

experimental group stated they were rewarded for good 

behavior while only 19% of the comparison group believed 

they were rewarded. In addition, on this statement, while 

32% of the experimental group marked "Never", 64% of the 

comparison group marked "Never". 

5) When asked if they felt they had learned a lot 

during the year, the percentages were 64% for the 

experimental group and 52% for the comparison group. On 

this question 2% of the experimental group and 16% of the 

comparison group marked "Never". 

6) While 95% of the experimental group and 90% of the 

comparison group stated they attended school regularly, 91% 

of the experimental group and only 75% of the comparison 

group stated they were in class on time. In addition, 78% 

of the experimental group stated they were prepared for 
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class, while 64% of the comparison group stated they were 
\ 

prepared. 

7) When the students were asked if their parents were 

aware of how they were doing in school, 85% of the 

experimental group responded positively compared to 72% of 

the comparison group. In responding to a second statement 

concerning parents, 36% of the experimental group compared 

to 19% comparison group believed their teachers involved 

their parents in decisions about school. 

8) When asked if they liked school, 44% of the 

experimental group did, compared to 34% of the comparison 

group did. However, when asked if they liked their 

teachers, only 48% of the experimental group responded 

positively compared to 53% of the comparison group. 

9) In addition to the statement about liking their 

teachers, indicated in number eight above, there were two 

other statements in which students in the comparison group 

outscored those in the experimental group. 90% of the 

comparison group stated they tried to make good grades 

compared to 84% of the experimental group; 69% of the 

comparison group stated they worked hard in class compared 

to 62% of the experimental group. 

As stated, these results of an informal school-made 

survey are not presented with any statistical significance. 

However, they do give the students' perceptions of the two 
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types of organizational structure. 

In addition to the student survey, three of the 

experimental group teachers who also taught classes of 

comparison group students were asked their opinion of the 

observed differences of the students in the two group 

structures. They expressed very distinct differences in 

behavior, attitude and performance in the students assigned 

to the two groups. These differences were mainly in two 

areas. First, student readiness for instruction was 

observed to be much better in the experimental group classes 

where the students were in class on time, prepared to learn 

and cooperated with others more than in the comparison group 

classes. Second, it was also observed that the students' 

motivation to try new things was enhanced in the 

experimental group classes, perhaps as a result of a more 

encouraging and cooperative learning environment, instead of 

the more traditional sense of competition amongst students 

in the comparison group classes, which appeared to carry 

over from their other classes. 

From these informal observations and student surveys, 

it does appear that this particular interdisciplinary team 

organization met many of the criteria for effective teams, 

including a) teachers appeared to know how their students 

were progressing in all classes; b) teachers appeared to 

work together to plan for the students educational needs; c) 
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teachers involved parents; d) opportunities appeared to be 

provided for enhanced learning readiness; f) fair and 

consistent discipline and behavior policies were apparent; 

and g) a positive attitude to school showing up in perceived 

better attendance and less tardiness. These compare 

favorably to the effective characteristics reported in 

Chapter Two by Hasheck (1979), some of which are reviewed 

here: a) recognition of student needs; b) consistency in 

discipline; c) continuity in subject areas; d) elimination 

of assignment duplication; e) coordination of materials and 

techniques; f) understanding of the student as a person; g) 

communication with parents; h) flexible scheduling of 

academic time; and i) interdisciplinary teaching. 

As the school counselor during the year when this study 

took place, the researcher was pleased to be associated with 

teachers who dedicated so much of their time and energy into 

creating what they believed was the best atmosphere for 

their students. It was exciting to see the team in action, 

and to see the excitement of the students in the team. 
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Informal School Survey 

Percent Responding "Always" or 
"Most of the Time" 

Question Experimental 

1. Were your teachers aware of 
how you were doing in other 

Group 

classes? 61% 

2. Did your teachers work 
together to plan your education? 47% 

3. Did you know what your 
grades were in your classes? 75% 

4. Were the rules and discipline 
policies fair in your classes? 52% 

5. Were you rewarded for good 
behavior? 34% 

6. Did you learn a lot during 
this school year? 64% 

7. Did you attend school 
regularly? 95% 

8. Were you on time to your 
classes regularly? 91% 

9. Were you prepared for class? 

10. Were your parents kept in
formed of your progress in school? 

11. Were your parents involved in 
decisions about school? 

12. Did you like school? 

13. Did you like your teachers? 

14. Did you try to make good 
grades during the year? 

15. Did you work hard in class? 

78% 

85% 

36% 

44% 

48% 

84% 

62% 

Comparison 
Group 

39% 

36% 

54% 

40% 

19% 

52% 

90% 

75% 

64% 

72% 

19% 

34% 

53% 

90% 

69% 
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