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Co-Teaching and Inclusion: A Model for Effective Implementation

Abstract

Teachers with training in special education are found in most schools. Why are some special education
teachers teaching students in a 'pull-out’. model while others are teaching in a 'push-in' model? For those
students who are "pushed in", are they supported in the classroom? And if so, how? If it is by a co-
teaching model, what is the most beneficial way of teaching special education students in a general
education classroom? What are some of the attitudes of special education students who are pushed into

a co-teaching classroom?
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~~Chapter 17 o0

Introduction . - ‘ ' SR
' I am currently teachmg a ﬁrst grade classroom of twenty students ina rural/ urban

dlstrrct In thrs classroom three students have Indrvrdual Educatlon Plans (IEP), one
student is on an mtensrve plan in the Instructlonal Dec1s1on Makmg Process (IDM), two
students are on supplemental plans in the IDM process, and one student isona behavror
| mtensrve plan in the IDM process
The IDM process works as follows Students who need extra assistance are first
| put on a supplemental plan. Ifona supplemental plan students are not ma.kmg growth
then they are moved to an mtensrve plan Ifon an mtensrve plan students are not makmg
sufﬁcrent growth they are then recommended for spec1a1 educatlon Wrth havmg s
many students w1th speclal accommodatlons I have been grven two co-teachers one
durmg math lnstructlon and one durmg wntmg mstructlon k o N
Trme and attentlon spent on each student is very challengmg w1th such a d1verse
: classroom At trmes I have felt as though my lugherstudents are sufferrng because I
spend SO much tlme redrrectmg and ass1$t1ng my lower special educatron students. AsI |
have been workmg w1th these teachers I have wondered ifTam co-teachmg correctly and
if my spec1a1 educatron students are recelvmg enough accornmodatlons in the general
educatlon settmg Frrst grade isa cruclal year for development of several skrlls readlng, |
basrc math, wntmg, and other socral skrlls If attentron is not pard to all students we are
’ hurtrng therr nght to an equal educatlon Hrgher students need Just as much attentlon as
my lower students but therr attentron isin the adaptatrons of lessons to ﬁt therr needs It ’

seems as though co-teachmg and mclusron are the up and commg trend in educatlon



For each teacher who 'co-teaches and each teachier thiat teaches students with ' -
;peciaI education, we owe it to students to co-teach speciat education students effectively
5o that they can beneﬁt If this is how education is moving then teachers need to be
taught how to co-teach and ways to teach students with disabilities who are fully
included. -1 have set out.to research the’ benefits of co—teaching with special‘education i

students in the general education classroom. .

Research Question

Teachers with training in special education are found in most schools. Why’ are some
special education teachers tea(:hing students in a ‘pull-out’ model while others are l G
teaching in a ‘push-in’ model? “For those students \who"are,“pushed 154’, arethey N T
supported 1n the classroom? 'And if so,~houv? Ifit is'hy a co-teaching model, what is the
most beneﬁclal way ' of teaching special education students in a general education 7
classroom? ‘What are some of the attrtudes of special education students who are pushed

into a co-teaching classroom?

Siggiﬁcanc'e of the problem ' ’

As a first grade'teach“er ina large'rurav urban school district this author regularly hears:
the concerns and frustrations of other teachers concerning the current co-teaching model
being implemented. ‘Generally, complaints include teachers ‘and co-teachers feeling no':
more valuable than a paraprofessional. Additionally, teachers beiieVe thejf are forced to
co-teach, but not allowed an adequate amount of planning ﬁme for it to truly be beneficial

for the students.
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.- A survey was conducted on co-kteaching’ and full inclusion. Based on the results of

~ this survey several noticeable themes are evid;ant.- F ifst,f it appears that teachers believe
ihcre'is a not'enough planrﬁng time to plén for special educ:'ationfétudents and co-

: teaching;  One teachers comment pbrtrayed that there is not enpugh.planning’ time to plan
fof her geﬁeral educaﬁon students let alone fqr. special éducatioh students or with another
teacher. However, it was reported that co-teaching would be valuable for any classroom
regardless Of SPeCi?l edﬁcatiogi studerits;: PR |
...~ The sécond theme that was very évident was that severai ﬁ:achers believe that
they have not been trained on an éﬂ'ective way to co-teach. Some teachers even
mentiohed that they have receivcd‘ no training. With the need for students to achieve one |
year’s growth teachers need td spend tilhe together to plan how to meét‘ the needs of their
sfudents. Anather theme that was also evident was fhét not ALL special education
stﬁdents’ should be fully included. It was hOted thét itk would depend on the severity of the
student and the disability. =

- With the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) mandate TEP’s are taking on a different-
shape. Starting in aboilt 2002 students with disabilities who were included in the general
education classroom started to reéeivé more attention from the state in regards to the -
inclusion model, This fuﬂ inclusion phase has led fo the development and the initiation
ofa co-teaching model for classroomé.‘Because eﬂ'ectiﬂre teaclﬁng is so important it has -

~ become particulaily kimportant to provide quality educaﬁon for all, tﬁe co-teaching model
is one way. Many school administrators have implemented co-téachingin their teachers’

classrons but are experiencing full inclusion of spécial education students. However,



the majority of teacheré that are involved in coéteac_hing'did not volu'ntéer{ Rather, their
adminishitors told them that participation in co-teaching is mandatory, .

. Inorder fdi special education studehts to benefit from full inclusion, the co-
teaching model needs to be itﬁplementé& effectively. Most impbrténtly, teacher
panicipatioh should be on a voiuntary basis and those teachers must be willing to
implemént this hew"ché‘u’lgje.w School administrators, teachers, and parents have already
recognized the importance of proQiding a co- teacher in the room.  However, -

administrators still struggle with the correct implementation of the kc’o-’tea\ching model.

Definition of terms =~

The folldwing terms are commonly used when discussing co-teaching and inclusion.

No Child Left‘Béhind (N CLB): Mandate that was established in 2001, created to ensure
tﬁat all children receive a high quality education w1th the incorporation of accountability
measures fbr the S'chbols, districts, and stzités. NCLB has two main goals: 1) raise student
achievement 2) decréase achievement gaps between sfudenté "of different ethnicities, -

languages, and abilities. = -

Individual Educatlon Plan (IEP): An IEP i Is a document that documents special educatlon
services for special-needs students The IEP includes any modlﬁcatlons that are requxred

in the regular classroom and any additional special programs or services.



Inclusion: “Inclusion, as it is currently defined, refers to the instruction of all students,
w1th or without disabilities, in the general education classroom, unless substantial
evidenée,‘is provided to show that such a placement would not be in the student’s best

inferests.” (Austin, 2001)- s

Co-teaching: “For inclusion’to be pdssible, students mu“stbe prbvided with services and
suppofté within the géneral educé.tion’ enVirbnmeﬁt. ‘One such service ‘de,liv‘ery option for
‘ sfudents is through thefuse of co-teaching between gener_al and special education . .
t(;achets.’? (Murawski and Swanson, 2001) The co-teaching model has four basic - .- -
| coxﬁponénts to it: 1) “one teach- one assist” 2) ‘,‘station:teaching” 3) “parallel teaching” 4)

“alternativéteachiiig.” (Tobin, 2005) = ... <.

Organization of Paper -  «,’.- . |

The focus 6f thls paper is to examine the usefulness of the co-teaching model. ORI TEE

- Specifically, it will focus on ele'méntary school classrdoms where full inclusion of special
education students is currently taking place; First, I will deﬁne co-teaching and ways that
it has been implemented. Second, I will define inclusion and how it has been -
imﬁlefnented. Next, I will discuss attitudes and perceptions of teachers and students in- -
co-taught inclusionary classrooms. Finally, I will discuss ways that districts/
administrétors can eifectiVely ‘iI‘nplem'ent the co-teaching niodel with fl.ﬂl inclusion

students, . . -



Introduction/ Historical Backg”round" SR
i “As early as the 1960’s, co- teaching was recommended‘ as a strategy for
reorganizing ‘secondar’y'schools in the United States as well as in Engiaxid.?’ (Warwick,
1971). “A variation of co-teaching, team—teactxirig”, in Wilich kteachers share planning
respcnsibilities for instruction ywhki‘le,they. continue to teach separately, was adoptedin - :
many open- concept schools during the 1970s.” (Eastetby-Snﬁth & Olive, 1984); As the
Unitedv States becomes trlore diverse in population so do our schools.  Schools are now
more commonly than ever including students from bilingual homes and from |
economically deprived families. According to a rescarcher named Ramirez as much as
40% cf our school_ enrollment will consist of these demographics in the next decade. As
this number increases so to does the number of stutients that may have significant
leatning or behavior problems. * This raises the questions of whether our teachers will be
“able to meet the need of such diverse population as well as whether our traditional
“method of pullfout service is appropriate.; ’Al()ng’ with the numbers of students with
special needs increases so to does the demand for.a method to teachithese students. -
 Eligibility requirements for special education and Section 504 are becoming tighter. The
diversity of general education classrooms has changed to include students with - -
disabilities. It has become ever mcre important to wcrk together in ccllaborative
j)afttlerships. There are many solutions to this demand: collaborative consultation,
mainstream assistance teams, 'teacher assistance teams, and cooperative teaching. : One of

these solutions has become very poﬁular: cooperative teaching. -Cooperative teaching is
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fifferent than tl;e other models in that it invol_vés the ongoing support of c}o}llcf:agt‘les and
classroom ‘participation.\ Cooperative teaching is an option for-special education teachers
to share their responsibilities for students in self- contained glassrdorﬁs._ ,Supkpb‘rtc'rs,of
this method suggest that collaboration in mainstream seﬂiﬁgs will enable manyk students
with disabi]ities to achieve greater academic and social skkills.y“One édditional benefit

often derived from co-teaching is,tﬁe avoidance of the labeling, with thg resultant .. .

stigmatization and devaluation, that often results from students with school problems who

receive traditional segregated remedial services: .Also, in any classroom many students
have Signiﬁcant leaming and behavior problems but fail to “qualify” for special

services.” (Bauwens, Hourcade)

Bt e Literature Review - .
Definitions of Co-Teaching -~~~ .~ o
As thé practice of co-teaching becomes more popular it becbmes impbrtant to
understand exactly what co-teachiﬂg'is. I'will explore these questions: Whatisco- ;.
teaching? And how dok you implement it, particularly effectively? ThlS chaptgr will
examiﬁe the definitions of cd-teaching of several reseé.rchers_aswel,lkas components that
are essential for its success. e | |

- A common researcher for co-teaching named Bauwens defined Cooperativ:: ‘

teaching in1989as

“...an educational approach in which general and special educators work in co-active and

coordinated fashion to jointly teach heterogeneous grou’psvof students in educationally
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integrated settings (i.e., general classrooms). In cooperative teaching both general and
special education teachers are simultaneously present in the gehefal classroom,

- mamtalmng joint responsibilities for specified education instruction that is to occur

~ within that setting. (p.18)”
Since Bauwens research on co-teaching other researchers have shortened the definition to

“two or more professionals delivering substantive instruction to a diverse or blended

group of students in'a single physical space.” (Murawski and Swanson, 2001) = -

Lynne Cook and Marilyn Friend mention that this definition has four rzjor
cémponents to jt. The first component is that co-teaching involves two educators, and
occasionally more. One of these educators is typically the general educatibn téacher and
tﬁe other a special education teacher. It is important to note that in some classrooms |
extra support by paraprofessionals, parent volunteers, and older student volunteers is not
consideréd to fnéet the definition of co-teaching. The seéond 'compo'nehtkof co-teaching
pertaining to their deﬁhition is that the educator must deliver substantive instruction,
This means that they can not support a single student or monitor studenps while listening
toa gUeSt speak’e'f.‘ - The third cbmpohent is that éducators teach a diverse groupof .
Students; including students with disabilities. ‘Typ'ic'allky co-teaching involves a special
education teacher because students with Individualized Education Plans (IEPs) have - -

educational needs that can be met by moving their supports to the general education.-
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classroom through the co-teaching model. The fourth component is that the co-teaching

model involves instruction being delivered in a single classroom, -+ =00

Models of Co?tcachingn ST
The,% two researchers also discuss ‘when the model of co-teaéhing is an appropriate
instructiorial‘optic‘)n.z They have ﬁvé major questions to consider:- <
. s 1) Isthe content of the general education cuniculum appropriate for the
- student? .
".++2) . How much and whét type of modifications and othe:. support will the
2~ student require to beﬁeﬁt fromthé general educ‘ation‘cimicul’u’m?
-+ 3) - Does the student requiré diréct inteﬁention or instruction that is -
Lo entirely: diﬂ’ereht from instruction other students reéeive? G
~'4) -Ts the-ecology of the classroofn appropriate for diverse lea’rners?;f' Foe
.::5) Do other students in this classroom need modified curriculurﬁ or
~vr.'instructioﬁ?v A A e s e e e
.. Once defemﬁnin"g whethcr or not to us'e’ the co-teaching model it is important to
think aﬁoﬁt what it will look like. ‘According to Cook and Friend there are five types of
: co-teac‘hing:'»l)kone teaching; one assisting 2) station teaching 3) parallel teaching, 4) : - -
alternative teaching and 5)'tea1n teaching. In the first method, one téaching; one assisting
both educators are presént; .waever, one takes the lead while the other observes and
‘assists students. lThis is the simplest ,a'p'proach which involves limited planning and still
pthides baSic’sﬁppért for kstud’ents w1th diverse learning rkleeds.’f The second méthod,

station téaching involves both teachers dividing the instructional content into segments =
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“and presenting it in separate‘loeations”. tTeacher may. teach have the group and then
switch and teach the mateﬁal again to the other half. A student with diverse learning
needs benefits ﬁom this methed because it is a"s‘maller’ teacher-student ‘ratie.* Parallel
teaching,'the third method, the teachérs plan together and each delivers the cdntent to half
the group. 'I'lns is a more challenging methodkbecause teaehers have to essentiaIly i
deliver the same instruction in the same amount of time. Examples of this type of co-
teaching are: drill and practice activities, projects that require close supervision, and
discussion activities.. Alternative teaching involves one teaehing instfucting a small
group whit'e the othe_; instructs the large group. This‘method can _beuseful for pre"-, :
teaching and re-teachingt “The gr'e‘atest risk in this approaeh is stigmatizing students with‘
;iisabilities by grouping them for re-teaching repeatedly, w1th or,witheut other students
included as gtoup members This risk can be avoided by varying groupmgs and ensuring
that all students are penodlcally mcluded ina group ”.(Cook & Friend) ‘The last method
is team teachmg. ‘Team teaching mvolyes both teachers sharing the instruction of .
students Teachers who use this method might take turns leading a discussion or: TR
modeling a method whlle the other speaks ‘This method requires the most of both co-
teachers for trust and commltment
.. ‘There are several suggested ways to co-teach.- Bauwens and Hourcades list three
program options that teachers can use to insure that both the general edueation teacher
and the special edueation teacher are working together on the instructional process.:
These three optlons are: team teachmg, complementary mstructlon and supportlve
learning activities. Team teaching con51sts of a common subject content and shared

respon51b111ty, between both cooperatlve teachers. Both the general education teacher and
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the special education teaéher’plan and teach the academic | goalé to all ’studentks. An
ekarnplc of team teaching is shadow teaching, one téachef presents the material and the
| otﬁer fbllows up with further explanation. The second option is: complementaty | ,
instfuction.* In this option the general educ‘:ation ’teacher mamtams primary responsibility
for teaching specific subject mattéf and the special education teacher provides inétruction
on Speciﬁc strategies of skilis,to all students. Specific kstrategies that the speéiai i o
education teacher might teach include: note taking, identifﬁng main ideas in readings,
summarizing, memory strategies, and other techniques that faCilitat¢ leaﬁling academic
content. The third option that Bauwens and Hourcade suggest is supportive learning -
activities. This refers to the activities that supplement the instructional content of . .
lessons. The cooperative teach’ers’ meet to determine instructibnal goals and identify_ .
activities that can réiﬁforce and enrich the content. In thlS option the general education
teacher maintains responsibility for delivering the eséenﬁal content of;thek instruction.
-+ Vance L. Austin suggests that reseaich offers three other models of cd-_teaching:
the consultant model, the coaching model, and the teamihg model.. The consultant model
inVOlYes\the Special eduCation teacher Serving as a consultant to the general education
teacher in areas of curriculum adaptatiOn and aSSessment modiﬁcation. ‘The éOaching .
model involves the general edﬁcation teacher and special education tgachér coaching :
each other on areas; that they consider themselves ‘expérts.-’. Theuthird model, teaming .-
involves ihe special education teacher and the general education teacher sharing the

responsyibility; of lesson planning, implementation, and assessment, -
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Components of Co-Teaching - -~ = = -

- Susan and Frank Gately suggest that there are eight components of co-teaching,
Each of these eight components has a beginning stage, é compromise stage,and a:. - -
collaborative stage of co-teaching. These eight components are: 1) interpersonal. -«
coMupication 2) physiéal arrangement 3)’ familiarity with the cufriculum 4) curriculﬁm
goals and modifications 5) instructional planning 6) instructional presentation 7). - - -
classroom managemeht’and 8) assésSment.: S R |
: - In the beginning stage of interpersonal communication cd-teachers are guarded
~and careful of communication. As they prdgress to the compromising stage they start to
give’and téke with conimunication.' The last stage the collabo‘rating’stage invdlves open
cém_municatior} and interaction as well as mutual admiration. In the physical -
arrangement compone‘nf teachérs are striving td move from the special education teacher
having an assigned ‘spot’ in the room to instead both teachers having control and are
cognizant of each other’s position in the room. In the collaboration level students are all

participating in cooperative gr(k)upkassignments.‘ The ﬁﬁrd stage, familiarity with the .

curriculum invqlves the teéchers to move from just the general education teacher being
familiar with a speciﬁc‘content to both teachers planning and teaching the content. This
component goes along with the next component, curriculum and goais. This component
involves both the geheral education teacher and the special education teacher being .- -
responsible for the success of all studenfs in the co-taught classroom. Teacher will need
tb an extensive amount of b]énning to discuss goals, accommodations, and modifications.

Instructional planning is the fifth component which incorporates the importance of co- - -
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teachers having common planmng times to appropriately plan. In the beginning stage of
this componént one may see two diﬁerent cmﬁcult;ﬁs being taught, one by the special ,
educatfon teacher and the other By thé general education teacher. As ’tea'ch‘ers progress
tov\}ards'thé compromising stage one might se¢ the géneral‘ education teacher instructing
and the special education teacher assum.ingvtﬁe‘ role of an assistant. Mufual planning and

~ sharing or ideas becomes thc noﬁn at the collaborative stage. Instructional presentation, |
the sixth compopent, is simiiéu‘ to the fifth.  In the beginning stage students might see one .
teacher as more of the “boss” than the other. In the collaborative stage both teachers are
engaged in the lesson and activities. In this stage, students addres’s quéStions to both -
teachers.  The seventh component, classroom management ihvolves structure and SRR
relationships. In this component co-teachers are striving towards the development 6f a
cléssrobm maﬁqgeﬁient plan that is effective for all students. The last component, -
asSeSsment is kextr‘emel)"l important for the co-teaching model to be effective;,:hl"the ;! |
beginning stages of this bompOnent there are two separate grading systems for each -
teacher.: As tﬁe progress_.towards the compromising Stage they start to explore alternate
asSessment ideas together. ’In the collaborative stage co-teachers are have a variety of -

assessment options to benefit all students.

Prengﬁtion_s fof Co-Teaching Model « «- v s i

-+ “When districts, administtators;and teachers embark on the method of co-teaching
they need to take into the account of planning.- According to Walthcr—ThomaS,.Bryant, L
and Land “comprehensive planning is essential to the lasting success of innovations.”

There are several items to plan and consider before individuals may begin the co-teaching
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| _ program successfully. The beginning of the planning should start at the district level.
Thése three researchers mention how important it is to.consider any potential |
consequences that a new program nlight have'on'the district. Planning th0roughly~ ‘

4 together will help reduce frustration, conﬁ1s1on and competition between schools. :

The next stage of planning after the district is at the building level. Walther-
Thomas, Bryant ‘and Land mention “As inclusive models are introduced it is important -
for bulldlng level teams to res1st temptation and allow themselves adequate planmng and -
preparation time before new services are nnplemented ? “Planmng a year in advance
allows administrators, staff developers, teacher,v and related services providers timeto -
gain school and com'rrmnity support, recruit willing and qualiﬁed co-teachers, visit model
sites, conduct staff development sessions, conduct IndividualizedEducation Plans (IEP) |
meetings and make approprlate decisions regarding students placements, teachmg
ass1gnments, and planning schedules “Akey phrase that they mentioned is w1111ng and
qualified (':o-\teachers.“-k‘It is important to find willing participants because co'-teaching

requires so much additional time and effort. Walther-Thomas, Bryant, and Land mention
_that co-teachersk should stay to gether for at least 2 years. Staff development should be
included to proVide effective co-teaching models, supervised practice ;and time for
partner to: dlscuss their concerns, solve problems, and formulate new 1mplementation
plans.: Approprlate co-taught classrooms can not rely on the computerlzed make-up of a
classroom. Effective co-taught classrooms must be scheduled by hand. “Ideally in a
class of 25 students no more than 6 class members should have identified disabilities in
the mild to moderate range or other related'prol)lems that make them candidates for

school failure.” - Another consideration when planning for a co-taught classroom is
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plannjng time. Co-teachérs ideally should have a minimum of one Schedtiled planning
. period (45-60 minutes) per week. ’

- Following the building level of planning is the classroom level. Walther-Thomas
fouhd five planning themes among co-teachers who conéidered ihemselves to be effective
co-planners. F 1rst, skilled plannérs trust the professional skills of their partners. Second,
eﬁ'ecti\}e planners design led;nin\g envitonniénts for their students and for themselves that
demand active invol\}ement. - Third, effective ’co-plaimers create learning environments in
which each person’s con&ibutions are valued. Fourth, effective planners develop
effective routines to facilitate their planning. Fifth, kplan’ners becbmé more skilled over
time they report feeling more produétive, comfortable, and creative over time.

’At the classroom level planning of co-teaching it is important to start out by just
geftiﬂg to know ‘each other. It is important for cd4teachers to become familiar with each
other’s prdfessional skills, including theif strengfhs, weaknesses, interests, and aﬁitﬁdes.
A focused interview may be part of the initial staff development process. New co-
teachers also need to plan and prepare before beginning work together.  They also need
ﬁmé to 'develop'classrodm routines that both co-teachers support and are‘ committed to.
As co-teachers being to start planning togethér it is important that they address these
questions: 1) what are the content goals? 2) Who are the Iéarners? 3) And how can we

teach most effectively? =+

Co-teaching Considerations =~ -

*.Bauwens and Hourcade also mention the importance of teachers getting to know

each other before they.begih co-teaching. They suggest that the general education
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teacher and the special education teacher negotiate on the basic mechanics of a -

cooperative instruction arrangement. - Considerations include:: -~ ==

100

- The specific cooperative teaching arrangements (i.e., exactly who does

.~ what and when):

Scheduling

~ Classroom organization and overall management

Classroom rules and discipline techniques
Joint planning time.

Student and parent communication ..

- Paperwork responsibilities
- Program monitoring .-
 Assignment of grades

~Acquisition and utilization of materials and equipment .~

- Susan and Frank Gately not only mention the importance of getting to know your

co-teacher previous to teaching with them but to also monitor your instruction once you

do begin to co-teach. They devel‘opve’:d a co-teaching rating scale that can be used by co-

teachers as well as their supervisors to examine the effectiveness of co-teaching -

classrdoms;' ‘Susan and Frank Gately developed a scale for the special education teacher -

as well as the general education téacher. "I'lﬁs'rating scale cén'fprm the beginnings of -

professional discussions for the co-teachers as they evaluate their perspectives of their - ,‘

work in the co-taught classroom. “By using a scale that focuses on the specific

components of the co-teaching relationship‘at the each developméntal level, teachers and
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supervisors can determine the effectiveness of classroom practices and develop strategies
to ‘improve'prog'rams.’f The co-teaching rating scale isa way to highlight important -
- aspect of collaboraﬁon that has contributéd to success of the co?teaching model. This
then allows the ability to enhance the success of and,experiénces for the students and -

adults in the classroom.

Summary

-+ Research suggests that there is much that needs to be considefed when planning
for and implementing co-teaching. As classrooms become mofe diverse the need for the
co-teaching framework risesf Hopefully, districts, schools, and classrooms will take
everything into account when planning for and implementing the éo-teaching framework.
- According to C_ookkand Friend it is important to think about four things when deciding to
~ use the method of co-teaching. 1) Increase instructional options for all students 2)-
Improve the program intensity and continuity 3) Reduce the stigmé for students with
speéial needs 4) Increase support for teachers and related service specialists. Itis -
irnportant to think abouf all students because gifted and talented students may also benefit
by having more éptions for individualized learning. Allowing for special education -
students to stay in the claSsroom allows for a more continual process. It has been
estimated that students who leave the claszoom one time each day for a sl;ecial education
servi’ce are losing 75 minutes 'df inStructional time each week just to get to their services.
Not’,to mention the amouht of time it takes fbr that student to get refocused once they are
there. Itkiys important to think about the stir’gma for special education students.- Pulling

students to the side to receive their inStrdction is often times more detrimental for that
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student and in consideréd"a “pull in” or “pull aside”_ approach. Each researcher has his/
her own definition of co-teaching as well as tlieir oﬁ models of co-teaching, but they
-have all stated that co-teaching occurs ivith two or more. professionals and is a way to
deliver substantive instruction to a diverse,' or blended, group or studentsin a physical"
space. Researchers have also stated that ceoperative teaching requires lots of planning,
andis an on-going process of learning for the teachers involved. ,Workshops, teacher in-
serviees,- teacher education' programs, conferences, and professionell development courses

are needed to guide teachers toward the effective ways of co-teaching. L
- Chapter3 =

Introduction/ Historical Background- -~ - .

- In 1997 there was an amendment to ID’EA (Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act) which emphasized the need to serve students w1th disabilities in the -
general'educatioin setting whenever possible. Tlns new emphasis was based en the -
prineiple that students are best served in settings most like those of their non-disabled
peers. This new emphasis has come to be known as inclusion. ‘According to Zigmond
and Baker (1996) there were two mziin inodels that existed prior to ihclusion and still do

- exist: resource room and pull-out. A resource room model permitted the studexit to
receive instruction individually or in a group in a special room in which the emphasis is
on teaching speciﬁc skills that the student needs. At the end of the lesson the student
returns to the regular classroom. A pull-out setting would be a more temporary setting in '

which instruction would help children organize themselves for increased independent !
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learning so that they will be able to eventually fetqm to normal classes. In 1993 a report
was conducted by the U.S. Department of Educatioh. The report indicated that across the
nation, féwer than 25 percent of students with learning disabilitics are placed in separate
classes or séparate Schoolé; 54 percent of students with learning disabilities are based in
general education classes and receive part-time special education services for 21-59

percent of the school day; but 22 percent of students with learning disabilities are in
general education classrooms at least 80 kpercent of the school day. |

: l - This chapter wiil present literature by researchers in regards to the inclusion of

special educétion students into the general education classroom. According to Sheila
Feichtner and Thomas O’Brien the term “special needs” students refers to individuals
within the following classifications: mental retardation, speech impaired, heéaring
' impair’ed,— physically handicapped, emotionally disturbed and socially maladjusted, socio-
econOmically disadvantaged, educationally disadvantaged, culturally disadyantaged, and
the gifted. (Feichtner and O’Brien,V'1976) This research should raise several questions in
regards to the use bf inclusion with the co-teaching model and its benefits. - First, what are
the strategies that research and experience have shown té be most effective in working
with special education students? Second, what is the likelihood that these strategies can

’be‘employed consistently and effectively in regular schools and classrooms?

- Literature Review - i

Definitions of Inclusion
~In the last 20 years the use of the inclusion model has become quité controversial

in American edgcatioh. ‘The popularity and growth of inclusion has grown tremendously k
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since the 1990s." The use of inclusion meant that all students with disabilities should be
provided services in the general education classroom. The term inclusion can mean
several different things to different people. A researcher names Gary'Peltie_r defined -

inclusion in 1997 as:

“...inclusion involves keeping special education students in regular classrooms and =~
' bringing support services to the child, rather than bringing the child to the support.
services. ‘In an inclusionary setting, special education teachers work with regular

education teachers in regular classrooms.”

'+ Another definition of inclusion was stated by the Learning Disabilities

_ Association in 1993.

v “‘Inclusi()n; as it is currently defined, refers to the instruction of all students, with and
without disabilyities,-in the general education classroom, unless substantial evidence is
provided to show that such a placement would not be in the student’s best interests.”

(Austin, 2001)

Making it Work B

- When thmkmg aboﬁt the inclusion model it is a different way of thinking. ‘Itis -
important to note fhat “inélusivé kschools are places where students, regardless of ability,
race, langUélge,~ and income, are integfal members of ciassrboms, feel a conﬁection to

their peers, have access to rigorous and meaningful general education curricula, and - -
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 receive collaboration support to succeed.” (Theoharis and Theoha\ris,k 2009) The most
important item to note is thet in an inchisive school students do not have to leave to learn.
Instead, services and snpports are brought to them. ‘Educators at inclusive schools see
every child as a pernianentmember, of a general education classroom. - A student might
receive ;1' more restrictive setting if they need shoxt— term supportr (temporary crisis or
medical need). Theoharis and Theoharie discuss in their research what is needed to make
an inclusive cléssroem: committed leadership. : When starting a new initiative it is
important to always start at the top with the sUperintendent and adnlinistrative team.
f‘Leadership is always key to meaningful and lasting reform.” (Theoharis and Theoharis,
2009) The superintendent and administrative team must decide on and articulate a vision
and a commitment to philosophy and practice of inclusive education for all.
Admim'strators should deVelop open and reflective conversations about inclusion and
develop an inclusive student placement process. Students with the mo’st significant . -
disabilities should be the center of conversations and the center of general education
classrooms.- These two researchers also mention how important it is to commit to the .
idea that student membership is not contingent upon readiness or behavior, but rather to
be ﬁJlly’s.upportedvso" that all students are prepared to pﬁrticipate in an inclusive society.
The next step that these researchers discuss is to stop funding and creating separate
spaces for students. They mention that once these speces are created they are used to
eeparate students who are seen as different. Instead, resources should be put into building
strong general education classrooms where teetChers and studentrs have the support that is
needed. The last component Theoharis and Theoharis mention to creating a successﬁli

inclusive society is that school leaders must provide explicit training to teachers and staff
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to build their capacity to support all kids in inclusive settings, to differentiate instruction,
“and to collaborate. i |
.. While there are many researchers who list ways to incorporate inclusion intoa -
general education setting, most theories of inclusion fall under. what Theoharis and =
Theoharis mentioned or the reSearch"of Banerji and Daileyi «Banerji‘and Dailey represent
v a philosophy that promotes the ’par‘ticipation of children with disabilities in all aspects of
school and community life. These two researchers refer to the components and strategies
that are essential for educational delivery models. They list six characteristics of a full
inClusion program model as::
1) All students attend schools to which they would go if they had no disability.
1.2) ‘A;natural proportion of students with disabilities occurs at each school site.
; 3). ‘A:zero rejection philosophy exists so that typically no student would be
- excluded (ﬁomeducational opportunities) on thebasis of type andextent of
~disability. | |
4y School and general education placements are age and grade appropriate with
*+ no self-contained, special education classes operati\}e at school sites.
. 5) Cooperative learning and peer instructional methods receive“‘signiﬁcant usein
- general instructional praCtice. el |
*6)  Special education supports are provided within the context of the general

< education class.

- Marchbanks, Richardson, and F lanigan describe in their research that the form
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inclusion comes in is sometimes vag‘ue. They mention there are three models of -
inclusion: full inclusion, partial inclusion’, and no inCiusion;‘ In the first model, full -
inclusion‘,fresearchers state thatinclusion shoul(i provide an opporfunity foi students with
diéabilities to participate m standardized testing. F uli inclusion means incorporating the
existing special education model with the already embed_ded general education model.
Teachers of special edueation collaborate and teach with regular educators in e shared -
classroom. Some researchers have ilebated whether or not having fully included special
education students in a general education classroom affects the arnount of instructienal
time provicied kt'o' the iegular educntion students. Researchers HolloWood,Salisbury',z; S
Rainforth, and Palombaro (1995) ckoncludedk that “the presence of students with severe:
disabilities in the regular classroom did not significantly affect the level of engaged time
of classrnates without ‘disabilities.” The second model,'partiai inclusion, is the most
accurate term for how special education is implemented in most situations. This model
was ereated by section 5045 of the Rehébilitation Act of >1973,“Where a handicapped
child is so disruptive in a regular classroom that the education of other students in -
significantly impaired, the needs of the handicapped child cannot be met in ﬂlat : ‘
environment.” 'ihe Public Law 105-17 and the Individuals with Disabilities Act of 1991
emphasize the (iielivery‘serVices of students in the least restrictive environment. The
special‘education’ student’s least restn'cti\ie environment is determined by their .
Individualized Education Plan team that consists of parents, teachers,radministrators,
psychologists, and others. The thirdk model, no inclusion refers to the traditional pull-out
model.- .

Classrooms that successfully include students with disabilities are designed to
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 welcome diversity and to address the individual needs of all students, whether they have
disabilities or not.. “It’s not mclus1on if the supports are not in place.” (Sharpe 2001) .. -
Wesley Sharpe mentioned some characteristics of an eﬂ'ectlve inclusive classroom. The
first that he mentioned is that’ in effective inclusive classrooms kids ’ar‘e clustered in

- specific classes but disttibutedacross all teachers. Second, students receive instructional
supports that maXirrﬁze their participation in the general education curnculum and their
engagement in the general population. Third, teachers use a variety of strategies,
including curriculum and instructional adaptations, peer tutoring, eooperative learrling,
and layered curriculum.: “Whenthis kind of educationalprogram is in place, inclusion is

- practically invisible. That’s Why it is meant to be.” - (Sharpe, 2001) -Zigmond and Baker
are two researchers that expand upon the adaptations and strategies that general education
teachers use »When special education students are included.in their classrooms. A quick ™ -
list of these strategies are: adaptations and accommodations for the whole class
(examples: repeating directions. Reading aloud textbooks, and reading aloud tests),
reducingl work load (examples: mddifﬁngamount of written work and shbrter spelling

- lists), ac,cornmodationsfyor a speciﬁe student (example: highlighting important words on
work sheets, homework assignments, or tests), focused instruction on skills or strategies,

- peer partners (example: pairing a high child with' an identified child), smallgrpup
instruction (example: a parallel lesson to the one beingtaught to more competent students
by the general educatron teacher), and individual instruction (examples teacher stopplng
by wh11e student working, pulling of small group to hallway, parent volunteers one-to-

one support).
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L _When creating an inclusive classroom it is important to think about all the support
systems that are i‘nvoklvyed. The two most impdrfanf support systems are collaboration and
instructidnal methods. Collaboration‘ involves the special educatdrs being part of the
ihsttuctional/ plamiing feam. ‘This team approach is used fdr problem-solving and =
program implemerﬁétion. Téachefs'use their jqint planning time to probleni- solve and
discuss the use of Special instructional techniques for all students who need special
assistance. Instructional méthods are an important support becauée'it’sériticallyr
important that teachers have the knowledge and skills needed to select and adapt -
curricula and instructional methods according to mdiﬁdual students needs. Monitoring
and adapting instruction for individUalrstudents is an ongoing activity.* It is also
important for teachers to foster a cooperative learning environment and promote -

‘ socialization. Marqhbanks, Richardsdn,’and ‘Flaniga‘n also mention what is necded for the
inclusion model to be successful. First they mentior.l«that more research on inclusionis
needed. Then they mention the importance of effective training programs. f‘School e
personnel ‘considéring kincorporating inclusion into their programs will need extensive
training programs for both ’re’gublar and special education teachers.” These researchers
also mention for the inclusion model to become a prevalent seMce delivery model
teacher training programs will need to dramatically change. :Institutionsrwillrneed to offer
specific classes on inclusion to prospective teachers in régular and special education.
Prospective teachers will need the tralmng and preparation necessary to ensure that

inclusion can be an effective method of educating students.
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Viewpoints on Inclusion -~
There are many views of the use of inelusion versus the traditional ‘puil-out’

model of special education. Some of these 'viewpoints support full inclusion 100%, some
| are in the middle, and others are agamst it. First; the beneﬁts of the mclusmn model 8

according to Sharpe, 2001. Shatpe lists four main benefits: The first, inclusion improves

learning for both classified and n0n-¢lassiﬁed Students. It is suggested that when students
with disabilities are included in the classroom the non-disabled students do better

academically. A teacher with speeial education students included in the classroom -

‘t’ypically'breaks'dOWn inStruction into finer parts or repeats directions freciuently.' The
-second benefit of inclusien is that children learn to accept individual diﬂ'erences.y Itis

suggested that to help break d(')wnfrnisconceptions abeut students with disabilities the

best way isto integrate to two groups of students;" The third benefit, chjldrendevelop

new friendships. Children who are included into general education classrooms are able to
- develop friendships in their home cominunities, As opposed to students who are sent to
regional special education programs. The fourth benefit, parent participation imprevest
“When children with disabilities are integrated into local schoels,‘ parents have more
opportunity to participate in that school and in the community where the school is -
located.” (Sharpe, 2001). ‘Peltier alsd mentions benefits of inclusion acCording to other
researchers.

1) Reduced fear of hnman differences accompanied by increased comfort and
i awateness (Peeh etal., 1992). |

" -2)" Growth in social cognition. (Murray-Seegert, 1989).
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- -3): Improvements in self-concept. (Peck et al., l1992};-Peck et al., 1990; Voeltz and
L Brennan, 1'983’). SENEE
e 4) Develt)pment of personal Iirixiciples (Peck et al., 1992).
5) Warm and caring friendships (Arilado, 1993; Strully &Strully, 1985; Voeltz

&Brennan, 1983).

-:Other researchers discuss viewpoints that do not support inclusion. Jobe, Rust,
and Brissie mentioni-f that with change comes differing' opinions§ “Opponents of inclusioh
' havé argued' that it does not save money and actually pi'obably cost more to implement
than the ol(i pull-out approéch.” (Woelfel, 1994). : Thes¢ researchers mention that the -
Leamingv Disabilities Association believes that inclusion is a violation of the 1990
Individual—s with Disabilities Education Act. Another critic of inqlusion,' Albert Shanker,
mentions that disabled children placed in regular education ciassrooms are supposéd to
get special services so that the‘kaan participate academically and socially without . |
‘disrupting other students’ learning. As states adopt full inclusion tb save money, such -
services are urilikely" to be provided to special education students.: “Requiring all disabled
- children‘to be included'in regtllzir classrooms is both unrealistic and downright harmful to
the children themSeives (Shanker, 1994, 1995).  (Peltier, 2007). According to -
- Marchbanks, Richardson, and Flanigan (2001) a,student’FS transition from Special :
education to general education is ofteri a difficult one. There are several obstacles that
may :exist for students in.this transitional experience. One obstacle is that studgnts master
‘the special education curriculum only to find the curriculum incompatible .With the -

regular education curriculum. These researchers also found that students with disabilities
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often have difficulty socially. It was also noted that students with disabilities are faced
“with leai'ning to adjuSt to various teaching styles, degrees of structure, or complex

- activities.

S ‘ .

~ ¢ Full inclusion, by its nature, dictateé that the existing special education model be
embedded into regular education. Teachers of special keducation collaborate and teach
with regular edticatoi's' in a shared classroom.g ‘The view of the faculty is thatall

- students, including th’ose‘ with the most significant disabilities, should participate in the
general education curriculum.  What Changes is hoW instruction is designed for students
arid the types of éu‘pports they are proﬁded.’? (Sharpe, 2001) While the regular . -

~ classiooin may not be.the best learning environment for every child with a disability, itis
highly ’desirable for all who can benefit. It provides contact with age peers and prepares
all students for ihe divérsity of the world beyond the classroom.‘k Many schools have
chosen fo implement some form of inclusion in order to educate studenfs with disabilities
in the regular education classrooms. The majbrity of researchers belieize’ that realizing
the benefits of inclusion for all students will re"quiré acti'veipromotion of the experiencé
by teachers. “Incluéion is notk‘clearly déﬁned and school districts are Qﬁen ill equipped to
sUcceséﬁﬂly iinplement programs that adequately meet t’he"needs of both special and
regular veduCation students.” (MéuchbankS’, Riciiardson, Flanigan, 2001). “If enough
research is conducted and effectively put into pi'actice, inclusion may vary well
-revolutionize ihe Wéy we education oilr students.” (Marchbanks, ‘R’ichardsoh, Flanigan,

2001).
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Chapter4

Introduction’

- The most iecent reform in education is the move from special education being
isolated to a more inclusive special education program. - Therefore, reducing self-

- contained classrooms by teaching all studeilts in the regular classroom. ,;‘Most recent law
governing special education states that schooly districts are to promote and carry out the
Regular Educzition Initiative through a merger betWeen special education and regular
education.i’ (Bergren, 1997). Tbe purpose of this chapter is to determine iavhether =
students and teacher attitudes toward special education students affects attitudes towards

o-teachmg Specifically thlS question: Do learmng d1sab1ed students in cooperative -

“teaching programs have more positive feelings about themselves and feel more accepted
by regular education students and teachers than do leaming disabled students in
traditional resource room programs? Be&ed on the literature, this paper will describe .

“student perceptlons of students with spec1a1 education as well as without special
educatlon It w111 also describe teacher perceptions and attitudes about the inclusion
model and co-teaching. “Idol, Nevin, and Paolucci-Whitcomb (1994) pointed cut that
general education teachers” attitudes and beliefs toward students with disabilities are
among tbe most impcrtant issues influencing collaborative efforts between special arid

general educators.” (Olson, Chaimers, & Hoover,'1997). .
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Student Perceptions - -

- Afew stndies have attempted to evaluate the expei'iences of students with and -

" without disabilities in inclusive/ integrated school settings. A study by Pugach and
~'Wesson found three themes from intervierS with nine learning-disabled fifth grade :
students, nine of their non-‘disabled'ﬁﬁh grade peers that were selected at random from -
555" gfade students, and three teachers (two male and one female). This study was
conducted in the fall of 1989 in an uiban school district ina Midwestem cityi
Perspectives were put into these three themes: classroom social climate, instructional
effect, teacher roles and tasks. ‘The classroom social climate was taken from comments
about attitudes toward self, peers, teacheis, and school.” The overall consensus
concerning attitudes was that kgeneral and special education students alike felt good about
ﬂlemseives,' their teachers, and their peers. “Half of the students used the word ‘fun’ to
describe 'school;/of these nine, six were learning disabled students.’,’ - (Pugach and -
Wesson, 719995). Students also commented that giving and receiving help was a nomi, :
everyone needed help from time to time and everyone gave help ﬁom tirne to time. -
Students mentioned that they were able to receive help not from the _teachers but also
from other students. This expectation of giving and receiving help was consistent with
the cooperative learning strategies put into place in these classrooms.- When students\ :
were asked what they would do ifthe teacher was bnsy and they had a question, four
learning disabled'students and four general education students reported that they would
ask a classmate. ~The second theme, instruction and its effects, dealt with the structure of"

the classroom work and its effects. It was reoorted that seven of the nine learning . .

disabled students and all of the general education students interviewed commented - -
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-~ positively on the variety of instructional activities. “In this study students were asked
where they preferred to b’e’-locat’ed when iéceivirig sméll glfoup assiSténce.‘ “Six general
' anci seven special education students preferred to receive such heip in a room othei than
the large classroom; two preferred a small group within the laige claséroom, a'rid one
studerit responded that it did not’make a diﬁ‘grence Where,‘ and that either classroom was -
all right, ‘cause it isn’t 'embarraésiiig.”’ - It was noted that when students are assigned to
learning disabled classrooms their perceptions of themselves may suffer. To some
students just beionging in the gerieral education room and being identified with it was
important. The third COmponent,xteidChers’ roles and tasks are related 'tc‘) the roles of the
three teachers and the degree to which instruction was coordinated. In gérieral the
students did not see the spécial education teacher as directing help only to a specific -
group of students with problems. Oniy. one instance did any student identify the special
education teacher as a teacher for children w1th di:sabilities; This same students also saw
| this special education teacher as a teacher that could relieve the general education teacher
~ when there was an‘emergéncy. All tlie students mentioned that tile special education
teachei had the leadership rolé of organizing small group,work;

Madge, Afﬂeck, and Lownbraun conducted a three year study that included 13
classrooms in three buildings, grades 1 through 6. The integrated clasSrooms consisted of
one-third special educaﬁon students with mild disabilities and two-thirds average to -
above average non-special education students, all of whom are educated in the same

classroom for the entire scliobl day. Teachers in the integrated classrooms are certified in
special educatiori as well as régular edticationi- Measurement of peer percéptions was SE

conducted through positive and negative peer nomination scales and peér rating scales. -
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“Each child was called from the classroom individually in random order and presented
with the statement. ‘Pretend (teacher’s nanie) gave you five stickers to hand out to five -
- members of your class. Give me the pictures of the five class members you \wduld

299

select.” This was completed until all children were chosen. Numbers were then added
together for each child to obtain a core indicatihg w‘here‘that ’child was rankedkin the class
- according to évery:othef child. It was noted that in both settings, pull-out of special
education students and inclusion of special education students, special éducation students
chose each other more often in the top quarter to‘the middle hélf. " In the classroom wheré
special education students were pulled out of the gene'ral;educatio‘ns students were more
likely to choose the special education students in the lovs"e\r quarter of the class. In'the
integrated classroorh speciai education students were just as likely to be chosen in the
middle ktv(/o‘-quarters as they were the lower quarter. ‘This shows that real social problems
may accompany the learning disability. “It would appear that some students with
leAHﬁng disabilit‘ies will not bveelkl accepted revgardless of their placement,y others will be
better acceptéd in a less stigmatizing snvironment,andk very few will be accepted -

- regardless of placetﬁent.” (Ma'dge, Affleck, Lowenbraun, 1990). ’

- Two researchers, Whinhery and King, develobed a study 't‘o compare attitudes of
students with learning disabilities who receive services in traditional fesource rooms and
thosevbeing educatioﬂ m regular slassrooms through éooperative teaching. This study
included 48 elementary school students in grades 2-5ina rufalsoutheastem school
district.  This study included 32 students with learning disabilities (1 6 in resdufce rooms
kénd 16 in cooperative teaching classrooms) and 16 regular education students. »Studerits 2

who received resource room assistance were in the resource room for less than 12 hours a
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week. Student surveys were developed to asses student’s feelings about themselves, their

~ perceptions of their elassmétes’ and teaehers’ attitudes toward them, and their view of the
special education services being provided. It is noted that the Iesource room students
received a 17 item survey,;the cooperatiVe teaching students received a 15 item survey,

- and the general education students received a 16 item survey. Snrvey items required a
yes or no response. - Results of the survey were organized into four eategOries: students’ -
feelings about themselves, students’ perceptions of acceptance by peers, students’ -
perceptions of aeeeptance by their classroom teacher,‘ and students’~ feelings about special

. education services. In the ﬁrst category, students’ feelings ‘about themselves, learning g

disabledstudents in both the resource room model and eooperative teaching model

responded positively to the statements “Iklike myself.” However, it was also noted that
resourcerOOm students’reSponded yes to the statement “I often feel dumb” more often
than the cooperatiVe teaching students or regular education students.- The second
category, students’ perceptions of acceptance of peers, relates to how they perceii/e their ;
aeceptance by their peers. “Both coope‘rative teaching and resource students responded
that they were liked by their"classmates,' but resource students were rnore likely to feel
that students in their class rnade fun of them than students in the‘cooperative teaching
program.” (Whinnery and King, 1995).. When the question was asked about feeling left
out of class activities only 6% of cooperative teaching students and 19% of regular -
education students responded yes.' However, almost half, 44%, of the resource students
gave the responSe of yes to this question. : The third cate gory, students’. perceptions of
acceptance by their classroom teacher,v provided a general positiVe response. Although, it |

should be noted that almost half of the resource room students responded that their -
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classroom teacher sometimes embarrassed them in front of other students. - The last .
category, students" feelings abom special eduCation services, generated an overail -
response between the two groups of cooperative teaching and resource room that their
learning disabied teacher helped them obtain better grades. “One hundred percent
responded that they liked the learmng disabled teacher worklng in the1r classroom ‘but
19% stated that they would prefer that students work with the learmng disabled teacher in

“the resource room. One hundred percent of the regular education students responded yes -
to the statement, ‘If I were having trouble learning something,“I would like the learning

disabled teacher to help me.’”

Teacher Attitudes/ Perceptions

= ‘fTeacher attitude is one of the most important variables in determinjng the -
success of innovative programs in specialleducetion.”k (Jobe, Rust, Brissie, 1996). Three
researchers, Jobe, Rust, and Brissie conducted a study on teaCher attitudes toward
inchlsion of students wﬁh disabilities into reguIar classrooms. 162 partieipants vwere k
- randomly selected from public schools in the United States. Only 29 of these teachers
had special education teaching experience. Anvattitl:lde scale called Opinions Relative to
~ the Integration of Student‘s with Disabilities was used to exanline teacher attitudes towerd
inclusion of all handicapped children in the regular education classroom. Results from ~
this scale showed that male teachers had significantly more negative opinions about |
inclusion than did females. Teachers without a special education background also .
showed a more negative opinion as ooposed to spe‘ciel‘ educetion teachers. Teachers who

had some in-service training on inclusion had a more positive attitude toward inclusion
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than those without any training. ‘Respondents made it clear that the teachers’ attitudes -
toward inclusion depended on what type of disebilities the children have. Teachers - -
seemed much rnore eager to make aceomnlodations for children with physical disabilities
- compared to cognitive, emotlonal;~or behevioral problems. .

l‘Bergren (1997) also conducted a study on teaeher altitudes toWard included . -
special education students and co-teaching. This study conslsted of 150 fegular and o
special education teachers. Participants were given a locally constructed Teacher -
Attitudes Survey. . It was noted that the majority. of teachers believed that special
~ education students learn differently than non special education students, that they lequire
more teaching time, and that it is necessary to modify instruction for them. The
consensus was that si)ecial education student’s beneﬁt from co-leachlng. “Analysls of
the vﬁndings reveals a strong positive teacher attitude toward inclusive placement of
special education and regular educatien students within the same classroom. They
: believe bolh types of studentswouldk benefit socially from this placernent, but have' -
| reservations about meeting instructional needs jof the special education student.”

(Bergren, 1997),

Su’mmg_ry; :

-+ .~ Whinnery and King state a good point lnvthat we have to be" careful how we rush
. towards the new mevement of inclusion.” We must keep in mind kthat some students
5 simplylcannot rnake satisfactory learning and secial adjustments without éigﬂiﬁcant :
- program and instructional accommodations in classrooms in whieh some teachers are

‘neither willing nor able to accommodate the diverse nature of individual students. Many
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teacher pa’rticipantsv in surveys given believed that there were instances in which inclusibii
‘was not always apprdpxiate.r Those that believed this typically referred to students with
severe or multiple‘haridicaps or emotionaldisturbances. - All teachers believe that the -
support of a special edl'lcation teacher is important and essential. As we look’at student -
perceptions students who \ivere moved to and from their regular classroom settings were
missing the opportunities foribelonging. Cdmmunitiesthat exist solely in resource room
~ksettin'g allow for only a limited range of students with whom they can feel comfortable
with. “With the inclusion movement gainihg moinéntuni,it is reassuring that teachers do

- -not possess strongly negative attitudes toward it.” (Jobe, Rust, Brissie, 1’996). .
- Chapter 5. - -

Introduction. . - -

IO ’Since the dméndnient to IDEA (Individuals with Disabilities Education ‘Adt) in

1997 spéciél education progiéms hdve begun to change. Many of these programs are

changing to include the co-teaching model in the general education settihg.‘ As teachers

inéd_rpdrate the ﬁxll incldsion of special education students it is impoitant to thmk about

- how to effectively implement the co-teaching model with inclu‘sion.' ;“Co’-teaching is -
considered a viable opiion for erisiuring:students have a ‘highly qudliﬁed’ content teacher
in the rootn,«whilc also e'h‘su"ring‘that aylllistudervlts’ individualized education needs are met -
by an instructor who is highly qualiﬁedi‘n diffe_rentiation‘strategies.’.’ (MuraWSki, 2008).

- The purpose of this chapter,is to discuss effective ways to implement the co-teaching

* model with inclusion.
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Teaching application-

- Several researchers have suggested ways that teachers, administrators, and-
university training programs can effectively implement co-teaching and inclusion. One:
~ article written byOlsOri,' Chalmers,randkHoover discussed seven themes that emerged
from interviews, phene calls, and questionnaires of ten special education teachers and
general edlication teachers. “These teachers a) described their eWD personalities as
tolerant, reﬂective, and ﬂexiele; b) accepted respensibilityfor all students; e) described a
positive working relationship with special educators; d) reported adjusting expectations
for integrated students; ¢) indicated that their primary inclusionary attitude was showihg
interpersonal warmth and acceptance in their interactions with students;i f) felt that there
was insufficient time yavailable for collaboration; and g) expressed reservations about -
fully including all students.” (Orlson', Chalmers, and Hoover, 1997). These ,thenies
suggest several ilnpiications for university training programs, administiators of public
schools, and researchers. . The first implication was directed towards universities and
- there admissiohs procedures. They discussed the importance of screening for individuals
with “humanistic attitudes” toward individuals with disabilities. ‘General educators
emphasized that the primary inclusienary practice that contn'buted to their success was
showing warmth and acceptarice of students with disabilities. Suggested waysto =~
evaluate this iS through a reference letter, perSOnal> interview, or pre-entry field -
experience. The second vankd most important ixilplication is directed towards
' administrators of public schools. This iihplication is fdcuSed around time', time to

collaborate and problem solve. “Educators must be given sufficient time to collaborate
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and problem solve in order to meet the needs of all students.” (Olson, Chalmers, and
Hoover, 1997). Silggestions' for administrators on how to provide more time for :.
édlléborati'on are as follows: “a) teachers might cover classes for each other or teach
interdisciplinary units using team ’teaching in order to free each other for small blocks of
‘k'time on a regular basis; b) a number ’ef individuals might condilct classroom activities or
supervise groups of students so that teachere are provided collaboration time (e.g.,. -
| paraprofessional, cemmunity, volunteers, student teachers, principalks‘, special education -
coordinators, and directors); c) “floating” substitutes might be iiired for 1 d’ay,on a
regular basis to provide small groups of teachers with blocks of time to collaborate.”
(Olson, Chalmers, and Hoover, 1997).- _The third implication was also directed tonds ;
administrators. It discussed the importance of administrators configuring class loads to
accommodate for teachers serving students with disabilities iIi‘their classrooms. It was
also noted that it is irriportant to recognize these teachers for their excellenee in serviiig
. all students. The liast‘implication expressed by general education teachers was the -
importance of not losing sight of the best interest of all students in each classreom. It
Was’fnoted that some teachers expressed concern about integrating all students on a full-
time basis. Teachers citeci speciﬁc insiance where they felt that full-time placement in
: general education clarls'ksroonisi wouid vnet work. |
Susan M. Cahilll‘and Sue Mitra discuss the importance of cellabbration in meeting

- the demands of inclusion; Similar to Olson, Chalmer, anci kHoover they believe that time
spent collab()rating is the most usefill and accessible resource available to"general :
‘ educaiors. “Building relationsliips With speeial education teachers and relaied service

| persennel provides general educators with a basis for understanding their inclusion. .
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students’ strengths and limitations, as well as an opportunity to develop clear
expeétatidns about their performance in the claésroorﬁ.’? (Cahill ahd Mitra, 2008). Time
is a big barrier for many cb-teachers. It i§ ‘important for administrators to support -
cbllaborative'relationships by'séheduling time for teams to work together. Three goals
are mentioned to assist in collaboration, which will lead to strong working relationships
- and improve achievement for students with special needs.: The first goal is to use varied
instructional methods that meet the unique needs of the students. It is noted how critical
it is that staff members erk together in brainstormin’g, sharihg, implefnénting, and
evaluating ideas for specific sfudehts and classrooms. The second gbal discusses the
impoftance of support of the participation of studentswith special needs in the general
educaﬁOn classroom. This support can be accomplished through accommodations,
modifications, ora change in management techniques.- An example includes a teacher
developing a roﬁtine‘to‘ review previously mastéred skills prior to the presentation of new
; m"':lterial; "The third goal that is mentioned focuses on the importahce of improving the'
achievement of students with disabilities overall. “Collaboréting provides teachefs and
related service personnel OpportUnities to build on their existing knowledge of best -
practices and incoi'porate develppmentélly appropriate approachesktok improve the quality
of instruction.” (Cahill and Mitra, 2008). i

40 'Wendy Murawski diséussed five key elements to effecti\}ely implementing co-
teaching and inclusion.‘ Some of«thekeleménts are Very similar to Qwhaf other previous .
réséarchers have mentioned: such as scheduling and planning. The first elemeﬁt is very
explicit: ‘Know what co-teaching is and whenbit is needed.” (l\/Iuréwski, 2008). - : :

Althoﬁgh co-teaching can have several definitions Murawski says that co-teaching exists
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when two prcfessionals co-plan, co-instruct, and co-assess a diverse group of students
and both teachers provide 'substantii/e instruction to all students on a daily, consistent
basis. The second key element is: “Recognize that co-teaching is a marriage and you are
- the matchmaker.” (Murawski, 2008).  Co-teaching is some_tirnes referred tc asa o
““professional marriage.” AdnliniStrators that do not want their co—teachers toget -
~ divorced quickly can use strategies to help. One strategy that is listed is to‘ send outa’
survey asking teachers their preference of grade, subject, and people with whoin to
collaborate with. Another strategy mentioned is to allow teachers the opportunity of
chcosingtheir own ’partners.k Other strategies listed include: providing professional -
development, assuring common planning' times, and édlowing co-teaching partners to be
rescued from other responsibilitiessuch as lunch duty. The third key element to the
successful implernentation of co-teaching and inclusion is to make scheduling a priority.
It is noted thatwhen administratorscreate the classlist that they should put students with
disabilities in the master schedule first. Scheduling also relates to the proporticn of
special needs students to the typical student. “The key: Avoid having more than 30
percent of the class with special needs. Though it may be convenient to cluster more
students with disabilities into one class, the desired benefits can be negated by this action,
leading to lower academics, decreased behaviors and increased teacher frustration.”
(Murawski, 2008). The fourth key element is in regards to making planning critical. - .
- Several ways are'noted to allow for planning; time’before the end of the school year and
during the surrnner to meet and begin planning instruction, coinmon planning times, hire
a substitute, use times when students are engaged "elsewhere, administrator or teacher

ccverage, and provide stipends. The last key element is involves monitoring success,
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-providing feedback, and ensuring evidence-based pracvtice.‘i Itis important when
inonitoring to provide féedback and observe that bdth teachers are equally responsible for
the co-taught clasé.

- Other researchers’ (Laframboise, Epanchin, Colucci, and Hocutt) list three main
characteristics of a succeésful inclusion classroom which are very similar to the previous
researchers. . The first dealé with organization. Organization deailis’with the amount of
time the students are on task with limited down time. Time sperit planning and .
organizing transitions‘ wiil limit the down time.  Effectively taughf routines will also.
assist hai/ing a suc'cessfui incluéionary classroom. The second characteristic deals with
planning. Successful classrooms planned hands-on activities and uséd manipulatives to
engage students. Teachers yaléo plaimcd on the state bénchniarks and standards’along :

: w1th the k(’:urn'cu’lum instead of just the ‘textbook itself. Planning also included a
continuous assessment éycle including but not limited to pré and post assessments. The
thiril characteristic deals with teaching. The teaching in a successful inclusinonafy
classroom involves the differentiation of instiuction based on assessments of the needs of
the students in the classroom. In these sﬁccessful classrooms there was typically a short
period of direct instruction followed by a wide variety of activities that enéaged the -
students at different levels. These researchers also noted that another factor fhat
influenced classrooms effectiveness is the class size, riot necessary the amount of special
education student but the total émount of students in the classroom. Researchers also
noted that teachérs felt strbngly about the ability to choose their own cok-tekacher.»

Teachers also believed that the implementation of co-teaching and inclusion needs to be a |
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school wide practice supported by all. Decisions made about inclusionary classrooms

affected everyone in the school not just that classroom. . ..

Many of these researchers list similar ways to 'effectively implement co-teaching
and inclusion';b"t“Research has also focused on factors that supnort‘the successful' w
implementation of inclusive ’and collaborative models of education,r such as the need for
scheduled time for teachers to plan, collaborate, and problem solve.” (Laframboise, : -
Epanchin; Colucci, and Hocutt, 2004). Itis important for participation to be voluntary
between the collaborative partners as well as to be ﬂexible.’ Incorporating co-teaching e
- and inclusion involve a commitment within the school that collaboration and inclusion

are a process that will evolve over time. .

-+ Chapter 6 - .-

Conclusion

| g Several;deﬁnitions of co-teaching were examined as well as ways to implement
the co-teaching model. Researchers differ on parts of deﬁnitions but it is consistent to -
say that co-teaching involves two or more professionals delivering instruction to a diverse
group of students in the same classroom.~ v Several models'of co-teaching ‘were discussed
many of them were similar to Cook and Friend’s models: 1) one teach, one assist 2)
station teaching 3) parallel teaching 4) alternative teaching and 5) team teaching.
Researchers snggest that there is much to be considered when implementing co-teaching.

One of the biggest and mostimportant considerations is the students. It is important to
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think about all students, including talented and gifted students.- These students may

'benefit by having more options for individualized instfuction. Special education students

- who stay in the clessroom are allcwed a morecontinual process of learning as opposed to
students who leave the classroom one or more timesduring the day.

A brief history 'of inclusion was cutlined in this pnper as well as what inclusion is
and how to effectively implement tlus practice. Inclusion was defined by the Learning
Disabilities:A5sociation in 1993 as referring to the instruction of all students,-with and
without disabilities, in the: general education classroom,«‘ unless substantial evidenceis -
provided to show that such a placement would not be in the student’s best interests.
While not everyone is in support of inclusion many agree that the regular clzissroom is the
best learning environment for those that can benefit. Marchbanks, chhardson, and
F lanigan mention that inclusion is not clearly defined and school districts are often ill :

“equipped to successfully implement programs that edequately meet the needs of both
special and regular education students.” If enough research is conducted and effectively
put into practice‘, inclusion may vary well revolutionize the way;We educate our students.
-+ This paper examined severel studies that were aimed et student and teacher
| perceptions of inclusion and co-teaching;" The studies examined were mainly’focused at
theelementary level (kindergarten through 5™ grade). * While there were only a few -
studies it was noted by several students that they preferred staying in the general
education classroom because it gave them a sense of beldnging.' One example given by
Whinnery and King wasya 5 grader that was learning at the 2nd grade level. This student
even though the material was hard in the general education classroom felt that he

belonged there instead of the pull-out special education classroom where he was being
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taught 2" grade material, which he thought was dull and boring. Many teachers did -~
report that the inclusion model may not be the best enviromheﬁt fer students with severe
or multiple handjcaps or emotional disturbances,but would be successful for those who A
could benefit.” -

As school administrators begin to set agendas for these changes'in education, -
policies regatdmg services for special e_ducetion students should take into accoimt the
accumulated ﬁndings of studies that examine effects of inclusion and éo-teaching.‘ |
~ According to Laframboise, Epanchin, Colucci, and Hocutt (2004) there are many benefits
for everyone inVolved in the model of co-teaehing with inclusion. “Benefits identified
esteem and self- confidence, an increase in academic perfenhanee, improved social skills,
and stronger peer relationships.” Some general edueatioh teaehers have expressed the
concern of how ‘hetving special education students in the classroom will affect the regﬁlerv
education students. Reseerehers have listed sevefal benefits for the regular education
students. Benefits include: improved academic pet'formance, more time with and
attention frortl the teacher, increased emphasis on cognitive strategies and study skills,
increased entphasis on social skills, and improved classroom commtlnities. :
(Laframboise, Epanchin, Colucci, and Hocutt, 2004). These same t'esearchers identified
beneﬁts for teachers as well, including general and speciel education teachers. Benefits
included an increased professional satisfaCtiort,‘ oppertuxlities for professional growth,
personal support, and increased opportunities for collaboration. “In 1995, the National -

Center on Educational‘Restrueturing and Inclusion reported that co-teaching was the
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most frequently used service delivery model for inclusion classrooms.” (Volonino and

Zigmond, 2007).

Recommendations

There are a couple recornmendations for further studies regarding co-teaching and
inclusion: 1) more research on inclusion,and the ways that it is effectively put into
practic_e,k2) a focus on different perceptions of the co-teaching and inclusion model with
parents and other shareholders.

First and foremost, administrators and teachers should use the outlined
characteris_tics in this paper to design a co-teaching model w1th incluSion‘. lt is suggested
that administrators allow for teachers to select their own co-teacher and that class size
with the amount of special education students in ‘a speciﬁc class be monitored. Itis also
suggested that these classrooms be momtored by an admnnstrator and feedback provided.
Feedback to the teachers w111 allow for them to effect1vely 1mplement the co-teachmg
model. |

: After researching the development andimplementation of co-teaching and
inclusion, itis evident that much 'more research is yet to come. Integrated special
education students in the general education classroom is becoming more of a natural
occurrence, and possibly very effective in motivating special needs students. It is up to
researchers to continue to devise studies that measures students achievement levels for
X special education students as well as general education students in a co-taught inclusive
’classroom.’ It istup to teachers and adrninistratorsto successfully irnplement co-teaching

and inclusion so that all shareholders can benefit.
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