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Co-teaching is widely used as an option in the delivery of special education
services to students with disabilities in accordance with their Individugidadation
Programs (IEPs). Students with learning disabilities frequentlggierun learning
specific content areas, a factor representing a significant challenge/idipg
instruction in the least restrictive environment. Co-teaching is an optioretiiasso
foster an instructional environment in the general education classroom tictissvie
and supportive of students with disabilities and those who require specializeahassist
It holds the potential to effectively combine the talents and skills of both the bendra
special education teacher, thus maximizing their ability to effectiealght students who
present the most significant instructional challenges.

The purpose of this study was to study the effects of a co-teaching program on the

instructional practices of six high school teachers assigned todu-#eanultiple probe



design targeting the teaming behaviors across three dyads of teachersedialhe
participating teachers were trained using the Teaming Instructiooaddures Program
developed by the author and based on the teaming approach as outlined in Friend (2007).
The classes were digitally audio recorded during baseline, interventbmaintenance
conditions. The recordings were analyzed using time-sampling and a teamangbeh
checklist to determine the occurrence of teaming behaviors by the splematien

teacher.

The Teaming Instructional Procedures Program positively impactedathente
behaviors of the special educators. The occurrence of teaming behaviors thtwease
each dyad, with increases being sustained during maintenance probes. The educators
found the training program useful and user friendly and indicated they would readmme
the training to other co-teachers. Most teachers found the co-teaching te@miogch
useful, if not ideal for every situation and reported improvements in student enghgeme
and performance, with no reports of detrimental effects. Responses from students
confirmed the majority enjoyed having two teachers in the room, and they believed the
engagement and performance benefited from the situation. The Teamingtilmsatuc
Procedures Program proved to be a socially valid means of training teachrapddy &
specific co-teaching approach. The results of this study provide evidencefyotest
allocation of time and resources to the formal training of teachers erdecoveaching
situation and the need for the development of a more comprehensive training program

addressing more approaches to co-teaching.
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CHAPTER |
Introduction

Research on co-teaching in inclusive classrooms has reported benestfitslérts
with and without disabilities (Austin, 2001; Friend & Cook, 2001; Morocco & Aguilar,
2002; Pearl & Miller, 2007; Rice & Zigmond, 2000; Scruggs, Mastropieri & McBuffi
2007).However, for co-teaching to be beneficial, teachers need to have received
adequate training, be voluntary participants in the co-teach situation, andpdaar
understanding of their roles and responsibilities in the inclusive classroom (Cook &
Friend, 1998; Dieker & Murawski, 2003; Kamens, 2007; Morocco & Aguilar, 2002;
Murawski & Dieker, 2004; Murawski & Dieker, 2008; Mastropieri et al., 2005; Pearl &
Miller, 2007; Weiss, 2004; Wischnowski, Salmon & Eaton, 2004).

Friend (2007) outlined six possible approaches to co-teaching: one teaching, one
observing; station teaching; parallel teaching; alternative teachingeaci@ng, one
assisting; and teaming. Teaming has been referred to as having “one brairbodies”
(p.75) and involves situations in which both participating teachers are in front of the clas
and sharing the responsibility for instruction

Problem Statement

The participating school system publishe&pacial Education Procedural Guide
in which collaborative teaching practices are addressed. Teaching enilg
education setting with supplementary services is the first consideration wivemninig
special education services and supports, and guidelines are given for adaptimg, shar
and enhancing instruction (p 87-89). Sharing instruction is broken down into eight

different approaches to co-teaching: lead and support, duet teaming, speak apeakdd, s



and chart, skill grouping, station teaching, parallel teaching, and shaddwtgam the
Procedural Guide, each of the co-teaching teaming methods are describexhasing

two sentences, with no further references made in the text. Of these approaches, duet
teaming aligned most closely with Friend’s (2007) definition of teamingt {2aening
describes a situation whereby both teachers “contribute equally to theessme |
objectives”.

The co-teaching practices recommended in the Procedural Guide are not
supported by an officially adopted instructional program. The need for effective
collaboration between general and special educators is recognized but nopelevel
This was verified by administration from the participating school distredchers are
placed in co-teaching situations to provide services to students with diealalti
outlined in their respective Individualized Education Programs (IEPs), however t
absence of formalized training and support in co-teaching best practicesthkce
responsibility of defining what co-teaching will look like on the shoulders of tioh¢es
themselves.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to examine the effects of a co-teachingtiosailic
program, which concentrated on the approach of teaming, on the specific observable
teaming behaviors of the special educators from three dyads of teaeaodrsomprising
one special educator and one general educator. To thi€efikach! A Handbook for
Creating and Sustaining Effective Classroom Partnerships in Inclusive S¢hraelwd,

2007) was adapted and used in the instruction of the co-teaching dyads.



A second purpose of the study was to examine the attitudes and perceptions of
students and teachers in the co-taught classrooms after the interventasptisgible to
determine the extent to which the participants perceived the intervention imgheting
learning environment in the co-taught class.

Research Questions

The following questions guided the study:

1. What are the effects of a Teaming Instructional Procedures Pragr#me co-
teaching practices of high school special education teachers?
2. What are general and special education teachers’ perceptions of theJ eami

Instructional Procedures Program and teaming practices?

3. What are high school students’ perceptions of teaming practices in their content
courses?
Significance of the Study

The findings of this study identified specific professional development needs of
special and general education teachers. The findings can be used to validét=athe e
of using a teaming program and to further develop a more comprehensive teaohmy tr
program aimed at preparing both general and special education teachergdotaight
classroom. The study also provided the general educators, special educators, and the
students in co-taught classes the opportunity to comment upon their experiences. Thei
shared experiences of co-teaching after the instructional program mienveere useful
in providing a measure of social validity.

Another significant characteristic of the implementation of the achteg

program was the element of freedom of choice. This intervention provided the



participants with instruction in teaming as an instructional best practicalsmdffered
them considerable latitude in deciding how they planned and collaborated within their
team. This led to a situation in which each dyad of teachers was expected to
operationalize the knowledge and skills they had acquired in markedly different ways.

The findings of the study are not only significant within the school complex in
which the study took place, but applicable across the district and in similactdistri
within the participating school system, who adhere to the same procedural gaideline
The participating school is part of a large school system that educatesstuitent
parents serving in the military. Within the school system, schools are grouped int
districts headed by superintendents (Participating School System, 2009). Tventnea
may be replicated in other secondary school settings and generalized to atbdeygts
and content areas in which general and special educators are assigne@dtb.co-te

Definition of Terms

Alternative teaching. A co-teaching approach that targets spdoifiergs or
groups of students for specialized attention. This approach involves one teacher taking
responsibility for the large group, while the other works with smaller grou@n¢kr
2007).

Co-teaching. An instructional practice involving two certified teachesgimice
providers contracted to share the instructional responsibility for a group of studant
single classroom. Ownership of and accountability for the class is shatedhavit
common goal of achieving specific content goals and objectives (Friend, 2067). It

associated with a broader philosophy of inclusion whereby special educaticesean



be delivered to students with disabilities in the general education classrbera.are
different co-teaching approaches.

Duet teaming. A co-teaching approach in which the general educator and special
educator contribute equally to the same lesson objectives (Participatiogl Sgstem,
2007).

Dyad. Two certified teachers who are assigned to co-teach class and share
responsibility for instructional delivery.

Lead and support. A co-teaching approach in which the general educator is the
focus of instruction, with the special educator providing support such as providing visuals
and demonstrating concepts using manipulatives (Participating School System, 2005).

One teach, one drift. A co-teaching approach in which one teacher leads with the
instruction. The second teacher offers unobtrusive assistance as requémed, E007).

One teach-one observe. A co-teaching approach defined by Friend (2007) as one
where teachers agree on the observational information required, and one teaclies obser
and records while the other leads with the instruction.

Parallel teaching. A co-teaching approach in which the class is dividdzb&mnd
teachers have full responsibility for providing the same instruction to kesmgiaup
(Friend, 2007). The participating school system (2005) uses the same termitmedescr
situations in which one teacher is responsible for a segment of instruction, and the othe
is responsible for leading the following distinct segment.

Shadow teaching. A co-teaching approach in which one educator leads the lesson,
with the other teacher providing reinforcement and follow-up (Participathgd

System, 2005).



Skill grouping. A co-teaching approach in which the class is divided into groups.
Some groups receive additional instruction, and other enrichment activitigsigatng
School System, 2005).

Social Validity. A measure or measures reflecting the social importdribe
effects of an intervention.

Speak and add. A co-teaching approach in which one teacher leads, with the other
adding definitions and clarifications in a supportive role (Participating@@ystem,
2005).

Speak and chart. A co-teaching approach in which one teacher leads, with the
other complementing the discussion providing charts, graphs, and outlines (Pargcipati
School System, 2005).

Station teaching. A co-teaching approach involving both teachers instructing
smaller groups, however the content is also divided, with each teacher re-t¢lhehing
material to the student groups as they move from one station to the next (Pengjcipat
School System, 2005; Friend, 2007).

Teaming. A co-teaching approach in which both teachers share the resggnsibili

for delivering the main instruction to the whole group (Friend, 2007).



CHAPTER I
Review of the Literature
Search Methods

An initial search was conducted using the Education Research Complete
(EBSCO) and ERIC databases, both of which were accessed via the researcthport of
University of Maryland. Combinations of the keywords “co-teaching”, “co teathi
“special education”, and “middle school” yielded fewer results than patexl although
several pertinent articles detailed findings of research involving both nadide! and
high school educators. The search was subsequently expanded to concentrate on
secondary educators, rather than the narrower category of middle school educator
“General educators”, “high school”, “middle school”, and “secondary” were added as
keywords, and combinations of the selected keywords resulted instadres, a total of
eight relevant studieg&\n ancestral search of the reference lists of these studies desulte
in another two studies. Appendix A provides an overview of the ten studies. All the
studies investigated the co-teaching practices evident in various scttiogissé\ variety
of approaches were used to provide the descriptive data. Nine of the ten studies involve a
combination of data collection methods.

Seven studies involved observing teachers who were co-teaching dyads
comprising one special educator and one general educator (Dieker, 2001 aMagier
Zigmond, 2005; Morocco & Aguilar, 2002; Pearl & Miller, 2007; Rice & Zigmond,;
Weiss & Lloyd 2002; Weiss & Lloyd 2003; Wischnowski, Salmon, & Eaton, 2004). The
number of teachers patrticipating in the studies ranged from 2 to 17. In three of the

studies, both the special educator and general educator were observed adaelgad



2001; Magiera & Zigmond, 2005; 2002; Pearl & Miller, 2007). These studies focused on
collecting data regarding the behaviors and interactions of the teachers-tsaghing
team in the classroom.

Only two of the studies relied solely on observation as a means for collecting data
(Magiera & Zigmond, 2005; Pearl & Miller, 2007). Five studies used a combination of
observations and interviews (Dieker, 2001; Morocco & Aguilar, 2002; Rice & Zigmond,
2000; Weiss & Lloyd, 2002; Weiss & Lloyd, 2003). Interviews were conducted to gather
additional information to complement the information gathered in the observatioris. In al
but one of these studies, the participating teachers were interviewed, hawewerof
the studies the administrators of the school were interviewed, as the schoot i
model of co-teaching was the main focus of the study (Morocco & Aguilar, 2002).
Wischnowski, Salmon, and Eaton (2004) used a combination of observations, interviews,
surveys, IEP reviews, and an analysis of data relating to test cores, bahaberals
and report cards. This study focused on the development of a district-wide &gjproac
co-teaching and described the district's approach to evaluating their grogres

Tobin (2005) was a case study that relied on tape recordings of participant
observations and interviews, and field notes of meetings. The aim was to descebe way
in which students with learning disabilities were being supported by co-tedachbe &
grade language arts classroom, and how three students identified with |eksabilities
(LD) were accessing help in the inclusive setting. The remainindearastin (2001)
used a survey and interviews to gather information covering a number of issueg relat

to co-teaching.



Purposes and Research Questions

The 10 studies all had the purpose, at least to some extent, of describing how and
why teachers were co-teaching, and what it looked like in practice. Mdsd efudies
used observations and interviews to collect data. Four studies concentrated on simply
describing how co-teaching was occurring in various settings (Austin, 2001L&Pea
Miller, 2007; Tobin, 2005; Weiss & Lloyd, 2003). They looked at the roles and
responsibilities of the co-teachers and examined the different approacwsance.

This included observing how students were grouped and the accommodations made
(Pearl & Miller, 2007; Tobin, 2005) and a closer of examination of factors such as the
teachers’ perceptions of co-teaching practices, and the reasons wWier @a&cco-
teaching (Austin, 2001; Weiss & Lloyd, 2003).

Magiera and Zigmond (2005) collected observational data only in their
comparative study, with the purpose of comparing the experiences of studants wi
disabilities in co-taught and solo-taught secondary school classes. Their maiasatm
observe the amount of interactions between the students with disabilities aratheege
and to study the behaviors of the students and teachers both together and in isolation
during each observed class. Another aim was to describe the additive effects of ¢
teaching under normal conditions with no additional common preparation or planning
time.

The purpose of Rice and Zigmond'’s (2000) comparative study was to make an
international comparison of the features of co-teaching models as they@oyed in
American and Australian secondary schools. They concentrated on describingghe role

and responsibilities of the special educator in the co-taught classroom antaeirow t



specific skills are employed. They also asked teachers to what extefdlthibgy were
responsible for and influential in shaping the co-teaching model in the classroom.

Weiss and Lloyd (2002) also carried out a comparative study, in which they
observed and interviewed teachers for two main reasons. Firstly, they wantedbliglest
what the roles of the participants were in the co-taught secondary clas§econdly,
they compared the roles, responsibilities, and actions of special educativersda the
co-taught setting and the special education classroom. Their aim wéashitcsbdo what
extent the approach and actions of the special education teacher changed when they
entered the general education classroom as a co-teacher.

The remaining studies focused on describing the characteristics of timotdist
settings (Dieker, 2001; Wischnowski, Salmon & Eaton, 2004). Dieker (2001) set out to
determine the characteristics of effective middle school and high schoaatortg
teams for students with disabilities. The schools had been labeled by the assiréthg
effective and the purpose of the study was to isolate factors and attribute ttiem t
schools’ success. Wischnowski, Salmon, and Eaton (2004) concentrated on the
development and implementation of a district-wide co-teaching program. Thesauthor
used a variety of data-collection methods to describe and evaluate the apprdach use
Sample/Participants

All of the studies included participants who had some experience co-teaidng,
all included at least one general educator and one special educator. Threeunfiglse st
focused on dyads of teachers in a situation in which a general and speciatredacat
assigned to a co-taught class in which they shared the responsibilitytfoctios

(Dieker, 2001; Magiera & Zigmond, 2005; Pearl & Miller, 2007). These studied aiie
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observations and interviews and ranged in size from four dyads (Pearl & Miller, 8007) t
nine dyads (Dieker, 2001) of participating teachers.

Other studies involved much larger numbers of participants and more complex
combinations of data-collection methods. Austin (2001) interviewed and surveyed 139
participating teachers, the majority of whom were secondary teaatvensniine different
school districts in one state. Wischnowski, Salmon, and Eaton’s (2004) study involved a
school district comprising more than 1, 000 students. Parents, students and teachers were
involved in the study, which used a variety of methods of data collection.

Two studies involved observing and interviewing both special and general
educators who had co-teaching experience, but were not being observed or irteagew
a teaching dyad (Morocco & Aguilar, 2002; Rice & Zigmond, 2000). Morocco and
Aguilar (2002) observed three special educators who were working in co-téaggdasc
and also interviewed the school administrators. Rice and Zigmond (2000) interviewed
and observed 17 teachers who were currently co-teaching. They interviewed getiera
special educators, but not always both teachers from the co-teaching dyad.

Tobin’s case study (2005) involved the researcher and a sixth grade language arts
teacher, however also involved taped interviews with students, the teacher, and the
assistant teacher. The remaining studies focused on special educatorsi{\Weysk
2002; 2003). These studies both involved examining the roles of special educators in a
rural school district who were currently co-teaching for part of thedday.

Design and Procedures
Eight of the ten studies relied in part or in full on observations as a method for

collecting descriptive data (Dieker, 2001; Magiera & Zigmond, 2005; Morocco &
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Aguilar, 2002; Pearl & Miller, 2007; Rice & Zigmond, 2000; Weiss & Lloyd, 2002,

2003; Wischnowski, Salmon & Eaton, 2004). Pearl and Miller (2007) exclusively used
observations to gather data. Observers were trained using the Co-Teaelsaariiol
Responsibilities Index (CRRI) until satisfactory levels of reliapivtere achieved. The
teachers who were being observed had attended four workshops on collaboration during
the semester prior to the study. Magiera and Zigmond (2005) also used only observations
when collecting data, however they employed a time-sampling method to dathe
documenting the behaviors of students in the co-taught classroom. To describe the
behaviors of students in solo-taught settings, they relied on the same method mnethe sa
classroom during the times when the special educators absented themselths from
room.

Five studies employed the use of a combination of observations and interviews
(Dieker, 2001; Morocco & Aguilar, 2002; Rice & Zigmond, 2000; Weiss & Lloyd, 2002,
2003). Dieker (2001) interviewed and observed nine dyads of teachers. Each was
observed four times, with the observations being videotaped and later played back to the
participants to validate the recorded observations. Students from eachhingdaam
were also interviewed. Morocco and Aguilar (2002) also observed teachers in the co
taught setting. They made a total of 40 observations of 11 special educationstéache
different co-taught classes with different general educatiohéescThere were two
observers present for each observation and detailed notes were taken by eacherEhere w
no checklists. In this study the interviews were carried out with the school atiatmis

to address the school’s vision and model of co-teaching.
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Rice and Zigmond (2000) interviewed and observed 17 teachers from two public
schools in America and eight in Australia. Five teachers were interviemesetwere
both observed and interviewed. The observations and interviews were conducted by one
of the authors or by a trained interviewer following the same protocol. The olisesvat
were carried out at mutually agreed times and locations. All interviewestejeed and
transcribed prior to analysis.

In their 2002 and 2003 studies, Weiss and Lloyd used the constant-comparative
method of data analysis when analyzing the data from their observations avidwse
The data were collected between October and February of the school year, ahdfa tot
54 (2002) and 31 (2003), thirty-minute observations of the six participating teachers were
conducted. In addition to this, each of the teachers was interviewed three times.

Austin (2001) also used interviews as a tool for gathering data, however used
them in conjunction with a survey. A single survey instrument was used to gatner da
from the 139 participating co-teachers. The survey and cover letter warglbrs
delivered by the researcher and completed by the teacher during the plamioid ghae
same day. The Semi Structured Interview: Perceptions of Co-Teachjighss
developed, and an equal number of special education and general education teachers were
selected from the respondents to participate in the interview.

Tobin’s (2005) case study involved observing the participating special exfucati
co-teacher for a total of 40 hours. These observations were also recorded éor futur
analysis. In addition to this, field notes on eight hours of meetings with thegsttig

teacher were taken. Finally, recordings were made of individual meetitigstudents,
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the teacher, and the teacher assistant were made. These meetiitastdwo, and
two hours respectively.

The final study involved a combination of survey, observations, interviews, and
analyses of test scores, report cards, behavior referrals and IEP réwViealsnowski,
Salmon & Eaton, 2004). This study examined the approach of an entire district to co-
teaching, and a variation of ti®ntext, Input, Process, and Product (CIPP) model of
program evaluation was developed, comprising 18 questions in six categories.
Analyses

A variety of methods were employed across the studies for analyzing the data
generated. As most data were generated from observations and intervieved ssedes
coded the data into specific categories (Dieker, 2001; Magiera & Zigmond, 2005;
Morocco & Aguilar, 2002; Pearl & Miller, 2007; Weiss & Lloyd, 2002, 2003).

Dieker (2001) used content analysis procedures to code the observations from the
videotaped classes, the field notes and the interviews, with a minimum of 80% ieter-rat
reliability being required before themes were included in the discussion refsthiés.

Magiera and Zigmond (2005) established an observation protocol before the observations
took place. This allowed the authors to use a 10s time-sampling method during the 45-
minute observation periods to record the occurrence or nonoccurrence of behaviors or
interactions. Similarly, Pearl and Miller (2007) used the CRRI which grouped

observation into five distinct categories: grouping patterns, IEP accomorsjdEP
assessment accommodations, other assessment accommodations, and enhancements.
Observers recorded the occurrence of items within groups during the observations

Morocco and Aguilar (2002) used a grounded approach to qualitative research and

14



employed a ‘bottom-up’ process to code their observation data and identifyrtedehe
categories; capturing the complexities of the co-teaching model. Ingctiair data,
Weiss and Lloyd (2002; 2003) used an open coding system to develop preliminary
concepts, subsequently using axial coding to make connections between categbries
subcategories.

Other studies used different data analyses tools. Austin (2000) used the SPSS 9.0
data analysis software for windows. The frequency of responses of sgkaation and
general education teachers across specific categories were dralgzbulated. In
analyzing case study data, Tobin (2005) entered findings from recordings, notes, and
memos into the QSR NUDIST software system. The coded data were then coamghred
is the case of conflicting data, existing schemes were refined and hemes created.

The findings were then verified by the teachers involved.

Rice and Zigmond (2000) relied on a more subjective approach, whereby the
audio taped transcriptions of the interviews were read independently by both authors,
who noted the apparent themes, subsequently comparing notes and agreeing on common
themes. The findings were then reported back to the participants for furthaategot
and revision. Their observation data were more objective in nature, as the teaskers
judged according to basic criteria, which included the shared planning andtiostiof
the class and the engagement by both teachers in substantive instructioea}.del

Finally, Wischnowski, Salmon, and Eaton (2004) reported a management oriented
approach to evaluation. Goals and objectives of the district’'s co-teachingmprogre
developed and an evaluation team was assembled to collect and evaluate datamver a tw

tear period using a variation of the CIPP model of program evaluation. Evaluation
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guestions were then developed and a combination of qualitative and quantitative
measures was used to collect and analyze data. Audiotape transcriptions read
independently by both authors. Themes were noted, compared, and agreed upon and the
findings reported back to participants, with revisions negotiated where agcess

Results

Several common themes emerged when reviewing the results of the studies. Mos
studies included a discussion of co-teaching practices and described the most gommonl
observed co-teaching models. The observed benefits of co-teaching fordeaxher
students were also often discussed, as were the perceived needs of the iredobeo-
taught classroom and the extent to which they were met. Other themes included the
barriers to effective co-teaching and the limited empirical evidenagjmst co-
teaching models.

The most commonly observed or referred to co-teaching model was one teach-one
assist, otherwise referred to as one leads-one supports (Dieker, 2001; Morocco and
Aguilar, 2007; Tobin, 2005; Wischnowski, Salmon, & Eaton, 2004: Weiss & Lloyd,

2002, 2003) In these cases, it was the general educator who assumed the role of lead
teacher, the special education teacher played a supporting role. Other studasdndi

the general educator played more of a dominant role and had more ownership of the class
without directly referring to any specific model. Austin (2001) also concludegketiheral
educator did most of the work in the classroom, with the special education teacher bein
primarily responsible for modifications, while Weiss and Lloyd (2002) also folind a
teachers were at some point playing a supporting role rather than leagdoigsth Other

models, such as team teaching and alternate lead and assistance onvepoeisd;
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albeit as being less prevalent than to one teach-one assist (Dieker, 200Xcdveroc
Aguilar, 2007; Tobin, 2005).

There was generally agreement across the literature to support lcinigeas a
positive and beneficial intervention. Several studies revealed co-teachimhgmeigial
for students with disabilities (Austin, 2001; Magiera & Zigmond, 2005; Morocco &
Aguilar, 2002; Pearl & Miller, 2007; Rice & Zigmond, 2000; Wischnowski, Salmon, &
Eaton, 2004). Rice and Zigmond (2000) went further and reported the benefits of co-
teaching for all students and teachers in the classroom. Three studiesdrépert
presence of a second teacher in the classroom offered only limited benefitsré\véag
Zigmond, 2005; Tobin, 2005; Weiss & Lloyd, 2002), however in all three cases, this was
attributed to some of the resource limitations that will be addressed beleas also
concluded that special educators reported the benefits of co-teaching moeanfie
than general educators (Austin, 2001).

Several interventions were noted as being particularly effective in taeight
classroom. Teachers participating in the studies cited cooperative ¢eanairsmall
groups as effective techniques and co-teaching allowed them to make rigatous a
authentic material accessible to all students, allowing students to focesroimd) and
educators to focus more on instruction (Austin, 2001; Morocco & Aguilar, 2002). It was
also reported that in the co-taught classes, the students with disalateesed more
than twice the number of interactions with the teachers than they would in thaisgio-t
class, although they received more interactions with the general educator when the
special educator was not present (Magiera & Zigmond, 2005). The co-teaching models

also provided students with many accommodations and enhancements and allowed
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teachers to implement practices complementing traditional whole group immstr(iRearl
& Miller, 2007). Other findings included students with disabilities were generally
progressing with non-disabled peers, they were no less successful in #uglebetass
than in pull-out classes, and achievement apparently supported by the accommodations
made (Wischnowski, Salmon, & Eaton, 2004). Dieker (2001) reported the most common
practice was establishing a positive climate. Positive perception oaclhtg was also
important, as were active learning and high academic and behavioral expectations

In most studies, teachers’ perceptions and attitudes were taken into account and
they were given the opportunity in interviews and surveys to provide their own
commentary on co-teaching. Several studies recorded the perceived needseos ieac
the co-taught classroom and adequate time for collaboration and planninganagian c
for the participants in these studies (Austin, 2001; Dieker, 2001; Morocco & Aguilar;
Tobin, 2007; Wischnowski, Salmon, & Eaton, 2004). Some participants reported on the
benefits of working within a school in which the importance of planning time was
recognized and common planning time was scheduled (Morocco & Aguilar, 2002).
Evidence to the contrary was also provided by Austin (2001) who reported among
teachers who were given common planning time, there was disagreement to the
effectiveness of the practice. Dieker (2001) found the teaching dyads whgiwere
common planning time were the teams who employed team teaching techniljees rat
than one teach-one-assist or other less equal relationships.

Other concerns among teachers included a lack of time and other resources for
training and professional development (Austin, 2001; Magiera & Zigmond, 2005;

Morocco & Aguilar, 2002; Pearl & Miller, 2007; Rice & Zigmond, 2000; Weiss &
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Lloyd, 2002; Tobin, 2007; Wischnowski, Salmon, & Eaton, 2004). In some cases,
professional development had been provided and positive effects of co-teaching in the
classroom were ascribed at least in part to the heightened preparedness aaddgaowl

the part of the co-teachers (Dieker, 2001; Wischnowski, Salmon, & Eaton, 2004). Weiss
and Lloyd (2003) also investigated why teachers found themselves bmteand the

most common factors were pressure from the school, the LEA, and the community. The
distribution of students with disabilities across available classes wadsearssue raised

by participants (Wischnowski, Salmon, & Eaton, 2004), as was the need for cageache
to be professionally and personally compatible and working together voluntacidy as
teachers (Rice & Zigmond, 2000).

In some studies, the perceived status of the special educator in the co-teaching
arrangement was raised as an issue. Morocco and Aguilar (2002) found not only did the
school in their study implement a plan whereby common planning was fadilibate
they also stressed the importance of both teachers in the dyad being eqiatirTse
subordinate role of the special education teacher was addressed in two of the nine
participating dyads in Dieker’s (2001) study, as in these dyads, it was thalgene
educator who moved into the special educator’s classroom for the duration of the co-
taught lesson.

Several studies found as a practice or group of practices, co-teachilg is s
experimental and needs to attract a body of research (Magiera & Zigmond, 2005;
Morocco & Aguilar, 2002; Rice & Zigmond, 2000). It was acknowledged that co-
teaching is a worthwhile practice and beneficial to students acadigraicd socially

(Austin, 2001), however concerns were also expressed by the participants that the c
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taught classroom may not be the least restrictive environment (LRE) sbu@dints
(Wischnowski, Salmon, & Eaton, 2004). Although teachers adapted, often by adapting
roles dictated by the situation rather than the literature (Weiss & Lloy@) 28@me
students with disabilities avoided more overt help structures and relied on sgcondar
structures unless addressed directly by the teachers (Tobin, 2005). Thersowas al
concern regarding the validity of some modifications made and the impact on student
performance (Magiera & Zigmond, 2005; Morocco & Aguilar, 2002; Wischnowski,
Salmon, & Eaton, 2004). It was observed there were no significant differenceasn a
such as the grouping of students, on task behaviors, interactions with other students, and
student participation between co-taught and solo-taught classes (Madiegmnénd,
2005) and the need for further research addressing student outcomes was identified
(Magiera & Zigmond, 2005; Morocco & Aguilar, 2002).
Summary of Empirical Review

The descriptive statistics in the current literature have predominandijedethe
roles and responsibilities of general and special educators collaborating irtéugleb
classroom (Weiss & Lloyd, 2002; Rice & Zigmond, 2000; Pearl & Millar, 2007kédje
2001). These studies varied in size and significance, but generally involved sigaeisl
of teachers working in various, mainly secondary settings who were choske fost
part based on their willingness to participate in the studies. Most studies hhditeli
and or validity measures in place. Eight studies involved observations and had anter-rat
reliability criteria which were met by either having a second obseresept in the
classroom or recording the observed sessions for review by a second observer at a la

date (Dieker, 2001; Magiera & Zigmond, 2005; Morocco & Aguilar, 2002; Pearl &
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Liller, 2007; Rice & Zigmond, 2000; Weiss & Lloyd, 2002, 2003; Wischnowski, Salmon,
& Eaton, 2004). In Ausrin’s study (2001), interviews were coded by at least tws. rate

Several studies also addressed co-teaching in terms of a school-wide @r distri
wide approach to co-teaching and inclusion (Austin, 2001; Wischnowski, Salmon, &
Eaton, 2004). The studies varied in their focus and the nature number of participants,
some choosing to focus on high achieving schools (Pearl & Miller, 2007), and others
focusing on situations in which fewer supports were in place to facilitaeaching
(Magiera & Zigmond, 2005).

In the Morocco and Aguilar (2002) study in which school wide interdisciplinary
co-teaching teams were developed as part of a broader program ainwed affective
inclusion, more benefits were perceived and reported which conflicted withitlemee
provided by other studies in which more problems and fewer benefits were perceived
(Magiera & Zigmond, 2005; Weiss & Lloyd, 2003). This supports the need for further
research and professional development. Teacher perceptions were addreggedf
the studies in the form of interviews and in another study in a survey. Some strong
common themes emerged. The need for common planning time and administrative
support to include preparation and training in co-teaching best practices astreftan
cited (Austin, 2001; Magiera & Zigmond, 2005; Morocco & Aguilar, 2002; Pearl &
Miller, 2007; Rice & Zigmond, 2000; Weiss & Lloyd, 2002, 2003; Tobin, 2007;
Wischnowski, Salmon, & Eaton, 2004). The one-teach-one-assist approach was most
commonly observed despite the fact this was often not recommended in theréterat
(Dieker, 2001; Morocco & Aguilar, 2007; Tobin, 2005; Wischnowski, Salmon, & Eaton,

2004). Benefits for students with and without disabilities were also commonlyedpor
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and observed although the need for research on student outcomes was also commonly
cited (Austin, 2001; Magiera & Zigmond, 2005; Morocco and Aguilar, 2002; Pearl &
Miller, 2007; Rice & Zigmond, 2000; Wischnowski, Salmon, & Eaton, 2004). Co-
teachers generally supported co-teaching and reported professional ladbeitits

alongside the need for more supports.

Commonly cited in the literature reviewed was a need for more researandata
co-teaching in general, and in particular on specific co-teaching praatideslated
outcomes for students with and without disabilities. Some studies noted current @ata we
not only limited, but also failed to offer substantial support for co-teachings tef
improved student performance (Magiera & Zigmond, 2005; Morocco & Aguilar, 2002).
This supports the need for further research to target student outcomes. Much of the
current research is descriptive, and as such indicates where the perceived sigstobm
current co-teaching practices lie.

This study sought to address the issue of co-teaching as it pertains tahoigh sc
educators in the participating school system. The researcher used thesfofdiegearch
thus far, as well as recommendations and best practices outlined in the professional
literature. This study focused on co-teaching practices currently gedpiio the
classroom and used a single subject multiple probe design to provide experimarttal dat
complement the largely descriptive statistics predominant in the cutezature.

Current practices in secondary schools in the participating school systeah wéfat is
found in much of the literature, a reliance on the one-teach, one-assist prauogic)ww
the special educator plays a subordinate and supportive role to that of the content teache

Also evident is a lack of training and preparation, which is in keeping with the fexding
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the extant research. The findings of the study sought to provide evidence of the
importance of and need for establishing guidelines and procedures for cadeatcha

formalized training package with ongoing supports.
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CHAPTER I
Methods

Many general and special educators are assigned to co-teach with littteforga
their preferences, a lack of formal preparation or training, and no clear tamding of
their roles or responsibilities to students with disabilities in the co-téastraom
(Magiera & Zigmond, 2005; Weiss & Lloyd, 2003). Teachers are placed in such
situations to provide services to students with disabilities as outlined in thpecties
Individualized Education Programs (IEPs) and there is an absence of fochedineng
and support in co-teaching. Therefore, a possible option is to place the respposibili
defining and implementing co-teaching on the teachers themselves.

With the absence of formalized training, teachers fall into a predictatiésmp of
using the one-teach, one-assist model, whereby one teacher, most often the specia
educator, plays a subordinate role (Dieker, 2001; Morocco & Aguilar, 2007; Tobin, 2005;
Wischnowski, Salmon, & Eaton, 2004). When this happens, the general educator teaches
the class and the special educator tends to assist individual students when thiseseed a
The current literature cites the need for more empirical research intfhitaeyeof co-
teaching practices (Magiera & Zigmond, 2005; Morocco & Aguilar, 2002).

Broadly defined, co-teaching occurs when two teachers are placed in the same
classroom to share the responsibility of delivering instruction (Friend, 2007yufitest
literature indicates a lack of formal preparation and training is to bldrea weachers
fail to adapt effective strategies in the classroom. The literaturesbiptaetices also
indicates the one teach-one assist approach is the least effective assroioch time

and resources. Alternative approaches to co-teaching are: one teach-one deficbne
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one assist, parallel teaching, station teaching, alternative teaahth¢eaming (Friend,
2007). These approaches require the co-teachers to assume differentdifteseimt
situations. The purpose of this study was to examine the effects of a caovgeachi
instructional program, with a focus on the teaming approach, on the observable co-
teaching behaviors of three dyads of teachers each comprising one sgec#&br and
one general educator.
Research Questions
1. What are the effects of a Teaming Instructional Procedures Pragr#me co-
teaching practices of high school special education teachers?
2. What are general and special education teachers’ perceptions of theJ eami
Instructional Procedures Program and teaming practices?
3. What are high school students’ perceptions of teaming practices in their content
courses?
Method
Participants
The participants in this study were six teachers from one high school (grades 9-
12) in a school system that educates children with parents serving in tlagymiliree
participants were content area general education teachers, one matkymaa,&Gnd
one science teacher. The general education teachers were teamtbdegispecial
educators; the only special educators teaching in co-taught classroomsraétbkethe
study. Five of the six participating teachers had more than five yeaaabiing
experience, the exception being a special education teacher who was tetimtiee w

German teacher and was in her first year as a teacher. Five of th@atngcieachers
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had at least two years’ experience in a co-taught classroom, agaihevékcdeption of
the special education teacher teamed with the German teacher, who wasrst heafi
of teaching and had co-taught only during her student teaching. Two teachermaler
and six were female. The participating teachers were selected basetieipon t
willingness to co-teach and to participate in the study. Certification, 3re@s of
teaching experience, and years of co-teaching experience are documeistiel@ ih. Tin
Dyad 1, the special education teacher was certified to teach special educatioath at
this level and held a counseling certificate. In Dyad 3, the special educanberté&ad
special education and science certification. The special educationrteablyad 2 had a

special education certificate, but had no background in the German language.

Table 1
Certification Areas, Years of Teaching and Co-Teaching Experience of Participating
Teachers
e . Highest Teaching Co-
Dyad Teacher Certification Degree | Experience, Teaching
Area (s) E :
arned Experience
Dyad 1 General Math, Computer| Master’s 15 6
Male Science
Dyad 1 Special SpEd, Math, & | Master’'s 13 9
Female Counseling
Dyad 2 General German and ESL Master’s 6 4
Female
Dyad 2 Special SpEd Master’s <1 <1
Female
Dyad 3 General Science Master’s 20 8
Female
Dyad 3 Special SpEd and Master’s 15 3
Male Science

Co-teaching class demographics are documented in Table 2. At the high school,

there were four, eighty-five minute periods each day, one of which was a planning

26



period. The school operated on a two-day block schedule, whereby eight periods were
spread over the two days. ‘Red days’ consisted of periods one through four, and ‘white
days’ consisted of periods four through eight. The special educators had sanddules

to the general educators, however they spent at least 85 minutes of eadliagh

working with general educators in a co-teach situation.

Table 2
Co-Teaching Dyads’ Class Demographics
Subject Time of Class Grade LevelNumber of | Number of
Students | Students with

IEPs

Dyad 1 | Geometry 1120-1245 9th-11th 20 4

Dyad 2 German | 1120-1245 9th-11th 23 4

Dyad 3 Biology 1335-1500 10th 21 4

Setting

The study took place in a high school in a K-12 school complex. The school was
located within a school district that educates a large number of children wittigpare
serving in the military. Enroliment at the high school was approximégystudents for
grades nine through twelve. The three dyads were recorded in the genemtibaduc
classroom in which students with IEPs were taught alongside their pdsostw
disabilities. The presence of the special educator in the classroom egast af service
requirements of one or more of the students on IEPs. The classroom for each dyad was

the room assigned to the general educator, in which the general educatdnespeatite
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day. The special educator in each case shared only one co-teaching cléss getteral
educator and was present in the room for only that one 85-minute class period every
second school day within the two-day block schedule. Co-taught classes in yeomet
German [, and Biology were the focus of this study. Different core curriccllasses
were chosen to record team teaching behaviors in the delivery of core cusiibiethe
same school. Each teacher in the school had one, 85-minute period each day dedicated to
planning instruction, however, it was not possible to secure the participation ohtgachi
dyads within which both teachers shared common classroom preparation tim& Prior
the study, the co-teaching dyads had been in place for six months, since the bejinning
the school year. None of the dyads had previously taught together as ahtogtézam.
Procedures

Experimental design.This study used a multiple probe design targeting the
teaming behaviors across the three participating dyads of teachedat@lmllection
focused on the special education teacher. The multiple probe design is a varidteon of t
multiple baseline design involving continuous, yet staggered recording of dihbassd
intervention data (Richards, Taylor, Ramasamy, & Richards, 1999). The mulbple pr
design involved introducing the intervention to the first dyad independently, only
introducing the intervention to the next dyad once a substantial effect was defmwrde
the previous dyad. During baseline, intervention, and maintenance conditions, recordings
were digitally audio recorded and analyzed using a partial time-sapgiicedure to
record the occurrence of teaming behaviors in the co-taught classrétemarinitial
baseline probe across all three dyads, stable baseline data werteddbe the first dyad

(a minimum of three recordings), during which no additional baseline datacolketed
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for the other dyads. Once stable baseline data were established for theafirshdy

general and special education teachers attended the Teamiogtios&l Procedures
Program during which they were introduced to the co-teaching concept of teaming
watched an instructional video, and were invited to ask questions and discuss the
concepts introduced. Upon completion of the training, the collection of post-intervention
data for the first dyad coincided with a second baseline probe for Dyads32 femdthe
second dyad, the collection of baseline data coincided with the collection of intenventi
data for the first dyad. This pattern was repeated for the collectionaofaddhe third

dyad.

Once stable and improved intervention data were collected across five or more
consecutive observations for Dyad 1, post intervention probes were implemented to
check for maintenance of the behavior. Where possible, the maintenance probes were
carried out every third class period (every six instructional days) for taéauof the
study. This pattern was repeated with the remaining dyads.

Dependent variable.This study focused on the teaming behavior of the special
education teacher in the three participant dyads. Teaming was defined-&aeahtag
approach in which both teachers share the responsibility for delivering the mai
instruction to the whole group (Friend, 2007). Main instruction was defined as lead
instruction in which the teacher addressed the class as a whole, includiaguifag
instructions relating to classroom procedures, such as “Please open you booksto chapt
2" or “Now return to your seats and prepare your space for the quiz”; (b) delivesyeo
content instruction (geometry, German, or biology); (c) classroom led discussion

pertaining to core content; (d) working through core content problems posed by eithe
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teacher and explaining answers to the entire class; and (e) reading akagkpas
guestions. Examples of contributions that did not constitute delivering the main
instruction include: (a) instances in which the special educator is assisimgll group
of students; (b) offering individual assistance to students; and (c) addréssimdle
class with short “Yes”, “No”, or “l agree” answers in response to questions frem t
general educator or students.

A partial time-sampling recording measure was used; the 84-minute aticerv
period was divided into 42 2-minute intervals. If, at any time during a 2-mineteahta
teaming behavior occurred (as defined above), it was counted as an occurrence of the
desired behavior for that interval. The behavior did not need to last for the duration of the
interval, and it did not need to occur when the signal for the beginning of an interval was
sounded. If a teaming behavior was displayed more than once during any interval, the
behavior was recorded as a positive occurrence for the interval, but bore no mbte weig
than any other interval in which only one display of teaming behavior was eecdrde
recorders were trained to record an occurrence of a teaming behaviany, @aint
during the interval, the special educator was the main instructor. The percaintage
intervals during which the special educator was teaming with the gedexaator were
then calculated by using the following formula: number of intervals of teaming
occurrences divided by the total number of intervals (N = 42) multiplied by 100. Each
dyad was recorded for the 84-minute duration of the observation session.

The Audiograbber™ software-based digital recording program was useotd rec
the voices of the teachers. The program was set to run from a laptop computengubsiti

at the back of the classroom. The program was set to begin recording appetyxana

30



minute before the bell rang to signal the beginning of the lesson. Two satellite
microphones were positioned in the room, one at the front and one at the back. Before
data were recorded, the digital recording was imported into the Garagebaftdi@es
application. This software allowed the entire session to be stored as one track and
allowed a second track to be embedded into the recording. The second track contained
only a metronome beep, which sounded at precise, two-minute intervals. The ringing of
the school bell prior to each class, captured by the microphones, acted as tHersignal
the beginning of the first interval, with the ringing of the end of the lesson geifysing

the end of interval recording. The resulting recorded session was dividet2i@t

minute intervals. This final recording, containing the recorded session amdetval

signals, was exported and saved as an mp3 file for the recorders to use. Refer to
Appendix B for the partial interval data collection sheet upon which recordetsthete
occurrence or nonoccurrence of the teaming behaviors for each interval. Thersecorde
also had the opportunity to record additional comments as necessary.

Independent variable.The Teaming Instructional Procedures Program was
developed by the author and adapted from Friend’s (2007)each! A Handbook for
Creating and Sustaining Effective Classroom Partnerships in Inclusive Samabls
included the brief descriptions of the co-teaching approaches contained in the
participating school systemSpecial Education Procedural Guid@riginal content
came in the form of brief introductions to the sources and highlighting some gieslar
between the approaches recommended by dawdind (2007) concentrated on six
approaches to co-teaching: one teaching, one observing; station teachilhg); para

teaching; alternative teaching; one teaching, one assisting; and tedfoinpe purposes
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of this investigation, materials and procedures were adapted to focus on the sixth
approach, teaming. The patrticipating school system presented eight soprtzaches
to include: lead and support, duet teaming, speak and add, speak and chatrt, skill
grouping, station teaching, parallel teaching, and shadow teaching. Of these, duet
teaming aligned most closely with Friend’s (2007) definition of teaming.

Training on the teaming approach consisted of an 80-minute session grésente
each dyad separately. The training session involved two phases: viewing au4é-mi
instructional video on co-teaching focusing on the teaming approach followed by a 40
minute session during which questions and immediate concerns were addressed. The
training sessions were administered immediately following the tiolfeof three stable
true baseline sessions and before intervention recordings began. Training took place
during each general education teacher’s planning period immediatehlyifadl the last
stable baseline recording for the dyad. As no common co-teaching prepanatiovas
available, classroom coverage for each special education teachamowiaed with

approval from administration.

Prior to the start of the study, a 40-minute instional video was created by the author. The first
section of the video gave an overview of co-teaghiollowed by a second section discussing differen
approaches to co-teaching, with the third and lehgection concentrating on the teaming approach in
isolation. The video was created with the partitgpaof 10 volunteers to create the teaching séesar
contained therein. The scenarios were created lmastte descriptions of the co-teaching approaches
outlined in the participating school syster8gecial Education Procedural Guided theCo-Teach! A
Handbookfor Creating and Sustaining Effective ClassroomtRarships in Inclusive Schod[Briend,

2007). Refer to Appendix C for the script usedaorate the video. Voice-overs directly from thepc
and titles of the approaches were aligned to teosto ensure the approaches were clearly diffiateat

and understood, particularly Friend’s (2007) sixpiproach, teaming. The researcher narrated the vide
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using the script in Appendix C. Filming took plagih permission from school administration andrieat
out after the school day had ended. The video wested using a video editing software program.
Narration was constant throughout, accompaniedtlieg,tscrolling text, and images. The filmed scers
were inserted after the narrator read the defimitibthe particular approach and the name of tipecgzh

being modeled was added as a title in the cornéreoécreen.

The video consisted of three sections. In Section 1 (approximately 10 minutes),
the concept of co-teaching was introduced and defined as teachers (or @eviders)
sharing the instructional responsibility for a group of students in a siragsrecbm
(Friend, 2007). The philosophy of inclusion was also introduced and the emergence of
co-teaching as it relates to inclusion was addressed. Specifically, ovpnafrand
accountability for the class is shared; teachers have a common gaailevirag specific
content goals and objectives for the group of students in their classroom (Friend, 2007).

In Section 2 (approximately 10 minutes), the video presented each of the six
approaches to co-teaching presented by Friend (2007) and the eight approdiciees out
in the participating school system’s Procedural Guide (2005). The scenariogqutase
Section 2 were filmed in classrooms using volunteers playing the roles ofreeante
students. General education and special education teachers with experi@ace in c
teaching were asked to volunteer their time and be videoed modeling theldogeac
approaches. Prior to filming and for each video scenario, the author gave the volunteers
the definition of each approach to be modeled. They were asked to apply the approach to
the content of a class taught by the general educator. Before filmingltimteers
discussed with the researcher how they could best model each co-teachinghaippaoa
short scenario, referring to the definitions from the script. After the discuskeach

approach, the volunteers briefly rehearsed each scenario several tioresleéaig
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filmed; however, they did not work from scripts. In each filmed scenario, a segfreent
lesson being taught that day by the volunteering general education t@ashesed to
demonstrate the approach. They were then videoed modeling each co-teaching approach.
After each scenario was filmed, the recording was reviewed by the anththheateacher
volunteers to ensure its suitability for inclusion in the training video. The teacher
volunteers deemed all tapings appropriate. There were no students presentduring t
recording of each scenario, though teachers and classroom aides agreeddertieéqre

enact the role of students in the room. Each of the scenarios was between 30 and 60
seconds in length.

The focus in Section 3 (approximately 20 minutes) of the instructional video was
the teaming approach as defined by Friend (2007) and teaming as the targeted co
teaching option. In addition to the same procedures with the first five co-teaching
approaches (i.e., teacher volunteers discussing, rehearsing, videoing, anohgetvie
enactment of the teaming approach), the narrator listed elements that Gahgtiut
teaming approach, while the bulleted list appeared on the screen. These included
examples in which the special educator was: (a) issuing instructionagetati
classrooms procedures, such as “Please open you books to chapter 2”; (b) offering co
content related contributions to instruction; (c) leading core content relagsdaom
discussions; (d) working through core content problems and explaining answers aloud to
the class as a whole; and (e) reading aloud passages or questions. Situatiets in w
teaming was not occurring were also listed. These included examplesrothehspecial

educator was: (a) assisting only small groups of students; (b) offering individual

34



assistance to students; and (c) addressing the whole class, but only witfyebirt “
“No”, or “l agree” answers.

Before being finalized, the video, in its entirety, was reviewed by the aathor
doctoral student in special education, and a school principal for critique. Inconsstencie
between the narration and scrolling text were identified and corrected upen,rasi
were grammatical errors that were not detected by the video editing softawvaddition,
some of the narration and accompanying images and text were removed to avoid
repetition.

In the discussion following the viewing of the instructional video, the dyads were:
(a) invited to ask questions for clarification; (b) asked to discuss to what engégnwére
familiar with the terms used; and (c) asked to what extent they wertatdscribe their
co-teaching behaviors in terms of the definitions introduced during the sessitwer Furt
discussion focused on questions and concerns related to teaming as a co-teaching option.
Questions raised were mainly concerning the logistics of recording ahatssrooms.

With each dyad, time was spent explaining how the Audiogrébbeftware operated.

Other concerns related to the positioning of the microphones, the use of the computer
while the program was running on the computer, and how and where the audio files were
saved. Upon completion of the session, the participants were asked to complete a
procedural reliability checklist found in Appendix D and discussed in the Procedural
Reliability section. The average length of each training session was 80 sninute

Maintenance procedures. Post-intervention maintenance data were included to
reveal the extent to which any increases in the teaming behaviors wetainga once

direct formal supports and implicit expectations were removed. The procedure f
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collecting maintenance data was identical to the collection of baselinatancention
data. The co-taught class was recorded for the duration of the classroom pemiod, af
which the 42 interval time-sampling approach was used to record the percentage of
intervals during which the special education teacher displayed teamiagdrsh
Maintenance data were collected ranging from every third to evérycldss after the
intervention data were collected.

Inter-observer reliability measures. Inter-observer reliability was calculated
after having a second data collector, an undergraduate student, record trenoecofrr
the teaming behaviors independently of the primary data collector, thectesea
Reliability measures were taken on over 30% of all baseline, intervention, and
maintenance sessions. Iltem by item inter-observer agreement waateal by dividing
the number of agreements (occurrence and nonoccurrence) of recorded behali®rs by t
total number of intervals (N=42), and then multiplying the result by 100. Inadever
instances, classes were between three and six recording intervads, sh@tto problems
starting or stopping the recording. Similarly, there were three cléganoes in which
tests or quizzes were given, during which teachers and students wereosilengjthy
periods. In these cases, the number of recorded intervals varied, and the gercenta
calculations were recalibrated to reflect the length of instructionalrecorded.

Prior to the start of the study, co-taught classes not involved in this stuely wer
digitally recorded and the two recorders were trained using theseliregs until inter-
observer agreement over 90% was reached. The study began when agreement ha
reached 90% or more for three consecutive trial recordings. Refer to Apfatithe

data collection tool used by the observers.
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Procedural reliability of the training program. For this study, procedural
reliability was established by issuing each participant (Nt6hding the Teaming
Instructional Procedures Program sessions with a Procedural Reli@bigtklist to
complete at the end of each training session. Scores were then compared to ensure
training was implemented correctly and consistently to each dyad. A Prdcedura
Reliability Checklist (refer to Appendix @)etailing the primary components of the
Teaming Instructional Procedures Progi@hs 9) was developed. To determine
procedural reliability, the number of completed procedures presented by tiee trai
indicated by the participant on the checklist was divided by the total number of
procedures (N=9) and then multiplied by 100 for each participant completing thegrai

Social validation procedures. Upon completion of the study, the six
participating teachers and their students were presented with aogonest to determine
their perceptions on the teaming approach; refer to Appendix E (Social \alidati
Teacher Questionnaire) and Appendi¢Secial Validation Student Questionnaire). The
guestions asked of the teachers focused on the extent to which the intervention was
feasible and to what extent the efforts made to implement the teamiagatong
approach introduced in the Teaming Instructional Procedures Programtédnsia
benefits in the classroom. The questions asked of the students were narrower in focus and
concentrated on their perceptions of having two teachers in the classroom.

IRB and confidentiality. Approval was obtained from the University of
Maryland’s Internal Review Board (IRB) before research involving humandsbje
proceeded. Prior consent from the six participating teachers from the threeltinige

dyads was obtained. The teacher consent form is found in Appendix G. Prior to $he stud
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parents of the students in the classes being recorded were contacted. Agranession

form was sent to them to obtain permission for their child to fill out the social trahida
guestionnaire found in Appendix H. At the time of soliciting students to complete the
social validation questionnaire, students were given an assent form found in Appendix I,
which provided explanation of the purpose and requested their approval to participate.
The names of the participating teachers and students in the co-taugtg otesained

confidential.

38



CHAPTER IV
Results

Reliability Results

Inter-observer reliability. Inter-observer reliability was recorded for each of the
three team teaching dyads. The overall mean inter-observer reliabilitys all three
dyads across all three experimental conditions was 96.24%. For Dyad 1, inteepbserv
reliability of 95% agreement was recorded for one (25%) baseline sdssarrobserver
reliability was subsequently recorded for two (40%) intervention sessiois/ad 1
with a mean of 91.02%, and for one (50%) maintenance session with inter-observer
reliability of 97.61%. Overall, the mean inter-observer reliability of 93.66% was
recorded for Team Teaching Dyad 1, based on data collected during four (36.36%
reliability checks across all three conditions.

For Dyad 2, inter-observer reliability agreement of 100% was recood&shé
(40%) baseline session. Inter-observer reliability was recorded/dof0%)
intervention sessions, with a mean of 97%, and for one (50%) maintenance session with
reliability of 90% being recorded. The overall mean inter-observer félaor Dyad 2
was 97.46%, with data being collected during five (41.67%) reliability checkissaall
three conditions.

Mean inter-observer reliability agreement of 97.62% was recorded &t Byor
two (33%) baseline sessions. Reliability was also recorded for two (40%temtien
sessions, with a mean of 92.82%. Inter-observer reliability of 97.61% was rckforde

one (100%) maintenance session for Dyad 3. The overall mean inter-obserbéityelia
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of 95.67% was recorded, based on data collected during five (41.67%) reliabitikg che
across all three conditions.

Procedural reliability. Procedural reliability was established by having each
participating teacher complete an Instructional Program Proceduiabiity Checklist
(refer to Appendix D) immediately after training. Procedural religoiNas recorded as
100% for all six participants.

Research Question 1

The effects of the Teaming Instructional Procedures Program on thecbaitea
practices of six high school educators are presented in Figure 1. Dssngse, a
baseline probe was collected for Team Teaching Dyad 1. True bas¢tneeia then
collected for three consecutive sessions. The baseline data for Dyad lalkreldte
mean percent of intervals of teaming behaviors displayed by the speciabediucang
baseline was 13.8%, with a range of 8.13% to 16.66% intervals. For Dyad 1, the mean
percent of teaming behavior intervals for the following six intervengéssiens was
71.52%, with a range of 50% to 80%. There was a mean increase in teaming behavior
intervals of 57.7 percentage points. Maintenance probes were taken durin{ #rel13
18" sessions. The mean percent of teaming behavior intervals for the mainterees
was 69.8%, with a range of 65.8% to 73.8%. The mean decrease in teaming behaviors
from intervention to maintenance was 2.7 percentage points.

For Team Teaching Dyad 2, data were collected for two baseline probes during
sessions 1 and 5, with true baseline data collected during sessions 6 to 8. The mean
percent of teaming behavior intervals for baseline data was 10.14%, witheaafa3.82

to 11.9%. Intervention data were then collected during sessions 9 to 13, with a mean
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percent of teaming behavior intervals of 31.2% and a range of 14.29% to 40.48%.
Intervention data showed a mean increase of teaming behavior intervals of 21.06
percentage points from baseline to intervention. Maintenance data weotecbtlaring
sessions 16 and 20, with a mean percent of teaming behavior intervals of 20.4% and a
range of 10% to 30.95%. Maintenance data showed a decrease of 10.8 percentage points
from intervention.

Baseline probe data were collected for Team Teaching Dyad 3 dursignses,

5, and 7. True baseline data were then collected during sessions 8 to 10. The mean
percent of teaming behavior intervals for baseline data was 8.61%, witheaab4.76 to
10.81%. Intervention data were then collected for five consecutive sessions weh a me
percent of teaming behavior intervals of 20.44%, and a range of 15.15% to 25.64%. The
data for Team Teaching Dyad 3 showed a mean increase of 12.5 percentage points from
baseline to intervention. Data were only available for one maintenance ptbkgyad 3

due to the school year ending. During this probe, teaming behaviors were didplaye

the special education teacher for 16.27% of the observed intervals.

Across the three team teaching dyads, the overall baseline mean for the
observance of teaming behavior intervals was 10.63%, with a range of 4.76% to 16.66%.
The overall mean across the three dyads during intervention was 41.05%, wik afran
14.29% to 80%. The mean increase in the observance of teaming behaviors across all
three dyads between baseline and intervention was 33.28 percentage points.

Research Question 2
Social validity was measured to determine the general and specidi@duca

teachers’ perceptions of the Teaming Instructional Procedures Progggmnaatices of
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the co-teaching approach of teaming. Social validity was recorded fattigers

completing the questionnaire at the end of the study. The first five of 11ansesti

required a ‘yes’ or ‘no’ response and responses are recorded in Table 3. All siX (€00%
the participating teachers responded ‘yes’ to two of the questions (1 and 4), aapfirmi
they found the Teaming Instructional Procedures Program training useful gnd the
thought others would find the training useful. Five of the six teachers (83.33%) athswere
‘yes’ to two other questions (3 and 5), indicating they intended to continue using the
approach and they would like to receive further training in other co-teaching eipgsoa

The remaining question (2) asked if the teaming approach was useful in theaigbo-

class. Four teachers (66.67%) found the approach useful, one (16.67%) reported she did

not find it useful, and the final respondent (16.67%) was unsure, circling both answers.

Table 3

Teacher Responses to Social Validation Questions 1- 5

Social Validation Question General Educators Special Educators
N=3 N=3
YES NO UN- | YES NO UN-
SURE SURE
1. Did you find the Teaming 3 0 0 3 0 0

Instructional Procedures
Program training useful?
2. Do you find the teaming 2 0 1 2 1 0
approach useful in your co-
taught class?

3. Will you continue to use the 2 1 0 3 0 0
teaming approach in your co-
taught classes?

4. Do you think other teachers 3 0 0 3 0 0
would find the training useful?
5. Would you like to receive 3 0 0 2 1 0

more training in other co-
teaching approaches?
TOTALS 13 1 1 13 2 0
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The remaining six questions were open ended. For question 6, four teachers
(66.67%) indicated the students responded well to the implementation of the teaming
strategies, although two teachers (33.33%) qualified this by adding the stwdests
probably oblivious to any change occurring. In response to question 7, five teachers
(83.33%) also reported perceiving positive changes in behavior and performanae in the
co-taught classroom with comments including “fewer discipline issues"sandents on
IEPs were more engaged because their teacher was”. In response to queéson 8, a
teachers reported advantages of the teaming approach, with threzs€&0Bo)
mentioning the increased ‘one-on-one’ time with students. In response to question 9, al
teachers indicated the teaming approach did not lend itself to every situation. Five
teachers (83.33%) responded to question 10, which invited comments about the
advantages of the program. Advantages included the program was ‘quick’, ‘user-
friendly’, and gave some ‘great tips’. When invited to offer constructive crtiais
guestion 11, five participants (83.33%) indicated the approach was not suitable for all
situations, with two participants (33.33%) indicating teaming was partigularl
problematic at the high school level.

Research Question 3

High school students’ perceptions of teaming practices in their content courses
were obtained. Students from each co-taught classroom also completesl aediliiy
guestionnaire. There were 11 student respondents from Dyad 1, 17 student respondents

from Dyad 2, and 16 student respondents from Dyad 3.
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Student responses from Dyad 1The first six questions required a ‘yes’ or ‘no’
response and students’ responses are presented in Table 4. Eleven of the 20 (55%)

students from Dyad 1's classroom completed the questionnaire.

Table 4

Student Responses to Social Validation Questions 1- 6

Social Validation Dyad 1 Dyad 2 Dyad 3
Question N=11 N=17 N =16
YES NO UN- YES NO UN- YES NO UN-
SURE SURE SURE

1. Do you enjoy it when | 11 0 0 16 1 0 14 1 1
(special educator) teaches
in your classroom?
2. Do you enjoy having | 11 0 0 15 2 0 13 3 0
two teachers?
3. Was it confusing? 0 11 0

4. Was it helpful? 11 0 0 12 4 1 14 1 1

5. Do you concentrate 9 1 1 11 6 0 7 8 1
more with two teachers in
the classroom?
6. Do you learn more 10 1 0 12 5 0 11 4 1
with two teachers in the
classroom?

TOTALS 52 2 12 69 33 1 60| 30 5

W
=
~
(S
=
@
[EEY

All 11 students answered ‘yes’ for questions 1, 2, and 4 indicating they enjoyed
having the special education teacher teaching in the classroom, they enpipgda
teachers, and it was helpful having a second teacher. In response to question 3, all
students agreed they did not find the presence of a second teacher confusing. Nine
(81.81%) students responded to question 5 by reporting they concentrate more with two
teachers in the room, with one student (9.09%) indicating s/he did not concentrate more,
and the remaining student (9.09%) leaving the question unanswered. In answering the
open-ended questions on the questionnaire, four students (36.36%) in this class indicated
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they were aware of the fact the presence of the second teacher veabtoetpecial
education requirements. Four students (36.36%) reported they did not know the reason
behind the presence of the second teacher. All students reported the general education
teacher was the ‘main’ teacher and the special education teacher weedgbe or
‘assistant’. In responding to the question asking which teacher they would turn to for help
first, six students (54.54%) chose the special education teacher, five (45Ha8é)the
general education teacher, and two (18.18%)showed no preference.

Student responses from Dyad 2Seventeen of the 23 students (73.91%) from
the co-taught class of the second dyad completed the social validity quastioima
response to question 1, 16 of the 17 respondents (94.12%) indicated they enjoyed having
the second teacher in the room, with one student (5.88%) stating s/he did not enjoy it. In
response to question 2, 15 (88.24%) students also enjoyed having two teachers, with two
students (11.76%) answering in the negative. In response to question 3, three students
(17.65%) indicated they found it confusing having two teachers, with the remaining 12
(70.59%) answering it was not confusing. Twelve (70.59%) found it helpful having two
teachers (question 4), with one student (5.88%) not finding it helpful and the remaining
student leaving the question unanswered. Responding to question 5, 11 students (64.7%)
reported they concentrate more with two teachers in the room, and six (35.3%) students
indicated they did not concentrate more. Twelve students (70.59%) responded to question
6 by saying they felt they were learning more with two teachers in the mitmthe
remaining five (29.41%) reporting they did not feel they were learning more. |
answering the open-ended questions for this dyad, six of the 17 (35.29 %) students were

unaware of the reason behind the presence of the second teacher, with five (29.41%)
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students reporting they thought the teacher was simply extra help, and one student
(5.88%) thinking the special education teacher was a student teacher. Fousstudent
(23.52%) indicated they were aware the special educator was there torhielipgra
students, with two (11.76%) students naming the students on IEPs. All student responses
to the question “What is Ms. ____ 'srole in the classroom?” resulted in the students
identifying the general educator as the ‘main’ teacher. SimildtlgfLadents identified
the special educator as a ‘helper’, ‘assistant’ or someone who makesat ‘m
understandable’. When asked who they would turn to for help first, 14 (82.35%) students
indicated they would first turn to the general education teacher, with the regitiree
(17.64%) opting to turn to the special education teacher.

Student responses from Dyad 3For the third dyad, 16 of the 21 students
(76.19%) in the co-taught class completed the social validity questionnaireedfoaf
16 respondents (87.5%) responded to questions 1 and 4 by reporting they enjoyed having
the special education teacher in the classroom and it was helpful to them. ¢asach
one (6.25%) student answered ‘no’ to the question, and one student did not respond. In
response to question 2, 13 (81.25%) students indicated they enjoyed having two teachers,
with the remaining three (18.75%) students reporting they did not enjoy it. Thirtee
(81.25%) students reported, in response to question 3, they did not find it confusing
having two teachers in the room, with two students (12.5%) reporting it was confusing
and the remaining student (6.25%) declining to answer. Fourteen (87.5%) students found
it helpful to have two teachers, with one student (6.25%) not finding it helpful, and the
remaining student declining to respond. Seven (43.75%) students in this class found they

could concentrate more in the co-taught class, with eight (50%) students finaiogpi
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difficult to concentrate, and one student (6.25%) circling both responses. Eleven students
(68.75%) felt they learned more with two teachers in the room, with one student (6.25%)
indicating s/he did not learn more, and the remaining student declining to answer. When
answering the remaining, open-ended questions, eight (50 %) students repgrtkd the

not know why there were two teachers in the classroom. Three (18.75%) students thought
the second teacher was there to help all students, and three (18.75%) were aware the
special education teacher was there to assist students on IEPs. Thengestadent

(6.25%) indicated s/he thought the second teacher was a student teacher. All 16
responding students identified the general educator as the ‘main teacher’ ony'biolog
teacher’. Fifteen (93.75%) students also identified the special educther‘bslper’ or
‘assistant’, with the remaining student (6.25%) claiming not to know or care why the
special education teacher was there, indicating his presence was ‘gnasyell’. When

asked which teacher they would turn to for help, 10 (62.5%) students reported they would
turn to the general educator only, three (18.75%) students reported they would seek help
from the special educator, and the remaining three (18.75%) students expressed no

preference.
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CHAPTER V
Discussion

This investigation identified a positive and functional relationship between the
implementation of the Teaming Instructional Procedures Program and thacting
behaviors of the high school teachers. During the intervention, there were sabstanti
increases in the occurrence of teaming behaviors on the part of the thraé speci
educators. A sustained increase in the occurrence of teaming behaviorsowasatied
during the post-intervention maintenance probes.

Research Question 1

For each of the three participating dyads, there were increases indéet fér
intervals during which the special educator displayed teaming behavioossAbe three
dyads, the increase in the mean percent for the occurrence of teaming belewialsi
from 10.63% during baseline to 41.05% during intervention represents substantial gains,
which appear to be due to the implementation of the Teaming Instructional Procedures
Program. Prior to training, the teachers had been placed in their co-teatiorsst with
no formal preparation. The results of this study support the importance of adequate
training and the need for teachers to develop a clear understanding of dsewhaih
have been documented in the literature (Cook & Friend, 1998; Dieker & Murawski,
2003; Kamens, 2007; Morocco & Aguilar, 2002; Murawski & Dieker, 2004; Murawski &
Dieker, 2008; Mastropieri et al., 2005; Pearl & Miller, 2007; Weiss, 2004; Wischnowski,
Salmon & Eaton, 2004).

The receptiveness of the participating teachers to the training and sutiseque

success can be attributed to several factors. The training was thedicsipdidance they
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had received in relation to their co-teaching situation and such, all six teashers, a
evidenced in their responses to the questionnaire, found the training useful. In addition,
the training was carried out in a relaxed, familiar setting, and implemeéuted

preparation time. The teachers were given an opportunity to voice any conganasnige

the teaming approach as well as the collection of data. The data colleaaamied out
inconspicuously without an observer present during each class session. This may have
also contributed to the teachers’ willingness to be included in the study, implément t
intervention strategies, and increase their teaming behaviors.

However, even though the data for Dyad 1 showed a mean increase in teaming
behaviors of 57.7 percentage points over the baseline mean, results may have been higher
had it not been for session 7. A substitute teacher was present for the duration of the
classroom period, which may explain the discrepant data. Despite this, therdata f
session 7 showed significantly more participation from the special edutatowas
recorded during baseline. It appears the special educator, having bessh tantinued
using the teaming approach as a best practice despite the fact the swhasitute
unfamiliar with the approach.

The data for Dyad 2 showed a smaller, yet noticeable mean increase of 21.06
percentage points in teaming behaviors between baseline and intervention conditions.
The data for this dyad were also impacted by one session of discrepant datath&ga
presence of a substitute teacher in the room may account for session 5 showing fewe
displays of teaming behaviors by the special educator. Additionally, the secondahnd f
maintenance probe for this dyad produced data revealing occurrences afjteami

behaviors similar to those recorded during baseline. During this recordemhsestest
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was given for most of the classroom period. For this reason, only ten intervals we
observed and the calculations adapted accordingly. Most of the time during these ten
observed intervals was used by the general educator to issue instructiakefipthe
test.

The effects of the special education teachers’ content background seemed to have
a mixed impact on the results, as did the effects of teaching experien@s dkpected
that years of teaching experience and shared content area background would have a
positive impact on the effect of the intervention, however the results for Dyads 2 and 3
did not support this. As for content background, the special education teacher from Dyad
1 was certified to teach math at the high school level and the special educatby&adm
3 was certified to teach high school science. Additionally, both Dyads 1 and 3 had many
years of teaching and co-teaching experience. However, there was a glbstant
difference between the effect of the intervention when comparing theetean Dyads 1
and 3. Moreover, the general education teacher from Dyad 2 commented on thle speci
education teacher’s lack of foreign language background and not having knowledge of
German; this may explain the lower results obtained with Dyad 2. However, in Dyads 1
and 3, the special education teachers were both certified to teach in thavesmpedtent
areas of their general education counterparts, but there was a mafkehdd in the
impact of the intervention between these two dyads. More effect was demanistrate
Dyad 2, in which the special educator had no background in the foreign language being
taught, than in Dyad 3, in which the teachers were more experienced and sharecka scienc

background.

51



Research Question 2

The first five questions on the Social Validation Teacher Questionnairesaddre
the following: the usefulness of the training program; the usefulness of thiagea
approach; whether the teaming approach would be used after the study; whether other
teachers may find the teaming approach useful; and whether the teacherskeadold li
receive training in other co-teaching approaches. For Dyads 1 and 2, thexbarse
responded ‘yes’ to all five questions. This is a firm indication these participants
welcomed the implementation of the Teaming Instructional Procedures fragca
believed it benefitted them in their co-teach situation to the extent they would
recommend other teachers participate in the training. It also indicatedidoléy like to
learn more about other co-teaching approaches. The responses from Dyadrixeere
indicating the teaming approach was not always suitable when co-teacthircpmtent
area experts.

The remaining questions on the Social Validation Teacher Questionnait&)6 -
were open-ended, and the responses varied. Question 6 asked the teachers to comment on
how they perceived students responded once the teaming strategies were ineglament
the classroom. In Dyads 1 and 2, all participants commented the students responded well,
with the teachers from Dyad 3 providing less enthusiastic responses. In Dyad 3 the
special educator reported the students responded “well, but perhaps they didn’t notice too
much that change had occurred”. This is understandable, given the increaseng teami
behaviors of the special educator was smallest for Dyad 3.

The teachers from Dyads 1 and 2 also reported positive changes in performance

and behavior from their students in the co-taught classes. The teachers in Dgrad 3 w
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again less enthusiastic in their response, with the special educator repuootimgd
noticeable, but no real problems”, while the general educator reported noticing the
“students on IEPs were drawn into the classes because their teachehuwsplating

the emphasis on the students with disabilities. Once again, the responses indicated a
generally positive perceived effect and strong social validity of the progra

All teachers identified advantages of the teaming approach when responding to
guestion 8. Several teachers mentioned the approach allowed for more one on one time
for both teachers in the room. According to the general educator from Dyad 2, teaming
left more time to “focus on the kids instead of just concentrating on paperwork.” The
general educator from Dyad 3 stated the approach “takes some prestedadthers
in deciding what their roles should be”, while her co-teacher appreciateatcthbd
approach “gives the sped teacher more input and presence.”

When offering constructive criticism of the teaming approach (questione9), t
teachers from Dyads 2 and 3 commented on the unsuitability of the teaming approach in
some situations. The comments may explain why the effects of the interventelesger
marked than they were for Dyad 1. The special educator in Dyad 2 commented the
approach “may be too simplistic for some situations”, while the generaltedsea, “It
can’t always work. | am the language teacher, and my co-teacheatslgnt has no
German.” Both teachers in Dyad 3 commented cautiously on the suitability of this
approach for the science classroom, and the special educator responded the approach wa
“too narrow to use in the high school science room.” Similarly, the general educat
commented the teaming approach was “not always appropriate.” The sgacketoe

added, “it is difficult for sped teachers at the high school level to team tethctontent
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area experts.” Although the comments were cautious, none of the teachers stated the
approach was completely unsuitable or unhelpful.

When asked to identify the advantages of the Teaming Instructional Procedures
Program, the responses from all teachers concentrated on the fact the pvagraot
very time consuming, easy to understand, and “user friendly”. Criticisms of the
Teaming Instructional Procedures Program were concerned with theibmstaf the
focus of the program, indicating the program needed to expand to include more details
about other co-teaching approaches. Other suggestions included focusing more on
approaches better suited to high school classrooms and elaborating on different
approaches to allow teachers more flexibility to co-teach more effgctivalvariety of
situations.

Research Question 3

It was apparent from the students’ responses to the first six questions on the
guestionnaire they were receptive of and had a positive attitude towards tme@@se
the co-teacher in the classroom. Of the 44 students who completed the questionnaire, 41
enjoyed it when the special educator taught in their room (question 1). Similarly, 39
students indicated they enjoyed having two teachers (question 2). Two students from
Dyad 2’s classroom and three from Dyad 3's classroom did not enjoy having two
teachers. Of the students responding to question 3, all student respondents from Dyad 1's
classroom responded it was not confusing having two teachers; 14 of 17 students from
Dyad 2’'s classroom responded they did not find it confusing, with 13 of 16 students from

Dyad 3'’s classroom not finding two teachers in the classroom confusing. For question 4,
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the vast majority of respondents from each classroom found it helpful having two
teachers.

When responding to question 5, which asked if they concentrated more with two
teachers in the classroom, the responses varied discrepantly among the coldasght
All but one student from Dyad 1's classroom felt they concentrated more. From Dyad 2’s
classroom, eleven of the seventeen respondents believed they concentrated more, and
from Dyad 3's classroom, less than half the class believed they concentatedith
two teachers in the room. This pattern corresponded with the effect of the interaent
the teaming behaviors of the teachers. The greater the measuredfdtfiedntervention,
the more students believed they concentrated more with two teachers in the room. More
students from Dyad 3’s classroom provided negative responses than from the other
dyads, perhaps due to their two teachers not feeling the co-teaching appnbasielf to
the high school science classroom.

Question 6 on the student questionnaire also resulted in mixed responses. The
students from Dyad 1's classroom were once again the most positive, with 10 of the 11
respondents indicating they learned more with two teachers in the classroopuét,
the student respondents from the other dyads’ classrooms were mixed. Five stadents f
Dyad 2’'s classroom and four from Dyad 3’s classroom responded they did not learn more
with two teachers in the classroom. Once again, these negative resporedatedonith
the dyads displaying a smaller effect from the intervention.

The responses to the open ended questiob@ @n the student questionnaire
provided further information which could, to some extent, explain the nature of the co-

teaching relationship in the different classrooms, and the extent to whichettveimion
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was successful. For example, four of the eleven respondents taught by Dyad 1 were
unaware of why there were two teachers in the room, whereas six from sevantgd
by Dyad 2 and eight of the sixteen respondents taught by Dyad 3 were not aware of the
reason for the presence of the second teacher. The intervention appeared to be more
effective in the classrooms in which a greater proportion of the students weescdwa
the reason for the presence of two teachers. Based on these results, a nelediom®e
include the rationale for co-teaching in future training sessions ismedra

Questions 8 and 9 asked the students to identify the role of each teacher in the co-
taught classroom. Ten of the eleven students in Dyad 1 identified the generébredsica
the “main teacher” or “the geometry teacher”, with the other student sitagilygshe
was there “to teach us.” Nine of these students also described the specitrexiica
being there to help explain what the general educator had taught, as one student put it
“[she] explains things more when we don’t get something”. Similarlystixgents taught
by Dyads 2 and 3 identified the general educator’s role as the “main” or selaeet.
The students taught by Dyad 2 all identified the role of the special educasmoasary.
Answers ranged from “She helps us learn and pay attention”, “the helper”, to “torbe hea
[sic] because Ms. [general educator] is pregnant and needs someone else.” All but one
student taught by Dyad 3 described the special educator as being a helpevoudig
like “assist” and “helper”, with one student simply stating “don’t know, don’t care.”
Again, it appears students taught by Dyad 1, for which the intervention was most
effective, had a clearer idea of the reasoning behind the presence ofdinerden the
classroom. During the training, full disclosure was not discussed; the teagherteft to

decide the extent to which, if at all, they discussed with their students tba welag two
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teachers were in the room and what their responsibilities were. The responses fr
students indicated they did not feel the teachers had shared ownership of thatblass, w
only one exception. One student taught by Dyad 3 said of the role of the speci&breduca
“He knows things that [special educator] doesn’'t and vice versa. They work good
together as a team.” Surprisingly, this comment was from a student taualybg in
which the teachers clearly questioned the suitability of a teaming approd@at content
area and grade level.

Responses to the final question on the student questionnaire also varied. Six of the
11 respondents taught by Dyad 1 stated they would ask for help from the special educator
first. Examples of reasons were “so Mr. [general educator] isn’t uptesd and can
continue teaching”, and “Ms. [special educator] because she breaks things dowri for me
Five students stated they would approach the general educator first, as hemais the
teacher, and two students were equally prepared to approach both teachergofseses
from students taught by Dyads 2 and 3, however, favored the general educator as a sourc
of help. Thirteen of the sixteen respondents taught by Dyad 2 favored the general
educator, and 10 of the 16 taught by Dyad 3. In both classes, the students indicated the
general educator knew more and was the primary source for content inforrdmtion.
Dyads 1 and 3, the special education teachers did have backgrounds in the respective
content areas they were co-teaching, however in Dyad 2, in which the highestgggrcent
of students favored the general educator as a source of help, the speciabedemetier
had no background in German.

Concluding, it appears the students accepted and were receptive to having two

teachers in the classroom. The majority of students found it helpful and felt they
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concentrated and learned more with two teachers. Most students were unaheare of t
exact reason why there were two teachers; however, they perceived trad gedneator
as the lead teacher, with the special educator in more of a supportive role. Students
confidence in the special educator as a source of assistance clearlyavergsdthe
dyads, a possible reflection on the teaching practices employed by theteadthe
room. This may also be related to the extent to which the teachers direatiyseid their
roles in the classroom with the students.

Limitations

The study was limited to a small number of participants within one school
complex. Given the nature and location of schools in the participating system, the result
may not generalize to schools outside of the system. Likewise, the pgbeotialf
participants was also a limitation. As the study was limited to involvirgpéza who
were co-teaching within one school complex, it was difficult to ensure theipatiton of
teachers who met the desired criteria. There were eight special edawaitabkle for
selection within the complex, with the number of general educators determitiesl by
schedules of the special education teachers.

Another limitation to this study was the focus on only one approach to co-
teaching. Many models are discussed in the literature, however due to the s&ze of t
study, a focus on one approach was developed to measure the effect of the ioterventi
and set the precedent for future research. The teaming approach, in which lhatsteac
share the responsibility for delivering the main instruction to the whole group, is
addressed in the literature as one of several approaches to co-teaching aed has be

referred as teaming or duet teaming (Participating School Sy2®§; Friend, 2007).
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More meaningful results could have been achieved had the study included a procedural
training program addressing all six approaches discussed in Friend’s (2007) handbook;
one teaching, one observing; station teaching; parallel teaching; altetieaiching; one
teaching, one assisting; and teaming. With knowledge of and training on each approach,
teachers could select the approach most suitable to the teaching situatioryahd var
approach when needed.

As videotaping the classes was not an option, audio recordings were used to
collect data for Research Question 1. The focus was narrowed to the teamaaghppr
as this approach best lent itself to analysis from audio recordings. The mihesches
required a visual to confirm elements of the approach being used. This wasieasignif
limitation, as the study was evaluating the effectiveness of the instrugiirogaam. Had
the other approaches been addressed in detail, the teachers would have been able to use
an approach more suitable to their classroom and team dynamic. For example,i#the spec
educator from Dyad 3, who commented the teaming approach was too narrow to use in
the high school science room, may have adopted other approaches. Another limitation
associated with the use of audio recordings was the checklist of teamingobghatiad
to be compiled to include only spoken criteria. The teaming approach was deasribed
being one in which both teachers share the responsibility for delivering the ma
instruction to the whole group. Instructional delivery also included nonverbal cues and
prompts. For example, teachers may rely on visuals such as hand signals, discussion
guestions written on overhead projectors, or SMART™ boards. Sharing responsibility for
instructional delivery is also a limitation, as at the high school level it isulifto share

the delivery of specific content area instruction if the special educatiohdehas no
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certification in the content area. This was the case for Dyad 2, in which thd specia
education teacher knew no German.

Time was also a limitation for this study. By the time Dyad 3’s interuardata
had been collected, it was the last week before the end of school year finalagicars.

This limited the opportunity for the collection of maintenance data to on®isdssi
Dyad 3. Ideally, more maintenance probes would have been carried out for each dyad.
Implications for Future Research

The results from this study indicated the Teaming Instructional Procedures
Program was effective as an intervention, as increases in the occurrézermiofy
behaviors were recorded for each participating dyad. As such, it servesidgatian
that teachers are more likely to use a co-teaching approach if the agprvaimang and
support is provided.

Limitations of this study could be addressed in future research. The
implementation of a comprehensive training package could introduce teacher®to all ¢
teaching approaches outlined by Friend (2007), helping them develop an understanding
of each approach and the appropriateness of different approaches for diffaeginns
in the same co-taught classroom.

Future research may also focus not only on the observable practices of the
classroom teachers in co-teach situations, but also on the effects of stuftentgrere
as the ultimate focus of instruction. In addition, the use of different co-teaching
approaches by the teachers in the co-teach situation could be monitored with the use of

videotaped classroom sessions. Another factor that may be considered in fuanghrese
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is detailed feedback from teachers and students, with feedback from stutksgsizaed
to indicate whether the student was on an IEP.

Another important factor to consider for future research and practice in the
classroom is the disclosure to all students when introducing the second teacher into the
co-taught classroom. It was apparent from the study, students were ofteareinétine
rationale for the second teacher being in the room or the exact nature of his/her
responsibilities in the classroom. The training did not address discussingsiie fi@aor
nature of the co-teaching relationship.

Conclusion

The Teaming Instructional Procedures Program led to increases in theenceur
of teaming behaviors across the three participating dyads. The degree afvarpad
across the dyads, however in each case, increases were recordediciatiag
teachers reported they found the training useful and they believed other teamhidrs
find it useful. When teachers reported not finding the approach useful, they qualified this
by pointing out the approach was too narrow and other approaches may be more
appropriate for different situations. Five of the six teachers involved stateddlodd
like to receive further training in other co-teaching approaches. These result
conjunction with the positive effects of the program and the receptiveness of students
towards the presence of the special educator in the co-taught classroom, sepport t

effectiveness and social validity of the Teaming Instructional ProceBuogsam.
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Appendix A

Research Studies Focusing on Co-teaching Instructional Procedures

Study
Rationale/Purpose/Research
Questions

Sample/
Participants

Design & Procedures Analyses

Results

#139 collaborative teachers
from nine school districts
in northern NJ teaching K-
12.

eThe majority of educators
taught at the secondary
level.

Austin, V. L. (2001).  eHow do co-teachers perceive
their current experience in the
classroom?

eWhat teaching practices do
collaborative educators find
effective?

eWhat kind of teacher preparation
do co-teachers recommend?

eWhat school-based supports
facilitate collaborative teaching?

eAre students being adequately
academically and socially
prepared, and do they like this
learning environment?

*\Who does more in the
partnership, the general or
special educator?

Survey and interviews.

*A single survey instrument was used.
The Semi Structured Interview:
Perceptions of Co-teaching script was
developed.

eResearcher personally delivered the
survey and cover letter, which was then
completed during the planning period
that same day.

*An equal number of special and general
educators were selected from the
respondents to participate in a follow-
up interview.

eData analyzed using
the SPSS 9.0 for
Windows package.

eGeneral agreement that co-teaching was worthwhile hatithe
general educator did most of the work in the classroom.

eGeneral agreement that they should meet and plan Hatlyhose who
did this already disagreed on the effectiveness of tretipea

eMore special educators than general educators thougsgfitlfor
student teachers to be placed in such an environmentantefeld
true of perceptions of the usefulness of preservice training
collaboration.

eTeacher identified cooperative learning and small groups@s t
techniques they found most effective, and that the experieas
positive.

eMost teachers agreed that co-teaching and the strategisyed were
academically and socially beneficial to their students.

eMore special educators stated that they were primadgansible for
modifications.

eMost educators said they shared most of the teaching rebjtitiasi

To determine the characteristics of9 dyads participated from a
‘effective’ middle/high school co- Midwestern urban school
taught teams for students with district. Seven special
disabilities. educators and nine general
educators. The teams
served students with
learning disabilities,
emotional disturbances,
mild-to moderate cognitive
disabilities, and autism.

Dieker, L. A. (2001).

Observations and interviews.
eDyads volunteered from a group procedures were used
nominated by university professors, to code the videotapes,
administrators and inclusion facilitators  field notes and
as effectively meeting student needs interviews.
using the co-teaching model. eInter-rater reliability of
eEach team was observed four times, 80% or greater was
and observations were videotaped. required before themes
eAmount of time spent planning/wanted were included in the
for planning was documented by the final discussion of data.
teams.
*Six students from each co-taught
classroom were interviewed.
eAt the end of the study, teachers were
interviewed to validate observations.

eContent analysis

eFive new co-teaching structures emerged, most notab@ries-
Family Support Model.

«All of the pre-identified co-teaching structures were &smd to be
employed.

eThe four teams who had common planning time were thmasteeho
employed team teaching.

eIn the teams using one-teach, one-support, the gesdmahtor was
usually the lead teacher.

eIn the two teams using the most unique structures, thergkeducator
moved into the special educator’s classroom. In this famddel, the
special educator was assigned to a team of content-a@alispe

eThe most common practice was establishing a positivatdinfPositive
perception of co-teaching was also important, as weieedeirning
and high academic and behavioral expectations.

eCommitment to team planning and planning in general veas al
important.

*This is a comparison of the
experiences of students with
disabilities in co-taught and solo-
taught secondary school classes
under ‘normal’ conditions, i.e.
limited or no common
preparation and planning time.

eEight co-teaching dyads
from four western NY
middle schools
volunteered (four were co-
teaching for the first time).
None had received any
specific training in the last
3 years. Only 2 pairs had

Magiera, K., &
Zigmond, N. (2005)

Observations. ¢ An observation .
elInstructionally relevant info gleaned protocol was designed
from the IEP. measuring grouping e

patterns, on-task
behavior and student- o
teacher interactions.
10s time-sampling used
during the 45-minute

eSolo-taught observations were made
when the special educator absented
themselves from the room.

eTime sampling used to monitor how e
students were spending time.

In co-taught classes, target students received on &verace than
twice as many individual interactions.

Target students had more interactions with generalatdrscwhen the
special educators were not present.

No significant differences for the following variabletudents working
alone, grouping of students, on-task behavior, interagtigth other
students, directions to the whole class, directionsdiviiiuals, student
participation.
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Study

Rationale/Purpose/Research
Questions

Sample/
Participants

Design & Procedures Analyses

Results

any common planning
time.

«Class sizes range from 18-
27, with students with
special needs ranging
from 5-15 per class.

*11 classes in total were
observed

periods. Each target o
monitored for 3

minutes during each
period using 5 codes: o
co-teaching/no co-
teaching, group size,
on-task behavior,
interaction with others,
nature of interaction.

Results fail to identify substantial additive effects ofteaching. This
was the intention, and the authors attribute this teladatraining and
preparation.

Failure to address student outcomes.

Morocco, C. C., &

eWhat is the school’s vision and
model of coteaching? How has
the school put that into practice?

e\What coteaching roles do
teachers use in their classroom
instruction? How do those roles
vary across pairs and teams?

eHow can coteaching engage
students in understanding

Study focuses on 11
teachers observed in
coteaching relationships.
Teachers were from a K-8
school (%$) students) in a
mixed-income county in the
southern part of the US. All
teachers were relatively
new in terms of experience

Interviews and Observations. eInterview data were
interpreted using a
grounded approach to

qualitative research,

eAdministrators were interviewed to
address the school’s vision and model
of development. and the researchers

«3 special educators from grade 6, 7, sought to capture the
and 8 respectively, were each observed complexity of the
co-teaching in three different coteaching model.
classrooms with regular educators. eObservation data were

eThe school implemented a school wide interdisciplinaaynting
model. They addressed the fact that students had beatedfdr so
long and needed integrating back into the general classroom.
Teachers/admin met and consulted with outsiders whemirfg their
vision for the future. They implemented a scheduleahaived for
team planning and made the special educator and generaiazduca
equal in status.

eStudents were focused on learning, and the educatordaeered on
teaching. Special educators spent (not significantly) iresdn

g%lggr’ C. M. rigorous content? (<1-5yrs). Four eTwo observers observed in each coded using a ‘bottom-  instruction across teams and more time assistingcdteaching
’ administrators were also instance, and made as detailed notes asup’ process. Seven role approach did vary across teams, with one-teach ond;dsais
key to the study, in that possible (no checklists). categories were teaching and alternate lead and assistance approachesdmitepa
they developed the school's identified. «Evidence shown of coteaching enabling the teachers to nutkeus
approach to coteaching. eExamples of and authentic material accessible to all students.
coteaching were eMore research needed to address the effects on studerindear
selected in which
teachers assisted
students in rigorous
content learning (3
criteria).
What are the frequencies for Four co-teaching teams in  Observations using the CRRI which was CRRI items grouped eCo-teaching model provided students with many accommodatihs a
various grouping patterns, A Central Florida middle designed for this study. into 5 categories: enhancements,
accommodations, and school (the school earned  Four workshops on collaboration were 1. Grouping patterns simplemented practices complemented traditional wholemgro
enhancements implemented by  an “A” based on school- held in the semester prior to the study. 2. IEP mathematics instruction
pearl C.E. & co-teaching teams in middle- wide performance on a Observers trained until satisfactory accommodations More intensive, individualized approaches were less @stiy
S e school mathematics classrooms asstatewide level). Each team reliability established IEP assessment observed.
Miller, K. J. (2007). - :
measured by the Co-Teacher had a special educator accommodations
Roles and Responsibilities paired with a math Other assessment
Inventory (CRRI)? teacher... novice teachers accommodations

were paired with veterans.
61 Students with specific
learning disabilities in six
co-taught classes.

5. Enhancements

Rice, D., &
Zigmond, N. (2000).

Comparative study: All participants judged on

1. Are there unique features in the criteria:

way co-teaching models are a. Two qualified teachers,
employed in Australian and one regular, one special ed.
American secondary schools? b. Shared responsibility for
2. What roles and responsibilities planning and instruction of
do co-teachers in secondary a diverse class.

Interviews/Classroom Observations with Audiotape transcriptions
17 teachers in us & Australia read independently by
both authors. Themes
were noted, compared
and agreed upon.
Findings reported back
to participants, and

Interviews audio taped (approx. 90
minutes) and then transcribed for
analysis.

Several themes established:

Theme 1: Effective implementation of co-teaching rezgischool wide
acceptance of inclusive policies and co-teaching ashéevsaipport
option.

Theme 2: Co-teaching arrangements bring benefits to ali¢éesand all
students.
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Study

Rationale/Purpose/Research
Questions

Sample/

Participants Design & Procedures

Analyses

Results

schools respectively assume, and c. both engaged in

how are the skills of the special

educator most commonly
employed?

3. What do the teachers
themselves report as the

substantive instructional
delivery.

10 public secondary
schools, 2 in PA and 8 in
Queensland, Australia.

influences shaping the co-teaching17 teachers involved.

model in which they are involved?

No interviews and
observations fully met these
criteria

revisions negotiated
where necessary.

Theme 3: Teachers rate professional and personal conlipatitghly in
preferred co-teaching partners.

Theme 4: Special Educators are rarely given equaissiaico-teaching
partnerships.

Theme 5: Special educators must often prove thensebeable of
making a unique and substantive contribution.

Theme 6: Implementing co-teaching in secondary schools imft®lves
overcoming entrenched attitudes and administrative logurie

Co-teaching as an approach is still to attract a subsitéatily of
research, and is experimental and unproven.

Tobin, R. (2005).

1. In what ways did the co-
teachers support students with

disabilities in an inclusive grade-6

language arts classroom?
2. How did three students

identified with LD access help in

an inclusive setting?

The researcher and a grade- Case study

6 language arts teacher.
Tape recordings of participant
observations (40 hours), field notes on
meetings (8 hours), recorded student,

teacher, and teacher assistant interviewsexisting or create new

(3, 2, and 2 hours)

Recordings, notes and
memos were entered
into the QSR NUDIST
system. Conflicting data

were used to refine

schemes.

Teachers progressed from developmental to compromisige, diat
lack of time prohibited entering the collaboration sta@atley &
Gately, 2001)

One teach-one assist developed into a variety of cdvteppractices.
Students (LD) avoided more overt help structures, anedreln
secondary structures unless addressed by the teachers.

Weiss, M. P., &
Lloyd, J. W. (2002).

Weiss, M. P., &
Lloyd, J. W. (2003).

1. What are the roles of special

educators in co-taught
classrooms at the secondary
level?

2. How do the instructional
actions of special educators
differ in co-taught and special
education classrooms?

What are the roles of special
educators in co-taught
classrooms at the secondary
level?

reasons teachers co-teach?

6 special educators from the Interviews/

middle and high schools of Observations/

a rural school district. The  Constant-Comparative method.
district served approx.
1,500 students, 17% of
whom received special
education services.

Data collected via
interviews/observations and records
from October to February.

54 thirty-minute observations carried
out.

Each teacher was interviewed three
times.

The LEA special education handbook
was examined, and the teachers’ post-
observation journal entries were also
examined.

6 special educators from the Interviews/

middle and high schools of Observations/

a rural school district. The  Constant-Comparative method.

district served approx.
1,500 students, 17% of
whom received special
education services

Data collected via
interviews/observations and records
from October to February.

31 thirty-minute observations carried
out.

Each teacher was interviewed three
times.

The LEA special education handbook
was examined, and the teachers’ post-
observation journal entries were also

Guided by principles of

‘symbolic
interactionism’.

Open-coding helped

develop preliminary

concepts. Axial coding

helped make

connections between

categories and sub-

categories. Selective

coding was used to
integrate and link all

data to a core category.

Grounded theory
methods for data
analysis.

Open-coding helped

develop preliminary

concepts. Axial coding

helped make

connections between

categories and sub-

categories. Selective

coding was used to
integrate and link all

data to a core category.

At some point, all teachers reported being a support rdtaer t
instructing the class.

Some reported pulling students out to remediate instruaimhpnly
one teacher reported team teaching.

The nature of co-teaching was reported as being influenced by:
Scheduling pressures, content understanding, acceptaneadnaly
educators and the skills of the special needs students.

Teachers reported gaps in skill levels for all studevigsy roles were
developed due to the situation (barriers) rather thahéjiterature.
The presence of the special educator in the co-tauags offered only
limited benefits.

At some point, all teachers reported being a support rdtaer t
instructing the class. Other models also observed.

Some reported pulling students out to remediate instruaimhpnly
one teacher reported team teaching.

The nature of co-teaching was reported as being influenced by:
Organizational conditions at the school, the teatlefinition of co-
teaching, teaching in separate room (not in literature)tethching of
separate content in the same room.

Teachers co-taught due to:
Administrative pressure, community pressure, LEA pressure
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Study

Rationale/Purpose/Research
Questions

Sample/
Participants

Design & Procedures

Analyses

Results

examined.

Wischnowski, M.
W., Salmon, S. J., &
Eaton, K. (2004).

1. To describe the
development/implementation of
one district's approach to co-
teaching.

2. To describe the evaluation
approach used by the district.

A school district in New
York state. Approx. 1,000
students in the district, but
only grades 1-8 were
involved (precise figures
lacking). Students, teachers
and parents were involved
in the study.

Survey/

Observational data/Test results and
report cards/IEP
review/Interviews/Behavioral
referrals/Test scores

Co-teaching implemented at every
grade-level.

A variation of the CIPP model of
program evaluation was developed. (18
questions in 6 categories addressed
using the design in previous box.

Mgmt oriented approache
to eval. Evaluation .
team.

Teachers tended to use ‘one leads, one supports’
Students with disabilities were generally progressirtg won-
disabled peers
Students were no less successful than in pull-outedass
Achievement apparently supported by accommodations
Teachers express doubts as to the validity of testfioation
process
Co-taught environment is not the LRE for all (behavior)
No significant differences in self-concept between sitgle
Parents supported the model in general
Teacher concerns included planning time and the equebdisdn of
students with disabilities
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Appendix B

Two-Minute Time-Sampling Data Collection Sheet

Recorder: Dyad #:
Date:
Interval Teaming Comments Interval Teaming Comments
Behavior Behavior
1@ 2 mins + - 22 @ 44 mins + -
2 @ 4 mins + - 23 @ 46 mins + -
3 @ 6 mins + - 24 @ 48 mins + -
4 @ 8 mins + - 25 @ 50 mins + -
5@ 10 mins + - 26 @ 52 mins + -
6 @ 12 mins + - 27 @ 54 mins + -
7 @ 14 mins + - 28 @ 56 mins + -
8 @ 16 mins + - 29 @ 58 mins + -
9 @ 18 mins + - 30 @ 60 mins + -
10 @ 20 mins + - 31 @ 62 mins + -
11 @ 22 mins + - 32 @ 64 mins + -
12 @ 24 mins + - 33 @ 66 mins + -
13 @ 26 mins + - 34 @ 68 mins + -
14 @ 28 mins + - 35 @ 70 mins + -
15 @ 30 mins + - 36 @ 72 mins + -
16 @ 32 mins + - 37 @ 74 mins + -
17 @ 34 mins + - 38 @ 76 mins + -
18 @ 36 mins + - 39 @ 78 mins + -
19 @ 38 mins + - 40 @ 80 mins + -
20 @ 40 mins + - 41 @ 82 mins + -
21 @ 42 mins + - 42 @ 84 mins + -
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Appendix C
Training Script Aligned with Video
Co Teaching: A Teaming Approach
Disclaimer. For confidentiality reasons, the name of the participating school district has
been replaced with “the participating school district”

The information contained in this program is based on Dr. Marilyn Friend’s
publication:Co-Teach: A Handbook for Creating and sustaining effective classroom
partnerships in inclusive schools addition to this, information pertaining to co-
teaching has also been taken from the participating school system’s Spkeiciati@
Procedural Guide.

In this video, the concept of co-teaching will be introduced and defined. The
relationship between co-teaching and the broader philosophy of inclusiohemilbe
discussed. Following this, you will be introduced to a broad variety of approaches to co-
teaching. This list of approaches to co-teaching is by no means exhaustiveehyoe
will first be introduced to the approaches suggested in the participating schioct slis
Special Education Procedural Guide, then you will be introduced to the approaches as
suggested and outlined @o-Teach: A handbook for creating and sustaining effective
classroom partnerships in inclusive scholeysDr. Marilyn Friend.

We will then look at what co-teaching is not, and hopefully dispel some myths
and correct some popular misconceptions. In the discussion following this video
presentation, you will be invited to ask questions, discuss to what extent yoweady alr
familiar with the terms used, and discuss to what extent you are able tibelgscir

current co-teaching behaviors in terms of the definitions introduced during thensessi
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Teaming: Co-teaching in Action

Co-teaching is now common practice in many elementary and secondary
classrooms. It is an instructional delivery system, and can be broadly defimed as
situation whereby special education services can be delivered to studentsabilitigis
in the general education classroom.
Inclusion

In order to more fully understand the concept of co-teaching, and before we
explore it further, it is perhaps necessary to explore the broader philosophlsibimc
It is important to distinguish between inclusion and co-teaching, as they are not
synonymous, however they are mutually dependant. As we will discover, coagpechi
special education service delivery option. Inclusion, however, is the broader philosophy
adopted by the school. An inclusive school extols the virtues of the full participation of
all students in all school activities to the extent possible. Inclusion does notderec
some exclusive pullout services, but rather supplies these as guided by data-drive
decision-making. Inclusion is not the service delivery option; it is the beb&frsyor
philosophy that guides all of the practices in a specific school.
Co-teaching: Broadly Defined

Co-teaching occurs when two certified teachers or service provigers ar
contracted to share the instructional responsibility for a group of studenssnigiex
classroom. Basically, in a co-teaching situation, ownership of and accountaiititg
class is shared. The common goal of achieving specific content goals ant/ebjsc
paramount. There are, however, many approaches to co-teaching. Diffetrestsdis

schools, and teachers develop their own views of what co-teaching should look like in the
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classroom. In some instances, teachers may be assigned to the co-ssachrolavith
little or no instruction in co-teaching best practices. In other caseshhe! sdistrict or
state may have firm guidelines and expectations in place for co-tgachin

There are some important factors to consider when discussing co-teaching:
Co-teaching is an option for providing special services.

Service options for students with disabilities are outlined in federal special
education legislation and have existed for many years in public schools. QoAbeac
not, however, listed like the other options, and it is a relatively recent addition, an option
that has evolved in schools because of a need for ways to educate students with
disabilities in the inclusive general education setting. It is used as a foeahslents
with relatively mild special needs to receive special education servicascantbe the
means through which students with significant disabilities are supported in.school
Professionally Licensed Educators Implement Co-Teaching

The participants in co-teaching depend on the services to be offered and the
individuals who are assigned to co-teach in classrooms. Co-teachers ane pemns of
licensure and employment status. They truly are colleagues who jointly make
instructional decisions and share responsibility and accountability. Gedeicdtors, of
course, are the first participants. However, they may co-teach witlakpdacation
teachers, reading specialists, speech-language therapists, or evefoc®unse
psychologists and occupational therapists. These teachers blend traditional and non-
traditional roles and responsibilities. They are constantly on the alert to findiangs to

combine their strengths to improve all students’ learning.
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All Students are Full Members of the Class Where Co-Teaching Occurs

How ownership of students is discussed and addressed can have a significant
impact on co-teaching success. In the co-taught classroom there ismogdb “my
students” or “your students”.
Co-teaching Occurs Primarily in a Single Shared Classroom

The aim in today’s schools is to meet students’ needs in general education, so it is
important to keep them there and provide support in that setting.
The Focus of Co-Teaching is Access to the Curriculum

The No Child Left Behind Act states that students with disabilities should be
learning the same curriculum as all students. The essential consideratias that co-
teaching should not, in this day and age, ever be treated primarily as a means for
socialization.
Co-Teachers’ Levels of Participation May Vary

In these cases, it is particularly important to discuss what each person’s
contribution will be. Co-teachers can address this topic in hundreds of creative ways
when it is pertinent.

Participating School System’s Special Education Procedural Guide

The participating school district publishes a Special Education Proc&iuds
in which collaborative teaching practices are addressed. According to thetgaateng
in the general education setting with supplementary services is theofisderation
when delivering special education services and supports, and guidelines aregiven f
adapting, sharing, and enhancing instruction. Inclusion is a driving force behima spec

education service provision in our schools.

70



In the participating school district’s guide, sharing instruction is broken down int
eight different approaches to co-teaching: lead and support, duet teaming, spaad, and
speak and chart, skill grouping, station teaching, parallel teaching, and shadbivge
In the Procedural Guide, each of the co-teaching teaming methods areetkasr
follows:

Lead and supportA co-teaching method in which the general educator is the
focus of instruction, with the special educator providing support such as providing visuals
and demonstrating concepts using manipulatives.

Duet teaming:A co-teaching method in which the general educator and special
educator contribute equally to the same lesson objectives.

Speak and addA co-teaching method in which one teacher leads, with the other
adding definitions and clarifications in a supportive role.

Speak and chartA co-teaching method in which one teacher leads, with the
other complementing the discussion providing charts, graphs, and outlines.

Skill grouping: A co-teaching method in which the class is divided into groups.
Some groups receive additional instruction, and others receive enrichmeiieactivi

Station teaching:A co-teaching method involving both teachers instructing
smaller groups, however the content is also divided, with each teacher re-t¢hehing
material to the student groups as they move from one station to the next.

Parallel teaching:A co-teaching method in which the class is divided and both
teachers have full responsibility for providing the same instruction to kesmup.

One teacher is responsible for a segment of instruction, and the other is responsible f

leading the following distinct segment.
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Shadow teachingA co-teaching method in which one educator leads the lesson,
with the other teacher providing reinforcement and follow-up.

It soon becomes apparent that the approaches outlined in the manual are distinct
and varied, allowing teachers a great deal of latitude in deciding which apmoac
approaches best suit their teaching styles and accommodate the |eatineirsspecific
co-taught classroom.

Co-Teach: Marilyn Friend

In her boolCo-Teach! A Handbook for Creating and Sustaining Effective
Classroom Partnerships in Inclusive Scho@ls, Marilyn Friend outlines six possible
approaches to co-teaching: one teaching, one observing; station teachingl parall
teaching; alternative teaching; one teaching, one assisting; and tedinesg are
described as follows:

One teaching, one observingk co-teaching method defined by Friend (2007) as
being when teachers agree on the observational information required, and bae teac
observes and records whilst the other leads with the instruction.

Station teaching:A co-teaching method involving both teachers instructing
smaller groups, however the content is also divided, with each teacher re-t¢lhehing
material to the student groups as they move from one station to the next.

Parallel teaching:A co-teaching method in which the class is divided and both
teachers have full responsibility for providing the same instruction to kesmup.

Alternative teaching:A co-teaching method defined as being an approach that

targets specific students or groups of students for specialized attention. Thishpproa
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involves one teacher taking responsibility for the large group, while the otinks with
smaller groups.

One teaching, one assisting’laces one teacher in the lead role, while the other is
clearly assisting. One leads instruction, while the other clearly monitwisrd work,
addresses behavior issues, and answers questions, and distributes papers.

Teaming: A co-teaching method in which both teachers share the responsibility
for delivering the main instruction to the whole group.

After considering the definitions and viewing the vignettes, it soon becomes
apparent that the approaches mentioned in the participating school districta Spec
Education Procedural Guide, and those outlined by Friend are very similar. Fgplexa
the lead and support approach from the participating school district’'s Speciati&@uuca
Procedural Guide is similar to the one teaching, one assisting approacktred bf
Friend. In the case of parallel teaching, Friend and participating schomtdigfuide
use the same term, however the approach is slightly different in each case. The
participating school district’s guide recommends each teacher be respémsibbrhing
complimentary segments to the class, whereas Friend suggests that timepiézenoth
teachers teach the same material to smaller groups. In the cést@ofteaching, the
two are, however, in agreement on both the terminology and the approach used.

Having looked at these different approaches to co-teaching, this is the perfect
opportunity to address what co-teaching is not. As mentioned earlier, the approaches
outlined thus far are taken from just two sources, and other credible approaches and
variations do exist. However, it is important to point out that some current praaces

indeed not effective co-teaching, even though they may claim to be.
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Co-teaching is not simply having an extra set of hands in the classroom. Co-
teaching is not simply one person (usually the general education teaakbbmde while
the other (usually the special education teacher) roams around the classroomgprovidi
assistance to students who need help with spelling words or assistance. Catisaabtin
simply a turn taking arrangement whereby one teacher takes the lead oneddag, a
other takes the lead the next. Co-teaching is not simply a means for busy edaagors t
out of class responsibilities completed

Teaming

For the purpose of this training, we are going to focus on one particular approach.
The teaming approach is outlined in detail in Friend’s ‘Co-Teach’ handbook, however
this Teaming approach provides more substance to the similar ‘duet teapprzpeh
from the participating school district’'s Special Education Procedural Guide.

Some teachers describe co-teaching as having “one brain in two bodies”. They
refer to finishing each other’s sentences and the wonderful choreography efeativer
classroom. These teachers generally are discussing teaming. imgelanth teachers are
in front of the classroom, sharing the responsibility of leading instructioarraltively,
co-teachers may have different but equally active roles, as when ohertlesds a
large-group lesson while the other models note-taking on the overhead projector. The
main characteristic of this co-teaching approach is that both teachéufiyaemgaged in
the delivery of core instruction.

Teaming in Action
In practice, teachers frequently use teaming at all grade lexatiscaoss all

subject areas. For example, in an Algebra classroom, co-teachessrkirey with
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students on the concepts of lines and slopes. The day’s lesson includes writing an
equation for a line already known. After reviewing, the students are beiadunéd to
writing an equation for a line already known. At the beginning of this lesson, ttialspe
education teacher leads during the review and the general education tkgwbastrates
the concepts using graphs that have been loaded for use on the smartboard. When the new
concept is introduced, the general education teacher takes more of a lead while the
special education teacher moves to the smartboard and the roles are somevdeat reve
Her, you may notice similarities to other co-teaching approaches, such taacmeag,
and one assisting.
Opportunities and Challenges

Teaming can be very energizing. Some teachers comment that working with a
partner they are willing to try new ways to reach students they would not rex/é tri
teaching alone. The y can also increase the entertainment factor ofigedctough
instructional conversations, sharing question-asking, and the antics thahsesnet
accompany this approach, students are more likely to remain attentive. Howe\adr, one
the challenges of teaming relates to the comfort level of teachgaai #nd your co-
teacher have just begun your partnership or are just not very comfortable working
together in the classroom, this approach may call for more flexibility thrareesonably
be expected. Even once teachers have been working together for a while, intraducing
new approach may be awkward and taxing, not to mention time consuming.

Nevertheless, some co-teachers may use this approach intuitively and almost as

soon as they begin co-teaching, others may use it once they learn each ofkeransty
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develop instructional trust, and some may indeed find teaming is just not an approach
they can implement.

Also, if both partners tend to talk quite a lot, teaming can be challenging. One
teacher may provide an example, which prompts the other teacher to give another
example, which prompts the other teacher to relate a real life experience,@ndGo-
teachers may have to guage their contributions so that the pacing is mdintaine
Teaming: Variations on an Approach

Teaming can bring out the creative side of teachers. For example, twahagit s
teachers in a high school government class debated whether a woman should be
president. They then asked students to write a reflective essay that disgddugtween
the facts and opinions the teachers had demonstrated. The next day the students engaged
in debates of interest to them. As another example, in a middle school scieacersas
teacher usually gives directions for the lab while the other demonstrated th®dge
quizzing students, occasionally making intentional mistakes to check student
comprehension, and asking students, to repeat directions to confirm understanding.

Teaming is an option for partners to bring their expertise to the instructiona
situation.

Teaming and the Special Educator

If the teaming approach were to be boiled down a checklist for the special

education teacher, it would include the practices of:
e Leading core-content related classroom discussions
e Offering core content related contributions to instruction

e Working through core-content problems and explaining answers aloud to the class
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¢ Reading aloud passages or questions
e Issuing instructions relating to classrooms procedures, such as “Pleasgape
books to chapter two”
Teaming is not taking place when the Special Education Teacher is, fgplexam
e Addressing the whole class, but only with short “Yes”, “No”, or “l| agree” arswe
e Offering substantial assistance to small groups of students
e Offering substantial assistance to individual students
However, as mentioned earlier, the ultimate goal is not just to choose one of these
approaches such as teaming, but rather to incorporate elements from menendiff
approaches. Teaming is a flexible approach, which can provide a solid basis for a co-
teaching relationship.
Teaming: Strengthening the Relationship
Thus far, you have been given a broad overview of co-teaching methods. This
was followed by an introduction to the teaming approach. In closing, it is impartant t
mention some of the matters relating to the logistics of co-teaching. fidlatenot only
to the teaming approach, but to all co-teaching situations. Further detalle éaund in
Dr. Marilyn Friend’s handbooKo-Teach: A Handbook for Creating and Sustaining
Effective Classroom Partnerships in Inclusive Schools
In order to strengthen your co-teaching partnership, the following poirdsmee
be considered and discussed:
e Parity in the classroom
e Division of labor for teaching and related responsibilities

e Preferences for out-of-class communication
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e Strategies for responding to mistakes that occur during teaching

e Preferences for receiving feedback

¢ Acknowledgement of pet peeves
Classroom and Behavior Management

Classroom and Behavior Management also need to be addressed and discussed by

co-teachers. You will need to discuss:

e The use of space for instruction

e Tolerance for noise and strategies for keeping noise at an acceptable level

e Organizational routines

e Procedures for substitute teachers

e Safety procedures

e Classroom rules

e Discipline procedures for specific students

Last but not least, shared planning time needs to be addressed. Unfortunately, shared
planning time is a luxury that is not guaranteed. It is the responsibility afdhaduals
assigned to the co-teach classroom to decide how and when best to plan foranstructi

This presentation has been developed to introduce and discuss a variety of approaches
to co-teaching, and to explore one approach, Teaming, in a little more depth.

Thank you for participation, and hopefully this experience has given you the
opportunity to explore and develop your co-teaching relationship. Following this video
presentation, a discussion will focus on questions and concerns related to Teaaing as

co-teaching option
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Appendix D

Instructional Program Procedural Reliability Checklist

Instructional Program Procedures

Procedures
Observed

SESSION 1

Yes No

1. Eaph teacher is greeted.

I'2. Instructor introduces self.

23. 40 minute video on co-teaching is shown

e4. Instructor leads a Q & A about clarifications

05 “Instructor asks participants to discuss the extent they
Uvere familiar with the terms used

' 6. Instructor asks to what extent participants are able t(
?describe their co-teaching behaviors in terms of the
definitions introduced during the session

R?. The instructor distributes a procedural reliability check

list

e8. Participants complete the reliability checklist

: 9. Instructor collects the completed checklist

a TotalNumber:

b
ility = # of ‘Yes’ responses 100 =
# of Procedures
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Appendix E
Social Validation Teacher Questionnaire

Please answer the following questions by circling YES or NO.
1. Did you find the Teaming Instructional Procedures Program training

useful? YES NO
2. Do you find the teaming approach useful in your co-taught class? YES NO
3. Will you continue to use the teaming approach in your co-taught

classes? YES NO
4. Do you think other teachers would find the training useful? YES NO
5. Would you like to receive more training in other co-teaching

approaches? YES NO

Please answer the following questions by writing your response in theespeavided.

6. How do you feel the students responded when you implemented teaming strategies?

7. Can you report any changes in behavior or performance for the students in $fis clas

8. What are the advantages of the teaming approach?
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9. Can you offer any constructive criticism of the teaming approach?

10. What are the advantages of the Teaming Instructional Procedures Program?

11.Can you offer any constructive criticism of the Teaming InstructiBnatedures

Program?
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Appendix F
Social Validation Student Questionnaire
Please answer the following questions by circling YES or NO.

1. Do you enjoy it when (special educator) teaches in your classroom? XES

2. Do you enjoy having two teachers? YES NO

3. Was it confusing? YES NO

4. Was it helpful? YES NO

5. Do you concentrate more with two teachers in the classroom? YES NO
6. Do you learn more with two teachers in the classroom? YES NO

Please answer the following questions by writing your response in theespeavided.

7. Why do you have two teachers in this period?

8. What is Mr. X’s general education teachej’sole in this classroom?

9. What is Mr.Y'’s gpecial education teachej’sole in this classroom?

10. Which teacher would you ask for help from first? Why?
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Appendix G

Teacher Consent Form

Project Title Effects of a Co-Teaching Teaming Program on the
Instructional Practices of DoDDS High School Teachers
Why is this This is a research project being conducted by Stephen P.

research being
done?

G. Bond under the supervision of Dr. Philip J. Burke at

the University of Maryland, College Park. We are
inviting you to participate in this research project
because you are currently co-teaching in an inclusive
classroom setting in a DoDDS high school lev&he
purpose of this research project is to determine the
effects of a co-teaching teaming program on the

instructional practices of teachers in your position. The

researcher wishes to use this information to establish
whether such an instructional program will have an
impact on the behavior and classroom practices of
teachers in co-taught settings, and whether it will just
the establishment of a formalized co-teaching
preparation program

What will | be
asked to do?

The procedures involve several stages.
Initially, the researcher with use a digital audio-
recording program to record your teaching in your co

ify

taught classroom. These recordings will then be listened

to by a researcher, who will analyze the recording to
determine the percentage of time that each teacher i
using the Teaming approach.

The next stage will involve two 45-minute training
session, during which you will be introduced to the

teaming approach, be given examples of the approac

action, and be given the opportunity to discuss the
approach and co-teaching in general.

The third stage will involve audio recording five more
consecutive class sessions. The recorded classes wi

192}

hin

Il be

analyzed in the same manner as the initial recordings, in

order to determine the extent to which the teaming
approach is being used by each teacher. Once a pat
has been established, the regular recording of classe
will cease, however two or three more classes will be
recorded at weekly intervals to determine whether th
degree to which the teaming approach is being used
remains constant.

After the final class session is recorded, you will be
asked to complete a questionnaire containing five
YES/NO questions, and seven short answer questior
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The questions will all relate to your perceptions of cot
teaching, the teaming approach, and the teaming
instructional program.

The study is expected to span 20 class sessions (40
school days).
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e

Project Title Effects of a Co-Teaching Teaming Program on th
Instructional Practices of DoDDS High School Teachers
What about We will do our best to keep your personal informatiof

confidentiality?

confidential. To help protect your confidentiality: (1)
your name will not be included on the questionnaires
other collected data; (2) a code will be placed on the
guestionnaire and other collected data; (3) through tf
use of an identification key, the researcher will be ab
to link your questionnaire to your identity; and (4) onl
the researcher will have access to the identification K
If we write a report or article about this research proj
your identity will be protected to the maximum extent
possible.

n

or

e
le

y
ey.
oct,

What are the
risks of this
research?

There are no known risks associated with participatir
in this research project

g

What are the
benefits of this
research?

The benefits of participating in this study include being

able to learn and use research-based practices in your
classroom. You will be able take advantage of a third

party supplying tools to employ in the classes, and theh
judge the benefits for yourself. You will also have the
opportunity to provide constructive feedback on the
process.
Do | have to be Your participation in this research is completely
in this voluntary. You may choose not to take part at all. If
research? you decide to participate in this research, you may stop
May | stop participating at any time. If you decide not to
participating at participate in this study or if you stop participating at
any time? any time, you will not be penalized or lose any benefijts
to which you otherwise qualify
What if | have This research is being conducted by Stephen P. G. Bond
questions? at the University of Maryland, College Park. If you

have any questions about the research study itself,
please contact Mr. Stephen P. G. Bond at 0631 5987
you can contact Dr. Philip J. Burke at: Department of
Special Education, 1308 Benjamin Building, College
Park, MD 2074, 301-405-6515, pjburke@umd.edu

If you have questions about your rights as a researck
subject or wish to report a research-related injury, pl¢
contact:Institutional Review Board Office, University
of Maryland, College Park, Maryland, 20742; (e-

1or

1
pase

mail) irb@umd.edu; (telephone) 301-405-0678
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This research has been reviewed according to the
University of Maryland, College Park IRB procedures
for research involving human subjects.
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Project Title Effects of a Co-Teaching Teaming Program on the
Instructional Practices of DoDDS High School Teachers

Audiotape | agree to be audiotaped during my
Agreement participation in this study.

| do not agree to be audiotaped during my
participation in this study.

Statement of Age| Your signature indicates that:

of Subject and you are at least 18 years of age;,

Consent the research has been explained to you;

your questions have been fully answered; and
you freely and voluntarily choose to participate in
this research project.

Signature and NAME OF
Date SUBJECT

SIGNATURE OF
SUBJECT

DATE
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Appendix H

Parental Permission

Effects of a Co-Teaching Teaming Program on the

Project Title Instructional Practices of DoDDS High School
Teachers
Why is this This is a research project being conducted by Stephen

research being
done?

P. G. Bond under the supervision of Dr. Philip J. Burke
at the University of Maryland, College Park. We ar¢
inviting your child to participate in this research
because he/she is currently enrolled in a class being
taught by two teachers. The purpose of this research
project is to determine the effects of a co-teaching
teaming program on the instructional practices of
teachers in the classroom. The researcher wishes to use
this information to establish whether such an
instructional program will have an impact on the
behavior and classroom practices of teachers in co
taught settings, and whether it will justify the
establishment of a formalized co-teaching preparation
program

What will | be
asked to do?

Your child will be asked to fill out a brief
guestionnaire following the study. They will be asked
to answer five questions requiring a simple ‘yes’ or
‘no’ answers, and five questions requiring a short
written response. The questionnaire will be completed
at the end of the final class period of the study, and
should take less than 10 minutes for completion.

What about
confidentiality?

We will do our best to keep your child’s responses on
the questionnaire confidential. Because your child will
not be ask to put his/her name on the questionnaire,
there will be no way to link his/her name to his/her
responses. Further, all data collected will be stored|in a
secure location in the student investigator's home
office for 10 years in a locked filing cabinet. Data
analysis will also take place in this location.

If we write a report or article about this research
project, your child’s identity will be protected to the
maximum extent possible.

What are the
risks of this
research?

There are no known risks associated with your child
participating in this research project.

What are the
benefits of this
research?

This study is not designed to help you or your child
personally.
The major benefit of this study is to train teachers how
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to utilize a teaming approach to co-teaching which in
turn positively impact and enrich the learning
environment for your child.
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Page 2 of 2

Initials Date

Project Title

Effects of a Co-Teaching Teaming Program on th
Instructional Practices of DoDDS High School
Teachers

Do | have to be
in this research?

Your child’'s participation in this research is completg
voluntary. You may choose not to have your child ta

ly
ke
2 in
at

May | stop part at all. If you decide to have your child participatg
participating at this research, you may stop your child’s participatior
any time? any time

What if | have This research is being conducted by Stephen P. G.
guestions? at the University of Maryland, College Park. If you

have any questions about the research study itself,
please contact Mr. Stephen P. G. Bond at 0631 598
you can contact Dr. Philip J. Burke at: Department o
Special Education, 1308 Benjamin Building, College
Park, MD 2074, 301-405-6515, pjburke@umd.edu

If you have questions about your rights as a researc
subject or wish to report a research-related injury,
please contact: Institutional Review Board Office,
University of Maryland, College Park, Maryland,
20742; (e-mail)rb@umd.edu (telephone) 301-405-
0678

This research has been reviewed according to the
University of Maryland, College Park IRB procedure
for research involving human subjects.

Statement of
Age of Subject
and Consent

Your signature indicates that:

you are at least 18 years of age;,

the research has been explained to you;

your questions have been fully answered; and
choose to allow your child to participate in this reseaq
project.

Signature and
Date

STUDENT'S NAME

YOUR NAME

YOUR SIGNATURE

DATE

Bond

71 or

U7r

rch
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Appendix |

Student Assent Form
Directions:
The following information is read aloud to students. Students are then asked if they have
any questions and if they would like to participate. Students will then be asked to
indicate their willingness to participate by checking * yes’, or their decision not
participate by checking ‘no’. They will also be asked to sign and date the form before
returning it to the teacher.

| am a currently a student at the University of Maryland, College Park. | am
researching teachers who work together like your teachers during tisipetasd. When
two teachers work together like this, it is known as co-teaching.

| have spent some time over the last few weeks working with your teachers, and
monitoring the way in which they co-teach. As a student in this class, yosaiewted
to participate in this research by filling out a short questionnaire. The quegtonna
contains 10 questions, and should take about 5-10 minutes to complete. The questions are
all about your teachers, the way in which they teach, and how you feel about it.

You can agree to participate or not, and if you choose not to participate, that is
absolutely fine. You can ask me questions at any time.

Do you have any questions at the moment?
Would you like to participate by filling out the questionnaire?

Please place a check mark in the box next to your answer.

YES NO

Student’'s Name

Date
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