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ABSTRACT

Co-teaching is a common delivery method of instruction in elementary school
classrooms that provides students with disabilities access to the general education
curriculum. The purpose of this study was to examine the personal compatibility of
elementary school general education and special education co-teachers, and to determine
if teacher self-efficacy (TSE) and personal compatibility influence their active
involvement (shared responsibility) in instruction in co-taught classrooms. The research
study sought general and special education teachers with current and previous co-
teaching experience. The online survey consisted of five components that focused on
personal and intact partnership demographic information, a Teacher Sense of Efficacy
Scale (TSE), a Co-Teacher Relationship Scale (CRS) and an Active Involvement in
Instruction Scale. Different analyses such as multiple regression, t-test, and correlation
were used to answer the three research questions guiding this study. A total of 111 (n =
111) participants who completed this survey. Of those 111 participants, 58 (n = 58)
identified as general education teachers and 53 (n = 53) identified as special education
teachers ranging from first year to 20 or more years of experience.

Results of the study showed that both TSE and teacher compatibility (CRS)
correlated significantly with active involvement (shared responsibility), but the strongest
correlation was with compatibility and active involvement. Results indicated that teachers
who are more compatible will have an easier time accomplishing this wide range of
activities together and teachers with higher levels of self-efficacy also had an easier time
sharing responsibilities with their co-teacher. Co-teachers who had strong self-efficacy

and a higher level of compatibility were more likely to have a higher level of active

il



involvement, or shared responsibility, with their co-teaching partner. Results of this study
also showed that none of the demographic variables assessed correlated with active
involvement (shared responsibility). Finally, the differences between general education
teachers for compatibility and active involvement were not significant. However, there
was a significant difference in self-efficacy with a medium effect size with general
education teachers having a higher level of self-efficacy. Results are discussed and

suggestions for future research and implications for practice are provided.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Special education is an ever-growing area of education that is evolving with each
passing school year. One of the reasons for these changes is the increase in federal
legislation and legal mandates. According to Friend et al. (2010), during the 1980s, there
was an increase in acceptance of inclusive education and the concept of special education
and related services being conducted within a general education setting. Friend et al. also
discussed how the legislation of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 included the
requirement that all students, including those with disabilities, be able to access the
general curriculum. In the reauthorization of the Individuals with Disabilities Education
Act (IDEA) of 2004, the term least restrictive environment (LRE) was again emphasized
from its inception in 1975. LRE is one of the six main principles of the IDEA (Heward et
al., 2022) and legally mandated that students with disabilities be educated in the most
appropriate setting for their needs, or LRE possible (Kamens, 2007). A co-taught
classroom is also known as an inclusion classroom because both special education and
general education students are taught under the instruction of two highly qualified
teachers: a general education and special-education certified teacher. The standard of
being a highly qualified teacher was a term that was highlighted in the No Child Left
Behind Act of 2001 to ensure all students were educated under the same federal
guidelines (Heward et al., 2022).

With the number of special education students on the rise, school districts across

the country needed to meet federal guidelines and legal mandates listed on each



individualized education program (IEP) regarding classroom/setting placement for those
students. The National Center for Education Statistics (2023) states the following:
From school year 2009-10 through 2020-21, the number of students ages 3—21
who received special education services under IDEA increased from 6.5 million,

or 13 percent of total public-school enrollment, to 7.2 million, or 15 percent of
total public-school enrollment. (p. 2)

The National Center for Education Statistics (2023) also states,
Ninety-five percent of school-age students served under IDEA in fall 2020 were
enrolled in regular schools. Among all school-age students served under IDEA,

the percentage who spent 80 percent or more of their time in general classes in
regular schools increased from 59 percent in fall 2009 to 66 percent in fall 2020.

(p-2)

According to the U.S. Department of Education (2017), over 80% of the
6,000,000 students with disabilities in the United States are in general education
classrooms for a duration of half or more of the school day in co-taught classrooms.
Friend et al. (2010) stated, “Co-teaching seems to be a vehicle through which legislative
expectations can be met while students with disabilities at the same time can receive the
specially designed instruction and other supports to which they are entitled” (p. 10).

Co-teaching is the model of teaching that occurs between a general education and
special education teacher in an inclusive setting for students with special needs. Co-
teaching is the partnering of a general education teacher and a special education teacher
to deliver academic material to a diverse group of students, including those with special
needs. This instruction occurs in a general education classroom while meeting all of the
students’ learning and social/emotional needs (Friend, 2008). Co-teaching can be defined
further as “two or more professionals delivering substantive instruction to a diverse, or
blended, group of students in a single physical space” (Cook & Friend, 1995, p. 2).

Friend and Cook (2007) also defined co-teaching as follows:



having four components: (a) two certified educators, usually one general

education teacher and one special education teacher; (b) instruction delivery by

both teachers; (c) a heterogeneous group of students (i.e., students with
disabilities are taught with their peers without disabilities); and (d) a single
classroom where students with disabilities are taught with their peers without

disabilities. (p. 59)

The general education and special education teachers collaborate and teach daily,
and they are expected to share academic and classroom resources, skill sets, perspectives
and teacher responsibilities, which include lesson planning, grading, report cards, IEPs,
student assessments, problem solving, classroom management, behavior management, as
well as establishing and maintaining positive parental relationships (Vakil et al., 2009).
Co-taught classrooms are a common occurrence in schools and can be found in
preschools, elementary schools, middle schools, and high schools. Inclusive classrooms
allow for the general education curriculum to be accessible for students with special
needs (Friend et al., 2010).

To date, there has been a large amount of research on the topic of co-teaching and
its effectiveness with special education students as well as the perception students have of
co-teaching. However, little research has been conducted regarding the dynamics and
perspectives of co-teaching pairs. The purpose of this study was to examine teacher self-
efficacy (TSE) and personal compatibility as potential factors impacting elementary
school general and special education co-teachers’ perceptions of active involvement in
instruction in co-taught classrooms. Perspectives of both the general education and

special education teachers were collected and analyzed to determine if there is a

connection between personal TSE and perceptions of active involvement in instruction.



Statement of the Problem

Any administrator or educator would state that the ultimate goal is to have
students acquire academic, social, and emotional gains throughout the school year. The
idea of a co-taught classroom is one that many believe would foster these exact gains due
to the inclusion of both student populations in one room with two highly qualified
teachers leading the way (Heward et al., 2022). Research supports the social-emotional
and academic component of co-teaching, especially from the students’ point of view. In a
study examining students’ perspectives of co-teaching, Dieker (2001) found that students
who felt they were effectively taught by co-teaching teams stated their overall satisfaction
with their instruction that was delivered by the co-teaching model. Students in co-taught
classrooms also discussed receiving more academic assistance during lessons and had
fewer behavior problems in this classroom setting. In another comprehensive study,
special education students in co-taught classrooms expressed that they liked the co-
teaching setting and dynamic because they were able to receive more help and attention
from the teachers and were able to learn material through hands-on activities (Gerber &
Popp, 1999). With research like this being published, it allows the idea of co-taught
classrooms to be unproblematic because both teachers are professionals with
qualifications and certifications in their respective content areas (Kloo & Zigmond,
2008). Both teachers are also aware of the other expectations and requirements that are
needed by them to successfully run a classroom, such as classroom management, lesson
planning, assessments, and data collection. However, research has shown that not all co-
teaching partnerships result in greater instruction and improved outcomes for students on

the special education side of the classroom (Murawski & Swanson, 2001).



Other research has examined the dynamic of the co-teaching pair and highlighted
areas in which they struggle to find equality and balance in teaching and classroom
responsibilities. Hang and Rabren (2009) stated, “Although there appears to be a
consensus regarding co-teachers’ perspectives of their students’ performances, teachers
may have different perceptions of their co-teaching practices” (p. 259). According to
Kloo and Zigmond (2008), both teachers are expected to share all classroom
responsibilities, such as planning, delivering, and evaluating instruction for their diverse
group of students (both general education and students with disabilities), and they should
both be actively involved in the tasks and responsibilities that occur before, during, and
after instructional time. Vembye et al. (2024) discussed the importance of how

providing time for co-planning is assumed to facilitate clear teacher roles by

allowing the general and special educators to coordinate how to organize and

(equally) share instruction time. Common instruction and equally shared

instruction time, in turn, are assumed to be vital components for improving

student learning by making full and complementary use of the professional
competencies of the general and the special educator. (p. 378)

Fennick and Liddy (2001) found that teachers (general and special education)
reported viewing themselves as having more responsibilities than their co-teacher in
instructional and behavior management. Besides planning, delivering, and differentiating
instruction together for the two groups of students in their classrooms, co-teachers in
elementary schools are also expected to share the same physical space, manage the
classroom cohesively, complete report-cards and IEPs together, manage and modify
student behavior, establish and maintain positive parent relationships, grade
homework/classwork, and input and track data (Cook & Friend, 1995). Rice and
Zigmond (2000) found that within the co-taught classroom, teachers are expected to take

on equal roles and responsibilities but there are often instances where it was noted that



the special education co-teachers did not assume roles equal to their general education
teacher partner. Teachers partnered together in co-taught classrooms recognize the
importance and need for discussing and establishing appropriate, yet equal, roles and
clarifying what responsibilities are expected to be shared amongst the two (Keefe &
Moore, 2004). When these classroom roles and responsibilities are not clearly discussed
and/or defined, the co-teaching partnership has been “characterized by a domination by
content subject teachers” (Dieker, 2001, p. 190), with special education teachers simply
monitoring or taking on the role of an assistant. It is crucial for the success of the
partnership for both teachers to identify, discuss, and understand each of the roles and
responsibilities needed for them to be effective instructional agents in the co-teaching
process (Hang & Rabren, 2009). The issue that the current study looked to identify is
how does the personal compatibility and self-efficacy of the teachers in a co-teaching
partnership effect the partnership dynamic and perceived active involvement in the
classroom?
Description of Co-Teaching

Cook and Friend (2010) defined co-teaching as “two or more professionals
delivering substantive instruction to a diverse, or blended, group of students in a single
physical space” (p. 2). Friend and Cook (2007) stated

co-teaching can be further described as having four components: (a) two certified

educators, usually one general education teacher and one special education

teacher; (b) instruction delivery by both teachers; (c) a heterogeneous group of

students (i.e., students with disabilities are taught with their peers without

disabilities); and (d) a single classroom where students with disabilities are taught
with their peers without disabilities. (p. 39)

Kloo and Zigmond (2008) reported that the general education teacher’s role is to

understand the structure, content, and pacing of the general education curriculum while



working with the special education teacher’s skill set of identifying the unique learning
needs of individual students and enhances the curriculum and instruction to match those
specific needs. Co-teachers can choose to implement their lessons through several co-
teaching models that have been developed (i.e., one lead/one assist, station teaching,
parallel teaching, alternative teaching, and team teaching). The selection of one of these
models should be guided by students’ characteristics and needs, data collected from
formal and informal assessments, content areas, and instructional goals as well as teacher
input (Cook & Friend, 1995; Dieker & Murawski, 2003). Hang and Rabren (2009)
discussed how lesson planning is an important element of co-teaching because the two
teachers can discuss the lesson at hand and work together to determine which
instructional strategies will work best for not only the lesson, but their students as well. It
is also mentioned that co-teachers need ample time to meet together, without distractions,
so they can discuss instructional issues, strategies and plans, behavior management, the
teachers’ roles and responsibilities, and students’ IEP goals. McKenna et al. (2023) found
that teachers who reported frequent opportunities for co-teaching (once a week or
higher), on average, were more knowledgeable about inclusive practices and reported
more use of inclusive practices than those who had fewer opportunities for co-teaching.
All of these steps and inclusive practices must be taken so all students in a co-taught
classroom receive the appropriate instruction and attention while their teachers remain on
the same page.

In elementary school, both teachers are expected to be the content specialists in all
areas (English language arts (ELA), math, social studies, science, etc.) and therefore they

are expected to jointly deliver instruction while modifying and differentiating the lesson



to meet all students’ needs. It is expected that both teachers are aware of all of their
students’ strengths and weaknesses and could speak to all of these components for every
student, as if they were the only teacher in the classroom (Heward et al., 2022). The
reauthorization of the IDEA in 2004 was very specific in defining that highly qualified
teachers would be the only type of teacher servicing students with special needs. Co-
taught classrooms are intended to educate students with special learning needs and/or
behavioral problems in an inclusive classroom setting. According to Idol (2006), the
inclusion setting allows special education students to be educated in a general education
setting. The co-taught classroom is the vehicle that offers this LRE and to that, both
teachers are responsible for all of the students in that classroom, regardless of their
license title and the student’s classification.
Research Questions
The purpose of this current study was to examine the personal compatibility of
elementary school general and special education co-teachers, and to determine if TSE and
personal compatibility influence their active involvement (shared responsibility) in
instruction in co-taught classrooms. The following research questions guided this study:
1. Do co-teacher compatibility and TSE influence co-teachers’ active
involvement in the classroom?
2. Do teacher demographic variables, in addition to compatibility and self-
efficacy, affect this relationship?
3. Is there a significant difference between general education and special
education co-teachers on personal compatibility, TSE, and active involvement

in elementary schools?



Definition of Terms

Active Involvement in Instruction: Co-teachers’ active involvement in
instruction is defined as how involved general education and special education co-
teachers are in specific co-teaching tasks before, during, and after instructional time,
including lesson planning, instruction, evaluation, making modifications, behavior
management, and remediation (Fennick & Liddy, 2001; Hang & Rabren, 2009).

Co-Teaching: A co-taught class is a class in which two teachers, a general
education co-teacher and special education co-teacher, deliver instruction to a mixed
group of students with and without disabilities.

Differentiated Instruction: Differentiated instruction is defined as a pedagogical
approach in which teachers challenge students of differing readiness levels and interests
within the same classroom by varying the difficulty, amount of assistance, and the way in
which students engage in instructional tasks (Tomlinson, 1999).

Highly Qualified Special Education Teacher: A highly qualified special
educator must hold at least a bachelor’s degree, possess full state certification or licensure
as a special education teacher, and not have had any special education certification or
licensure requirements waived on an emergency, temporary, or provisional basis. Highly
qualified special educators participating in an alternative route to a special education
certification program must receive high-quality professional development that is
sustained, intensive, and classroom-focused before and while teaching; participate in an
intensive supervision or teacher mentoring program; and demonstrates satisfactory

progress toward full state certification (IDEA, 2004).



Inclusion: Inclusion is when a student with special learning and/or behavioral
needs is educated full time in the general education program. The special education
student is attending the general school program and is enrolled in age-appropriate classes
100% of the school day (Idol, 2006).

Individualized Education Program (IEP): A student who is determined eligible
to receive special education services through a referral and evaluation process must be
provided with an IEP. The IEP must include information about the student and the
educational program designed to meet their needs, including any accommodations or
modifications to curriculum or assessment (IDEA, 2006).

Personal Compatibility: The personal compatibility between general education
and special education co-teachers is defined as the degree to which co-teaching partners
perceive themselves as similar regarding beliefs and approaches to teaching as well as on
personal characteristics (Dieker, 2001; McCormick et al., 2001; Noonan et al., 2003;
Pratt, 2014; Rice & Zigmond, 2000).

Progress Monitoring: Progress monitoring is a periodic review of a student’s
IEP goals and is used to (a) assess a student’s performance, (b) quantify their rate of
improvement or responsiveness to intervention, (c) adjust their instructional program to
make it more effective and suited to their needs, and (d) evaluate the intervention’s
effectiveness. The IDEA requires a description of how a student’s progress toward
meeting the annual goals will be measured and when periodic reports will be given to
parents on the progress the student is making toward meeting the annual goals.
Monitoring the student’s progress is essential in determining whether the student is

adequately progressing on their goals and receiving a fair and appropriate education

10



(FAPE). Teachers must collect data to ensure these content requirements are met (Yell et
al., 2016).

Teacher Self-Efficacy (TSE): TSE is defined as teachers’ beliefs about their own
ability to deliver instruction to their students, including students considered difficult to

teach (Bandura, 1997; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001).
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CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter includes two literature reviews about research on co-teaching and the
components that comprise the term. The first literature review focuses on what co-
teaching is, including the federal laws governing this classroom setting, each teacher’s
role in a co-taught classroom, models of instruction, and the instruction and
differentiation to meet the many needs of all students as well as the effectiveness of this
classroom setting. The second literature review focuses on the challenges co-teachers
face on a daily basis, such as planning time, teaching styles, individual philosophies of
education, behavior management, personality and compatibility, conflict resolution,
experience and knowledge of special education, duties and responsibilities of each
teacher, administrative aspects such as preparation and support for teams as well as
expectations, and finally, each teacher’s perception of their role in the classroom as well
as their perception of their co-teacher’s role.

Inclusive classrooms were the legal beginning of co-teaching due to federal laws.
Since 1975, special education laws have mandated that students with disabilities receive a
FAPE and that it is executed in the LRE (Kurth et al., 2022). “Each reauthorization of PL
94-142 (Education for All Handicapped Children Act, 1975), most recently the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) of 2004, has increased legislators’
commitment to educating students with disabilities in the least restrictive environment
(LRE)” (Kloo & Zigmond, 2008, p. 13). In 1975, with the passage of this federal law, the
determination of the LRE granted students with disabilities the right to be educated

alongside their general education peers to the maximum extent possible (Daskalakes,
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2023). The inclusive classroom model has students with disabilities being educated with
students who do not have disabilities in general education classrooms with both general
education and special education state-certified teachers. The special education population
is now (legally) exposed to the same curriculum, content, and academic standards based
on their individual state and/or school district guidelines.

In 1997, the IDEA introduced the belief that special education students should be
able to fully participate in statewide accountability efforts and therefore should be held to
the same high achievement standards as students without disabilities, and the IDEA
restated that notion in the 2004 reauthorization (Kloo & Zigmond, 2008). In 1997,
congress also stated that “the preferred educational placement for students with
disabilities was in general education classrooms. Inclusion classrooms provide students
with disabilities access to the general education teacher and curriculum while providing
the required accommodations from the student’s IEP” (Magiera et al., 2005, p. 20). It has
since become one of the most widely used approaches for providing special education
students access to the general education curriculum (Strieker et al., 2013). Over 61% of
students classified with disabilities, aged 6 through 2, are receiving their instruction for
more than 80% of the school day in a general education setting, which serves as the LRE
(U.S. Department of Education, 2010). For these 3.5 million students, instruction in
general education settings is provided by general educators alone or co-teachers (King-
Sears et al., 2014).

For more than 30 years, special educators have advocated for students with
disabilities to be educated in the same setting as their nondisabled peers. With

reauthorizations and amendments made to federal laws, students with learning and
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behavior disorders are legally required to learn the same academic content and score
proficiently on the same tests as their general education peers. Educators see co-teaching
as the most likely vehicle for accomplishing both goals (Kloo & Zigmond, 2008).
Petersen (2016) stated,

Teachers of students with significant disabilities now require the knowledge,
skills, and dispositions to integrate and align a number of educational
components, such as the Common Core State Standards (CCSS), state- and
district-level assessments, and Individualized Education Programs (IEPs). They
are tasked with coordinating and planning for specially designed instruction that
is both aligned to the general education curriculum and individualized to meet
each student’s unique learning needs and goals. In addition, they must measure
students’ progress toward individualized educational outcomes, engage in
formative and summative assessment to measure student’s progress within the
general education curriculum, and prepare and support students in participating in
state accountability assessments. They must also understand how assessment is
used to inform decision making, instructional planning, and classroom practice to
ensure high expectations and rigorous learning opportunities. Thus, the
pragmatics of general education curriculum access continues to be navigated by
teachers within the field of low-incidence disability. (p. 20)

Legality of Inclusion Classrooms

Federal laws govern our society and many federal laws govern the field of
education, both for the general education population and special education population.
However, the United States has not always been known for being inclusive of populations
that are different from the majority. Where special education federal law is today has a lot
to do with the Civil Rights Movement from the 1950s and 1960s. One of the first
landmark cases that shaped how children were accepted in schools was Brown v. Board
of Education of Topeka (1954). In this case, the U.S. Supreme Court declared that
education must be made available to all children on equal terms. Although this case dealt
with the issue of race, the decision of this case lead parents of children with disabilities to

question why their children were being excluded (Hicks-Monroe, 2011).
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The next federal case with historical significance for the special education
population was Pennsylvania Association for Retarded Children (PARC) v.
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania (1972). In this case, PARC challenged a state law that
denied public school education to children considered to be “unable to profit from public
school attendance” (Heward et al., 2022). In this case, the court decided that the children
were entitled to receive a free public education. The court also ruled that parents had the
right to be notified before any change was made in their children’s educational program.
In addition, the ruling stipulated that the placements in regular classrooms and public
schools were preferable to segregated settings (Heward et al., 2022, p. 12).

The court cases of Brown v. Board of Education Topeka (1954) and PARC v.
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania (1972) both left a substantial mark on civil and
educational law. These two laws opened the door for one of the most influential and
important special education laws to date. In 1975, congress passed Public Law 94-142,
the Education for All Handicapped Children Act, which was implemented in 1978.
Congress has reauthorized and amended PL 94-142 five times (Hicks-Monroe, 2011).
The Education for All Handicapped Children Act states,

in order to receive federal funds, states must develop and implement policies that

assure a free appropriate public education (FAPE) to all children with disabilities.

This law also provided that handicapped children and adults ages 3-21 be

educated in the "least restrictive environment" to the maximum extent

appropriate. This meant that students with disabilities were to be educated with
children who are not handicapped and that special class, separate schools or other
removal of children from their regular educational environment occurred only

when the severity of the handicap is such that education in regular classes could
be achieved. (Hicks-Monroe, 2011, p. 62)

Although this law has been reauthorized five times, the law’s foundation has
remained the same, with new components added each time. In 1986, the law mandated

services for children with disabilities ages 3—5. In 1990, the law was renamed the IDEA.
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In this reauthorization, the word handicapped was replaced with disability, as the word
handicapped is looked to be a derogatory term for the special needs population. Two new
categories of disabilities were added: autism and traumatic brain injury, which required
schools to develop transition planning goals for students at age 16. The most recent
reauthorization of PL 108-466 was titled The Individuals with Disabilities Education
Improvement Act of 2004 and reflects the concerns regarding treating people with
disabilities as full citizens with the same rights and privileges as everyone else.
According to Heward et al. (2022) and Hicks-Monroe (2011), the main purpose of
the IDEA is to ensure all children with disabilities have a FAPE that focuses on special
education and related services designed to meet their individual needs and prepare them
for further education, employment, and independent living. It also ensures that the rights
of children with disabilities and their parents are protected. The IDEA also assists
individual states in the implementation of a statewide, comprehensive, coordinated,
multidisciplinary, interagency system of early intervention services for infants and
toddlers with disabilities and their families. It also ensures that both educators and parents
have the necessary tools to improve educational results for children with disabilities by
improving support, research, and technical assistance and to assess and ensure the
effectiveness of efforts to educate children with disabilities (PL 108-466, Sec. 601 [d]).
Most IDEA rules and regulations fall within six major principles, most of which
have remained (basically) unchanged since 1975. These six major principles include the
Zero Reject rule, nondiscriminatory evaluation, FAPE, the LRE, procedural safeguards,

and parent participation and shared decision making.
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The Zero Reject rule simply means that all schools must educate all children with
disabilities. No child with a disability may be excluded from a free public education,
regardless of the nature or severity of their disability. Federal law requires children ages
6-17 to be educated; however, if a state provides educational services to children ages 3—
5 and 18-21, then they must do so for children with special needs. The IDEA also
mandated the child find system, which helps locate, identify, and evaluate children with
disabilities or suspected disabilities (Heward et al., 2022).

Nondiscriminatory evaluation states that schools must use nonbiased,
multifactored methods of evaluation to determine whether a child has a disability, and if
so, whether they need specially designed instruction to benefit from education. Testing
and evaluation practices must not discriminate on the issues of race, culture, or native
language, as all tests must be administered to the child in their native language (Heward
et al., 2022).

FAPE was one of the first legal mandates of the original law. It states that all
students, no matter what their disability or severity of a disability, must receive a FAPE.
This means that a child with any type of disability is eligible to attend a public school, in
a classroom most appropriate for their cognitive and functional level, free of charge to the
parents (Heward et al., 2022; Hicks-Monroe, 2011). Within the FAPE, an IEP must be
developed and implemented to meet the specific needs of the student with a disability.
The IEP specifies their present levels of performance, identifies measurable annual goals,
and describes specific special education services and related services that will be
provided to help the child attain their goals. This document also defines what type of

setting the child will learn and be the most successful in (Heward et al., 2022).
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The LRE is stated by the IDEA that schools educate students with disabilities
together with students without disabilities to the maximum extent appropriate. Students
with disabilities are only to be removed to separate settings when the nature or severity of
their disability hinders them from benefitting from instruction in a regular classroom with
supplementary aids and services. The IDEA also “creates a presumption in favor of
inclusion in the regular classroom by requiring that a student’s IEP contain a justification
for why the student will not participate with peers without disabilities in regular
classrooms, extracurricular activities and other non-academic activities. To ensure each
student with disabilities is educated in the LRE appropriate for the student’s needs,
school districts must provide a continuum of alternative placements and service
alternatives” (Heward et al., 2022, p. 16).

Another principle of the IDEA is procedural safeguards. This means schools must
follow an extensive set of procedures to safeguard and protect the rights and interests of
children with disabilities and their parents. Parental consent must be obtained by the
school for any type of initial or subsequent evaluations to occur on a child. The parents
are, by law, able to see all documents and records of their child. If a parent disagrees with
any part of the evaluation, placement, provision, and/or related services for the child, the
parent is entitled to a free evaluation from an outside evaluator, mediation, or a due
process hearing (Heward et al., 2022).

The last major principle of the IDEA is parent participation and shared decision
making. As mentioned in the previous principle, parent involvement is a major
component of the IDEA. Schools have a legal responsibility to collaborate with parents

and students with disabilities in the planning and implementation of special education and
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related services. The parent’s feedback, input, and wishes must be considered in
determining IEP goals, related service needs, and placement decisions (Heward et al.,
2022). All concerns from the parents are validated and procedural safeguards are put into
place in case there is an instance where the two parties disagree.

As stated previously, the co-teaching model for an inclusion classroom setting
employs both a general education and special education teacher at all times. According to
Friend and Cook (2007), co-teaching has four major components with two certified
educators needed in the classroom, instruction needed to be delivered by both teachers
using one of the six models of co-teaching, students with special education classification,
and students with general education classification, and this is all conducted in the same
classroom. Due to the fact that there are two highly qualified, certified teachers in the
room, the concept of content knowledge and teacher roles arises.

Role of the General Education Teacher

Because the inclusion setting is considered a general education classroom, the role
of the general education teacher will be analyzed first. Co-teaching is designed to utilize
the strengths of both the general educator, who understands the content and pacing of the
general education curriculum, as well as the special educator, who identifies unique
learning needs of individual students and determines which curriculum and instructional
modifications would be most beneficial to match the needs of those special education
students (Fennick & Liddy, 2001). In a co-teaching classroom, there are many objectives
that have the potential of being met. First, students with disabilities are exposed to and
taught the general education curriculum by both teachers. However, general education

teachers are believed to contribute their expertise in grade-level content and generally
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effective teaching methods (McKenna et al., 2023). The general education teacher often
acts as the content specialist (Brendle et al., 2017). Second, co-teaching allows students
with disabilities access to the general education curriculum through the special education
teacher who provides help and support through modifications and accommodations (Kloo
& Zigmond, 2008). Depending on the grade level taught, general education teachers are
often considered to be the content specialists, with a limited number of preservice courses
on how to meet the needs of students with disabilities (Magiera et al., 2005). However,
being identified as the “content specialist” often leads to the idea that the general
education teacher’s role is to lead-teach all lessons while the special education teacher
acts as the assistant or support role.

Historically, the progression of special education laws and procedures have been
moving steadily in the inclusive direction since 1975. Colleges and universities that offer
teaching degree programs typically have courses that discuss education law, so the shift
to an inclusive setting is not something foreign to preservice teachers. However, teaching
programs are often designed based on which certification path is chosen (Youngs et al.,
2011). Depending on the state and/or college/university, the choice of certification can be
either general education or special education, and sometimes a dual certification program
is available. Undergraduate students who choose the general education path will most
likely only take one or two courses focused solely on special education. Depending on
the school and/or state, the mandated course(s) might only be a special education survey
course, where disabilities are broken down by cause, characteristics, prevalence, and
educational approaches (Heward et al., 2022). One factor contributing to a widening gap

between education policy and teacher capacity lies within the teacher-preparation
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programs. Some programs limit the extent to which teacher candidates can participate in
both educational coursework as well as special education field experiences (Harvey et al.,
2010; Hemmeter et al., 2008). Dating back to 1990, it was reported that there was a
discrepancy between the pace of preparation of teacher candidates and inclusion demands
(Fender & Fiedler, 1990). Reports over a decade later suggested that the situation had still
not improved (Hamman et al., 2013).

In reality, a preservice general education teacher might potentially graduate with
only three to six credits in special education content and then be placed as a full-time
teacher in an inclusion classroom. According to Mackey (2014), three middle school
general education teachers “felt their undergraduate programs had not adequately
prepared them to meet the needs of students with disabilities in their classroom” (p. 9). It
was also noted that future general educators need more attitude and awareness training
concerning students with disabilities. In theory, the number of instructional strategies
used by general educators should increase with the amount of special education courses
taken and the number of hours spent with special educators (Mahar et al., 2010). The
teachers interviewed with Mackey explained that courses in their master’s programs
provided a more in-depth examination of teaching students with disabilities, which
enabled them to feel more confident in their ability to meet the needs of all learners, not
their undergraduate programs (Mackey, 2014). In a survey of 228 middle school
mathematics teachers, it was determined that many of the participants did not understand
instructional strategies to help improve the mathematical learning of students who had

learning disabilities (DeSimone & Parmar, 2006).
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In other research regarding inclusion, general education teachers have reported
that they lack adequate preparation to teach children with moderate to severe disabilities
in inclusive settings (Downing & Peckham-Hardin, 2007). According to Downing and
Peckham-Hardin (2007), 61% of general education teachers—although willing to co-
teach this population of students in inclusive settings—advocated for proper training and
the necessary tools to competently instruct children with moderate and severe disabilities.
Loiacono and Valenti (2010) conducted a study that examined general education in
inclusive settings with children diagnosed with autism. According to their study,

the actual number of general education teachers who co-taught in inclusive

classrooms, that included children classified with autism, equals 135. Out of the

135 general educators only five were reported to have completed a course

grounded in ABA principles either in college or graduate school. Hence, 130 or

96.2% of the general education teachers who co-taught in inclusive classrooms,

that included children classified with autism, were not pedagogically trained in

the principles grounded in ABA intervention methodologies by their respective
institutions of higher education. Yet, general educators continue to be placed in
co-teaching inclusive classrooms that include children with autism without the

necessary training. (p. 28)

Teacher education programs frequently do not adequately prepare new, general
education teachers on how to instruct students with disabilities. Teacher-preparation
programs that require greater numbers of field-experience hours are exposing teacher
candidates to inclusion settings through fieldwork placements rather than academic
coursework within the college. Pugach (2005) noted that prospective teachers “are likely
to experience some degree of inclusive teaching during field placements—whether by
design or chance” (p. 556). Given this information, current teachers, who offer their

classroom to be used for fieldwork opportunities, represent one of the most beneficial

sources of information for student teachers about how to provide instruction to students
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with disabilities and how to successfully collaborate with special education teachers
(Hamman et al., 2013).

Training preservice general education teachers to work with special education
students requires a focus on many different academic and social-emotional elements
needed for achievement. These future teachers need more than just general academic
content knowledge of elementary (Grades K—5) or secondary (Grades 6—12) level
education. It is crucial that they receive exposure to pedagogy for creating instructional
and academic practices that encourage and accommodate student diversity (Laprairie et
al., 2010; Thompson & Smith, 2005). General education teachers must feel confident in
making accommodations and modifications, understand all disability categories, and
fluently implement strategies for inclusion both independently and with a special
education co-teacher (Coombs-Richardson & Mead, 2001; Laprairie et al., 2010).

Role of the Special Education Teacher

The next role that will be analyzed is the role of the special education teacher in
the inclusion classroom. Both special and general education elementary teachers face
several common challenges as they enter a classroom, but specifically a co-taught one.
“Both groups must acquire curricular knowledge; plan and provide instruction; motivate
students and manage their behavior; interact with parents, colleagues, and administrators;
and carry out noninstructional duties” (Young et al., 2014). However, special education
teachers have additional demands that differ from those of their colleagues in general
education. Special education teachers are legally mandated to modify the curriculum for
students with vastly different needs and disabilities, create and implement IEPs and, if

needed, employ assistive technology (Heward et al., 2022).
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The transition from college student to student teacher to in-service classroom
teacher is one that comes with many adjustments. As a special education major, students
are required to take more courses than their general education peers. These students are
still required to take the mandatory child development courses, content courses (ELA,
math, science, etc.), as well as courses designed specifically for special education. These
special education courses cover the federal laws that govern the practices of special
education, courses that discuss teaching low-incidence disabilities, courses that discuss
teaching high-incidence disabilities, in addition to courses that teach how to modify
lessons and make accommodations within the classroom. As mentioned earlier, teacher
education programs must make more of an effort to prepare their general education
teachers for teaching in inclusion settings.

Research indicates that teacher education programs often leave special education
preparation either to general education faculty who have no expertise in this area or
bundle it with courses that also address multicultural and language-minority concerns
rather than housing it within its own specific course (Pugach, 2005). Over 60% of the
nation’s principals indicated that schools of education did not prepare new teachers to
address the needs of students with disabilities (Levin, 2006). The U.S. Department of
Education (2011) believes these statistics have provided a push for there to be greater
accountability placed on teacher-preparation programs (Hamman et al., 2013). Colleges
and universities have various models of certification pathways in place for preservice
teachers. Schools that require the infusion of special education topics throughout the
duration of the program while also having these students interact and work with the

special needs population through teaching experiences are the most beneficial (Cannon et
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al., 2012). By giving these preservice teachers the experience of interacting with this
population, they can gain much more than what they would if they were just completing
their required textbook reading.
The roles and requirements of a general education teacher and a special education
teacher differ in numerous ways. However, research suggests
that the curricular and instructional expectations placed on beginning special
education teachers are sometimes more ambiguous than those placed on novice
general educators and that they can be defined in multiple, conflicting ways
(Billingsley &Tomchin,1992; Conderman & Stephens, 2000; Mastropieri, 2001;
Zabel & Zabel,2001). With regard to their curricula, special education teachers
are often responsible for teaching multiple subjects across multiple grade levels,
yet most do so without adequate resources for determining how this instruction
should look (Kilgore et al., 2003). Further, although students with special needs
participate in state assessments and are expected to learn similar material as
general education students, the degree to which administrators expect special
education teachers to align their instruction with the general education curriculum
varies, and little guidance is given on how to adapt materials to meet students’
needs. This burden can be made worse when there are a limited number of models

in a given school dealing with how instruction of children with disabilities should
be carried out. (Youngs et al., 2011, p. 1514)

With the federal legislation requiring all teachers to be highly qualified, school districts
have started looking for ways to ensure their new special education hires are transitioning
well into their new role, meeting all of the demands, as well as being effective in their
position. In response to concerns about the work conditions of early career teachers,
many districts and states have implemented mentoring and induction programs (Youngs
et al., 2011). Such work conditions include the amount of paperwork teachers are
responsible for, creating and implementing IEPs, report cards, lesson planning, modifying
all lessons to meet individual needs, grade meetings, faculty meetings, professional
development, etc. Studies have found that mentoring, collaboration with colleagues, and
positive administrative support can increase new teacher commitment because it is

building a community of support for the new teachers (Youngs et al., 2011). One
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extremely important aspect of being a special education teacher is writing IEPs. This is
something that is addressed in preservice programs in an educational way. The role of a
special education mentor is crucial for the new special education teacher because IEPs
are a legal document and hold such importance in this field.

Within the inclusion classroom, the special education teacher is just as important
as the general education teacher, but they are often viewed as the assistant in the
classroom. As stated earlier, the general education teacher is often considered to be the
content specialist, and they are the one responsible for delivering the instruction. So
where does this leave the special education teacher if they are not delivering the
instruction? Vembye et al. (2024) stated, “co-teaching teams might combine the general
teacher’s in-depth knowledge of the curriculum and the specialized knowledge of the
special education teacher about adapting instruction to the needs of the individual
student” (p. 378). The special education teacher is expected to bring their knowledge of
student learning as well as their knowledge of how to modify and accommodate the
content for the special education student’s learning during that lesson (Magiera et al.,
2005). Special educators also contribute their expertise in specialized instructional and
behavioral support methods (McKenna et al., 2023). In actuality, the special education
teacher must be just as knowledgeable on the content but more prepared on how to
modify the lesson to meet special education students’ needs.

The concept of roles within the classroom is extremely important because each
teacher has their own strengths they bring to the classroom. In an inclusion classroom,
both teachers are needed and equally important in their own way. Hang and Rabren

(2009) noted that there is often a period of confusion pertaining to the roles and
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responsibilities of the teachers within their classroom. There is often the underlying issue
that the special education co-teachers do not assume roles equal to their general education
teacher counterparts. Teachers involved in these co-teaching partnerships immediately
recognize the importance and need for having a discussion early on to establish, discuss,
and assign which roles each teacher is responsible for (Keefe & Moore, 2004). According
to Dieker (2001), when roles and responsibilities are not clearly defined, the co-teaching
approach has been led by the content subject teachers, with special education teachers
simply monitoring the lesson at hand or taking on the role of an assistant. An
identification and understanding of roles and responsibilities must occur for both general
and special education teachers to be effective instructional agents in the co-teaching
process. As with any classroom setting, there are varying degrees of co-taught
classrooms. In middle school and high school classes, there is more of a general
education “content specialist” and a special education teacher co-teaching together. In
elementary school, both teachers have the same license for elementary education and are
on a more “level” field. The perception of the general education and special education
teacher being equal is often disrupted because of factors including perceived roles and
responsibilities.
Theoretical and Conceptual Framework

When looking at co-teaching and the various components it is comprised of, it is
important to look at it through the lens of a theoretical framework. Cultural historical
activity theory (CHAT) is a theoretical framework that allows researchers to understand
individual perceptions within a larger context of an activity system. Foot (2014)

described how the CHAT framework functions based on three ideas: (a) Humans act
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collectively and communicate in and through their actions; (b) Humans make, employ,
and adapt tools of all kinds to learn and communicate; and (c) Community is central to
the process of making and interpreting meaning—and thus to all forms of learning,
communicating, and acting. (p. 330). According to Cannaday et al. (2021),
in that frame of understanding, full conceptualization of an activity (in this case,
co-teaching) is mediated and understood in terms of the human behaviors and the

mental processes stakeholders undergo through their participation within the
activity, as well as with their interactions with others also participating. (p. 9)

It is important to remember that each teacher brings with them their own cultural
and historical perspective, which will undoubtedly affect the partnership and/or
classroom on some level. The CHAT theoretical framework requires that the individuals
involved make meaning of the activity (co-teaching) through the subjects (students,
teachers, and administrators) and their community (their classrooms and schools), as well
as through the tools they use to complete the activity (policies/rules, division of
labor/shared responsibility, professional development, curriculum, etc.; Cannaday et al.,
2021). CHAT is a framework that allows the opportunity to consider the following
aspects: cultural, historical, personal perspectives, and possible tension(s) that exist
between the two teachers.

Figure 1 presents the conceptual framework that guided this study. It was adapted
from Estimating Vulnerability in Promoting Inclusive Education in the Philippines by
Galleto and Bureros (2017). My research for this study focused on co-teaching in
inclusion classrooms and the many challenges the two co-teachers face on a daily basis.
The first section entitles the concept of the framework, which is “Challenges of Co-
Teaching in Inclusive Education.” The following group sets represent the various

challenges co-teachers experience. All of these play a role and affect co-teachers’ active
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involvement in the classroom environment. These challenges include roles and
philosophies, policy, curriculum, parity, and TSE. These challenges are analyzed and
discussed throughout this research study but are introduced briefly within my conceptual

framework.

Differentiation Co-planning

6 Models of Co-Teaching Special Education laws Modifications Shared roles & responsibilties
Behavioral/Classroom IEPs Accommodations Parity language (“we’ Qurs )
Management BIPs Homework Shared space & materials
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Philosophy of Education " Differentiation/modification/ Communication with
Individual School Policy "
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Professional Goals
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Self-confidence
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& procedure | —

Challenges of

Co-teaching in | Roles & ] - - [ ! ] - Parity - Teacher
Inclusive - Philosophies - Curriculum Self-Efficacy

Education

Active Involvement
(Shared Responsibility)

Figure 1. My Conceptual Framework: Challenges of Co-Teaching in Inclusive Education.

The roles and responsibilities section breaks down what specific roles the two
teachers are mainly responsible for in a co-taught classroom. The six models of co-
teaching are one of the major components of an inclusive classroom because the two
teachers must be decisive as to which model will not only enhance the particular lesson,
but also, which model will benefit the students. This is where individual pedagogy and
beliefs about education must be presented, discussed, rationalized, and then put into

action. This is a major responsibility of the two teachers because how they implement
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their lessons directly affects student success. Behavior and classroom management is
another area that has roots in personal experience, preference, and beliefs. As with the
discussion of co-teaching models, classroom and behavior management practices and
procedures must be discussed prior to the students entering the classroom. It is the
responsibility of the two teachers to be a unified unit when it comes to behavior
expectations and follow through. The last factor of this section is their philosophy of
education. All teachers have their own individual and unique outlook on education and
what type of practices they want to execute in their classrooms. It is the co-teacher’s
responsibility to discuss all aspects of their philosophies for the two teachers to gain a
better understanding of their partner and what their partner envisions for the classroom. It
is important that both parties respect the differences as well as similarities so they can
prioritize what is best for the students’ success.

The next section of the framework is policy. There are various laws and rules that
must legally be followed, especially when working with a population of students that has
federal laws supporting them. As teachers in an inclusive classroom, special education
law governs how and what can be done regarding inclusive environments, IEPs, Behavior
Intervention Plans (BIPs), and Functional Behavioral Assessments (FBAs). All of these
documents are supported by federal and state laws and the classroom teachers are
responsible for making sure each special education child is receiving the appropriate
services they are eligible for. Other than federal and state laws, all schools have their own
individual policies and procedures the teachers and students are responsible for
following. It is the co-teachers’ role and responsibility to make sure these rules are being

properly adhered to and implemented within their individual classroom. Both teachers
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must enforce these rules, policies, and procedures (as well as follow them) to show that
they are a unified unit to the students and parents.

Curriculum is another factor that co-teachers are responsible for as it plays a
major role in their classroom. Although co-teachers are (usually) not creating the
curriculum, it is their job to implement it and make any modifications/accommodations
so all of their students can meet grade expectations. The classroom teachers are
responsible for differentiating the lessons to meet all of their learners’ needs, as some
may be advanced, on level, or below level. Teachers must also decide which homework
is appropriate to reinforce the skills learned during the lessons. Co-teaching models can
help guide the teachers on how they can easily differentiate the learning for the student
group, but also allow the time and space for the teachers to make modifications and
accommodations to the material at hand for the necessary students.

Parity plays a major role in the dynamics of the partnership between the two co-
teachers. Parity and equality are two words that go hand and hand in an inclusive
classroom environment. Both teachers are considered equal partners with shared roles
and responsibilities as well as shared classroom space and materials. Co-teachers are
equally responsible for lesson planning, teaching, grading, communicating with parents,
etc. One crucial factor of a successful co-teaching partnership is the conscious use of
parity language. This language includes the terms “we/our(s)” and using it meaningfully
throughout the day, in all aspects of the day, shows that both teachers truly believe they
are in an equal partnership and share both physical and mental ownership of their

classroom.

31



The final component is TSE, which is another detail that co-teachers are
responsible for. As individuals working with other adults (peers and administration) as
well as children and parents, teachers must be mindful of their own self-awareness. This
is a responsibility of each teacher as they must be aware of their strengths, weaknesses,
thresholds, tolerance, patience, communication style, etc. These factors are often
important to share with their co-teaching partner due to the nature of high-stress
situations, workspace proximity, etc. Along with their self-awareness, teachers also have
their own professional goals, self-motivation, and self-confidence. This not only reflects
their personal motivators and confidence levels, but relates specifically to their
professional career and goals as well. Teachers can be motivated, and confidence may be
boosted when they see their students succeed, or if they receive a positive evaluation
from administration. All of these elements can cause a positive self-efficacy, whereas
negative experiences can have the opposite effect. Co-teaching teams must work together
to help support and build up their partners if they see they are struggling in any of these
areas.

When all of these elements are combined, it equates to the active involvement, or
shared responsibility, of the teacher(s) in the inclusive classroom. The teachers must
apply their individual roles and responsibilities to all of those categories for the inclusive
classroom to run smoothly and efficiently. With all of those parts moving equally on both
sides, the active involvement of both teachers typically increases, making for a more

effective classroom environment.
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Models of Co-Teaching

In a general education classroom, there is only one teacher responsible for all of
the classroom aspects, including planning and implementing lessons. In a co-taught
classroom, there are two qualified and certified teachers there to plan and implement the
lessons. As mentioned in the discussion of teacher roles, implementing lessons and
delivering information is where the majority of co-teaching partnerships struggle. Co-
teaching is considered a joint delivery method to reach the needs of special education
students as well as general education students (Heward et al., 2022). The term “joint
delivery” implies that all instruction should be given together. However, confusion may
arise, and teachers may feel the need to become the “lead teacher,” leaving the other
teacher to act as the assistant. In a study of special education teacher roles at the
secondary level, Weiss and Lloyd (2002) determined that due to the special education
teacher’s lack of preservice training and support, they were more likely to take on the
monitoring role in the classroom, whereas the general education teacher took on the lead
role.

There are currently six models of co-teaching designed to utilize and maximize
the strengths and abilities of both teachers: one teach/one observe, station teaching,
parallel teaching, alternative teaching, teaming or “team teaching,” and one teach/one
assist. Co-teaching pairs must discuss which model of co-teaching they will use for each
lesson during their lesson planning. By looking at the lesson topic beforehand, it can be
determined (mutually) which teacher feels more confident delivering the material. The

students’ levels and abilities must also be considered so the teachers can utilize the best
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co-teaching model for that particular lesson to meet all needs of the class. Figure 2 offers

a visual representation of the six models of co-teaching (Friend et al., 2010, p. 12).
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Figure 2. Six Models of Co-Teaching by Friend et al. 2010.

One Teach/One Observe

One teach/one observe is the model of co-teaching where one teacher is
facilitating the information/material to the whole class of students while the second
teacher is observing either the whole class or one individual student. As the one teacher is
explicitly teaching the class, the other teacher could potentially be collecting data on
behavior, engagement/participation, and completion of tasks or lack of (Friend, 2016).
With this model of co-teaching, it is recommended that the general education teacher is
not always the teacher leading the lesson and the special education teacher is not always
the teacher who is observing. The teachers’ roles in this model should be interchangeable,
especially in an elementary classroom (Heward et al., 2022). However, in a secondary

education setting, it would be logical that the content licensed teacher would be the



facilitator. This would mean that the general education teacher acts as the facilitator and
the special education teacher is the observer. Conversely, the overuse of the one
teach/one assist model of co-teaching (Brawand & King-Sears, 2017) may be a
contributory factor to claims that co-taught lessons are not significantly different or
beneficial for the students (Zigmond, 2006; Zigmond & Matta, 2004). After the lesson,
the two teachers should reflect on the lesson and discuss how they each felt it went. This
is the ideal time to discuss what the observing teacher collected and noted during the
lesson. The teachers should utilize this information to help plan and strategize their next
lesson. This is one of two models that does not reduce the ratio of students to teachers
(Carty & Farrell, 2018).
Station Teaching

Station teaching is the model of co-teaching where the two teachers are
responsible for delivering instruction and teaching independently of each other, which
promotes parity (Carty & Farrell, 2018). However, it occurs when the material being
taught is deemed difficult but does not need to be taught in a sequential order (Heward et
al., 2022). The content is divided into three parts and each teacher is responsible for
delivering a portion of content while a group of students work independently (students
rotate until they have received all content; Burks-Keeley & Brown, 2014). The teachers
present different content to each group of students at the same time in the same
classroom. Because the material does not need to be presented in sequential order, it does
not matter which group starts with which teacher. At one point, all groups will have the

opportunity to work with each co-teacher as well as independently (Heward et al., 2022).
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This model of co-teaching is often known for increasing the opportunities for
specially designed instruction (Friend, 2016). This model of co-teaching is also
considered to be the most challenging (Cook & Friend, 1995). Classroom management
plays a major role in the success of this lesson. The two teachers must be mindful of their
students and of any disruptions that may occur. Breaking the class into groups based off
of academic level, collaboration, and behavior are all crucial to the lesson’s flow.
Because there is always going to be one group working independently, the lesson’s
expectations must be established prior to start of the lesson so the teachers can teach and
attend to their individual groups without disruptions (Carty & Farrell, 2018). Noise levels
are also going to be high due to the fact that there are three separate groups working
simultaneously (Cook & Friend, 1995; Gurgur & Uzuner, 2011).

Another element to consider is the issue of classroom space. Not all classrooms
are spacious enough to allow for three groups to work without overcrowding (Gurgur &
Uzuner, 2011). The students’ age and maturity level also play an important role as does
the time of year this model is being implemented. Station teaching might not be as
successful if this is introduced early in the school year prior to classroom and behavior
management being fully established.

Parallel Teaching

Parallel teaching most often occurs when it is necessary to lower the student-to-
teacher ratio (Aliakbari & Bazyar, 2012; Heward et al., 2022; Sileo, 2011). The students
are typically divided into two (mostly equal) heterogenous groups in which each teacher
presents the same content to the students (Burks-Keeley & Brown, 2014). Although the

teachers are presenting the same content, the way in which they present the material will
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be different depending on which group of students they are working with (Cook &
Friend, 1995; Heward et al., 2022). For example, if one teacher is working with a higher-
level group of students, their approach to the lesson might be more abstract and
inferential, whereas the teacher who is working with the lower-level group of students
might use a more concrete approach. This allows for the same material to be covered, but
it is approached in a more student-centered way, allowing the curriculum to be accessible
to all (Heward et al., 2022). As with all of the models of co-teaching, there is the
potential for disruptions from the differing activity levels and noise volume of each group
(Aliakbari & Bazyar, 2012). Cook and Friend (1995) reported that this model allows
teachers to provide much needed opportunities for drill and practice type activities.
Another benefit of this model of co-teaching is that it allows for the class to be broken
down into smaller, more academically friendly groups, which may put some students at
ease from feeling inferior to their higher-achieving classmates as well as social pressures
and anxiety. Teachers can move at the pace at which they decide is necessary for the
group of students they are teaching. This is another model in which grouping students is
done prior to the start of the lesson or it is decided based on the results of the entry ticket
assessment (Heward et al., 2022).
Alternative Teaching

Alternative teaching often occurs when teachers must individualize instruction,
remediate skills, promote mastery, or offer enrichment to a smaller group of students in
the co-taught class. In this instance, one teacher works with a smaller group of students or
an individual student while the other teacher works with the rest of the class (Heward et

al., 2022). This model of co-teaching is also suitable for more intense instruction where it
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facilitates preteaching, reteaching, supplement, and promotes social skills (Burks-Keeley
& Brown, 2014; Cook & Friend, 1995; Moorehead & Grillo, 2013). The preteaching
option would most likely be used with a student or group of students who are struggling
to keep up with the majority of the class when a new skill or concept is introduced. This
strategy allows them to preview the material ahead of time, so they have the time and
ability to process it before it is introduced to the whole class (Friend, 2016). However,
co-teachers must be mindful of which students are frequently in this small group as it
could make those students feel they are being singled out for needing more time to
process information or that they are “slower” than the other students (Cook & Friend,
1995). Co-teachers must also remember to rotate between teaching the small group and
the larger groups of students. As discussed in previous models, the special education
teacher is often placed as the remedial instructor rather than the lead facilitator but both
teachers should experience each role so they can each speak to their students’ strengths
and weaknesses. Having the teachers rotate also allows for the students to feel that each
teacher values them and they have the opportunity to learn from a different teacher and
method/approach, which they might benefit from (Heward et al., 2022).
Teaming/Team Teaching

Teaming, also known as team teaching, occurs when it is desirable to blend the
talents and expertise of both teachers; they will both plan and deliver instruction to the
entire class together (Heward et al., 2022). Teaming is sometimes considered the most
“fair” model of co-teaching because both teachers are presenting new material at the
same time and are continuously interacting with each other for the duration of the lesson.

However, this is considered one of the more difficult models of co-teaching due to the
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fact that a high level of trust, commitment, and rehearsal are needed between the teachers
(Cook & Friend, 1995). When team teaching is done fluidly, an observer or even the
students should not be able to tell which teacher is the general education or “content
specialist” and which is the special education teacher. In this model, because interaction
between the two teachers is high, the teachers are also able to “bounce” off of one
another and ask each other questions, which allows the students to obtain the information
without feeling the pressure to ask questions themselves (Sileo, 2011). If the two teachers
are comfortable with this model and the teaching seems effortless, the reported benefits
include increased fun, enjoyment, and a warmer atmosphere in the classroom (Aliakbari
& Bazyar, 2012).

As with all models of co-teaching, the success of this type of delivery relies on the
level of planning that both teachers put into it prior to teaching the lesson. The teachers
must prepare for how they are going to introduce the lesson, which questions they are
going to ask, when they are going to call on students, what to do if students are not
grasping the material, and what the independent work is going to be. In the elementary
level classroom, both teachers are considered the content specialists, but in secondary
education, the general education teacher carries that title. Therefore, Gurgur and Uzuner
(2011) argued that if both the general education and special education teachers present
new material, then they both must be competent in the field (math, science, history, etc.).
Conversely, it can be argued that the special education teacher, if not familiar with the
lesson material, can ask the general education teacher questions, which would then also
clarify any issues that the students may be having (Forbes & Billet, 2012). Vembye et al.

(2024) discussed how this model of co-teaching can reduce any disciplinary problems
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that arise within the classroom and therefore ensures more instructional time, as well as
increases student—teacher interaction, which allows students to receive more personalized
instruction compared to other teaching settings.
One Teach/One Assist

One teach/one assist is the second model that does not reduce the ratio of students
to teacher for the entirety of the lesson (Carty & Farrell, 2018). This model is considered
the most common model of co-teaching used in practice today (Friend et al., 2010;
Scruggs et al., 2007). In this model, one teacher instructs the whole class while the other
teacher circulates the room to collect data on student performance and offer help to those
students who need it (Heward et al., 2022). Friend and Cook (1993) described this model
as the general education teacher provides the content instruction and the special educator
“drifts” through the classroom assisting students who need additional help. The assistant
teacher is typically the one collecting the formative assessment entry tickets (at the start
of the lesson) and exit tickets (at the end of the lesson). This arrangement of teaching
utilizes the expertise of one teacher in a specific subject area while allowing that teacher
to facilitate the lesson and the other teacher assists the class. This arrangement must be
established during the lesson’s planning stage, prior to teaching. At the conclusion of the
lesson, both teachers must discuss the results of the formative and informative
assessments and use the data to drive their future instruction (Heward et al., 2022).
Although this model is cited as being one of the most dominant models of co-teaching, it
is not always considered the best for the special education population. Strogilos et al.
(2016) found that this model of co-teaching creates the perception that the students with

disabilities are only the sole responsibility of the special education teacher, whereas the
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general education teacher concentrates on the rest of the class. There is also the
possibility that the teacher assisting could fall into the role of what a resource room
teacher would provide for students with special needs rather than teach the same content
as the rest of their peers (Carty & Farrell, 2018).
Instruction in a Co-Taught Elementary Classroom

As previously discussed, co-taught classrooms offer a unique advantage that
general education classrooms do not. The two teachers can be utilized to have two sets of
eyes, ears, hands, and perspectives on all aspects of their classroom. Each particular
partnership has the ability of personalizing the dynamic to meet their needs as teachers.
Each of the six different models can be used as frequently or as infrequently as the
teachers want. Not only does the model have to work for both teachers, but the model
must benefit the students. During planning periods, teachers must look at the lesson at
hand, the levels of their students, and how the lesson must be approached for all students
to attain the lesson’s target. The models of co-teaching should be used as a tool to engage
students and group students strategically so they can all attain success in the lesson. This
step must be completed during planning, prior to the lesson, so the lesson runs smoothly.

Differentiation is one pedological approach that is used in co-taught classrooms
because of the diversity present in this type of inclusive classroom with students of
varying needs and abilities. The pedagogical concept of differentiation has been defined
as “the proactive creation of related learning activities that accommodate variances in the
interest, readiness and learning profiles of all learners (and the teacher), allowing them to
access the learning activity and work towards achieving the intended learning outcomes”

(Evans & Waring, 2011, p. 152).
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Differentiation strategies are designed to meet all the individual students’ needs
while considering their individual strengths and weaknesses and apply them to the lesson
at hand to ensure smooth classroom functioning (Roiha, 2012). Tomlinson (2014)
discussed how differentiation is a combination of different theories and practices that
focus on the students’ differences in readiness (both academic and social/emotional),
interests, and learning styles. Differentiation also has roots in theoretical perspectives. It
is based off of Vygotsky’s Zone of Proximal Development in which the aim of
differentiation is to identify the students’ actual developmental stage. This allows
teachers to modify their instruction in a way that corresponds to the students’ Zone of
Proximal Development, with appropriate scaffolding and support (Civitillo et al., 2016).

Teachers can meet all of their students’ needs by using differentiating strategies.
Tomlinson (2014) discussed that by using differentiating strategies, teachers can shape
teaching into five instructional dimensions. For example, teachers can differentiate the
curriculum by separating the class into different learning groups that offer varied levels
of difficulty, deciding on which teaching methods they should use, using varying
instructional materials, providing assignments that are appropriate to each student’s
learning level, and adapting the way in which students learn. The two teachers are
expected to teach to their students’ needs, therefore making the material accessible to all
students (Civitillo et al., 2016). By utilizing these differentiation strategies, co-teachers
must be able to decide which model of co-teaching best suits the lesson and class as well
as which of the five differentiation strategies they want to use to teach a particular lesson.

The two teachers in a co-taught classroom often come from different academic

backgrounds, licenses/certifications, and years of experience. West and West (2016)
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stated that differentiation occurs when there is a higher understanding of the academic
material and teaching strategies. Teachers must be able to take the material at hand and
decide which approaches will work best for their students. These skills are sometimes
taught in university coursework and other times it comes with experience. In situations
like this, each co-teaching team must look at each teacher’s strengths and weaknesses.
The group’s veteran teacher should feel comfortable taking the lead and demonstrating
how lessons could be differentiated. Although many believe it is the special education
teacher’s job to differentiate lessons, that is not entirely the case. Differentiation must
happen in all types of classrooms because all students learn and perform on different
levels. In a co-taught classroom, it is the job of both the general education teacher and
special education teacher to differentiate, modify, and accommodate all types of learners
in their class.
Challenges in Co-Teaching

As in any work-related environment, there are always going to be challenges.
Single-teacher classrooms come with their own set of challenges, but that teacher must
face them alone. A co-taught classroom comes with its own set of challenges, and the
challenges are often a result of the teachers themselves. Co-teaching may be popular, but
it does not always come naturally to the teachers involved (Scruggs et al., 2007). Some
major educational areas where the two teachers can differ and clash on are teaching
styles, philosophy of education, behavior management styles, personality and
compatibility issues, as well as conflict resolution. The greatest obstacle to successful co-
teaching is often the lack of preparedness of the educators involved and joint planning

time (Conderman & Hedin, 2017). Co-teaching requires an additional set of skills that are
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rarely used when teaching alone. The two teachers must work on collaborating in areas
such as creating shared lesson plans, communicating frequently and effectively with
fellow teachers, and resolving differences in a way that strengthens, rather than weakens,
the collaborative relationship (Ploessl et al., 2010). According to Chatzigeorgiadou and
Barouta (2022),
co-teachers need to exchange information, ideas, and opinions, both verbally and
in writing, all while they negotiate and decide on the best teaching plan regarding
their students’ learning process. Thus, two professionals who bring to the table
different backgrounds, viewpoints, and values, need to clearly organize their
communication channels, and put their interpersonal skills into practice daily, in

order to process, accept, and create a path that can be followed as they develop
their collaboration. (p. 1412)

Another component that is sometimes overlooked is whether there is any tension
between the two teachers themselves (Conderman & Hedin, 2017). Sometimes, this
happens unintentionally before the two teachers begin working together. Physical
classrooms and classroom space are something that teachers take personal pride and
ownership over. When new partnerships are established, co-teaching typically happens in
the general educator’s classroom, which could mean the general educator may adopt a
greater sense of ownership over the classroom, curriculum, content, and most of the
students because it was “their room.” An ownership perspective also commonly leads to
replicating teacher-led, whole-class instruction, which relegates the special educator to a
subordinate role and keeps the general education teacher as the “lead” teacher (Hackett et
al., 2020). Barger-Anderson (2008) stated general educators view that a co-teacher can be
an equal partner if they have more content-specific knowledge. The underlying message
in that study is that general education teachers view the special educator’s role as
subordinate to theirs. Only over time does comfort and trust begin to develop, and the

partnership can evolve to have deeper, more meaningful interactions.
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Another common area that co-teachers differ on is their philosophy of teaching. A
philosophy of teaching is a teacher’s core beliefs regarding education and what practices
they feel are best to inspire and educate their students (Heward et al., 2022). This is an
example of where co-teachers may differ because a philosophy of teaching is a personal
belief system that guides their individual teaching style. There may be overlapping
similarities between the two philosophies of education, but what happens if the two
philosophies are drastically different? For example, if one teacher believes in a teacher-
facilitated classroom and the other believes in a student-facilitated classroom, that has the
potential to cause a major rift in the partnership if the two cannot compromise or find
ways to integrate both options. Ideally, the two teachers should sit down together before
they meet their students and discuss their educational beliefs, practices, and formal
philosophy of education. By discussing what aspects of education are important to both
of them, they will be able to design instructional programs that will benefit both groups
of students (Seglem & VanZant, 2010).

Behavior and classroom management is another area that is crucial to the success
of any classroom. However, much like philosophies of teaching, behavior/classroom
management is rooted in personal beliefs and experiences. According to Owens et al.
(2018), when teachers used positive reinforcement strategies with clear and direct
language, classroom rules and calling out the undesirable behaviors, students’ math and
reading achievement as well as social development and behavior increased. However,
when teachers are unable to manage challenging or unwanted behaviors, students spend
more time off task and therefore have lower achievement in academic and social areas.

Although all teachers know the importance of classroom management, many have
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different approaches, some of which may clash with others. For example, most teachers
use class-wide positive reinforcement strategies, but there are still teachers who use
negative reinforcement or punishment strategies. These are two systems that conflict with
one another. Finding a behavioral system that works for both teachers is something that
must be discussed prior to the start of the school year. Teachers must also read students’
IEPs and learn about what disabilities and preferences their incoming students have and
then modify their systems from there. For example, students classified with ADHD often
display challenging behaviors that can affect teacher relations with that student as well as
the rest of the class (Owens et al., 2018). Teachers must find a system that meets the
needs of everyone in the class, including what meets their classroom expectations as well.
Personality and compatibility are components of co-teaching that are somewhat
difficult to measure and reproduce. Every teacher has their own individual traits and
preferences for even the smallest elements of classroom procedure. Pratt (2014) described
personal compatibility as how often the co-teaching pair shared similar beliefs and
approaches to teaching as well as with personal and professional characteristics. At its
core, teachers might even have differing feelings about inclusion and co-teaching itself.
Silieo (2011) discussed that in some cases, co-teachers can be partnered together who
have completely different personal and professional views and values. These teachers
must then work together to identify, state, and combine those to create positive academic
and social climates for all of the students in their classrooms. Silieo went on to discuss
how in a situation such as this, teachers are required to discuss things major and minor

like instructional delivery, grading, discipline and classroom management, and
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collaboration in communication with parents as soon as they are placed together so they
will have the time to figure out any differences beforehand.

Gately and Gately (2001) contended that co-teaching is a developmental process
that has three stages through which many co-teaching teams proceed: the beginning,
compromising, and collaborative stages. Each stage is characterized by varying degrees
of interaction and collaboration. The beginning stage is one where both teachers are
coming to the classroom with a fresh outlook and clean slate. Both are sharing their
philosophies, preferences, and goals with each other. Ideas for classroom setup,
classroom management, and lesson planning structure should begin to take place in this
stage.

In the compromising stage, compromising must occur in any situation where the
two teachers may disagree or differ on policy, preference, or procedure (Gately & Gately,
2001). Compromising is an art between the two teachers as it is a give and take
relationship. One teacher cannot always get their way and the other is always giving in.
In a classroom based on equity, both teachers come to the classroom as equal partners
and both must remember that.

The final stage is the collaborative stage, where the partnership ideally flows
fluidly. The two teachers should feel comfortable enough to collaborate freely and
express their own thoughts and ideas free from judgement and ridicule. Both teachers
must come to the classroom with an open mind and a willingness to work alongside
someone while acknowledging that they will both need to exhibit flexibility in their role
and decisions. Isherwood et al. (2012) concluded that co-teaching partnerships were

viewed as being stronger when factors were discussed and planned out prior to
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implementation so the teachers would be prepared for conflicting situations. Zigmond
and Magiera (2001) insisted that co-teachers work to establish a common or compatible
philosophy regarding their approach to co-teaching while maintaining a positive
atmosphere in their shared classroom. Both teachers must learn to accept that the
classroom is shared equally between two teachers, rather than their own. When planning,
co-teachers must consider whether an activity or a lesson will work for both, which is
why it is recommended that co-teachers plan together and provide a clear pedagogical
rationale for each specific activity they would like to implement in a lesson.

Conflict and conflict resolution are other factors of co-teaching that play a major
role in the partnership. Open communication is always recommended and both teachers
must discuss all questions, concerns, preferences, philosophies, dislikes, etc. at the start
of the academic school year (Brown et al., 2013). However, even with preparation,
appropriate communication, and planning, conflicts may still arise between members of a
co-teaching team. To reduce the impact of these conflicts, the two teachers should
develop their own system for conflict resolution. During an instance of conflict and then
(hopefully) conflict resolution, teachers must remember to use effective communication
skills while remaining calm, using positive body language, and limiting their defensive
reactions (Conderman, 2011). Co-teaching is often considered equivalent to a
professional marriage partnership (Kohler-Evans, 2006). It is crucial for both teachers
involved to remember to keep their differences and issues between the two of them rather
than complaining and talking poorly about their co-teacher to other colleagues and staff
members. At the end of the day, teachers involved must remember that both educators

share the common goal of student and classroom success.
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Effectiveness of Co-Teaching

Co-teaching is a common area of research and continues to grow each year due to
the increase in school districts implementing this instruction model into schools.
According to Chitiyo (2017), studies conducted have demonstrated that co-teaching can
have a positive impact on student outcomes. For example, Rea et al. (2002) reported that
students with learning disabilities in co-taught classes performed better on their report
card grades as well as attendance than students in single-teacher general education
classes. Begeny and Martens (2007) discussed how inclusion settings can result in
academic and social gains, better preparation for community living, and an avoidance of
the negative effects caused by exclusion practices.

In another study, Murawski and Swanson (2001) conducted a meta-analysis to
determine the effectiveness of co-taught classrooms and found the strongest positive
impact was on reading and language arts with moderate results on mathematics. Gray
(2009) found that students with disabilities in co-taught classes improved their homework
completion from 43% to 100% weekly. Vaughn et al. (1998) found co-teaching to have a
positive impact on reading achievement for all students as well as the development of
more positive social relationships for students with disabilities. Research shows that co-
teachers offer a positive social model for their students with how they interact with one
another, how they problem solve, and how they handle disagreements (Hicks-Monroe,
2011). It has also been highlighted that successful inclusion encourages general education
students to develop more positive attitudes towards individuals with disabilities. This
increases their likelihood of establishing social principles based on equality and

promoting a more harmonious society (Begeny & Martens, 2007). Students with
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disabilities in inclusive environments have also shown improvement in social interaction,
language development, appropriate behavior as modeled by other students in the class,
and self-esteem (Hicks-Monroe, 2011).

Inclusion classrooms are present at all grade levels, as Hunt et al. (2000) reported
positive outcomes for both general and special education students at the elementary level.
It was determined that academic benefits for all students included having additional
special education staff in the classroom, providing small-group instruction, individualized
instruction, and assisting in the development of academic adaptations for all students who
need them. According to Kids Together (2009), the benefits of inclusion classrooms
include making friends from both populations; increased social interactions; relationships
and networks; modeling for academic, social, and behavior skills; increased achievement
of IEP goals; gaining access to the general education curriculum; enhanced skill
acquisition and generalization; increased inclusion in future environments; increased
expectations; increased collaboration with school staff; increased parent participation;
and integration into community. According to Hicks-Monroe (2011), in a review of
inclusion research on the elementary and middle school levels, the report showed that
academic performance is equal to or greater in inclusive settings for general education
students, including students identified as high achievers, and social performance also
appeared to be enhanced because students have a better understanding of and more
tolerance for differences amongst the students in the class. In a study conducted by
Gardesten (2023), it was found that when co-teachers alternate the role of lead teacher

during math lessons, there is an increase in teaching that facilitates all students’ learning.
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This is especially important because co-teaching should be utilized to benefit all students
in the class, no matter the grade level or subject area.

Although there are many beneficial characteristics of inclusive classrooms, there
is research that suggests inclusion classrooms are not always as ideal as they seem. Some
studies report positive social gains for students with disabilities in the regular classroom,
whereas others report that students included have experienced isolation and frustration
(Hicks-Monroe, 2011). Some opponents of full-time inclusive classrooms believe there
are too many obstacles to overcome; therefore, the full curriculum will not be able to be
taught, students with disabilities need more attention and resources than are offered in a
general education classroom, and for true inclusion to take place, school wide acceptance
of inclusive practices must be fully established (Hicks-Monroe, 2011). There are also
reports from parents of both students with disabilities and general education parents who
feel attention is not given equally to both groups of students in the classroom. Many feel
the special education students need much more attention and therefore are taking away
from the typically developing students who may need extra attention as well (Begeny &
Martens, 2007). It is also discussed that students with disabilities learn best in rooms like
a resource room rather than a large inclusive general education classroom where they can
be serviced in a smaller setting with a specialized teacher (Hicks-Monroe, 2011).
Teachers and parents of inclusive students must consider the group of students they have
in the moment and what will work best for all. This is where it is critical that the teachers
use their best judgement on which co-teaching model is most appropriate for teaching a

particular lesson. There is significantly more research that supports inclusive classrooms
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rather than opposes it and research on this subject continues to increase every school
year.
Administrative Expectations and Support

Administration plays a major role in the field of co-teaching. After all, they are
ultimately the ones responsible for partnering the co-teaching teams together (Kamens et
al., 2013). There are often questions of how much thought goes into pairing the
partnerships. Some research has suggested that administration looks at which license
teachers have and places teams together that way, rather than really looking at the two
individuals separately and then considering if they would make a good co-teaching pair
(Krammer et al., 2018). Researchers have discovered that those who volunteer to be co-
teachers are more satisfied with their assignment (Cramer & Nevin, 2006). Co-teaching
volunteers often progress quickly beyond beginning stages of co-teaching, which leads to
greater effectiveness within the classroom. Moreover, volunteers often have personality
and temperament traits that support co-teaching, so administrators should make every
effort to recruit willing participants and be clear about what their commitment to this role
entails (Conderman & Hedin, 2017). Conderman and Hedin (2017) also “encourage
administration to pair co-teachers purposefully based on compatibility, teaching style,
and partner choice; offer mentoring; listen and brainstorm; provide support for conflict
resolution in the form of training or mediation; terminate the partnership when necessary”
(p. 20).

Research has indicated that many administrators believe in the value of co-
teaching and find it an important way to provide services to individuals with disabilities

(Kamens et al., 2013). It is also important to remember that administration runs the
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school, therefore one of their roles is to guide and support all of their teachers and staff.
For co-teaching to be effective, administrators must create a school culture in which co-
teaching is valued and expectations are clear (Kamens et al., 2013). Conderman and
Hedin (2017) stated that administrators should provide teachers with a clear and precise
vision for how co-teaching will benefit them and their students. Administrators are
responsible for communicating the purpose and logistics of co-teaching, including which
co-teaching application will be implemented, how many co-taught classes each teacher
will have, types of training, time commitment, and co-planning schedules in a clear way.
Administrative expectations should also be discussed with all co-teaching teams. Once
co-teaching pairs are solidified, administrators should promote parity by placing both
teacher names on students’ schedules and providing both teachers access to rosters,
student records, assessment data, IEP information, and course materials because the basis
of co-teaching is equality amongst roles (Kamens et al., 2013).

Administrators in co-teaching literature are often criticized for not providing co-
teachers with an appropriate amount of time for lesson planning. Although there are two
teachers, with two very different groups of students in one classroom, they are still
required to meet all requirements and expectations of the general education curriculum.
Co-teaching requires much more attention to detail due to the two distinct populations
present in the room. According to Hang and Rabren (2009), co-teachers emphasized the
importance of co-planning and the dire need for more of it. Therefore, it should be
considered an essential element of co-teaching and principals must be aware of how
much time is needed to go into planning for co-teaching to be successful and to meet the

expectations they have set forth. Conderman and Hedin (2017) recommended
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administration, “build in common co-planning time into the schedule, provide both co-
teachers technology access, provide release time for co-planning or paid planning before
or after school and alternate co-planning time with department meetings or other
meetings” (p. 20).

In addition to planning time, administration is responsible for providing
professional development opportunities for their teachers, especially teachers in inclusive
settings. All co-teachers need training in co-sharing, co-planning, co-instructing
(including the six teaching models), co-assessing, and approaches to sharing tasks.
Ideally, co-teachers should attend training together so they can build rapport and open
communication while remaining on the same page. It is the principal’s job to find these
training opportunities and/or workshops and register their co-teachers for sessions that
meet throughout the school year (Conderman & Hedin, 2017). Administrators should
allow time for inclusion teams to discuss their background information, including their
previous experience with education and co-teaching, their teaching philosophy, preferred
classroom management approaches, instructional practices, and co-teaching concerns.
Co-teachers must share current practices, clarify expectations, and negotiate
compromises for partnerships to succeed, particularly if they lack common planning time.
Training before the school year begins allows co-teachers to share resources and student
data and determine how they will immediately build parity between the two teachers
(Conderman & Hedin, 2017).

According to Conderman and Hedin (2017), administrators also play a critical
role in sustaining co-teaching partnerships. It is important that administration be in

frequent contact with co-teachers so they can have open communication flowing to and
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from teams. This allows administrators to resolve issues as they arise, rather than be left
in the dark about them. Administrators can assist co-teaching partners to co-reflect by
conducting three-way meetings with individual teams or focus groups with several teams.
Administrators should also be prepared with guiding questions for these conversations,
but they also should be prepared to assist with conflict resolution, if needed.
Administrators who have professional learning communities (PLCs) in their schools or
districts should create a specific PLC for co-teachers. This would provide ongoing
support, training, and discussion of successes and challenges to all teams, allowing teams
to feel connected rather than isolated. In addition, administrators should directly observe
co-teaching teams during instruction but refrain from “evaluating” them. Observations
should provide co-teachers with formative feedback rather than critiquing them as they
are just getting used to working with a new partner. It is important that administration
allow opportunities for co-teaching teams to observe other successful teams in the
building and provide ongoing support through observations, workshops, webinars, and
professional development communities while continuing to highlight building teams that
use various co-teaching models (Conderman & Hedin, 2017). This encourages co-
teachers to feel like they are supported and belong to a unified community.
Defined Roles and Duties of Special Education and General Education Teachers

As discussed, one of the benefits of working in a co-teaching classroom is having
another certified teacher there to divide the roles and duties of the classroom. But
research has shown that tensions can arise within the classroom when roles and duties are
not clearly defined (Friend et al., 2010). When roles and responsibilities are not clearly

defined, the co-teaching approach has been characterized by a domination by content
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subject teachers (Dieker, 2001). Both teachers are coming into the classroom with their
own license and skill set, so there are expected differences amongst roles and
responsibilities within the classroom. Teachers involved in co-teaching understand how
crucial it is to establish appropriate roles and clarify responsibilities between each other
(Keefe & Moore, 2004).

In an elementary-level co-taught classroom, both teachers are responsible for the
same items such as lesson planning, assigning and grading homework, grading tests and
projects, conducting benchmark and unit assessments, completing report cards, and
meeting/communicating with parents. In middle school and high school levels, the
general education teacher is considered the content specialist and the special education
teacher takes the secondary role. An identification, description, and understanding of
specific roles and responsibilities must occur for both general and special education
teachers to be effective instructional partners in the co-taught classroom (Dieker, 2001).

Legally, the special education teacher is the one teacher responsible for the IEPs
for the students with disabilities in the class. According to Friend et al. (2010), the special
education teacher is also responsible for writing and updating the IEP progress reports as
well as tracking and monitoring the IEP goals (Friend et al., 2010). They are also
responsible for any BIPs and/or FBAs for any students in the classroom (Hang & Rabren,
2009). Special education teachers also complete lesson modifications as they are the ones
responsible for modifying the curriculum to meet students’ specific learning needs.
Ideally, lesson modifications should be discussed with the general education teacher
during common planning time, but due to time restrictions or other issues, that might not

always happen. The general education teacher is also responsible for various elements of
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the classroom as well. They are responsible for lesson planning, differentiating
instruction, monitoring and reviewing student progress, unit and benchmark assessments,
report cards and homework (assigning and grading), and communicating with parents.

Both teachers in an inclusive classroom setting must have a conversation early on
in their partnership to clearly define who is responsible for what in the classroom (Hang
& Rabren, 2010). If this conversation does not happen, then most likely, one teacher will
take on most of the tasks and the other will complete the bare minimum, which does not
make an equal partnership (Weiss & Lloyd, 2002). Because both teachers are responsible
for all of the students in the classroom, both teachers should be lesson planning together,
which also entails differentiating and modifying the lessons. They should also be grading
tests, homework, and projects together; meeting and communicating with parents
together; as well as completing report cards, IEPs, IEP progress reports, BIPs, and FBAs
together. Shared responsibility for classroom procedures is extremely important for the
delivery of high-quality instruction by these teacher teams (Simmons & Magiera, 2007).
Teachers in inclusive classrooms must know what is going on with all of their students so
they can speak to all academic, social, and emotional elements about each and every
student.
Teacher Perceptions

Co-taught classrooms are anticipated to be equal ground for both the special and
general education teacher. However, due to differences in roles and duties, each teacher
might have a different perception about each role, including their own, within the
classroom. In a statewide survey of general and special education co-teachers, each group

of teachers saw themselves as having more responsibilities than the other for instructional
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and behavioral management in the classroom (Fennick & Liddy, 2001). General
education teachers often feel that because the classroom is labeled as a general education
classroom, it is their classroom, and the special education teacher is there to assist them
and work solely with the students with disabilities. Research supports that it is common
for the general education teacher to make the instructional decisions for the classroom
due to their experience with the grade-level curriculum and the special education teacher
is there to modify the lesson to meet the IEP goals. This is reflected in research that
general education teachers are regarded as the content specialist (Mastropieri et al.,
2005).

In a co-teaching study conducted by Brendle et al. (2017), the scholars found that
the general education teacher would take the lead on the curriculum taught. Further, the
general education teachers reported their roles were to act as the lead teacher and main
instructional facilitator in the inclusive classroom, implying they had greater active
involvement in the classroom. The special education teachers indicated their major role
was to only assist the special education students, implying they had less active
involvement in the classroom. The special education teachers acknowledged that they
would like to participate more in the co-instruction of lessons rather than just
reteach/remediation with their students. The special education teachers reported the
general education teachers’ role was to make sure all students were successful and take
the lead role in instruction and in the curriculum being taught. It was also reported that
the special education teacher’s role was to modify assignments and tests while providing
students with accommodations. In this study, it was only the special education teachers’

responsibility to provide academic accommodations to the students in the class. These
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results correspond with other research findings that indicate the perception that only
special education teachers can provide the specialized knowledge regarding
accommodations and modifications for struggling students (Friend & Cook, 2010;
Mastropieri et al., 2005).

Teachers in co-taught classrooms regard their role as being more important than
the other’s. In a study conducted by Moin et al. (2009), general education teachers
described the special educators’ roles as a comparison to paraprofessionals in which they
would just drift and assist students in the classroom, rather than teach, modify, and/or
accommodate the material. Although intended to be co-teaching, special educators
seldom functioned as teachers with specific instructional responsibilities in the secondary
classrooms. Bouck (2007) stated, “the precedent cannot be that the general education
teachers primarily assume the large-group instructional space and special educators are
left to fill the role and space of instruction to individual students” (p. 50).

Special education teachers often feel they are not given the opportunity to take an
equal or even lead role in the implementation of lessons because of their license and lack
of co-teaching exposure during their preservice years. Few special education teacher
preparation programs are adequately preparing teachers at the preservice level by
modeling co-teaching or including courses and/or course sessions on co-teaching (Villa et
al., 2009). Presently, the expectation is that the general education teacher will contribute
expertise in content, whereas the special education teacher contributes expertise in
differentiated instruction, accommodations, and modifications. To accomplish this, co-
teachers must figure out how to blend their expertise so that parity, such as equal roles

and responsibilities, exists (Bouck, 2007).

59



Parity

Friend and Cook (2007) defined parity between general education and special
education co-teachers as a situation in which “each professional’s instructional
contribution is equally valued. This implies that teachers share power-neither makes key
decisions alone, neither directs the other. Instead, co-teachers collaborate to make
decisions, divide responsibilities to be efficient, and share accountability for their
students’ learning” (p. 2). Conderman and Liberty (2018) discussed that an important
assumption of the co-teaching approach is teacher parity. Within this partnership, each
co-teacher must contribute equally while bringing their own skill set and knowledge base
to the learning environment. Working as a team, the teachers must equally share
planning, instruction, and assessment decision-making while having an equal leading
presence in front of students. When one teacher consistently assumes the position of the
support teacher by observing students or circulating around the room providing
individual student support, then their role resembles that of a paraprofessional
(Conderman & Liberty, 2018). In a study conducted by Bessette (2008), elementary and
middle school students’ drawings of their inclusive classroom were analyzed. In these
pictures, the general education teachers were “depicted as leading instruction and the
special education teachers were depicted as observing or drifting among rows of desks
seeking students in need of clarification or reteaching” (p. 1388).

When co-teachers do not experience parity or when they consistently serve as an
assistant and have low active involvement, several negative consequences frequently
occur. According to Conderman and Liberty (2018), some of these negative

consequences include:
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e The general educator may begin to resent the special education co-teacher if they
are not contributing equally to critical classroom-related tasks.

e The special educator’s expertise in differentiating instruction and designing
individualized instruction and behavior management approaches are not being
honored or even acknowledged by the general education teacher, administrators,
and students, and parents may wonder why two certified teachers are present in
the classroom and who is the “real” (lead) teacher.

e If one teacher is constantly presenting themselves as the lead teacher, parents may
wonder what the value of having their child assigned to a co-taught classroom is
and possibly question whether their child’s IEP goals will be met.

e If the student academic, social, and/or behavioral outcomes have not met optimal
levels set forth by the parents and/or school board members, those individuals
may question the financial commitment of having two certified teachers in the
same classroom.

e The special educator might only assume the responsibility for students with
disabilities and therefore those students appear separated from their peers rather
than fully included, which is the intent of an inclusion classroom.

e Students in the class might view the least active co-teacher as an assistant and
have different (often lowered) expectations for them and relate more to the active
co-teacher for guidance, questions, and permission.

Administration and co-teachers must consciously work on establishing and
maintaining parity within co-teaching partnerships. Administration sets the tone for parity

from the moment they finalize a co-teaching team. Some ways that administration could
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promote parity is to refer to each teacher as equals, meaning no one is a “veteran” or
more experienced teacher; new partnerships should start fresh in a new classroom space;
both teachers’ names should be used when referring to a class and used interchangeably;
and both teachers should be assigned to meetings or professional development
opportunities (Conderman & Hedin, 2017). Murawski (2008) suggested that the co-
teaching partners should aim to establish parity during each of the following co-teaching
components: co-planning, co-instructing, and co-assessing.

Conderman and Liberty (2018) discussed some general ways that co-teachers can
establish and convey parity. These include carefully planning how to convey to others
(e.g., teachers and parents) that both teachers are equal partners (e.g., both teachers’
names should be printed on all schedules, class lists, and correspondences). Similarly,
both teachers should have access to student grades, IEPs, and all electronic student class
monitoring systems (e.g., attendance, behavior systems, etc.). Teachers should also
discuss use of classroom space and equipment as both teachers need their own desk
and/or classroom storage space. Both teachers must be able to access and use all
classroom materials as well as have a say in how the room is arranged and decorated. It is
also very important for co-teachers to agree on the use of inclusive language (such as

99 <6

People First Language) and parity language such as “we,” “our class,” and “our students”
and assume responsibility for all students. They should also communicate collaboratively
with parents during IEP meetings and parent/teacher conferences. Communicating with

parents should be a shared responsibility for both positive and negative circumstances.

Finally, teachers must share responsibility for grading student work and assigning report
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card grades and not question the other teacher’s grading policy. Co-teaching is a unique

teaching situation between two highly qualified teachers. Conderman and Liberty stated,
To maximize the potential of coteaching, co-teachers are responsible for
exploring various ways so each can hold purposeful and equitable roles during co-
planning, co-instructing, and co-assessing. When both co-teachers are purposeful

in fulfilling roles based on their expertise, then all students benefit from this
promising instructional approach. (p. 227)

Teacher Self-Efficacy (TSE)

TSE is defined as teachers’ beliefs about their own ability to deliver instruction to
their students, including students considered difficult to teach (Bandura, 1997;
Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). TSE is also considered the belief of how much of an
impact teachers have on their students. Educators who believe they are effective at
engaging their students truly believe they have a positive effect on student learning
(Buri¢ & Kim, 2020). TSE and self-esteem are closely linked due to how successful and
accomplished they feel within their role. TSE can be observed through the degree of the
learner’s involvement or engagement in daily instructional lessons, the use of
instructional strategies, and the capacity of classroom management (Tschannen-Moran &
Hoy, 2001).

In a perfect teaching situation, many teachers believe they are beyond capable in
their teaching expertise no matter what level of education they are teaching. However,
TSE research has found differences in the efficacy beliefs of teachers at the elementary,
middle, and high school levels (Ryan et al., 2015). Furthermore, research continues to
show that teachers who believe they will be successful in the classroom tend to set higher
goals for themselves and their students. They also put more of an effort towards
achieving their goals and persevere through any obstacles that may arise more than

teachers who are doubtful of their abilities to succeed (Ross & Bruce, 2007). Teachers
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with a high sense of self-efficacy are often better equipped for managing stress, which
can help preserve their overall job satisfaction, retention rate, and lead to positive student
outcomes (Golubtchik, 2024). van Hover et al. (2012) showed that higher self-efficacy
and higher active involvement are linked when a teacher believes they are capable and
qualified. According to Bandura (1997), there is a link between positive beliefs about
collective self-efficacy and the impact on students’ academic achievement. When
teachers have a high sense of self-efficacy, they truly believe they can positively impact
their students’ lives, starting with their academics. Teachers with high self-efficacy are
motivated by this drive to have their students succeed in all areas, such as the academic,
social, and emotional aspects of their lives (Golubtchik, 2024).

Extensive research supports the claim that teachers’ collective self-efficacy
beliefs influence their teaching and their students’ motivation and behavior (Bandura,
1997; Klassen & Chiu, 2010). This also holds true for job satisfaction (Caprara et al.,
2006). Teachers who are more satisfied with their jobs show better teaching
performances and more active involvement based on their students’ academic outcomes
(Krammer et al., 2018). Teachers with high self-efficacy are also less likely to leave their
profession due to their personal satisfaction with their performance as a classroom
teacher, their eagerness and willingness to teach all types of learners, and their overall
level of contentment within their field (Golubtchik, 2024).

When working with students with disabilities, behavior problems, or students who
struggle more academically, teachers with high self-efficacy have confidence in their
abilities to reach these populations, try new ideas, attend to students’ specific needs, take

risks in methods of reaching these students, and try new strategies to keep these students
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on task (Bowlin et al., 2015). In contrast, teachers with low self-efficacy often give up
more easily when students do not experience academic success, or their results are not
immediate. Teachers with low self-efficacy may also have a pessimistic view towards
student motivation and may even have a cold, rigid classroom environment. These
teachers will also focus their attention on the efforts and results of the higher-achieving
students and give less attention to struggling students, who they see as a source of
disruption (Bowlin et al., 2015).

Co-teaching research continues to look at all characteristics of teachers. TSE
plays a major role with partnership placement and the overall success of the classroom,
both from the teachers’ and students’ perspectives. van Hover et al.’s (2012) study
suggested that a teacher’s active involvement in instruction is often linked to an increase
in their confidence with instruction, classroom management, and student engagement
while also increasing their ability to support the diverse, and challenging, learning needs
of students in co-taught classes.

Gaps in the Research

After conducting extensive research on the legal history of co-teaching, co-
teaching models, roles and responsibilities of co-teachers, challenges of co-teaching,
instruction within co-taught classrooms, administrative aspects regarding co-teaching,
parity, and co-teacher self-efficacy, it was evident that there are some gaps in the
literature. There were numerous studies about co-teaching on all grade levels, including
elementary, middle school, high school, and even college. However, there was very little
research that focused solely on the elementary-level classroom. As stated in the various

research regarding middle school and high school co-taught classrooms, secondary
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inclusion classrooms are structured differently than elementary classrooms. Middle
school and high school special education teachers often travel with the special education
students to all of their classes. This means the special education teacher is then co-
teaching with numerous general education teachers throughout the day for various
subjects. However, in elementary schools, co-teachers are placed with one co-teacher
with whom they teach with for the entire school day and for the whole school year. The
following four studies illustrate the role of compatibility, responsibilities, and instruction
in co-taught classrooms.

My study used similar survey methods and procedures to the following research
study, but it was conducted solely with elementary school teachers (Grades K—5). This
study was entitled High School Co-Teaching Partners’ Self-Efficacy, Personal
Compatibility, and Active Involvement in Instruction by Johnson et al. (2022). In this
study, TSE and personal compatibility were examined as potential predictors of active
involvement in instruction. The moderating effect of personal compatibility on the
relationship between TSE and active involvement in instruction was also examined. One
hundred twenty-seven co-teachers of students with learning disabilities and other high-
incidence disabilities participated. Active involvement in instruction was significantly
higher for general educators than for special educators. Results of Actor—Partner
Interdependence Model analyses revealed TSE was predictive of active involvement in
instruction for general educators but not for special educators. Results of the Actor—
Partner Interdependence Model with moderation found personal compatibility did not
significantly moderate the relationship between TSE and active involvement in

instruction for general or special education co-teachers.
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Johnson et al. (2022) discussed that one of the limitations of their study was that it
only focused on the high school level. According to Johnson et al., “a limitation is focus
on high school co-teaching teams who taught varied subjects. Replication with specific
subjects (e.g., science) and different grade levels is also warranted to compare with these
results” (p. 104). A study such as this, which looked directly at partner self-efficacy,
personal compatibility, and active involvement in instruction, is clearly needed in the
elementary level, especially because those co-teachers are with each other all day and are
extremely affected by self-efficacy, personal compatibility, and active involvement.

This second study is also similar to my study. The study investigated co-teaching
partnerships and dynamics; however, it was a case study with a limited number of
participants. The study was entitled, Evaluation of Co-Teaching in Three High Schools
Within One School District: How Do You Know When You Are TRULY Co- Teaching? by
Simmons and Magiera (2007). This case study observed co-teaching in three high schools
in one school district. Administration brought in university faculty to their secondary co-
taught classes to determine if effective co-teaching was truly occurring at all three high
schools within the school district. Using the Magiera-Simmons Quality Indicator Model
of Co-Teaching (Simmons & Magiera, 2005), researchers conducted 10 classroom
observations and 22 teacher interviews. They found varying degrees of implementation of
the co-teaching model in each high school. However, based on these findings, the
authors’ initial suggestion was to provide updated training for all of the teachers to more
consistently apply the co-teaching model within the classroom. They also recommended
that the schools keep effective co-teaching pairs together and provide common planning

time for co-teachers, encouraging special education co-teachers to become part of content

67



departments and tracking student outcomes. This case study is relevant to my study
because it looked at multiple co-teaching teams through observations and interviews.
Again, this case study was conducted on the high school level with a limited number of
participants, but it is just as important to see if co-teachers in elementary schools are truly
co-teaching.

The study entitled, A Study of Co-Teaching Identifying Effective Implementation
Strategies by Brendle et al. (2017) was another article that relates to my research. This
qualitative study investigated two co-taught elementary classrooms. The case study
examined information from teachers in reading and math co-taught classrooms to
document the method of implementation and gain insight into participants’ knowledge
and perceptions of co-teaching. Information was gathered from two elementary general
education and two elementary special education teachers concerning co-teaching roles,
collaborative, instruction, and assessment. Data were gathered utilizing interviews, rating
scales, and classroom observations. The experience of elementary co-teachers in co-
taught classrooms provided descriptive data allowing examination and analysis of co-
teacher’s knowledge, perceptions, and implementation of co-teaching. Results indicate
teachers lack expertise in implementing collaborative co-planning, co-instructing, and co-
assessing to effectively implement co-teaching. The study identified recommendations
for administrative support and teacher training. Although this study occurred in an
elementary school setting, there were a few limitations with this study. The first
limitation was that it was a qualitative study, which is unable to have data analysis
completed. Another limitation was the extremely small sample size (only four teachers)

in two grade levels. The last limitation was that it only occurred in one elementary school
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in one southern state. The authors suggested that a co-teaching study conducted in a
larger geographic area should be conducted because the findings of this study may not
represent most elementary schools across the country, making it difficult to generalize the
findings.

The fourth study was entitled, Co-Teaching in Student Teaching of an Elementary
Education Program by Chang (2018). This study examined cooperating teachers in
elementary school classrooms and the student teachers who were placed with them from
preservice programs. The objective of this study was to examine how teacher candidates
and cooperating teachers used the essential co-teaching elements and co-teaching
approaches. Chang investigated any differences in the use of essential co-teaching
elements (planning, communication, partnership relationship, classroom applications, and
co-teaching knowledge base) and co-teaching approaches (six models of co-teaching)
before and after student teaching, the perceived effectiveness of the co-teaching
approaches on children’s learning and preparation of teacher candidates for their future
teaching careers, and the enjoyment and challenge levels of the co-teaching approaches.
Twenty-six teacher candidates and 16 cooperating teachers completed the Co-Teaching
Survey (CTS) by the end of student teaching at a midsized state university in the
Midwest. Results showed there were differences for teacher candidates and cooperating
teachers in the use of co-teaching elements and approaches, in the perceived effectiveness
of the co-teaching approaches on children’s learning and teacher education programs, and
in the enjoyment and challenge levels of the co-teaching approaches. This research
explored all elements of co-teaching and surveyed the teachers involved. One of the listed

limitations was that there is limited research conducted on co-teaching and the two

69



teachers involved. Although this study focused on cooperating teachers and preservice
student teachers, it could be adapted to focus on established, certified co-teaching pairs.
My study extends the research conducted on co-teaching by investigating 85 pairs of co-
teachers and the dynamics within those partnerships.

Overall, much of the research on co-teaching are literature reviews about co-
teaching (history, legality, definition, popularity, etc.) and co-teaching practices (co-
teaching models). There are also many textbooks and instructionally geared articles that
are superficial in offering what they suggest will make co-teaching work. Research
studies that dive into co-teaching strategies, perspectives, issues, etc. are often geared
towards middle school and high school grade levels. Within these specific grade levels,
the research gets further specified with subject areas, which mainly focus on mathematics
and science. This is understandable because in middle school and high school, co-
teaching often occurs in the content-specialty classrooms (i.e., math and science). There
was also a significant amount of research geared towards preservice teachers and their
experiences with cooperating teachers during student teaching and even co-taught
college-level classes.

Summary

Co-teaching is often used as an instructional delivery method to meet the diversity
within schools by combining two populations of students together. “Teaching today is
considered more demanding and complex than ever due to an increasing diversity in
classrooms based on preferences, interests, gender, cultural backgrounds, special needs

and learning styles” (Civitillo et al., 2016, p. 587). The purpose of my study was to
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explicitly examine co-teaching as it relates to the two teachers themselves in the
elementary school setting.

The perception of co-teaching is that the two teachers are complementary to one
another, meaning the general education teacher is to supply the content knowledge,
whereas the special education teacher supplies the lesson modifications and
accommodations to those students with special needs (Hackett et al., 2021). Within my
study, I examined the relationship between co-teachers in elementary school classrooms
to see if there is a connection between their individual compatibility with one another,
TSE, and active involvement. My research expands on the previously established
research base. In conducting the initial co-teaching research, the relationships between
the two teachers themselves were hardly analyzed, especially in the elementary grade
level. This was surprising to me because elementary school is considered the
foundational academic experience for all students, so naturally, there should be
significantly more research being conducted in this academic level.

There is research that supports the discussion about students, both general
education and special education, benefitting from this classroom setting, but not much
regarding the two teachers themselves. There is also research that has explored co-
teaching from both the teachers’ and students’ perspectives under a secondary education
(middle school and high school) lens. My research aimed to bridge the gap between
elementary and secondary education while looking specifically at how co-teachers relate
to each other and considering their perspectives of their co-teaching relationship.
Teachers in elementary school are also considered to be in a full-time co-teaching

situation, meaning they are with their co-teacher all day for approximately 180 school
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days. They are expected to co-teach for every period and subject on their schedule. This
differs greatly from middle school and high school teachers who move from class to
class, co-teacher to co-teacher. If one partnership is not working for them, they are able to
continue through their day, and they may only work with that teacher a few times per
week.

It is critical to the field of education and special education to analyze co-teachers’
relationships, perspectives, and self-efficacy to understand if there is an effect on active
teacher involvement within the co-taught elementary classroom. With the expectation of
surveying approximately 85 intact co-teaching pairs, I hoped to expand the research base
by providing a significant sample size so elementary school co-teachers’ experiences can

be fully analyzed, and this study can be a starting point for future research on this topic.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODS
This chapter presents the research design used to answer the three research
questions that guided this study. In this chapter, I describe and discuss the research
questions, selection procedures and recruitment of participants, and data collection
procedures in detail. I also identify and describe the data analysis procedures I used to
answer the three research questions.
Research Questions
The purpose of this current study was to examine the personal compatibility of
elementary school general and special education co-teachers, and to determine if TSE and
personal compatibility influence their active involvement (shared responsibility) in
instruction in co-taught classrooms. The following three research questions guided this
study:

1. Do co-teacher compatibility and TSE influence co-teachers’ active involvement in
the classroom?

2. Do teacher demographic variables, in addition to compatibility and self-efficacy,
affect this relationship?

3. Is there a significant difference between general education and special education
co-teachers on personal compatibility, TSE, and active involvement in elementary
schools?

Recruitment
Institutional Review Board approval was obtained from Temple University in

October 2023. Due to the number of co-teachers needed in this study, it was decided that
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the survey would recruit teachers who have co-taught currently or at some point in their
careers, rather than solely teachers who were currently co-teaching. It was determined
that participant recruitment would occur on a national scale. The flyers I created to
advertise this study were posted on social media sites such as Twitter, now called X, and
Facebook. In addition to national recruitment, I sent the flyer advertisement along with a
letter with a statement of purpose and importance to principals located in New York and
New Jersey to recruit elementary school general and special education co-teachers for
participation in this study. At benchmark dates throughout the data collection period, the
numbers of participants were still below the targeted number, so emails and social media
posts continued until the target number was achieved.

When the research approval was obtained by Temple University’s Institutional
Review Board, a test run survey was conducted with 10 teachers who were currently in
elementary co-teaching partnerships in New York. The last section of the survey, the
focus group, included a prompt where they could leave any feedback and/or critiques
they may have had regarding the procedures and surveys. There was only one issue
mentioned in this section, which involved the resubmission of the Captcha at the start of
each survey page. A change in the reCAPTCHA was made based off of the feedback of
the initial focus group.

The recruitment process began in November 2023 on Facebook and Twitter/X
social media sites. There were two inclusion criteria for participation in this study. First,
only elementary (Grades K—5) general and special education teachers were being sought.
Second, the participants needed to be currently working in a co-taught classroom or

needed to have co-taught at any point in their career. The instructions on the survey
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indicated that if the teacher was currently co-teaching, then they should use that
partnership to answer the survey questions. If the teacher was not currently co-teaching,
but had co-taught previously in their career, they should use one of those former
partnerships to answer the survey questions.

General education and special education co-teachers were first recruited to
participate in the research study on social media platforms and then via emails to
elementary school principals. Recruitment emails and flyers provided a brief introduction
to the study as well as a direct link and QR code to the electronic survey. The flyer and
study description were posted to the following Facebook group pages: Inclusive
Classrooms, Collaborative Teachers: A Co-Teaching Community, Special Education
Teachers, Teachers Ask Teachers, Teachers of Florida, K-5th Special Ed Teachers
Group, Elementary ELA Teachers Unite!, We Are Teachers-First Years!, Special
Education Community, Special Educators-Special Teachers, California Future Teachers,
Special Education Teachers, Educators’ Clinic, Teachers: Resources, Teaching, Tips,
Teaching Articles, Teachers for Special Need Children, California Special Education
Teachers, Special Education Teacher Support, National Association for Co-Teaching,
Teacher Educators in Special Education, and Elementary School Teachers. The flyer and
brief description were continually posted every few weeks until the number of survey
participants was reached.

The electronic survey began with a statement that indicated that all questions
marked with an asterisk were required and needed to be filled. A verification box needed
to be checked to state that the participant was a human. The survey also included an

electronic Co-teacher Informed Consent form, which outlined the purpose of the
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research, research procedures, risks, benefits, confidentiality, participation, my contact
information, and the appropriate department and individuals to contact at Temple
University if needed. Teachers provided their informed consent by clicking the “Submit”
button that followed the consent statement. Because this was strictly an electronic survey
only available on an online platform, participants were not provided with the option of
receiving a paper Co-Teacher Informed Consent form to sign.

After the teachers agreed to participate, the survey was categorized into five parts.
The first part of the survey asked teachers to respond to demographic items about
themselves. This included questions about their gender, age, license specification, years
teaching, total years co-teaching, highest level of education, and the state in which they
were currently working. The second part of the survey asked about the demographics of
the co-teaching pairs. This section asked questions about how long they had been co-
teaching with their partner, what grade level, number of periods taught together, subjects
taught together, number of students in the class, IEP classifications/disabilities in the
class, and the percentage of students receiving special education services. The third part
of the survey was the Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) by Tschannen-Moran and
Hoy (2001). Part 4 of the survey was the Co-Teacher Relationship Scale (CRS) by
Noonan et al. (2003). Finally, Part 5 was the Finalized Active Involvement in Instruction
Scale by Fennick and Liddy (2001). To obtain data in a confidential way, no identifying
information was collected from participating co-teachers; therefore, every submission
was anonymous. All risks and benefits of participation of the study were clearly

presented in the informed consent section prior to the start of the survey.
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Participants

For this study, a target of 100 co-teaching participants were needed. At the
completion of this study, there was a total of 112 participants. While analyzing the data, it
was noted that one participant filled out information incorrectly, which led to the decision
to discard their survey, leaving the final number of participants at 111. To obtain 80%
power for r, 85 subjects were required.
Instruments

Three instruments were used in this co-teaching study: (a) Tschannen-Moran and
Hoy’s (2001) TSES, (b) Noonan et al.’s (2003) Co-Teacher Relationships Scale, and (c) a
Co-Teacher’s Active Involvement In Instruction Scale adapted from Fennick and Liddy’s
(2001) perceptions of teachers’ responsibilities subscale. Once the participants agreed to
participate in the research by submitting the electronic Co-teacher Informed Consent
form, the participants were asked to respond to the first two demographic items, then to
the scale regarding TSE, followed by the CRS and finally, the last scale, which was the
finalized Active Involvement Of Instruction Scale. After the participants completed all
five components of the survey, participants were asked to submit their responses
electronically by clicking on “submit,” at which point they concluded participation in the
research.
TSES

Tschannen-Moran and Hoy’s (2001) TSES (see Appendix) long-form was used to
measure co-teachers’ competency-based beliefs on the following factors: instruction,
classroom management, and student engagement. The TSES was developed based on

Bandura’s unpublished TSE scale, but with an expanded list of teacher competencies
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(Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). The long form of the TSES consisted of 24 items total,
with eight items representing each factor. In their original validation study, Tschannen-
Moran and Hoy used principal-axis factoring with varimax rotation to extract three
factors: instruction, classroom management, and student engagement. These three factors
accounted for 54% of the variance in the long form. Initial validation of the TSES long
form by Tschannen-Moran and Hoy yielded alpha reliabilities ranging from 0.87 to 0.91
for the three factors, and inter-correlations between the three factors ranged from .58
to .70. The moderate positive correlations between the three factors, as well as the high
internal consistency of the items that made up each factor, support treating instruction,
classroom management, and student engagement as three independent factors that all
measure the construct of TSE.

Klassen et al. (2009) examined the structural validity of Tschannen-Moran and
Hoy’s (2001) TSES short form with a sample of 1,212 teachers from five different
countries (Canada, Cyprus, Korea, Singapore, and the United States) teaching in
elementary, middle, and secondary schools. Using multigroup confirmatory factor
analysis, the researchers confirmed the three-factor structure of the TSES and found
evidence for measurement invariance across groups of teachers by country and level
(elementary, middle, and secondary school). Cronbach alpha reliability coefficients were
provided for each of the three TSE factors (instruction, student engagement, and
classroom management) for teachers in each country and ranged from .71 to .94. Klassen
et al. also examined the bivariate correlations between TSE (composite and individual
factor scores) and job satisfaction for teachers in each country. Across the five countries,

TSE displayed a significant positive correlation with job satisfaction, with very little
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difference in the magnitude of the relationship across teachers in different countries. The
researchers concluded that the three-factor TSES is an appropriate measure of TSE across
teachers of various grade levels as well as use with teachers from internationally diverse
geographic locations.

Fives and Buehl (2010) examined the factor structure of Tschannen-Moran and
Hoy’s (2001) TSES short and long forms with a sample of 270 preservice teachers and
102 practicing teachers teaching in elementary, middle, and secondary schools. Using
exploratory factor analysis, the researchers found the three-factor structure of the TSES
to be appropriate for practicing teachers, whereas a single-factor solution was most
appropriate for preservice teachers. The researchers calculated the Cronbach alpha
reliability using the practicing teachers’ data for each of the three TSE factors
(instruction, classroom management, and student engagement) on both the long- and
short-form TSE, and the reliability ranged from .74 to .93. The researchers also compared
the TSE of teachers at various levels of teaching experience (preservice, 1-2 years, 3—5
years, 6—10 years, more than 10 years), and across teaching level (elementary, middle,
and high school). The results indicated that teachers with greater years of teaching
experience reported higher TSE, and elementary teachers reported higher TSE than
middle and high school teachers. Overall, the researchers concluded that the three-factor
TSES, both long and short form, is an appropriate measure of TSE for practicing
teachers.

Ryan et al. (2015) also examined the factor structure of the TSES (long form),
with an added factor measuring teachers’ perceived efficacy for managing student peer

relationships. The researchers conducted an exploratory factor analysis with data from
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101 upper-elementary and middle school teachers (Grades 5—7), which resulted in the
extraction of four factors representing the three original TSES factors (instruction,
classroom management, and student engagement) and the newly developed TSE for
managing peer relationships factor. The researchers did drop one item, assisting families,
from the student engagement factor due to weak factor loading and issues with cross-
loading. Cronbach alpha reliability was calculated for all four extracted factors
(instruction, student engagement, classroom management, and student relationships) and
ranged from .87 to .93. Like the previous studies, Ryan et al. also compared the TSE of
teachers across grade level (elementary and middle school), and found that elementary
teachers reported higher TSE for classroom management and managing peer relationships
than middle school teachers. The results of this study support the three-factor structure of
the TSES (long form) as an appropriate measure of TSE.
CRS

Personal compatibility was measured using Noonan et al.’s (2003) CRS (see
Appendix). To develop the scale, Noonan et al. generated 39 items representing
professional or personal qualities associated with co-teaching, based on a review of the
literature. The original 31 items were hypothesized to represent three categories:
personality traits (e.g., listener, problem-solver, leader), beliefs and approaches (e.g.,
beliefs about how children learn, how to manage inappropriate behavior), and
personal/professional characteristics (e.g., confidence as an educator, approaches to
educational planning, ability to be supportive to colleagues and other staff). During pilot
testing, the researchers subjected the 39 items to factor analysis, and results from the

factor analysis supported the extraction of one strong factor containing 19 items.

80



The 19 retained items from the one extracted factor included items originally
categorized as representing beliefs and approaches to teaching and personal professional
characteristics. No items from the personality traits category loaded strongly enough on
the one extracted factor to be retained. The researchers reported an internal consistency
reliability coefficient of .90 for the 19 items using pilot study data but did not provide any
information to describe the pilot study sample.

On the CRS, co-teachers respond to 19 statements by indicating the extent to
which they believe they are the same or different from their co-teaching partner regarding
beliefs and approaches to teaching (Part 1 = 10 items) and personal and professional
characteristics (Part 2 = nine items). On items representing Part 1, co-teachers are asked
to report the extent to which they perceive themselves as the same or different from their
co-teaching partner on beliefs regarding what the curriculum for students should be, how
to adapt and individualize activities, and teacher roles and responsibilities. On items
representing Part 2, co-teachers are asked to report the extent to which they perceive
themselves as the same or different from their co-teaching partner on personal and
professional characteristics including approaches to educational planning, flexibility in
dealing with unforeseen events, and ability to be supportive of colleagues and other staff.
On all 19 items, teachers responded using a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (extremely
different) to 5 (the same as my co-teacher).

In their original validation study, Noonan et al. (2003) compared responses on the
CRS of 10 pairs of general and special education early childhood co-teachers to the
responses that their supervisors reported on the CRS. Although some differences were

found between the responses of the co-teachers and their supervisors, the researchers
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concluded that the scale was generally reliable based on an examination of the sources of
error variance. Noonan et al. reported that the items themselves represented a small
source of error (10% and 6%, respectively, for the two groups of respondents, co-teachers
and supervisors). However, based on the limited sample size (20 co-teachers in 10 co-
teaching pairs and two supervisors), the researchers suggested viewing the results of the
validation study as exploratory.

Two additional studies were identified that used the CRS to measure the similarity
between co-teaching partners on beliefs and approaches to teaching and personal and
professional characteristics (Cramer & Nevin, 2006; Malian & McRae, 2010). As part of
a mixed methods study, Cramer and Nevin (2006) surveyed 46 co-teachers at the
elementary, middle, and high school level using the CRS. The researchers reported
descriptive statistics for individual items to identify beliefs or characteristics for which
co-teachers reported higher and lower similarities. Open-ended interviews with a subset
of co-teachers provided some explanation about these co-teachers’ responses to certain
survey items. However, no reliability information for the data generated by the CRS in
this study was reported. Similarly, Malian and McRae (2010) surveyed 290 co-teachers at
the elementary, middle, and high school level using the CRS to compare responses of
general and special education co-teachers. Again, results were described per item and no
reliability information was provided. For the current study, two sets of revisions were
made to Noonan et al.’s (2003) CRS. First, three original items referred to “children” or
“young children,” so these items were revised to refer instead to “students.” For example,
the item “Beliefs about what the curriculum for young children should be” from the

original scale was revised to read “Beliefs about what the curriculum for students should
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be.” Second, one original item used the term “inclusion,” which was replaced with
language specific to co-teaching.
Perceptions of Co-Teachers’ Responsibilities Subscale

Co-teachers’ active involvement, or shared responsibility, in instruction was
measured using a revised version of Fennick and Liddy’s (2001) perceptions of co-
teachers’ responsibilities subscale (see Appendix). The original subscale consisted of 29
items reflecting four categories of co-teaching tasks (planning, instruction, evaluation,
and behavior management). Initial validation by Fennick and Liddy yielded alpha
reliabilities ranging from .68 t0.91 for the four categories of co-teacher tasks. On all 19
items, teachers were asked to indicate which member of their co-teaching team was more
responsible for particular co-teaching tasks using a 5-point scale (1 = special education
responsibility; 2 = mostly special education responsibility; 3 = joint responsibility of
special education and general education; 4 = mostly general education responsibility; 5 =
general education responsibility). Three types of revisions were made to Fennick and
Liddy’s perceptions of co-teachers’ responsibilities subscale for use in the current study.
First, three items were removed because the items did not pertain directly to delivering
instruction in high school co-taught classes: suggest goals and objectives for the IEP,
attend IEP meetings, and instruct para-educators and interpreters.

Next, two items from the original scale represented overlap with each other
because the items referred to working with behavior problems and monitoring behavior,
so they were reduced to a single item. The item “Monitor behavior of special education
students” was removed and the item “Work with behavior problems of special education

students” was retained. Additionally, the term “special education students” was changed
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to “students with disabilities” in agreement with the American Psychological
Association’s (2010) recommendation to use person-first vocabulary. Finally, two items
focused on delivering individual instruction to students, but also stipulated students could
be taken out of the class: “Take special education students out for separate help” and
“Take any students needing help out of the class.”

These two items were revised so that the provision of individual instruction was
retained, but the stipulation that help occur outside of the classroom was removed.
Further, the term “special education students” found in the first item was changed to
“students with disabilities.” The terms “special education students” and “students with
disabilities” are used interchangeably in the original scale. In the revised scale, the term
“students with disabilities” was used exclusively based on the American Psychological
Association’s (2010) recommendation to use person-first vocabulary. A total of six items
were revised to use the phrase “students with disabilities” in place of “special education
students.” Similarly, one original item contained the term “collaborative class,” which
was changed to “co-taught class.”

Finally, the original measurement scale from Fennick and Liddy’s (2001)
perceptions of co-teachers’ responsibilities subscale was altered for use in the current
study. Using Fennick and Liddy’s 5-point scale, co-teachers indicated which type of co-
teacher, general education or special education, is “responsible for” the co-teaching tasks
identified in items. For the current study, the scale of measurement was changed to
measure co-teachers’ involvement in co-teaching tasks. In the revised scale, co-teachers
were asked to indicate how involved they are in co-teaching tasks using a 5-point scale

ranging from 1 (not involved at all) to 5 (very involved).
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Data Analysis Plan
Different analyses were used to answer the three research questions guiding this
research study. The purpose of this current study was to examine personal compatibility
and self-efficacy of elementary school general and special education co-teachers, and to
determine if TSE and personal compatibility influence active involvement in instruction
in co-taught classrooms. I used the survey platform Jotform and all anonymous survey
responses were stored there. When the survey concluded, the data from Jotform were
converted into an Excel spreadsheet and then uploaded into the Statistical Package for the
Social Sciences (SPSS; Version 29) program for analysis. The following three questions
guided this study:
1. Do co-teacher compatibility and TSE influence co-teachers’ active involvement in
the classroom?
To answer this question, I conducted a multiple regression to measure the impact
of independent variables on a dependent variable.
2. Do teacher demographic variables, in addition to compatibility and self-efficacy,
affect this relationship?
To answer this question, I conducted a series of T-tests to analyze the data
presented.
3. Is there a significant difference between general education and special education
co-teachers on personal compatibility, TSE, and active involvement in elementary

schools?
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I used correlations to address and answer this question. However, I ran the

correlations separately for general education teachers and special education

teachers to see if there was a difference between the two population of teachers.
The three research questions listed above were the primary analysis, but I also conducted
a secondary analysis looking at the demographic data provided by the participants. Some
of the variables gathered within the demographic information were analyzed, including
age, years teaching, years co-teaching, years working together, license, gender, etc.
Power for Determining Sample Size

A power analysis was conducted prior to data collection and was based on an
initial goal of 80 co-teaching teachers. However, after looking at previous data, |
determined that 85 subjects would be required to participate in this study to achieve an
80% power for r. The breakdown of 80 co-teachers could be any amount of general

education and special education teachers.
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS

This chapter provides information on the data analysis conducted on the current
study. Chapter 4 is divided into four separate sections: Section A presents descriptive
data on the respondents, Section B presents data describing the respondents’ experience
with co-teaching, Section C presents the analyses that answer the three major research
questions, and Section D includes some additional analyses I conducted to extend and
elaborate the results of the study. For the purpose of this data presentation and discussion,
the survey instrument terms “co-teacher relationship” are used interchangeably with “co-
teacher compatibility” and “active involvement” is used interchangeably with “shared
responsibility.”
Descriptive Data on the Respondents

At the completion of the study, there was a total of 112 respondents. However,
after reading through the responses, one survey did not meet the full criteria of the study
and was discarded. In the demographic information section where it asked the participant
how many periods a day they co-teach with their (former) or current partner, this
individual responded “0.” This response indicated that they were not teaching in an
inclusion classroom and therefore were not eligible to participant in this study.
Consequently, their survey was removed and left a total of 111 co-teachers who returned
the survey correctly and were included for the data analysis.

All of the participants were elementary school teachers who were either currently
or previously co-teachers in Grades K—5. Based on the data collected, 23% of the

participants were male, 73% were female, and 3.6% identified as nonbinary. At the
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completion of the survey, 52.3% were general education teachers and 47.7% were special
education teachers (see Tables 1 and 2). The age of the participants varied. Most survey
participants were between the ages of 41-45 (18%), 13.5% were between the ages of 21—
25, 9% were between the ages of 26-30, 15.3% were between the ages of 31-35, 15.3%
were between the ages of 3640, 13.5% were between the ages of 46—50 and 15.3% were
50 or older (see Table 3). Another demographic question asked participants to identify
what their highest level of (completed) education was. According to the responses, 21.6%
held a bachelor’s degree, 34.2% held a master’s degree, 43.2% held a master’s degree
plus graduate-level credits, and .9% held a doctoral degree. Data on their gender, age,
education, and years of teaching are presented in Tables 1-5 and Figure 3.

Table 1. Gender

Gender Frequency Percent of sample
Male 26 234
Female 81 73.0
Nonbinary 4 3.6

Table 2. Teaching Certification

Certification Frequency Percent of sample
General education 58 523
Special education 53 47.7
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Table 3. Age

Age Frequency Percent of sample Cumulative percent
21-25 15 13.5 13.5
26-30 10 9.0 22.5
31-35 17 15.3 37.8
3640 17 15.3 53.2
41-45 20 18.0 71.2
46-50 15 13.5 84.7
50+ 17 15.3 100.0

Table 4. Years of Teaching Experience

Years Frequency Percent of sample Cumulative percent
First year 11 9.9 9.9
2-6 25 22.5 324
7-10 15 13.5 45.9
11-15 15 13.5 59.5
16-20 22 19.8 79.3
20+ 23 20.7 100

Table 5. Percentage of the Class Receiving Special Education Services

Percent receiving special education services Frequency  Percent of sample
0-10 8 7.2
11-20 22 19.8
21-30 28 25.2
31-40 44 39.6
41-50 15 13.5
51-60 1 0.1
70+ 3 0.3
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Figure 3. Highest Level of Education.

As shown in Tables 14 and Figure 3, the respondents were primarily females
with a majority having at least a master’s degree. Eighty-one females completed the
survey versus 26 males. Twenty-four individuals stated that they only held a bachelor’s
degree, whereas 87 participants held a master’s degree or higher. The demographic data
also included a range of individual ages and total years teaching for each individual who
participated. Of those two demographic components, ages and years of teaching varied,
although approximately 50% were younger than age 40 with 10 or fewer years of
teaching. The sample was extremely close to being evenly split between those with a
general education certification and those with a special education certification. The
survey was comprised of 58 general education teachers and 53 special education teachers.
Another demographic question asked respondents which state they currently taught in.

The sample came from a variety of 15 states throughout the country. The states
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represented in this study were California, Colorado, Connecticut, Florida, Georgia,
Illinois, Massachusetts, Missouri, New Jersey, New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania,
Tennessee, Virginia, and Washington. States with the largest representation were New
Jersey (n =39) and New York (n = 42). Florida had eight participants, California had six
participants, Georgia and Virginia had three participants each, and Missouri had two
participants. All other states only had one participant each.
Current Co-Teaching Demographics

All participants in this study were either currently in an inclusion representing
either the general or special education teacher in the classroom or had previously taught
in an inclusion classroom at some point in their career. Because the survey was open to
teachers who were currently co-teaching and for those teachers who had co-taught at

some other point in their career, clear directions were provided throughout the survey.
The survey prompt was located at the start of the survey and read as follows:

If you are currently in a co-teaching partnership, please use that information to
complete the entire survey. If you are not currently co-teaching, please think of
one particular co-teaching partnership you have had in the past and use that
information to answer all survey questions.

The respondents were then asked a series of demographic questions regarding their
individual experience with co-teaching and about the composition of the classes they
taught while co-teaching.

According to the responses, almost 37% of participants indicated that this was
their first year working with their co-teacher but 51.4% had been working with the same
co-teacher for a range of 2 to 6 years and almost 10% had been working with their co-
teaching partner for 7 to 10 years. Most survey participants were co-teachers in either

third or fourth grade (each had a response of 22.5%). Otherwise, 8.1% taught
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kindergarten, 8.1% taught first grade, 17.1% taught second grade, and 21.6% taught fifth
grade. The co-teacher participants were also asked to report the disabilities/IEP
classifications the students in their inclusion class represented either currently or
previously, how many periods they taught together daily, and the percentage of their
students who receive special education services (see Tables 6 and 7 for co-teaching pair
demographics). The data from these series of questions are presented in Tables 6 and 7
and Figure 4.

Table 6. Years of (Combined) Co-Teaching Experience

Years Frequency Percent of sample Cumulative percent
First year 23 20.7 20.7
2-6 57 514 72.1
7-10 21 18.9 91.0
11-15 5 4.5 95.5
16-20 3 2.7 98.2
20+ 2 1.8 100

Table 7. Number of Class Periods Taught Together

Number of classes Frequency Percent of sample Cumulative percent
1 1 9 9

2 3 2.7 3.6

3 13 11.7 15.5

4 19 17.1 32.7

5 5 4.5 37.3

6 26 22.5 60.0

7 30 27.0 87.3

8 13 11.7 99.1

10 1 9 100
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Figure 4. Participants’ Current Grade Level or Grade Level Taught While Co-Teaching.

One of the inclusion criteria of this study required participants to have taught only
in elementary-level classrooms, specifically kindergarten through fifth grade. As seen in
Figure 4, most participants were teachers of Grades 3 and 4 (22.5%). The next was fifth
grade (21.6%), second grade (17.1%), and kindergarten and first grade had an equal
amount (8.1% each).

As seen in Table 5, participants were also asked how many students were in their
class. The following question asked what percentage of their class was receiving special
education services. For this question, the mean response from participants was 31.1% of
their class were receiving special education services. This number reflects the 60%/40%
rule that schools must follow for inclusion classrooms. An inclusion classroom must be
comprised of a 60% general education and 40% special education breakdown. The
percentage of special education students can be lower than 40%, but it cannot be higher.
Most schools try to keep the number of special education students lower rather than

higher so it allows for the teachers to give the attention that is needed as well as leave
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room for students who may need services throughout the year, without making too many
disruptions to the current class. This explanation can be used to discuss the 51-60% and
70%+ components. These were the lowest two responses, and one can assume the
teachers were either currently in a situation where the school was in the process of
creating another inclusion class to move the overflow of students, or a student was just
given an IEP and was placed in that class until the appropriate accommodations were
being made. In addition, Table 8 shows the number of students with disabilities in the
class as well as the mean. According to the study conducted, the mean was 7.17 students
in the inclusion classroom were identified as needing special education services. This
number aligns with the average number of special education students in an inclusion class
based on the 60%/40% ratio.

Table 8. Number of Students with Disabilities

Number of students with disabilities Frequency
0 2
1 1
2 4
3 10
4 11
5 13
6 7
7 14
8 9
9 9
10 8
11 6
12 7
13 4
14 0
15 0
16 1
Mean =7.17
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Experience with Co-Teaching

The respondents were then asked a series of demographic questions regarding
their individual experience with co-teaching and about the composition of the classes that
they taught while co-teaching. The data from this series of questions are presented in
Tables 6 and 7. In Table 6, most surveyed teachers had a combined co-teaching
experience of 2—6 years (51.4%). Table 7 breaks down the number of class periods that
teachers taught together with their co-teaching partner. The mean response for this
question was 5.6 periods a day.

The respondents were asked to identify how many students they taught in their
co-taught class. The range of responses were two to 34 students; however, the mean
number of students was 22.83. Teachers were also asked to identify the IEP disabilities
present in the classes that they taught. Figure 5 displays all of the IEP classifications
grouped into one of the 13 IEP classifications. “Other health impairments” and “speech
and language impairments” were the majority of disability classifications with 24%,
autism was 20%, specific learning disability was 16%, orthopedic impairment was 7%,
emotional disturbance was 6%, hearing impairment was 2%, and visual impairment was
1% of responses.

The next demographic question asked the teachers to list the subjects taught
together in the co-taught classroom. Similar to the list of IEP disabilities present in the
classroom, there was extensive variety in this subject list. Figure 6 displays the subjects
taught by co-teachers. Math was the most common subject taught with 26%, ELA had
21%, social studies had 20%, science had 19%, reading had 4%, and Fundations/phonics

and writing had 3%. Fundations is a multisensory approach to reading, spelling, and
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handwriting geared for students in Grades pre-K—3. There was a section labeled “other”
with 4%, which included subjects such as health, computer, homeroom, and art. The
subjects in this figure are most common subject areas co-taught in the K—5 classrooms.

Visual Impairment
1%

Other Health
Impairment
24%

M Autism m Speech & Language m Emotional Disturbance
w Other Health Impairment m Learning Disability m Orthopedic Impairment
m Visual Impairment M Hearing Impairment

Figure 5. IEP Classifications.

Other
ELA

Science 21%

19%

Fundations/Phonics
Writing 3%
3%

Social Studies
20%

Math
26%

Figure 6. Subjects Taught Together.
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Analyses for the Major Research Questions

For the purpose of clarity throughout this study, the following terms were used
interchangeably. The term co-teacher relationship is used reciprocally with co-teacher
compatibility and active involvement is used reciprocally with shared responsibility.
Research Question 1

Do co-teacher compatibility and TSE influence co-teachers’ active involvement
(shared responsibility) in the classroom?

To answer this question, self-efficacy and co-teacher compatibility were
correlated with co-teacher responsibilities, which is the measure of active involvement
(Table 9). Both self-efficacy and compatibility correlate significantly with active
involvement (shared responsibility). The strongest correlation is with compatibility.

Table 9. Correlations with Co-Teaching Responsibilities (Active Involvement)

Variable Pearson r Significance
Self-efficacy 394 .001
Co-teacher compatibility .796 .001

Research Question 2

Do teacher demographic variables, in addition to compatibility and self-efficacy,
affect this relationship?

To answer this question, all the variables in the data set that met the assumptions
for correlational analyses were used as the demographic variables (Table 10). None of the
variables added to the original two variables correlated significantly with active
involvement (shared responsibility). As an additional analysis, the same variables listed
in Table 10 were used as predictors in a multiple regression. As shown in Table 11, none

of the demographic variables entered the regression equation.
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Table 10. Correlations with Active Involvement (Shared Responsibility) Including

Demographic Variables
Variable Pearson »  Significance
Self-efficacy 394 .001
Co-teacher compatibility 796 .001
Gender 063 NS
Age .063 NS
Highest level of education -.044 NS
Teaching certification -.032 NS
Years of teaching experience 124 NS
Years of co-teaching experience 092 NS
Years of co-teaching together .059 NS
Number of classes taught together .098 NS
Percentage of the class receiving special ed services .090 NS
Number of students in the class 012 NS

Table 11. Regression Results for Active Involvement including Demographic Variables

Unstandardized Standardized

coefficients coefficients

B Std. error Beta t Sig.
(Constant) -20.794  22.677 -917 362
Self-efficacy 244 086 .230 2.824 .006
Co-teacher compatibility .853 104 611 8.170 <.001
Gender 9380 4733 .149 1.982 .090
Age 1.052 1.765 .075 .596 .552
Teaching certification 1.246  4.146 .023 301 .764
Years of teaching experience =318  2.181 -.020 -.146 .884
Years of (combined) co-teaching experience -.089 2.608 -.003 -.034 973
Years co-teaching together 413 3.064 .012 .135 .893
Number of class periods taught together 350 1.106 .023 316 .753

Percentage of class receiving special education 16.800 12.877
services

Number of students in the class .239 314

097 1305 .195

.058 .760  .449

Note. R = .743; R* = .552; Adjusted R*> = .499.
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Research Question 3

Is there a significant difference between general education and special education
co-teachers on personal compatibility, TSE, and active involvement (shared
responsibility) in elementary schools?

To answer this question, separate samples t-test were computed comparing the
teachers with a general education certification to those with a special education
certification. The means and standard deviations are presented in Table 12. The
differences between general education and special education teachers for compatibility
and active involvement were not significant. There was a significant difference in self-
efficacy with a medium effect size with general education teachers having a higher level
of self-efficacy. To correct for the multiple dependent variables, the analysis was also run
as a MANOVA. The overall Wilks’ lambda was significant (Wilks’ lambda =.906, p
=.012, partial eta squared = .094). As before, the only significant univariate result was
for self-efficacy.

Table 12. Means and (Standard Deviations) For General Education and Special Education

Teachers
Mean and (standard Mean and (standard
deviation) for general  deviation) for special Cohen’s
Variables certificate education certificate  #-test  p d
179.19 165.23
Self-efficacy 270  .004 517
(23.83) (30.42)
69.79 71.19
C tibilit 363 717 .069
Ompatiptity (20.59) (19.84)
i 116.41 114.
Active 6 8 371 371 063
involvement (31.19) (26.86)
Note. P=.012
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Additional Analyses

The demographic data were also divided and analyzed by certification to
determine if there were any significant differences between general education and special
education teachers. The chi square and t-tests comparing the two are also included.
Tables 13—23 represent those certification analyses.

Table 13. Tables with Demographics: Gender

General education Special education Total

Gender (N=158) (N=153) (N=111)
Male 12 14 26
Female 44 37 81
Nonbinary 2 2 4

Note. y2 = .527, p = .468

Table 14. Tables with Demographics: Age

General education Special education Total
Age (N=158) (N=153) (N=111)

21-25 5 10 15
26-30 6 4 10
31-35 7 10 17
3640 11 6 17
41-45 9 11 20
46-50 11 4 15
50+ 9 8 17

Note. y2 =7.384, p =287

Table 15. Tables with Demographics: Highest Level of Education

General education Special education Total
Education (N=158) (N=153) (N=111)
Bachelor’s degree 12 12 24
Master’s degree 18 20 38
Master’s degree + credits 28 20 48
Doctorate 0 1 1

Note. 2 =1.115,p=.537
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Table 16. Tables with Demographics: Years of Teaching Experience

General education Special education Total
Years (N=158) (N=153) (N=111)
First year 4 7 11
2-6 11 14 25
7-10 6 9 15
11-15 7 9 16
1620 14 8 22
20+ 16 7 23

Note.y2=6.792, p= 237

Table 17. Tables with Demographics: Years of Combined Co-Teaching Experience

General education Special education Total
Years (N=158) (N=53 (N=111)
First year 12 11 23
2-6 29 28 57
7-10 13 8 21
11-15 2 3 5
1620 1 2 3
20+ 1 1 2

Note. y2 = 1.563, p = .908

In Tables 15 through 17, individual teacher demographics were analyzed against
teacher certification. In Table 15, participants were asked to identify their highest level of
education. This analysis showed the majority of respondents were general education
teachers who held a Master’s degree plus additional graduate credits. The next highest
group of responses were within the special education license where 20 individuals held
Master’s degrees and 20 held a Master’s degree plus graduate credits. Table 16 analyzed
years of teaching experience separated by general and special education teachers. There
were 16 participants that identified as general education teachers with 20+ years of

teaching experience. There were 14 general education teachers who taught for 16-20
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years as well as 14 special education teachers who had been teaching for 2-6 years. Table

17 looked at the total amount of years teachers had of combined co-teaching experience.

There were 29 general education teachers that had co-taught for a combined 2-6 years

and there were 28 special education teachers who co-taught for a combined 2-6 years.

That analysis proved that it was an almost identical match-up between general and

special education teachers for this study.

Table 18. Tables with Demographics: Years of Co-Teaching Together

General education Special education Total
Years (N=158) (N=153) (N=111)
First year 22 20 42
2-6 27 30 57
7-10 9 2 11
11-15 0 0 0
1620 0 0 0
20+ 0 1 1

Note.y2 = 6.425, p=.170

Table 19. Tables with Demographics: Number of Class Periods Taught Together

General education Special education Total
Number (N=158) (N=153) (N=111)
1 1 0 1
2 2 1 3
3 8 5 13
4 9 10 19
5 4 1 5
6 11 14 25
7 13 17 30
8 8 5 13
9 0 0 0
10 1 0 1
Mean 5.54 5.75 5.65

Note.t=.610,p=.543
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Table 20. Tables with Demographics: Current Grade Level Taught While Co-Teaching

General education Special education Total
Grade level (N=158) (N=153) (N=111)
K 5 4 9
1 3 6 9
2 10 9 19
3 13 12 25
4 14 11 25
5 13 11 24

Note.y2 = 1.508, p= 912

Table 21. Tables with Demographics: Number of Students in Class (Class Size)

General education  Special education Total

Number (N=158) (N=153) (N=111)
Mean 23.83 21.94 22.93
Standard deviation 6.34 6.84 6.68
Range 8-34 2-33 2-34

Note. t=1.546,p =.135

Table 22. Tables with Demographics: Percentage of Class Receiving Special Education

Services in Co-Taught Classes by Certification

General education Special education Total
Percentage (N=158) (N=153) (N=111)

0-10 4 4 8
11-20 12 10 22
21-30 20 14 34
31-40 14 16 30
41-50 18 7 25
51-60 8 0 9
61-70 0 1 1
71+ 1 1 1
Mean 31.05 31.25 31.15

Note. t=1.506,p=.135
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As demonstrated in Tables 18 to 22, the teachers with general certification did not
differ from those with special education certification on any of the demographic
variables.

Two additional research questions were analyzed to extend and elaborate the
results presented above. To make these analyses easier to follow, the research question
being asked is presented first.

Additional Question 1: Are there differences between males and females on self-efficacy,
compatibility, and active involvement (shared responsibility)?

To answer this question, the analysis conducted for the third research question
was replicated by adding gender. The analysis, therefore, was a two-way MANOVA
(certification by gender). As before, there was a significant main effect for certification.
The interaction was not significant. There was, however, a significant effect for gender.
The only univariate result that was significant was for active involvement (shared
responsibility). The means, standard deviations, and t-test results by gender are presented
in Table 23. Female teachers, regardless of whether they had a general education or
special education certificate, demonstrated more active involvement compared to males.

Table 23. Data for Compatibility by Gender

Mean and (standard Mean and (standard Cohen’s
Variables deviation) for males deviation) for females #-test p d
Active involvement 105.96 121.41 2.58 .011 .582
(shared responsibility) (31.32) (24.82)

Additional Research Question 2: Are there correlations between the demographic

variables and self-efficacy and compatibility?
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The second research question concerned active involvement (shared
responsibility) and correlations with self-efficacy and compatibility. To extend this
further, the same demographic variables were correlated with self-efficacy and
compatibility. Because gender was analyzed in the first additional research question, this
variable was not included. These correlations are presented in Table 24. All of the
significant correlations were with self-efficacy. Teachers with a higher level of self-
efficacy were older, had more years of teaching experience, had more years of co-
teaching in general, and had more years of teaching with the specific teacher with whom
they now teach.

Table 24. Correlations with Self-Efficacy and Compatibility

Variable Self-efficacy =~ Compatibility

Age 256%* -.113
Highest level of education .169 -.150
Years of teaching experience 360%* -.029
Years of co-teaching experience 320%* -.025
Years of co-teaching together 249%* -.035
Number of classes taught together .100

Percentage of the class receiving special ed services 122 053
Number of students in the class 041 021

Note. **P < 01
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION

The current study was conducted to examine personal compatibility of elementary
school general and special education co-teachers, and to determine if TSE and personal
compatibility influence their perception of active involvement (or shared responsibility)
in instruction in co-taught classrooms. This study required participants to complete a
survey consisting of five components. Parts 1 and 2 of the survey were demographic
questions related to the individual teacher as well as their experience with co-teaching.
Parts 3, 4, and 5 used various peer-reviewed instruments, which included Tschannen-
Moran and Hoy’s (2001) TSES, Noonan et al.’s (2003) CRS, and a scale adapted from
Fennick and Liddy’s (2001) perceptions of teachers’ responsibilities subscale.

The survey for this study was completed by 111 participants (n = 111), which was
almost evenly divided by general education or special education certification. This survey
was only inclusive of elementary school teachers, specifically in Grades K-5.
Prekindergarten and sixth-grade teachers were excluded from this survey, even if their
elementary school housed those grade levels. There was a total of 58 general education
participants (n = 58), which made up 52.3% of the participants, and 53 special education
participants (n = 53), which made up 47.7% of the participants. Of the 111 participants,
26 (23%) were male, 81 (73%) were female, and four (3%) identified as nonbinary. Most
participants (18%) were between the ages of 4145 and 43.2% held a master’s degree
plus graduate-level credits. In addition, most participants (n = 57) had a total of 2—6 years
of combined co-teaching experience and the remainder (n = 23) were either in their first

year of co-teaching or only had 1 previous year of co-teaching experience. Lastly, (n =
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21) had 7-10 years of combined co-teaching experience. Another important demographic
item that was asked of the participants was for them to identify which state they were
currently working in. Overall, 15 states were represented in this survey, but of the
participants, the majority came from New York (n = 42) and New Jersey (n = 39). Three
research question guided this study. Each question is presented below.

Research Question 1: Do co-teacher compatibility and TSE influence co-
teachers’ active involvement in the classroom?

As shown in Table 10, both TSE and teacher compatibility (CRS) correlate
significantly with active involvement (shared responsibility). By far, the strongest
correlation is with compatibility (CRS) and active involvement (shared responsibility)
with a Pearson r of .796. Because there was a stronger correlation with compatibility and
active involvement, it can be stated that co-teachers who consider themselves to be more
compatible with their co-teaching partner will be more likely to evenly share classroom
duties and responsibilities without disagreements. Cook and Friend (1995) discussed that
co-teachers are equally responsible for planning, delivering, and differentiating
instruction and are expected to share the same physical space, manage the classroom
cohesively, complete report-cards and IEPs together, manage and modify student
behavior, establish and maintain positive parent relationships, grade
homework/classwork, and input and track data as part of their “shared responsibility” or
active involvement within their co-taught classroom. Therefore, teachers who are more
compatible will have an easier time accomplishing this wide range of activities together.
Furthermore, teachers with higher levels of self-efficacy have an easier time sharing

responsibilities with their co-teacher.
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The goal of a co-taught classroom is to have all of the students acquire academic,
social, and emotional gains throughout the school year of both general education and
special education populations in one room, with two highly qualified teachers leading the
classroom (Heward et al., 2022). Previous research on co-teaching has highlighted the
positive impact it has on the students (Dieker, 2001; Gerber & Popp, 1999). Additional
research conducted by Murawski and Swanson (2001), Fennick and Liddy (2001), Hang
and Rabren (2009), and Rice and Zigmond (2000) discussed the many challenges and
differences co-teachers are presented with while working in this specific classroom
design. By looking at this result, it can be stated that co-teachers who had strong self-
efficacy and a higher level of compatibility were more likely to have a higher level of
active involvement, or shared responsibility, with their co-teaching partner.

Research Question 2: Do teacher demographic variables, in addition to
compatibility and self-efficacy, affect this relationship?

As shown in Table 12, none of the demographic variables assessed in this
research correlated with active involvement (shared responsibility). It would seem logical
to assume that teachers who had taught together for longer periods of time, or who had
more experience with teaching in general, would find it easier to share responsibility. The
data, however, do not support this idea. Some previous research supports this result. In
the study conducted by Damore and Murray (2009), 92% of participants thought that
collaboration was happening within their school but only 57% of those participants stated
that it was happening within their own classroom. Within this study, there were
differences amongst general education and special education teachers in areas such as

professional development, communication, shared responsibility, communication, and
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responsibility. Damore and Murray concluded that the special education teachers placed a
higher value on the importance of certain areas such as shared responsibility compared to
general education teachers.

It is possible that teachers in co-teaching partnerships—regardless of how many
years they have taught together or years of teaching experience they have—understand
the concept of co-teaching, but might have difficulty dividing and sharing the full
responsibility of the classroom with their partner. Co-teaching relationships are often
built and supported on a deep level of trust with their partner. It is plausible that perhaps
the teachers who were surveyed did not have this level of trust in their personal
experience with co-teaching. Damore and Murray (2009) discussed how many teachers
understand the idea and concept of co-teaching, but are unable to fully execute it on their
own behalf and would rather rely solely on themselves.

Research Question 3: Is there a significant difference between general education
and special education co-teachers on personal compatibility, TSE, and active
involvement in elementary schools?

The results of this study demonstrated that the differences between general
education and special education teachers for compatibility and active involvement were
not significant. However, there was a significant difference in self-efficacy with a
medium effect size with general education teachers having a higher level of self-efficacy.
This result is not surprising based on previous research studies conducted on co-teachers.
Rice and Zigmond (2000) conducted a study on co-teachers and found that within the co-
taught classroom, both teachers were expected to take on equal roles and responsibilities

but there were many instances where it was noted that the special education co-teachers
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did not assume roles equal to their general education teacher partner. Teachers in co-
taught classrooms are expected to establish appropriate, yet equal, roles and clarify what
responsibilities are expected to be shared or assigned amongst themselves (Keefe &
Moore, 2004). When these classroom roles and responsibilities are not clearly discussed
and/or defined, the co-teaching partnership has been “characterized by a domination by
content subject teachers” (Dieker, 2001, p. 190), with special education teachers simply
monitoring or taking on the role of an assistant.

General education teachers are often considered the content subject teacher and
are often thought to be the lead teacher of the co-taught classroom. In a co-teaching study
conducted by Brendle et al. (2017), it was found that the general education teachers
would take the lead on the curriculum taught. The general education teachers reported
their roles were to act as the lead teacher and main instructional facilitator in the inclusive
classroom, implying they had greater active involvement in the classroom. The fact that
general education teachers had a higher self-efficacy score in this current study compared
to special education teachers aligns with this previous research.

Additional Research Analysis

Chapter 4 presented several analyses that expand and elaborate the results from
the major research questions. In the first additional analysis of the data, gender was the
primary focus to see if there were any significant differences between males and females
on self-efficacy, compatibility, and active involvement (shared responsibility). In this
current study, 23.4% males and 73% females participated. It was observed that female
teachers, regardless of whether they had a general education or special education

certificate, demonstrated more active involvement in the co-taught classroom/partnership
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compared to males in the same classroom setting/partnership. A common belief of
elementary schools is that most teachers are female. According to The National Center
for Education Statistics (2023), in the 2020-2021 school year in public elementary
schools, 11% of teachers were male and 89% were female compared to the 36% of male
and 64% of female teachers in secondary schools.

The results of these findings are consistent with other co-taught research.
According to Topchyan and Woehler (2021), female teachers were more engaged with
their students and more efficient in completing their classroom tasks and responsibilities
compared to male teachers in the same study. Their study also found that male teachers’
scores on cognitive engagement, social engagement with students, and total engagement
in the profession were significantly lower than those of female teachers (Topchyan &
Woehler, 2021).

In addition, in Reilly et al.’s (2014) study, the female teachers displayed higher
levels of self-efficacy compared to males. The study included 121 participants, with 28%
being male and 72% being female. In Topchyan and Woehler’s (2021) study, there were
a total of 238 participants. Of those, 51% were female and 49% were male. An additional
research analysis looked to see if there was a correlation between demographic variables
and self-efficacy (TSE) and compatibility (CRS). The results indicated that all of the
significant correlations are with self-efficacy (TSE). In summary, teachers with a higher
level of self-efficacy were older, have had more years of teaching experience, have had
more years of teaching experience in a co-taught classroom, and have had more years of

teaching with the specific teacher with whom they are currently co-teaching.
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Dhingra and Boduszek (2014) studied whether TSE, perceived stress, self-esteem,
and demographic characteristics (age, gender, education, and years of teaching
experience) predict job satisfaction in primary school teachers. Their study showed that
stress was a major indicator of job satisfaction. TSE also corresponded to their personal
motivation and commitment to their teaching career and was related to their effectiveness
as an educator (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). Personal levels of confidence and
satisfaction can grow when teachers feel accomplished in achieving personal or
professional goals and/or achievements. Teachers with higher self-efficacy were also less
likely to be absent from their position throughout the school year and were less likely to
leave the profession before retirement (Reilly et al., 2014). When it comes to self-
efficacy, the data indicated that teachers who had a higher level of self-efficacy taught
longer than other participants and were with their co-teacher for a longer amount of time.
This indicates that these teachers have had positive experiences, and because of their
satisfaction with their career, they were more likely to stay in the profession and with
their co-teaching partner.

Implications for Practice

One implication this current study has for practice refers to the result that co-
teaching pairs who had higher levels of compatibility correlated to higher levels of active
involvement. This is a positive correlation that schools would ideally want replicated in
every co-taught classroom. One way that school administration help strengthen
compatibility between co-teachers is through professional development opportunities that
are specifically designed for co-teachers. In research conducted by Moin et al. (2009),

they stated that co-teachers benefit from professional development opportunities as a pair.
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When co-teachers attend these sessions together, it reinforces the idea that they are a unit
working together and that each are an equal member of the team. van Hover et al. (2012)
discussed that when co-teachers attend professional development opportunities as a pair,
this allows them the opportunity to collaborate outside of the classroom, and not only
discuss but also establish how they would bring this knowledge back to their classroom
together. This also promotes parity between the two teachers, which encourages higher
active involvement (shared responsibility).

When compatibility is lacking in co-teaching, it is more than likely going to affect
the stability of that pair because compatibility is one of the foundational aspects of the
partnership. However, when compatibility is present within a co-teaching pair, co-
teachers can feel optimistic, effective, and satisfied on multiple levels. Stefanidis et al.
(2019) noted that co-teachers reported higher rates of self-efficacy when compatibility
regarding teaching philosophy and content modification for student needs existed.
Compeatibility is crucial to the success of a co-taught classroom because it influences how
flexible teachers are going to be within the classroom, especially on topics that might be
considered non-negotiables to them (i.e., behavior management, teaching philosophies,
etc., and if special education students belong in inclusion classrooms).

But how can compatibility between co-teachers be made stronger? Research
conducted by Scruggs et al. (2007) discussed the importance of having individual
teachers volunteer to teach in a co-taught classroom, rather than administrators placing
them in there. This indicates that these teachers understand fully what inclusion means
and requires, both with their co-teaching partner and needs of their students. Additional

research has discussed the benefits of having teachers select who they would like to co-
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teach with (Krammer et al., 2018; Moin et al., 2009). By hand selecting which teacher
they would like to co-teach with, compatibility is most likely already established due to
prior personal and/or professional history. By either volunteering for a co-teaching
position or hand selecting their co-teaching partner, it provides the teachers with control
over one aspect of their teaching, which can alleviate unnecessary stress and tension,
which is always beneficial to a teacher and the administrators overseeing them
(Mastropieri et al., 2005).

Another implication for practice would be in reference to the result from this
study that teachers with a higher sense of self-efficacy had more years teaching with the
specific co-teacher they were currently with. It is important that both teachers and
administrators are on the same page when it comes to the effectiveness of the co-taught
partnership. If both teachers are happy working together and administration is also happy
with the partnership and their students’ performance, it is important to keep that pair
together. This relates to the team’s self-efficacy and active involvement (shared
responsibility). In this study, 57 teachers were working with the same co-teacher for a
range of 2—6 years and 21 teachers were working with their partner for 7-10 years. When
effective pairs of co-teachers are kept together, in positive environments, it allows for the
relationship to develop and mature on a deeper level and allows the teachers to remain
active in their roles (Pratt, 2014).

An additional implication from this study’s results was that although co-teaching
occurs within the four walls of a classroom, outside factors can often impact that
partnership. It is important to consider whether co-teaching partners are receiving

adequate support from their administration. Conderman and Hedin (2017) discussed ways
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in which administrators can directly support these partnerships as well as ways they can
positively support the school and increase morale. Frequent contact with co-teaching
partners and classroom teachers keeps open communication. Administrators can establish
weekly or biweekly sessions with co-teaching partners, or several co-teaching teams, to
allow for co-reflection and possibly conflict resolution (if needed). Another suggestion
was the implementation of PLCs, which can provide opportunities for co-teachers within
the school training, including support and resources on how to deepen their practices not
only as classroom teachers but as co-teachers (Conderman & Hedin, 2017).
Administrators should support all teachers by making it a positive environment for all
types of classrooms and classroom teachers as well as showing that they care about
everyone and everything occurring in their building.
Limitations

The limitations of this study that warrant further discussion include sampling,
self-reporting, survey format and questionnaire items, as well as geographic limitations
and the current status of the teachers’ partnerships. Regarding sampling, social media was
used to promote and distribute the survey. Although there are many individuals who use
social media sites, not every teacher is on social media and there were limitations with
promoting the survey outside of these sites. Although elementary school principals were
emailed the survey to pass along to their staff, many of the staff members who received it
did not complete the survey. An incentive for completing the survey was not offered,
which I believe could have been a deterrent for many who came across the study.
Another limitation was self-reporting. Teachers were required to complete this survey

independently and some of the questions were not as specific to co-teaching situations as
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was needed for the purpose of this study. For example, one instrument used a scale of 1-9
and two used a scale of 1-5 but did not allow for a written response. There were many
questions where an explanation would have been warranted.

Another major limitation was with the survey format and questionnaire items.
This survey was rather lengthy, with five components that needed to be filled out entirely
before it could be submitted. The survey took an average of 8—12 minutes, which is a
rather long time for a survey, especially for classroom teachers who are already busy with
paperwork and short on free time. Except for the demographic sections, the three survey
instruments had approximately 19-29 questions that needed to be answered for each part.
This not only took up a lot of the participants’ time, but some of the questions on the
scales were similar and could have confused the participants.

There was also a reCAPTCHA that needed to be filled out at the start of each
section, which may have prevented participants from moving on to the next section
smoothly. This originally was going to be considered a national survey, but only 15 states
were represented, eight states with only one response each. Eighty-one responses
combined were from New York and New Jersey. Overall, the total number of participants
was a limitation. However, to reach the number of participants needed for the study, it
was decided that I did not need in-tact co-teaching pairs. This was a limitation to this type
of study because I was specifically examining the relationship between co-teachers.
Teachers who responded needed to refer to one specific co-teaching partnership unless
they were currently in one. This could have been confusing to some participants

especially as the survey went on.
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Future Research

As a former elementary school special education co-teacher for 13 years, I am still
interested in this topic and I would like to further this research. Initially, I would like to
leave the survey tool that was used as is, but I would like to narrow down the sample to
one district and use it to survey in-tact co-teachers in elementary schools within that
district. I would also like to include observations and interviews of the participating co-
teaching pairs. I feel that adding the observations and interviews would allow for the
responses to only come from in-tact co-teaching pairs and would allow for a clear picture
of the dynamics between the two individuals. Observing the general education and
special education teachers in their own classroom would allow for the observer to see
what model of co-teaching they chose to utilize for that particular lesson, how they
collect and use data, and what differentiated or modified materials look like for their
students. It would also allow for the opportunity to see how the two teachers relate to one
another in front of the students (Moin et al., 2009).

The interviews can be conducted both as a team and individually to allow for
honesty and transparency in case there happens to be any tension. Interviews would also
allow for the questions to be geared just towards special education teachers or general
education teachers. Common themes that arise between the two certifications would be
analyzed and addressed within the new study. By narrowing down the study to one
district, this could also allow for the opportunity to tie in student performance because I
would be in the actual classrooms conducting observations. The research could further
investigate specific academic areas and student performance in ELA and math in co-

taught classes and see if it correlates to how compatible or how high the active
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involvement was with those specific classroom co- teachers. Interviews would also be
used as a follow up to classroom observations, where more specific questions can be
asked regarding the observed lesson.

Summary

Co-teaching is a popular model of teaching that occurs between a general
education and special education teacher in an inclusive setting to deliver academic
material to a diverse group of students, including those with special needs in many
elementary school classrooms (Friend, 2008). However, it is important to consider the
fact that teachers are also unique individuals who may not share the same beliefs and/or
practices as their partners. One must also consider the factors of personal compatibility,
TSE, and active involvement (shared responsibility) in the co-taught partnerships. The
current study was conducted to examine personal compatibility of elementary school
general and special education co-teachers, and to determine if TSE and personal
compatibility influence their perception of active involvement (or shared responsibility)
in instruction in co-taught classrooms.

Results show that the strongest correlation of co-teacher compatibility and self-
efficacy and its impact on active involvement is co-teacher compatibility. Self-efficacy
also correlated significantly with active involvement in co-taught classes. As compared to
special education teachers, general education teachers had a higher level of self-efficacy.
This study was guided by the view that stronger teacher compatibility would correlate to
higher active involvement (shared responsibility) in the classroom, and this study proved

that to be a significant correlation.
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APPENDIX
SURVEY AND DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

Part 1: Individual Teacher Demographics:

Gender: FemaleD Male E] Non-Binary D
Age: 21-25 C] 26-30 D 31-35 C] 36-40 D 41-45 C] 46-50 D 50+ D

Highest Level of Education: Bachelor’s Degree DMaster’s Degree D Master’s + D
Credits

Doctorate D

Teaching Certification: General Education D Special Education D

Years of Teaching Experience: First Year D 2-6 E] 7-10 D 11-15 D 16-19 D E]
20+

Years of (combined) Co-Teaching Experience: First Year D 2-6 D 7-10 D 11-15 D
16-19 D 20+ D

State Currently Working In:

Part 2: Demographics of Intact Co-Teaching Pairs:

Years Co-Teaching Together: First Year 2-6 7-10 11-15 16-19
e Q=g -regregrerd

Number of Class Periods Taught Together:

Subjects Taught Together:

Current Grade Level: DK [ ]1[ ]2[ ] 3 D4 D 5

IEP Disabilities in Class:

Number of Students Enrolled in Current Class:

Percentage of Students Receiving Special Education Services in Current Class:
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Part 3: Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES)
Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) long-form (Ischannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001)

How much can you do?

2 -
s o 3
JENE S A T
Diire ctions: Thinking about your c-taught class, please indicte your E = E P -a
opinion about each of the statements below. N . 2 & =
1 How much @n you doto g=tthrough to the most difficult
students? 1 4 a
2 How much aan you doto helpyourstudents think o tically ? 1 2 3 a 5 & 7 a
3 How much aan you doto contral disruptive behavior in the
claszsmom? 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 a 3
4 How much aan you doto motivate students whoshow low
interest in schoolwork? 1 2 3 4 3 & 7 3 3
5 Towhat extent can you make your expectations de=arabout
student behavior? 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 a 3
& How much aan you doto getstudents to believe they can do well
in schoohwork? 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 a 3
7 How well can you respond todifficult questions fromyour
studsnts? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 k] 3
8 How well can you establish routines to kesp activities unning
smoathly? 1 2 3 a4 5 & 7 a 3
9 How much aan you doto helpyourstudents value leaming? 1 3 4 5 & a
10 Towhat extent can you gauge studentcompeshension of what
you have taught? 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 a -]
11 Towhat extent can you oaft good questions foryour students? 1 2 3 a 5 & 7 a 3
12 How much aan you doto fosterstudent ceativity? 1 2 3 a s 5 7 2 2
13 How much aan you doto getchildren to follow classroom rules? 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 a 3
14 How much @an you doto improve the understandingof a student
whois failing? 1 2 Fl a 5 & 7 a g
15 How much an youdoto aalm a student whois disruptive or
noisy? 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 a -,
16 How well can you =stablish a dassroom manage=mentsystem
with =ach group of students? 1 2 3 a 5 & - a 3
17 How much aan you doto adjust yourlessons to the proper level
for individual students? 1 2 3 a 5 & 7 a g
18 Towhat extent can you use a variesty of assessmentstrategies? 1 2 3 a 5 & 7 a g
13 How well can you keepa few problem students from ruining an
entire lesson? 1 2 3 a 5 & 7 a g
20 Towhat extent can you provide an alt=rnative explanation or
=xample when students are onfused? 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 a 3
21 How well can you respond todefiant students? 1 2 3 a 5
22 How much aan you assist familiesin helping their childrendo
wellin schodl? 1 2 El a 5 & 7 a 3
23 How well can you implement alternative strategies in your
classmom? 2! 2 3 4 5 & 7 a g
24 How well can you provide appropriate challenges for very
jprble students? 1 2 3 a4 3 5 7 3 a
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Part 4: Co-Teacher Relationship Scale (CRS) (Noonan et al., 2003 REVISED)
Directions: Indicate the extent to which
you believe you and your co-teaching
partner are the same or different in your
beliefs and approaches to teaching, and
personal/professional characteristics and
style (MARK THE APPROPRIATE BOX)

10
11
12
13

14
15

16
17

18
19

Views regarding the physical
arrangement of the classroom

Views regarding classroom
scheduling

Views regarding how to structure
students' activities

Beliefs about what the curriculum for
students should be

Beliefs about how students learn

Beliefs about students with
disabilities participating in co-taught
classes

Views about how to adapt and
individualize activities

Views about how to manage
inappropriate behavior

Beliefs about co-teachers' roles and
responsibilities

Views regarding parent involvement

Desire to try new things
Confidence as an educator

Ways of dealing with colleagues,
supervisors, parents, and other
professionals

Approaches to educational planning

Flexibility in dealing with unforeseen
events
Sense of humor

Ability to be supportive to colleagues
and other staff
Interest in learning new things

Dedication to teaching

extremely
different
from my

co-teacher
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Part 5: Finalized Active Involvement in Instruction Scale (based on Fennick & Liddy’s
(2001)
Perceptions of Co-Teachers’ Responsibilities Subscale)

Directions: Indicate your level of active involvement in the
following tasks when you are co-teaching with your

designated co-teaching partner. Your designated co-teacher

partner is XXX. ) Not
involved Very
atall involved
In the co-taught class with XXX, | am involved in... 1 2 5
1 ..arranging the physical classroom environment. 1 2 5!
...planning the curriculum (e.g., unit plans, semester
2 plans). 1 2 3 4 5
3 ...planning daily lessons. 1 2 3 4 5
4 ...creating instructional materials. 1 2 3 4 5
5 ...selecting teaching methods. 1 2 3 4 5
...setting rules and expectations for student behavior. 1 2 4
...selecting instructional technology for the class. 1 2 4
...acquiring information on the strengths areas of need
8 of students with disabilities. 1 2 3 4 5
...acquiring information on the strengths and areas of
9 need of all students. 1 2 3 4 5
10 ...presenting new content or conceptual lessons. 1 2 3 4 5
11 ...leading whole-class discussion. 1 2 3 4 5
12 ...assigning work to all students. 1 2 3 4 5
...adapting lessons and/or materials for students with
13 disabilities. 1 2 3 4 5
14 ...reviewing concepts with the class. 1 2 3 4 5
15 ...demonstrating hands-on techniques. 4
...teaching learning strategies and study skills to the
16 class. 1 2 3 4 5
...providing one-on-one instruction to students with
17 disabilities. 1 2 3 4 5
18 ...providing one-on-one instruction to any student. 1 2 3 4 5
...implementing accommodations for students with
19 disabilities. 1 2 3 4 5
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20

21

22

23

24
25

26

27

28

29

...organizing cooperative learning groups.

...implementing behavior management methods for
students with disabilities.

...implementing behavior management methods for
any students.

...monitoring the progress of students with disabilities.

...monitoring the progress of all students.

...establishing procedures to evaluate student learning.

...grading/evaluating all students.
...conducting evaluation conferences for portfolios
and/or projects.

...communicating with parents regarding the progress
of students with disabilities.

...communicating with parents regarding the progress
of any student.
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Co-Teaching Recruitment Flyer

CO-TEACHERS
NEEDED!

Ever wonder what makes a great co-teaching pair?
Looking for General Education & Special Education
co-teachers in grades K-5 with all levels of

experience!
(Do not need to be currently co-teaching)

https://form.jotform.com/233145051583047

Anonymous
20+ minute
online survey

For more information, please
email
Nicole.mazzarella@temple.edu
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