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The purwoss of this astudy was to deteImiﬁa the impact ol
an in-class support program on teachers. The subjects of
this study were glx pairs of teachers consisting of one
regular educater and ona spacial educator. To solicit
participation, cover letters and a narrativé survey
instrument were malled to each of the twelve educators. The
responges were anclyzed using content analyéis. Mosc
recponses provided positive feedback on in-class suppert
programs. There are some concerne for future implementation

of thasa prograns.
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Tha purpose of this study was to determine the impact of an
in-class gupport program on teachers. Narrative éurvays were sent
and reasponses were analyzed. Most responses provided positive
feedback on an in-class support program. There are Some Concerns

for future imolementation.
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Chapter I

TEE PROBLEM

Introduction

Malnstreaming students with special needs has undergeone a
great deal of change since Public Law Eéuléﬁ was passed in
1975. Historically, specilzl education students have been
placed in self-contained classrooms taught by teachers
certified in special education. Over the paét twe decades,
students classified learning disabled are iﬁcreasingly being
integrated inte regular classrecems with their nonhandicapped
peers. Rs a result of this movement toward integzration,
recent statisktics suggest that as many as 68% of students
iabeled Handicepped in this country receive educational
services in regular education clzssrooms for most of their
gchool day (7.5, Department cf education, 1%385) . Many
regular education teachers are not prepared and/cr willing
to meet educational needs of truly hetercgeﬁeous student
populations. They know their curricula, are expsrts at
managing largs groups of students, and know' the nzeds of the
"averacge student", yet they may not be able Lo provide all
the negegsary services to a highly diverse group cf
children. In addition, teacher preparatlon programs and in-

service training have not kept pace witl the rapidly
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changing mathodd of programing childran wiﬁh special naads.
As a reault of these weaknesass, alternative programineg,
referred toc as in clase esuppcrt, has been igtroduced to
improvae the dquality of instruction within an integrated
classroom.

In-glass support ig a spacdial education program option
for pupils with educational difficulties eniolled in regular
aducaticn classes. It was f£irst made availaﬁle in New Jersey
public schecls through the Flan tc Revise Sﬁecial Education
in New Jergey. It is for siudents idEﬂtifieél Aas aligibla Taor
special education who spend the majority of:their
instructional day in the regular claaarDDm.;There ie &
shared instructionral rasponsibility batwsaan. the ragular
clags and the spetial sducational teacher gearsd to enabling
the student to sucee=d in the reqular :lasslprogram. The
rerqular and special educaitlon teachers WDIklﬂﬂllahmratiVelf
to plan and implement specizl strategies, t;:hniques,
methods, and materizleg Lo address the learning naads of
giudents with educational difficulties. Tha' responaibility
for the currieculum and class lesson remzins: that of the
regular class teacher while the sgpecial eduéatimn teacher
provides msgistance to the pupil. |

Most schocls have Just recently begun the process of
implementing in-class suppeory programs#. Many regular and
speclial education teachars that are particiﬁating are

volunteers. Others, however, have been volunteersd to
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particdipate regardless of their feelings or iaservatimng
about participating. The percepticms of these teachers,
whether negative or positive need to be cons;dered. The
seccesas or failurs of bhease programg s contingant unon the
cooperation and collaboration of the tTeachers involved,

EIIRTOSTE OF STUDY

The purpose of this study is te determine the impact of
an in-class support program on teachers. The experiences of
teachers working in the puklic school, whoe Work togecher to
educate the lesrning dieabled, will he examineﬂ.

REERARCH QUESTIONS

The study will atitenpt Lo snswer bhe Tollowing rasaarch

gquesiCliongs:

1. By what means do teachers com= to participate in a
collaborative program, i.e. veluntaar or appointed.

2. What regponsibilities do collaborative téachers share?
1. Has participation in an in-class guppmrtgpregram cahanged
the L{eaching strategicas/methods of the regular education
taacthar?

4. What are the varisbleg that hinder implemantation of in-
class support?

5. What variablss help teachers to implement this program?
6. What zre the benefits and concerns thab baachara see in

an in-ola"Hd gupport ayatem?
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A review of pertinent literature will be included in chapter
2. The design of the study will be presented in chepter 3.
Chapter 4 will include the results 2nd findings of this
gtudy. The final chapter will summarize the findings of this
study.

It iz important to examine the 1iteraturé which has
influcnced the changes taking place in specfal education.
The following chapter will provide an overview of critical
lgsues and practices adsociated with the inﬁegratian of
laarning disabled students into = regular e=ducational
gotting. Studies involving the participation of

collaborating teacherz will be reviewed.



CHAPTER 2
REVIZW OF THE LITERATURE

For more than 20 vears, many praofessicnals in special
sducation have accepted the need to educatelmost students
with mild didabilitieas in bypical clagsraamlgettingg. Thenagh
gome raviews of the cffectivencss of apecial sducation class
placements have conciuded that certain students may benefit
from highly structured reszource programs (Cérlberg and
Kavala, 1980); Teinhardt and Pallay, 1%82; Maddan and
Sliavin, 1983), there szems to be an emerging consensus that
most services [or students with mila diS&biiitiaS should ba
provided in typical classroom settings. As Madden and 2lavin
gtated: there is little evidence that self-contained specizl
education is superior to plecement in ragular classes in
tarms of ‘ncreasing the academic performancé of Mildly

Academically Handicapped students, and btha bast avidenca is
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that, in general, it is the regular class piacement with
sppropriaite supports that is ketter for the achievemsant of
these students. {p. EEE)

Public Law 94-142 recognized and suppcrﬁed this nead for
the education of students with disabilities in regular
c¢lagsroem settings, by creating a '"presumpticen in favor of
cducating childrén with handicaps in regular sducation
environments" {(Danielson and Bellamv, 1989, P. £48). This
law stipulates that each public agency shall ensure that to
the maximum extent appropriate, handicapped;children,
including those in public or private institutions or other
gere facilities, are educated with children who are not
handicapped and that special classes, separate schooling or
other removal of handicapped children from ﬁhe regular
environment occurs only when the nature or sgverity anf the
handicap is such that sducation in regqular élasses with the
use of supplementary aids and services cannot be achieved
satisfactorily. {(Section €12(5)B of P.L. 94-142Z).

nLeast restrictive environment" denotes that
educational placement is most appropriate to the lezrning
and behavioral features of a student closesﬁ in proximity
and nature to educationzl settings for sams-zge students who
are not disabled. The regulsr classroom getting with cother
accommodations is minimally restrictive bacause aof the

contact with learners whe are not disabled. This placement
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iz typically appropriate for students with mild to moderate
learning and behavioral preoblems. Not all malnstreanm
gituations are egqually restrictive or nonrestrichive.
Mainstream servicees may include co-teaching épproaches in
which both speclial and regular educators cocllaborate in
daily inatructien(Tdel & Weasdt, 1%87; Wedt & Tdol, 19870,

The relaticonship among professionals who serve children
with learning disghilities continoues Lo be a:tDpic of
growing interest. Bducators from varicus diaciplines
provided assistance to these students even before the fisld
of learning disabilities wae =stablished{Wzllace, 1578).

Degplie the explogicn of resgearch cover the pasl 1% vesars
on atrategies for effectively teaching low-achisving
students {(Brophy & Good, 1%985), most classrdom teachers
raceive virbtually no Eraining in how to effectively woark
with these students within the constraints ﬁf a typiecal
claseroom setting {(Baker & Gottiebh, 1982). Nor do most
teachars adant, their teaching styleas and stﬁategies Lo meet
the needs of these students(¥sseldyke et al., 1382).

The literaturs suppeorts collaboration Wiph general
educatbion teachers ad & significant functiaﬂ of apaaial
educabion taachard who garve mainstreamsd studentas with
disabilities. A number of professicnale in the field of
special educstleon have gsought to develop apﬁrmamhea Lo
facilitate collaborative relatiomships betwzen generai and

gpecial =ducaticon teachers. These efforis have regulted in
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the identification of specific roles(Canncn, Idel, & West,
1889) . Ccllaborative teaching is an effecti?e way to put
professiconal collaboration inte practice (Béuwens, Hourcade=,
& Friend, 138%). Bauwens and her cdolleagues (Bauwens &
Hourcade, 1%91; Bauwens, et al., 1989) dezcribe
collaborative teaching as a process in which general
educateors and special educators share respcﬁsibilities for
haeterogenacus groups of students assigned t@ mainstrsam
classrcoms. Together these teachers develop: plans to meet
identified classroom goals and learning objectives. Thev
dasign appropriate instruction, related praﬁtice activities,
monitoring procedures, and evaluation criteria.
Collabhorative tzachers uss various large an@ emall group
formats for imstruction and practice. Most cljollabc:)ratj,ng
teachers use three besic srrangementzs as they divide up the
clazsroom responsibilities (Bauwens,et.al.,glEEE). First,
many teachard asgsuma egqual regpmngibilitiegffar 8211 aspects
cf classroom sctivity. The second arrangzment has the
reguiar educator teaching the content, whils the gpecial
education teacher teaches complementary ski;ls ta help
gtudents learn more effectively. The last vériation of
collaborztive teaching is support teaching. The regular
education teacher provides ceontent ingtruction while the
specizl education teacher provides z broad grray of dirsct
and indirect support services to meet Studeﬁt neads. Mast

collaberative teaching teams use a combination of all three
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arrangenments Lo maat the nesds of the atudants.
Collaborative teachers’ roles evelve awver tiﬁe as they
bacome more comfortablse with sech cther and ceonfiident
working together {(Walther-Thomas, 1832).

B. Jana Nowagsk compleled interviews with ive
collabhorating teachers from ragular and avedial education,
The ccllaborating pairs weres all from schoof districts in

Albemarle County, Virginia. A review of herIEindings will
follow.

Teachers Busan Guerrant and Carcl Waddington were
invelved in collsborsticn at Henley Middle échuul. They
reporied that, the decisgion to ceollaborate wazg made by
themsclves. They recall that although the administrators had
been zupportive, no school or school systemiadministrator
taold them they had to collaborate to prQVidé special
gerviaes. Onee they had made the decision tq callzboratsa,
both speeizl educators and regular educatioﬁ teachars
digcussed Lhe composition of thair EIESSES-:TEEEhEIB worked
together to schedule students into collzborative ciaasrooms.
Ther, the specizal educators began Lo discusé thelr roles 1in
the regular a¢lagsrceams and how they would share their
expertise. In locking back, the teachers saw their roles as
"evolving! and changing clase to ciass and from dav to day.
Al the beginning, the teachers dlscussed “he potential

implamentaticon problems. They were initially concermed zbout

the regular education student’s parent and how they may
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rzact to guch a program. During hack teo Schdol night, not =z
single question was asked as the two collaborating teachers
axplained their program. They were alsc concerned that the
regular education students would react negaﬁively bacause
there were so many spscial students in theif classroom. The
teachers did not get any comments or questiong from the
students. They did not make a big deal about being in the
room to conly help certain learning disabled students. B11
the students seemed to have accepted the new; Program.

BPoth teachers worked together to plan the curriculum for
the collaborating classroom. They worked together to develop
the lessons, each compromising and modifying the
instructional approach they had vreviously used. Once they
began teaching togethsr, they kept in close communication.
They did not share a common planning time, 8o they got
together before and after school and during lunch. They
disgcussed how the lessone were going and hoﬁ they could make
them better.

Co-teaching was implemanted at Brownsville Elementary
Scheol, Albemarle County, Virginia. The twoftaachers
involved have besn teaching together for 10 years. They
refer to their collaborztion as "co—teaching". Kendall
Young, a specilal educator, believed she couid better serve
the students on her caseload 1if she worked in their
clazsrooms. Kendall approached Susan Wilsan, a regular

education teacher, about co-teaching. Eendall introduced her
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to a multichannel program (Green & Enfield, 1287) that had
been developed to help students wyrite, and tﬁey-used that
program as a vehicle for language instruction. Susan
described the evolution of this professional relationship:
"Initiaelly, I had some regervations. it was the idea of,
"would she (Kendall) think I was doing it right?v-that kind
of thing..... But the co-teaching has become:a real plus.
The last couple of vears we have worked together mores
closely... I seem to understand the program @ore, and now
reinforce in the classroom what Xendall has dene." In the
regular education classroom, Kendall usuallg introduces the
concepts using the multichannel approach, and then Susan and
she work together with the groups.

This pair of teachers also began planning in units. Cnce
the co-teachers had outiined units, they usﬁally met once or
twice a week after school to plan specific activities.
Fendall described this daily planning azg occurring in
gnatches: during <¢lass, during lunches, and car pooling to
and from school.

Zlaine Shaw has beean collaborating for two yvears at
Albemarle High School Program. She described her situation
like this; "We were in a unigque situation because the
associate principal at that time had a special education
background and was really pushing us to try:collaboration.
8o that was where the impetus for this to happen cane

from...He actually want out and courted mainstream teachers
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te participate in the program. Before that he came to
special ed. and said, "Would vou like to go-sea a4 program
where this is working?" So we visited a middle school {in
ancther «ity) along with two velunteeser mainstream teachers
and talked to a rerlly neat teacher. Also, a2t the high
schocl we had ocur frustrations...We were trying to get away
from teaching every subject zelf-contained. Bafore
collaboration, we had totally self-contained program... It
had almost gotten to the point that we couldn’t provide all
the gelf-contained classes in all content afeas...After we
visited the middle school, we talked to geveral teachers and
got several of them to volunteer...Having aéministrative
suppoert really helped."

The high school teachers played many roles when
implementing collaborative teaching. The special educators
realized that in deoing collaboration they had to be willing
to play the aide role as well. They agread Lhat you have to
see what the needs are and fit vourself inte those needs.
Both teachers planned lessons, even those they didn't teach.
They were able Lo arranges common planning times. One problem
that cne high school teachear had to deal wi#h was that
students viewsed her zs5 the disciplinarian while they saw the
regular classroom tescher as the instructor. This probhlem
was rectified by both teachers sharing the responsibility of

discipline in the classroom.
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Also included in the interviews completed by Z. Jane Nowacek
was the future collaboration plans for the participating
teachers. The teachers have decided Co put
some things down in mors structured terms-to look at what
has gone well and what hasn’t and at what can be improved.
They are looking into developing a teool for looking at the
collaborative model each year. Each team of teachers can use
this model before they hegin collaborating #s a way of
daeciding what they are golng to do.

The teachers inwvolved in this study reported that the in-
class support program benefited students. Some of the
advantages that were observed are as followé. First,
colliaborative tsaching provides an additional level of
gervice to children with special needs. Alsé, it provides
more services to those students who need it. Third, it
allows some students to be mainstzeamsd who would not be
able to be guccesaful in regular clzsses unless a special
aducation teacher was with them. It alsoc helps students who
ara not eligible for special services but néed additional
help. The teachers alseo felt that the stude@ts seemad to
like the arrangement and felt that is was hélpful for them.
Cne teacher £21t that, because there were tﬁo teachers in

the room, that behavioral problemz were a minimal.
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Scme problems with this csllizborative experience ware
examined. A1l the teachers inveolved veoiced the need for
additional planning time. Most of them did ﬁot share a
common planning time, and felt that this wag nacessary for
implementing this program. Some of the teachers commentead
about the lmportance of having the "right psrson" with whom
to collaborate. The middle school teachers hzd concerns
involving scheduling. It was difficult to schedule students
individually inte collaborstive classes., The sxperiences of
these teachers suvggest that collaboration is contextual -
dependant upon educaticonal philosophy and teaching style of
mach teacher and ths axpectations of their individusl
schoclz and educational levels.

For two years, Candy Passaglia and Judy Alford have co-
taught at Maplawood Elemenhary School in Cafy, Illinois.
Candy, the special education teacher, goes ﬁo Judy' s
clasaroom Tour mornlinge & week for language arts and twice =
week for socizl studies. Six students with learning
disabilitises zre meimnstreamsd into the ce—téaching program.
Botn teachers commented on their early expefiences with co-
teaching. Candy haﬁ difficvlity in tha begiﬂﬁing because she
was accustomsd to working in her own protactad room, net in
somecne alsa’'s territory. Judy found it intimidating to have
somaone in her classroom watching her. At the beginning of
the program, no common planning time was built in feor thess

teachers. During their second y=ar, a grant enzbled them to
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hire a fleoating substitute z¢ they could havé formal
planning time together. Both teachers discussed the most
challenging aspects of ceo-teaching. Judy felf that it is
still a big time commitment. Another prcblem:area iz that
the program is szet up for twec adults. When cne of the co-
teachary is absent, new prc:-b.lems arise. Ancther frustration
for Judy is the grading. 8he feesls that it would bhe ezsier
to decide on a grade for a child by herself instead of
worrying about whether the co-teacher will aéree with her.
Candy felt that the co-teaching experience takes a great
dezl of =ime, but this frustraticn is balanﬁed by the
excltement of working with teachers whe are excited about
teaching.

At Addington Middle Schoel, a ccllabcrati#e teaching
project was establishsd to increase overall:student
achisvemant and attitude leavels while providing teachers
with broad professional skills in the delivéry of
instructional programs to groups of childreﬁ with a wide
variety of instructiornal and perscnal needs (Johnston,
1994} . Program objectives were built into the program in the
areas of studsant outcoomes, staff oubcomss aﬁd gbaff
training. Two specizl education teachers and z2ix regular
education teachers participated in the colléborative
approach. A series of mestings were held to ascertain the
teachers’' concerns. Thelr biggsst concerns centered around

meeting the needs of all the studsnts in the classrcom all
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day. Intengive training was provided the week kbefore school
opened in the fall. Ongoing staff training céncentrated on
needs as percelved by the staff members. By the end of the
first year, an evaluation was completed. Student cutcome
objectives were the main focus of the evaluaticon. Learning
disabled students in collaborative classrooms cutscored
those in noncollaberacive ropmg on all gections of the Test
of Basic Skills (ITBS} and the Virginia Literacy Passport
Test. In addition, the number of LD students sent to the
office for discipline dropped by 58.5 percent in one year.

Teachers completed a series of pre and post-program
guestionnaires. Responses to these questionnéires indicated
increased concern for affective communication kbetween
regular and special educaticon teachers and strong feelings
of shared regular-special education responsibility and
ownership of the problems experianced by all students.
Surveys alsoc indicated collaborative teachers believed more
in academic and social capabilities of their learning
dizabled students than did their non-collaborative peers.

There are collaborative clasgeg in 21l grﬁdes at
Addington Middle School now, and in three elémentary and two
high schools.

Collaborztive teaching can be zan effectivé vehicle for
enhancing the education cof the special education student. By

pooling their teaching expertise and experience,
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collzborative teachars can creste poslilve mainstream

environments where 211 students can achievea.



CHAPTER 3

DESIGN QF THE STUDY

METHOD OF SAMPLE SETECTTON:

Ten palrs of teachers were included in the s%mple foer this
study. Each pair consisted of one regular educaticn teacher
and one special education teacher. The twent? professionals
wera selected by the researcher beacause theylare currantly
participating in a collaborative teaching program. All
twenty participants held credentials appropriate for their
teaching positions in the state of New Jersef. The sample
consisted of 2 males and 18 females from a tptal of 6 school
districts. BEach school district is lacated in southern New
Jersey. Respondents have 5 to 25 years axperience in the
field of education. They have participated as cellaborative

palrs from 1 te & vears.

INSTRUMBENTATION

Te sclicit participation of the ten paire, cover letters and
a survey instrument were mailed to the home of each of the
twenty educatorg (Refer to Appendix A}. The survey

instrument consisted of five gquestions requiring narrative
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ragponses. Quastions were based on a peview of racant
lLiterature pertaining to collaboratiwva teaching in tne

publlic schoel syaten.

COLIECTTON OF DATA

Participants received addressed, stamped enﬁelopes to refturn
their regponsas bo the ressarcher. These responses will be
anaiyzed by using contsnt analveis, This is a gualitative
method of desicn where the rasearcher looks for themes or
concepts written in natural langquages. The déta ig colliectad
uncbtrusively but recordes are made undar obbrusive

conditions.

SUMMBRY

Tt i3 the purpose of this study to determine the impact of
an in-class support program on teachers. The data will be
caollacted through the survey instrument consisting of fiwve
narrative cuestione. The data will be reported and

interpreted in tha following sectiomn.
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ANALYSIZE OF REZULTS

The purpoae of thls study was to determine the impact of
an in-clazes suppert program con teachars. Twénty'survey
instrumants ware dant ©o Ten pairs of collaﬁcrative
teachara. A response was recelwved from seveﬁ pairs with one
additicnal survey received without the partﬁera rezponse,

The study attempted to answer Che fmllﬁﬁing rasaarsh
guasticns: |
1. By what means do teachers come toc participate in &
collabeorative program, i.e. veluataar or ap@minteﬂ.
2. What rasponsibilitles do collaborative teachers share?
2. Hac participation in an in-clasza Euppﬂrt:prﬂgram changed
the teaching strategies/methods of Lhe regular adueaticn
tercher?
4. What are the variables that hinder impleﬁantatimn of in-
class support?
5. What variables help teachers to implement this program®?
5. What are the benefite and concerns Lhabt beachers ses in
an in-class supporl program?

ERPORT OF FINRDINGE

The questionnaires received were grouped into
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collaborative pairs. This sachicen will ke devoted to
reporting the information gathered from theée
questionnaires. Each questlion will ba pressnted ssparately.
REgmpaxicH QUESTTON 1

Tn rasponss to the question: How did youfcume Lo
participzte in a ccllaborative program, six:pairs of
teachers respeonded that they weve assigned ﬁo work as a
collaborative palr. Farticipants were askedltu comment on
how they felt about thelr participabion in % acllaborative
clasgsroon. One regular education teacher responded that she
saizad tha opportunity to hawve another instfuctor in her
classroom. Her partner, a special educatcr,lfelt that they
hed similar instructional attitudes and wﬂuid bha abhle ko
work well together. One recular education teacher was
concerned that shs would not know how to tinitiabta sharing,
what would be too much or boo little to ask of her suppeort
teacher. Another regulzr education teacher had CONCerns
regarding grading policies, and "good aop, Ead sle) el
problems. He was anxicus and sagar to sse how the program
wonld work. His special education partner was apprehensives.
She didn’'t want to give up conbral and teaching. A regular
eduration teachatr whoe provides a pull out pfcgram Ior
Tanguage Arts Llocked forward to the program. Her partnar was
unsure of the paramsterz of the poditions Within her
classroom. One spacial aducator locked at the new program as

a challenga.
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Cre team had volunteered te try this projeect in order to
give studentz at their school ancther special education
option, They approachad bhe administration ﬁbout beginning a
coilaborative program in their school. The special educator
was concerned about teaching a lardgs number: of studenta,
something she was not used to. She alsoc f=ared that the two
teaching styles may conflict. The reqular education teacher
wantad to make sure that the planning and lessoneg were
ghared by both teachers.

RESEARCH QUESTION 2

The next queslicn thac Lhe partieipan?s responded te
was: How do you and your parrner cnllaboraté? They were
asked Lo include whebhar they plan jeintly and what
regponsibilities they each have. Four pairslreported that
they are able to plan jointly. Cne palr plaﬁS Jointly during
a2 thirty minute weekly maeting before school. The regular
educator has been teaching for eighteen years. She uses sabt
lessons Crom years pasht. The special educator interjects
crealiva gamea, activities znd ideas. She périodically will
run an activity or class. The regular sducabion Leachar
assigns alli gradee and the regular fifth gréde English tests
are ueged,

Another pair that is able te plan jGthI? alao meats in

the mornings. They are usually able to meet daily. The
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regular education tsacher plans the lessconz while the
special educator modifies the tests and cuizzes for the
special education students. Occasionally homework
agsignments zre also modified. In the-classroom, the special
educator makes sure that the students are on task and she
takes notes for them. On test day, the special education
students return to their clagsroom with the:special
education teacher to hzve the test read to ﬁham.

The third pair that plans Jointly m=ets Zor one hour a
weex ., Each teacher contributes ideas. EBoth teachers take the
leadership rols in the classroom; basicly they tesm teach.
The sgpecial sdurator modifies tests and graﬂes them for the
apecial education students. In most cases, the tests are
modified by giving the students limited choices for the sama
questions. She also makes work sheests and study guides for
all the students in the class. |

The Tourth pair 25 able (o plan together [or the upcoming
week. The special educator gives input for the activities
dene in glags. During class, she mekes sure the students are
on the correct page, following zlong and taking nctes. She
checks on regular education students as well. 8Special
education students take their tests with the special
education teacher, no modificetions are mad?. The regular
gducator teaches all lesgsens, tryving to mest the overall

clasy naads and IZP goals.
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The last pair that is able te plan jolpntily meet once a waek
to plan the following week’'s lessons. EBach merning before
szhool, they talk about any changes that ne%d to be
made for the planned lesson. Each of these ﬁeachers tzkes a
unit of the text and is the primary teacher:for that unit.

Two palrs do not have joint planning timé. One pair is
able to consult briefly but they do no planﬁing togethar.
The regular education teacher takes the initiative for mest
legsons but they attempt to share classroom.
rasponsibilities. The regular educator grades most papers,
but not exclusively. The special educator dées most of the
improvising and supplementing during the leésons.

Another pair has fallen into a rcutine that took some
time te establish. The regular educater plans the leséans
and the special educator gives input when she can. They
decide on responsibilities together. The spécial educator
rawrites Lesls and gquizzes and reads thﬁm,té Lhe clagslfied
students.

RESEARCH QUESTION 3

Farticipants were asked Lo comment on thg chancges, 1if
any, that they may have sxperienced due to ¢ollaborative
teaching. They were zasked 1 they made any changes in their
clagsgroons. One regular education teacher responded that she
has made zlterations in her testing pro:edu#es. She has

limited her use of the klackboard Ior note tzking and has
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incorporated more flexikle, cooperative groupings teo enhance
learning oppertunities, Her partnesr feels tﬁat she has
learnsd more about the subject mattar in the mainstreamed
fifth grade classroom.

A sixth grade regular educator says she uses alternative
asgessments. She reviews more completaly, lists all
assignments on the board and requirss zll sﬁudents to keep =z
gcienca notekbock with a daily log of antrieé. Her special
education psrtner reteaches some of the mainstream
curriculum in her class as well as complsting certain
supplemental activities. |

A fifth grade regular education teachear éxplains that shes
changed very little. She had always used cooperative groups
and continues to see success with the special needs
population. Her partner feels that her own ﬁethads hawve
changed, She lectures more in her own clasafoom.

A third grade teachar nobes that her greétest change was
relincuishing her teaching duties for a perlod of time to
ancther Leacher., She had to learn to take the szcondary
role, at timss. Har partner had to adapt to a classroom full
cf students, rzther than the four to zix students she
usually taucht.

An eichth grade acocisl studies teacher believes that his

teaching style hzs chenged. He feelsz mors sensitive to the
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needs of all of hig students and feels better equipped to
address their needs. He feels that working with a trained
special educator has made him a better teacher. His pariner
nas gailned tremendous knowledge of the subjéct matter and
brings that knowledge back toc her own class;oom.

A sixth grade teacher reports that she now uses more
cooperalbive groupings and activities in her.classrcom. She
haz added more visuwal aides and lezss 1ecturg as well. Her
partner is amazed at the pace kept in the regular classroom
and the amount of materizl covered in such 5 short cime.

Teachers were asked if they had to develop significant
new knowledge or skills to affectingly work as part cof a
collaborative team. Severzl of the spacial éducation
teachers fslt that they had to gain new curriculum
knowledge. Cne seventh grzde special education teacher
responded that she alwsys has to read ahead-to keep up with
the new golence knowledge. One special =ducstor had to
develop the skills to bacome the resource person for other
partner teachers. Another special educator faels that she
hag learned new teaching strategiss to use in her classroom.
A zeventh grade teacher would like to know ﬁore about
effective approaches and adaptations that sﬁnuld be made for
special needs students. One reqular educator, now has a
better understanding of learning disabilitiés and learning

gtyvles., A fifth grade teacher has learned hﬁw learning
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diszbled children process informaticn. A different fifth

grade teacher has difficulty dealing with a:mainstreamed

downs syndrome child dus to difficulties with zpe=ch znd

communication. A sixth grade teacher has learned how to

assess the progress of the students and evaluate the

effectivensss of thes collaborative program.

BEESEARCH QUESTTON 4

FParticipants wers asked to comment on the thres most

important factors thal hindered their eiforts to implement

collaborative taaching in their classrooms.. Their responses

are listed balow in order of their importancs.

1. Not having snough joint planning time

2. Having a reluctant psartner

3. Their fears sbout the program hindered their afforts

4. Teaching new subject matter makes collabérative teaching
difficult.

Cther concerns menticned were azs follows.

1.

2.

Individuzl attention is limited in a larges classroom.
Taachers were unsure of the role of their partner.

The Board of Education resisted the prog?am.

The curriculum was toco academic rather than hands on.
Expectaticons were not clearly defined.

Some professicnals had a poor attitude aﬁout the program.

The administration failed to provide support.
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EESTARCH QUESTION 5

Tarticipants werea alao asked to list three [actors that
helped them to implement this program. Thei; TAAPONScE are
listed below in order of lmportance.

1. The support, enthusiasm and compatibilitf of the
collaborative partnexr

2. The administration’s supporxt

3. Acceptance of students invelved in the pﬁogram
3. Teacher support throughout the school di%trict
4. Parental support

5. Having a working knowledge of the curricﬁlum

Spme oLher suggesticons were having time bo plan jointly,
enjoying the pragram, Child Study Teazm support, previous
ipgervice programs on collaborative teaﬂhinér and having che
ability to choose your own partner. I

BESEARCH OUDESTION &

Participants were also asked what they séw as the two
mast important benefits of an in-class suppﬁrt program. One
fifth grade regular education teschar thought that there wag
arn increazed level of learned retention fDrlthE speclial
cducation student. She also felt that all Sfudeﬂté henafitc
from this program. Six other teachers also folt that this
area Wwas o great benefit for all students. ﬁost o their
racponees warae aimilzr. An eighth grade regular educator
gays Lhat the students benefit from more one to one

inztruction. She added that all students benefit a greab
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daal from the cxbra attention and variety Df l=arning
&¥periences.

Cne special education Leacher and a reguiar fifth grade
teachar both falt that studentzs have better self esteem and
are more accepted by their peers, anobhar fifth grade
teacher added that apecial educstion students need to
interact with all types of people and this glves them that
exposure. A cSixth grade regular educatar feela that thea
regular educatlion populaticon ig more genzitive to the needs
of the othar atudents. A differsnt sixth gréde teacher feels
that the apecial education students have gained cgonfidence
and are givern a Lrus opporbtunity to succeed:in the reqular
classroom.

One educator teaching sixth grade feels ﬁhat special
education students try harder to guccaad and have a better
understanding of the regquiremants placed onfmainstreamed
students., & fifth grade special educator feels that the
speclal education students find success andidoen’t fasl
ceparated or differant. &n eighth grade teacher feels that
the students are exposed to the expectations of thair pears
in reqular education; organizaticn, sccialization, study
ekills, and responsibility. A sixth grade e@ucatmr adds that
the spacial educztion students relaie betbar ko thair peers
and act more appropriately. 2 savanth graderspecial educator
agrees that studenta want to blend in and hé "mormal” and

actapted by the mainstream.
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One third grade teacher fe=ls that a great bénefit ig
exposing all studants to two teaching styles. Students can
view twe people working in harmony. An eighth grade special
educator has learned new teaching stvles to use herselZ. An
eigkth grade teacher adds that in-claze Buppﬁrt helps
broadan the saope of aglasses and the additional teachear adds
infiritely to the cpportunities to learn mor? in the
clasercom. & regular educator sees the averaﬁe aqrades of
girudants improving, the failure rate is extrémely Toww.

Ay part of the last rescarch gueatlan, participants ware
asked to anewer, "what concerne do yvou have about this
program and how might these concarns ha IECtifiEd?".
Ragpomses varied and will be discussed in the following
peragrapis .

& third grade teacher responds that the program iLs not
monitored to view how the partnership respoﬁsibilities are
shared. There is no observation of how team teaching can
work. Her partner has no concerns at this time.

A fifth grade gpecial educator rasponds ﬁhat she hopes
the program will continus next year. She aléo hopes that the
school district doesn't just throw other teachers into the
program. She adds that in-service training and common
plannicg times are a must. Her parlner re&pénds that the
administration is uninierested, Lha akaff apathatic and that
thera is a lack of training for alternative;teaching

methods. She fe=ls that trainipo and researqh are vital.
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One sixth grade special educabor is concerned that there ias
too much stimulil in the mainstream for studente with
attending difficulties. She feels that some of tha subjact
matter neads Lo be [lltered down in the mainstreamed
clagges. Her partnar'sd biggesl concern ie Lhat she will be
regquirad to work with someons who doas not shars her
positive feelings for this program. She addslthat
administrators need to be tuned in to these ﬁrograma to makza
sure that they know what id going on and whﬁgman "deliver
the goods". An elementary teacher agreess tha£ matching
teacher personallitles isg lmportant Co make iﬁ—cla;s support
work. Her partnaer has ne aondarng at thia time. 2 sixth
grade teacher is z2lso concerned about feeliné comfortabls
with the persocn coming into her classroom. She feelg that
training ig very important and that no one sﬁould be forced
into an in-class support program. Her partnar agrees. She
seeg Lhe need [or inservice training on how to modify the
curricdulum within 8 reagular education pr@gram, L seventh
grade special educstor alse has this cﬁncernl Sha reapands
that teachers need to feel good about what they are dolng
and that [ralining in collaboretive Ceaching Qill help to
accomplish that goal. 7

An eighth grade special esducator explains her concerns
thia way; "T am concernsd that 211 of our ahvildran are baing
put into this class-despite the fact that they will not be

able to truly kenefiz. Scheduling prohibits ﬁs from
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exempting our lower performing or lowar m@ti%ated kide from
in-clase support. They are not doing as well aa T would
li%e, I would like us to have a full-tim= regnurce cenger
for such atudants. T algo [eel ocur kids shouid hawve 3-3
periods a week of supplemantal inatruction tﬁ keep them
abreast and help ensure success in regular eﬁucatian“. Hear
partner rfeels that the balance of student’'s ?bilities is
very delicate. Too many high studenis and th; special
education students become invisibla, (oo fewlhigh students
and tne class stagnates and beaomas boring. Me is concerred
that the motivation of students is az haxd of harder Lo
accomplish than some acadamic goals. An eigh%h grade regular
education teacher expresses her concerns this way; "My only
conaern iz ong that I have with any heterocgensousiy grouped
alazz-am I able to mest tha rasds of evaryoné with such a
broad range of ability? Arc we, in hmerica, ;acrificing the
brightest students and the slowest learners £D political
correctness? Some of my spacial ad. #tudents could function
well within a high-middle group, so they areﬁ't really the
problem here. But are we benefitting those wﬁo just don’t
cane Up bto standard by keaping tham in Ehegegmlagses? Will
this lowexr, rather than railse scli astocom? I;have T

solution, only time will answezn.



CHAPTER &
SUMMARY BND CONCLUSIONS

SUMMARY

The purpeese of this study was to determiné the impzct of
an in-class support program on teachers. The subjects of
thiz atudy were six palrs of teachears cnnsis£ing of one
reqular educator and one special educateor. To solicit
participaiion, cover letlers and a narrative survey
instrument were mailed to wach of twanty aducators, The
responses were analyzed by using content anaiysis. Moat. of
the responses provided pooitive feedback on an in class
support program. There are come concerns for;the future
implementation of this pregram.
CONCTUSTONS

The first research cuestion asked teacheré how they came
to participate in a collaborative program. Most pairs
responded that they were assigned to work as, collaborative
palrs. Most responses were positive with few major concerns
abhout beivg pushead into this program. Basad on this
information, some school districts seem to aseign teachers
Lo in-alass support pragrams rather than havé tham
volunteer.

The second resesarch guestion asked pairs an thev

collaborate with their partper. Four of the Eix palire
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regponded that they do have time to plan jointly. Most of
the teachers indicated that joint planning time is very
important to the succegg of an in-class support program and
collaborztive teaching. Even though the teaﬁhers rasponded
that they zare able to plan jointly, thev felt that they
aould uga mora Lime Chan they are given. Jmint planning tinme
was alsc the most popular response to the questicon which
asked participants to list the three most important Factors
that hindered their efforts to implement collaborative
teacking. Wine of the twelve (eachers agreed. PBased on this
regearch, joint planning time is the numberrone benefit to
teachers particlipating in in-class support ﬁrograms.

Tha naxt regearch qgquesticn asked participance to list
three factors that have helped implement théir progran.
Eased on the respongez, nmoat teachers feal ﬁhat the
enthusiasm and compatibility of the collabcﬁative partner ia
wvital.

Next, teachers were asked what changes hﬁve been
experienced due to collaborative teaching. Mcocet responses
wara bhat the teachers have bean learning naw mathods and
strotegies from their partners. All teachers who have
exparienced changes explained positive changes to their
teaching stvle, strategies and understanding of clagsified
students. Most special education participanﬁs needed to gain
new curriculum knowladges in aorder to participate i An irn-

glass support program.
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Partlcipants were asked what they faw as tha bwo most
important benefits of this program. The majo?ity of
responses were that special educaticon studenfs have an
increaged level of learned retCention.

Neapita tha many pasgitive redpondesd, doma aonaarns axist
emong the teachers in this study. Basced on tﬁe rogponses,
school districts nead to listen to teacher c?ncgrns and work
together to develop an in-class support program benefilcial
to all ztudents and within the grasp of the ?eachers
involved. |

DISCTUSSTON

Participation of collzsbhorztive pairs was limited in this
study. To better support the resgearch presented, rezponses
from more aollabhorative paira ghould be gathﬁred. Perhaps
cover letters gent to many school districts #liciting
rarticipation from all of their callaborativé pairs would
have increased the amount of participants. IL would be
interasting to domplata a similar study over an extandsd
time period to establich whether or not teacher CONCSrns are
rectified and whether adminiscrabive suppert;ig providad in
districts lacking suppozrt.

Based on the research presented in this ﬁtudy, moEt
tegcherg inveolved in collaborative teachingiseem to bha
finding it successful. Wwith the cooperation of
zdminietration and the motivaticn of teacher=s involved, in-

ciazs dupport programs can ke the answer Lo many
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mainstreaning concerns for the gpecial education population.
Taachars will continue fo laarn From ona ancthar and share

their expertise in the fisld of education.
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SAMELE QOF COVER LETTER



149 Cﬂlmsseﬁm rive
Mantua, N.J. QEQSL
January , 1885

Daar

T am prezsently a graduate student attending Rowan College of
New Jersey and couplelbing my thesis requirement in the fizld of
learning disabilities. The topic of this thesis is the +in-class
support program and collaborative tezching between reqular sand
special sducators.

Flease regpond to each question in the privacy of your home.
The survey haz been coded £for confidential recording of
information. Plaase underztand that zt no time will your name or
school district appear in this study. 2’11 results will Dbe
reported as statistical averages. The information will ramain
confidential and at no time will wour ceollaborative pariner
become awzre of vour responses.

With this in mind, please znswer each question as bonestly as
volu can. Use the enclmged envelope to return the cuestionnaire.
Your prompt reply ic appreciated. Thank you for your willingness
Lo participate in this atudy.

If you would like a summary of bLhe results of this atudy,
pleasda complete the addrecs label below.

Sincerely,
Cheryl Mérino

NAME :

ADDRESS :

CITY: STATE ; ZIP CODE:



APPENDLIX B

SAMPLE QUESTTONNATRE



CODE

T. BACKGROUND INFCEMATICIH:

YZARS TEACHING:

YEARS PARTICIPATIMNG IN IN-CLASS SUPTORT:

CURRENT GRADE LEVEL/SUBJECT TEACHING:

REGULAR CORE EPECIAT, EDUCATOR:

1l. PLEASE AWSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTICNS:

1. How did you come to participate in a callaborﬁtive program?
Were you appointed or did you volunteer? Please comment on how

vou felt about your participation and any concerns you had aboul
teaching with = partner.

Z2a. How do vou and your partner collaborate? Pleaae inalude
whether yvou plan jointly and tha respgn51b111tles vou each have.



zh. What kinds of things, if any, have hindered your elflort=z Lo
impiement collaborative teaching in your classroom?

Z¢. What kinds of things, if any, have helpad you to implement
this program? ,

2. What changes, 1if any, have you experisnced ﬂu& to this
collaborative experienca? Please include: &) IL you have mada any
changes in your classroom, b) Did you need to develop significant
new knowledga or skills, if so, what were they. ¢} Have vouxr
teaching stategieg or merhods changed, if so, how?



4. What do vou #&s ad8 the bhanaefits of an infﬂlaSE:SuppDIt

program? Comment on any affecte you may have obgerved on the
students as well.

5. What corocerns de you still have abouwt this program? How might
these concerns be rectified? :
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