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Abstract Calls for special education reforms in the USA have prompted widespread implementation of cooperative teaching models where general and special educators teach students with and without disabilities in inclusive classrooms. The researcher and participants in this study examined a cooperative teaching situation to determine its development, beneﬁts for teachers and students, and external forces that inﬂuenced implementation. Interview, observational and archival data were collected. Results revealed instructional changes for teachers and improved outcomes for students. However, the authors concluded that while teacher characteristics, discourse, and actions contributed to the success of the relationship, external factors were of equal importance. They argue that research on cooperative teaching and other delivery systems must begin to focus on instructional efﬁcacy and model sustainment. r 2003 Elsevier Science Ltd. All rights reserved. Keywords: Cooperative teaching; Delivery systems; Learning disabilities; Program implementation; Teaching methods; Team teaching



Cooperative teaching between special and general education teachers is now being used to serve students with disabilities in general education classrooms. This model, also referred to as team or collaborative teaching, has been in existence for decades, especially among general educators (Trump & Baynham, 1963). According to Bauwens and Hourcade (1995, p. 46), cooperative teaching is deﬁned as: [a] restructuring of teaching procedures in which two or more educators possessing distinct sets of skills work in a coactive and coordinated *Corresponding author. Tel.: 1+434-924-7844. E-mail address: [email protected] (S.C. Trent).



fashion to jointly teach academically and behaviorally heterogeneous groups of students in educationally integrated settings, that is, in general classrooms. However, since its increased use as a means to facilitate the inclusion of students with disabilities in general education classrooms, cooperative teaching has become a very controversial topic among special educators (Hallahan & Kauffman, 2000; Lipsky & Gartner, 1996; Stainback & Stainback, 1991). Even though deﬁnitions and cooperative teaching models have been developed (Bauwens & Hourcade, 1991, 1995), we know very little about the nature of collegial practice among special and general educators at the classroom
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level. Furthermore, although researchers have studied the implementation of cooperative teaching models, there is limited information about how these relationships evolve or are sustained over time. In addition, we know very little about how this service delivery option beneﬁts teachers, students with disabilities, and students without disabilities (Baker 1995; Zigmond & Baker, 1995). In many instances, then, we are attempting to implement cooperative teaching models based on our conceptions about how we think they should look. To redress this dearth of descriptive information, I (ﬁrst author) along with program implementers (secondary authors) examined the evolution of a cooperative teaching relationship between an elementary general education teacher and an elementary special education teacher. More speciﬁcally, we sought to answer the following research questions: 1. How did the teachers begin and develop their cooperative teaching relationship? 2. What changes in instruction emerged as a result of the collaboration? 3. What beneﬁts emerged for the teachers and their students with and without disabilities as a result of cooperative teaching? 4. What supports were needed beyond the classroom level to sustain the relationship? 5. How did external factors affect the implementation and sustainment of the model?



was to examine the third-year implementation of a cooperative teaching model in one of the district’s high schools. Three years prior to the conduct of the study, central ofﬁce administrators and teachers from three middle and three high schools developed a comprehensive guide for cooperative teaching during the summer months. During the subsequent fall, general and special education teachers at selected schools piloted the model. To assess initial program implementation, I interviewed and observed three general educators and three special educators at one of the high schools that, according to central ofﬁce staff, were implementing an exemplary program.2 During the third year of the program, I returned to the school to assess program efﬁcacy and the degree to which the program had been sustained. Results of this study revealed few signiﬁcant changes in teacher roles, teaching methods, and student outcomes (See Trent, 1992, 1998). Frustrated by these outcomes, I searched for another school and collaborative team where, as determined by central ofﬁce administrators (Patricia Parrott, Cooperative Teaching Facilitator and Tina Martin, Instructional Specialist for Learning Disabilities), there had been veriﬁable beneﬁts for teachers and for students with and without disabilities. These administrators made selections based on principal feedback, their regular observations in all schools, and their frequent contact with all teachers of students with learning disabilities in the district. 1.2. Participants



1. Method 1.1. Background information This research was part of a larger study that examined cooperative teaching in Chesterﬁeld County, Virginia, a southeastern suburban school district.1 One of the major purposes of the study 1 Prior to implementation of the pilot study and the larger study (my dissertation), I had served as central ofﬁce instructional specialist for learning disabilities in this school district. I along with many teachers and administrators had worked for four years to strengthen all aspects of the service delivery model for students with learning disabilities. This



Based on feedback from these administrators, I contacted one elementary learning disabilities teacher (Barbara Driver), one elementary general education teacher (Michele Wood), and the principal (Guy Smith) at Barkely Elementary (footnote continued) included consultation and cooperative teaching models. The consulting teacher model was recognized by the National Council for Learning Disabilities as an exemplary program. 2 This school was known throughout the district for its exemplary LD resource and consultation models. The cooperative teaching model was added to the service delivery pyramid to further strengthen the program. Teachers at this school were involved in all phases of development of the model.
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School (pseudonym). Barbara was certiﬁed in elementary education and learning disabilities, K12. Prior to Barkely, she had taught visually impaired students for one year and a selfcontained learning disabilities class for 5 years. She had been at Barkely for 6 years. Michele was certiﬁed in early childhood education, elementary education, and administration and supervision. Prior to Barkely, she had taught ﬁrst grade for 8 years at another school in the same district. After this assignment, she transferred to Barkely, where she had been teaching 3rd grade for 5 years. These educators agreed to participate in the study. 1.3. Setting At the time this study was conducted, Barkely served a kindergarten through ﬁfth grade population of 546 students. Based on free or reduced lunch counts, the majority of the students, approximately 90%, came from middle class families. Five percent of the students were African Americans, two percent were Asian Americans, and the remaining 93% were European Americans. In addition to its K-5 population, Barkely served 30 children with learning disabilities, 72 children with severe and profound mental retardation, 12 children who were deaf or hearing impaired, and 79 preschool students who were enrolled in an early childhood special education program. Ten of the students with learning disabilities were enrolled in a self-contained classroom and received all of their instruction in a pullout setting (these students were mainstreamed for ‘‘specials’’ such as music, art, physical education, and library). Barbara was responsible for the remaining 20 students with learning disabilities. Eight of these students were placed in co-taught regular classes for the entire day and 12 were served in both a co-taught class and the afternoon pullout resource program. In addition to working with Michele, Barbara co-taught with two other general educators, spending approximately 1.5 h in each class per day. Seven students with learning disabilities, ﬁve students who had been diagnosed as attention deﬁcit hyperactivity disorder (ADHD) and several others who had been referred to the school’s child study team, were assigned to the
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target third grade classroom. Barbara had a fulltime paraprofessional who assisted her with technical aspects of the learning disabilities resource program (e.g., gathering materials, preparing teacher-made instructional materials). Under Barbara’s supervision, the paraprofessional also provided instruction to some of the afternoon resource students on an alternating basis. 1.4. Data collection procedures Nine 90 min open-ended/semi-structured interviews (i.e. ﬁve joint interviews with cooperative teachers, three with central ofﬁce administrators, and one with the principal), ﬁve 90 min observations in the co-taught class, and archival material (i.e. memos from central ofﬁce staff, plan sheets from teachers, strategy charts displayed in the classroom, student worksheets, letters from parents) were the primary sources of data collected for this study. I collected these data over a two-month period (March–April). I explained the components of the study to all persons who agreed to participate. In addition, I asked participants to sign a consent form indicating their commitment to take part in the study. Pseudonyms and codes were used to identify the taped conversations of the participants and they were informed both verbally and in writing that their identities would not be disclosed unless they granted speciﬁc, written consent. I used an emergent design to collect the data. For example, I collected observation data initially and recorded information about teacher to teacher interactions, roles and responsibilities, and teaching methods. Interview questions were then generated to glean teachers’ perceptions about these aspects of their relationship. An open-ended format was used during the ﬁrst interview to identify teachers’ perceptions and beliefs about collaboration before they were asked questions speciﬁcally related to what was happening in the classroom. Following the initial interview, I moved to a semi-structured format based on what occurred after each classroom observation. For example, during the ﬁrst interview I asked broad questions about cooperative teaching (e.g., Tell me about cooperative teaching and describe your
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relationship). After the initial interview I asked questions related to what I saw in the classroom (e.g., Michelle, I noticed that you use learning strategies with all students. How did you learn about this?). 1.5. Data analysis procedures 1.5.1. Establishing trustworthiness According to Lincoln and Guba (1985), there are four major procedures used to establish trustworthiness in qualitative research. These include: credibility, transferability, dependability, and conﬁrmability and they are considered, ‘‘[t]he naturalist’s equivalents for the conventional terms ‘internal validity’, ‘external validity’, ‘reliability’, and ‘objectivity’’’ (p. 300), respectively. Space constraints preclude in-depth discussion of these procedures; however, I provide a summary below. 1.5.1.1. Credibility (internal validity). Lincoln and Guba have provided ﬁve methods that can be used to establish credibility. These include, (a) prolonged engagement, (b) peer debrieﬁng, (c) negative case analysis, (d) the reﬂexive journal and (e) member checking. Prolonged engagement. This case study was not planned but came at the end of the larger study described above. Thus, time constraints precluded my remaining in the setting for an extended period of time. However, I had been the LD resource teacher at Barkely 7 years prior to the study and already knew the principal and several of the teachers, including Barbara. In addition, I used triangulation procedures to establish credibility (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Patton, 1990). For example, I triangulated data across participants. In addition, I compared interview and observational data with journal entries and copies of worksheets and assignments that were given to students. During one of the observations, for instance, Barbara disseminated a worksheet to the class and reinforced a memory strategy. During a subsequent interview, Barbara and Michele veriﬁed that, initially, it was Barbara’s responsibility to develop reinforcement activities and present learning strategies.



Peer debriefing. A doctoral student at the University of Virginia served as my peer debriefer. I held three meetings with this debriefer during the data collection process. After each meeting, I wrote a summary of the discussion in my reﬂexive journal and I later incorporated many of the suggestions provided by the debriefer during subsequent interviews and observations with the participants. Negative case analysis. According to Lincoln and Guba (1985), ‘‘Negative case analysis may be regarded as a ‘process of revising hypotheses with hindsight’. The objective of the game is continuously to reﬁne a hypothesis until it accounts for all known cases without exception’’ (p. 309). After acquiring the transcripts, I conducted preliminary analysis of the data by writing notes on the margins and by circling responses that described information related to the research questions. After completing this process for each transcription, I lifted responses from the transcriptions and wrote them on 4  6 index cards. Next, I coded each index card to designate the (a) particular source (i.e. interview transcription, observation summary, page number, line number), (b) respondent (codes used to protect the true identity of the participants), and (c) data collection episode (i.e. interview number, observation number, team interview, individual interview). After unitizing the responses, I began to develop tentative categories. After the generation of each piece of data, I examined new information against previously obtained data and compared different data sources to identify inconsistencies and distortions. If new patterns or inconsistencies were identiﬁed as a result of the new information, I revised tentative categories to account for these changes. This iterative, emergent approach occurred throughout the data analysis process. Reflexive journal. The reﬂexive journal allowed me to record the speculations and inferences I experienced during the data collection process. For example, after each observation I recorded my speculations and inferences and generated more contextual questions for the subsequent interview (e.g., triangulation of data). Also, the reﬂexive journal was used to record daily schedules and the logistics of the study. In addition, I used the
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reﬂexive journals to document the emotions I experienced during the observations and interviews. For instance, I was very frustrated in my role as an onlooker. Soon after initiation of the study, I wanted to become a participant/observer and actually take part in planning and teaching. I wrote about the pros and cons of changing the research design and concluded that, for this study, I was more interested in the teacher discourse and actions without outsider input. Member checking. I used both informal and formal member-checking procedures to verify my interpretation of the participants’ perceptions and beliefs about cooperative teaching. During the data collection and analysis phases, I summarized data verbally after each interview and observation, provided copies of integrative diagrams (Miles & Huberman, 1994) and asked participants to assess the credibility of my interpretations. From a more formal standpoint, I provided participants with written reports of my analyses from the interview and observation data and asked them once again to assess credibility. In addition, space was provided for participants to add additional text that might help to elucidate more accurately their perceptions (Giangreco, Dennis, Cloninger, Edelman, & Schatman, 1993; Wolcott, 1990). Before submission for publication, participants were given one more opportunity to read the manuscript, add additional text, and make clariﬁcations. 1.5.1.2. Transferability (External validity). The researcher’s task in establishing transferability is to provide a detailed description of what occurred during the conduct of the study. Hence, I provided a thorough description of the program under study, the procedures used to plan the study, the procedures used to conduct the study, and the procedures used to analyze and interpret the data. This method provides future investigators with the necessary information needed to compare this study to their own situations. 1.5.1.3. Dependability (Reliability). To establish dependability, the procedures used to generate the data were carefully documented from the beginning to the end of the data collection process. To
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conﬁrm the conduct of data generation and ongoing analysis, I presented interview transcripts, observation summaries, memos and integrative diagrams to my dissertation committee throughout the data collection period. The committee did not verify the authenticity of the data by communicating with participants; however, they were able to triangulate various data sources and verify that data had been collected.



1.5.1.4. Confirmability (Objectivity). Lincoln and Guba (1985) stated that, ‘‘An inquiry audit cannot be conducted without a residue of records stemming from the inquiry, just as a ﬁscal audit cannot be conducted without a residue of records from the business transactions involved’’ (p. 319). To establish conﬁrmability, I maintained all data collected during the study in a three-inch binder and on audiocassette tapes. These data were secured in a locked ﬁle when not in use. In addition, I maintained a calendar that documented all interactions with teachers and administrators. Participant signatures about the credibility of the ﬁnal report and their participation in the writing of the article also attest to the credibility of ﬁndings. All of these components, which constituted an inquiry audit trail, contributed to the conﬁrmability of the study.



2. Results Below, I present the categories that emerged from the research questions, data collection, and data analysis. I present information about the stages of the implementation process (e.g. orientation, planning, and evaluation), and how these stages changed the nature of the teachers’ work (e.g. interchangeable roles and teaching methods). Second, I present categories related to teacher and student beneﬁts. Third, I illustrate how networks that extended beyond the classroom supported the teachers’ work. Fourth, I identify problems and constraints that adversely affected sustainment of the model (e.g. teacher and principal powerlessness).
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2.1. The implementation process I was not involved with the participants when they began their co-teaching relationship. Hence, the information presented about the initial stages of the co-teaching experience is retrospective. However, as indicated above, sufﬁcient evidence was obtained to verify the authenticity of the data and the credibility of the ﬁndings. For instance, triangulation of interview data generated from central ofﬁce administrators and the principal is consistent with information about the initial implementation period presented by the teachers. Furthermore, archival data such as the linear instructional planning sheets described below, documentation of improved grades, and IEP objectives veriﬁed data supplied by the teachers about their stages of development as collaborators. 2.1.1. Stage I: The orientation In describing how their cooperative teaching relationship began, Barbara and Michele spoke about a period where they ‘‘got to know one another’’. This orientation period consisted of observations and discussions where they ‘‘talked out things’’. They believed that this initial period was essential to determine if they indeed ‘‘stood a chance’’ at becoming successful cooperative teachers. In addition, Barbara observed in Michele’s class for one week before they began ‘‘co-teaching’’. This allowed her to familiarize herself with the students without disabilities and to determine ‘‘how the general education teacher works with them in the classroom’’. Observations during the ﬁrst week led to discussions about philosophies and beliefs related to teaching and learning, and expectations related to behavior management, teaching methods, roles and responsibilities. In addition, developing a comfort level became a very important aspect of the initial discourse. Barbara reported that this comfort zone grew out of an agreement to be conﬁdential about what happened in the class, to wit: I needed to know, and vice-versa, if I stood up in front of the room and I did something that really didn’t work out very well with the



students, that Michele was not going to talk about it at lunch. Thus, Barbara and Michele concluded that the orientation stage helped to create a sense of security and trust. This security and trust resulted in the emergence of a freedom to question, experiment, make mistakes, modify, and change. 2.1.2. Stage II: Planning (technical aspects) After a brief orientation period, Barbara and Michele found it necessary to engage in instructional planning on an ongoing basis. Initially, they devoted a signiﬁcant amount of time to technical aspects. Barbara and Michele reported that their regularly scheduled planning periods served as a preventive measure that minimized logistical problems like ‘‘who will get what materials’’, ‘‘how much time is needed for this part of the lesson’’, ‘‘what the special educator does’’, and ‘‘and what the general educator does’’. They used a linear plan sheet to document responsibilities and also the sequence of the lessons. Barbara described the process: We make sure that by the end of our planning sessions, we know the order in which things are going to take place. We number them. For example, we write that we are going to begin with Michele modeling. Then I will model. Then we are going to do oral reading. Then we will break into groups. So we know what the sequence is.3 Barbara and Michele believed that this focus on planning the technical aspects of their work coupled with open communication helped them to minimise collisions that Huberman (1993) indicates are inevitable when teachers attempt to integrate their knowledge, experiences, and skills. For example, the planning and discussions helped them to establish mutually acceptable expectations (e.g. will students write in manuscript or cursive?), and, when necessary, allowed them to clarify misunderstandings about teaching styles. Barbara pointed out that while Michele’s and her teaching 3



Barbara and Michele provided copies of old planning sheets and I also documented their use of these sheets during classroom observations.



S.C. Trent et al. / Teaching and Teacher Education 19 (2003) 203–219



styles were very similar, she also co-taught with two other general educators who had dissimilar styles. In such cases, she believed it extremely important that teachers communicate and plan on a regular basis, not just 5 min before or after class. Both Barbara and Michele believed open and honest communication during planning minimized the resentment and hostility between cooperative teachers described by Redditt (1991), or the emergence of a contrived or superﬁcial collegiality that resulted in few if any changed instructional practices (Hargreaves 1994). As Barbara stated: You make sure that you clarify anything that you are not sure of. Because it’s much better to clarify during the planning stage instead of when you are standing in front of the room and someone says, ‘‘Oh, I thought you were going to copy page 27’’. That can cause big problems among teachers. From a reﬂective standpoint, then, Barbara and Michele concluded that their ongoing planning and open communication created ‘‘a very positive give and take’’ that allowed them to be ﬂexible as they reﬁned roles, delineated responsibilities, outlined activities and time schedules, and dealt with unexpected interruptions. For them, planning that focused on technical aspects was critical to the emergence of a mutually satisfying co-teaching relationship that beneﬁted them and their students. They believed it was extremely important to identify roles, responsibilities, sequences, and ‘‘who was going to do what’’. In addition, they believed that focus on technical aspects minimized the occurrence of misunderstandings and conﬂicts. 2.1.3. Stage III: Evaluation Barbara and Michele communicated on a daily basis to assess the efﬁcacy of their teaching methods. They reported that—because they often were unable to meet at a speciﬁed time to evaluate the day’s lesson—they discussed events directly after the lesson, during lunch, after school, or before school the following morning. During the evaluation stage, the teachers engaged in discussions and asked questions that centered on procedural issues and student outcomes. They asked procedural questions such as: What worked?
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What did not work? What do we need to modify? Should we scrap this activity and start over? Discussions and questions around student outcomes were, to a lesser degree, related to individual student strengths, weaknesses, and special needs. This was particularly the case with students with learning disabilities. For example, Michele believed that Barbara’s knowledge about familial situations and students’ performance in the resource room gave her additional information that helped them modify teaching methods by building on the knowledge and interests students brought to the general education classroom. In summary, Barbara and Michele developed a cyclical process to guide them through the initial stages of co-teaching. They moved through three stages that laid the groundwork for open and ongoing communication. This communication allowed them to develop a sense of security and trust during the orientation stage. This security and trust intensiﬁed during the planning stage when Barbara and Michele developed a format that allowed them to focus on technical aspects of coteaching. The linear yet cyclical planning format served to prevent conﬂicts, resentment, and hostility, and paved the way for focus on informal approaches to assess instructional efﬁcacy and student outcomes during the evaluation stage. This type of dialogue facilitated their progression from explicit, delineated special and general education teacher roles to a more integrated approach to instruction. 2.2. The emergence of interchangeable roles and integrated instructional practices The relationship that evolved between these teachers was somewhat dissimilar to special/general education cooperative teaching relationships described in the literature. Bauwens and Hourcade (1995) for example, presented two distinct roles that characterized successful cooperative teaching relationships. These authors concluded that ‘‘most general educators are knowledgeable about curriculum and curricular sequencing’’ (p. 48) whereas special educators ‘‘are skilled and experienced in pinpointing likely areas of difﬁculty contained in the general education curriculum and materials,
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and in designing adaptations with academic difﬁculties’’ (p. 49). While both teachers agreed that this delineation of roles accurately described the dynamics of their relationship when they began co-teaching, they believed this characterization was beginning to evolve into something very different. Similar to what Adams and Cessna (1993) described, there was an ebb and ﬂow, a mutually agreed upon give and take, a synchronization that characterized their actions. Moreover, after almost two years of co-teaching, clearly deﬁned roles and actions that distinguish a special educator from a regular educator were not evident. An observation summary veriﬁes the interchangeable roles that came to characterize the teachers’ co-teaching relationship: After Michele begins to read orally, Barbara monitors students, lightly tapping those who are off-task, redirecting those who have lost their places. Almost like clockwork, Michele signals to Barbara (she inconspicuously gives her a quick nod) that it is now her turn to take over the reading. As Michele moves out of the spotlight, Barbara walks to the front of the class and begins to read. Concomitantly, Michele weaves in and out between rows of desks and as Barbara had done minutes earlier, takes on the role of monitor. Later during the same period, Michele reviews vocabulary from the chapter and guides students through a decoding strategy to assist them with the pronunciation of unfamiliar words. During interviews, both teachers acknowledged the emergence of this role swapping as they taught and modeled academic skills and metacognitive strategies, and monitored students’ behaviors. For example, Michele reported, and I observed, a speciﬁc example of how strategy instruction became a part of her teaching repertoire. Instead of using vocabulary notebooks for social studies and science, students used vocabulary cards (Rooney, 1988). They wrote the word and drew a picture on one side, and wrote the deﬁnition of the word on the back of the card. Students generated pictures by linking past learning to new learning. Based on their reading of the literature on strategy



instruction and inservice training provided by central ofﬁce staff, the teachers believed that student-generated pictures derived from prior learning would facilitate skill mastery and understanding of new content more so than teachergenerated pictures. Barbara also shared information about what she brought to the situation and how her role changed as a result of her work with Michele. Initially, she believed her primary role was to incorporate learning strategies, modify materials, and ‘‘change the environment for children who have special processing needs’’. After co-teaching with Michele for almost two years, she felt more comfortable with the general education curriculum and content. In addition to academic and strategy instruction, Barbara and Michele stressed the importance of modeling in their classroom. They alternated roles (e.g. lecturing and demonstrating) to model appropriate academic skills (e.g. using a metacognitive strategy to proofread a paragraph) or appropriate social skills (e.g. turn-taking when editing and revising, listening). Barbara added that modeling was almost always followed by monitoring to ‘‘make sure that the students are really getting it’’. As they monitored students, they constantly provided prompts and cues to encourage them to use the strategies they presented and modeled. This was yet another on-going process they used to facilitate skill internalization, transfer of learning, and self-regulated behaviors. Once again, this claim was veriﬁed through observational data. For example, during one observation I wrote: While Barbara reviewed the COPS4 strategy, Michele stood behind her and modeled the appropriate steps on the overhead projector. Barbara says, ‘‘Put eyes on me’’. She then tells the students they are to write seven sentences about what they think is going to happen next 4 COPS is an error monitoring strategy developed by researchers at the University of Kansas Institute for Research on Learning Disabilities (KU-IRLD). The acronym stands for Capitalization, Overall Appearance, Punctuation, and Spelling. Sub-steps under each of the four areas are taught through modeling, practice, and transfer of learning across settings.
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in Charlotte’s Web. Noticing a bit of ﬁdgeting, Michele interjects, ‘‘We need to use the L and the S in our listening skill. Remember L stands for look at the person who’s talking and S stands for sit quietly’’. Hence, as a result of an ongoing planning process, these teachers’ roles changed from being clearly deﬁned to being interchangeable. The teachers believed that this ‘muddying’ of roles resulted in beneﬁts for both the teachers and the students with and without learning disabilities. 2.3. Benefits for teachers and students 2.3.1. Benefits for teachers Despite problems, constraints, and uncertainties, both teachers agreed that the changes they experienced due to cooperative teaching resulted in many beneﬁts for them, their students with disabilities, and their students who were not labeled. Because both teachers entered the relationship with expertise and experience in their respective areas, they had different perspectives and beliefs about teaching, learning, and teaching methods. Fortunately, they were able to integrate their different yet complementary instructional styles. For example, both teachers were knowledgeable about cooperative learning because they had attended several inservice programs on this topic. Michele was more knowledgeable about whole language instruction but knew nothing about strategy teaching. As she stated, ‘‘I didn’t know anything about it [strategy instruction]. Had never seen them, had never been trained in them, had never heard of them’’. Barbara, on the other hand, had been trained extensively to use direct instruction and strategy instruction that emanated from special education research (Deshler & Schumaker, 1988; Ellis, Deshler, Lenz, Schumaker, & Clark, 1991; Rooney, 1988; Schumaker, Nolan, & Deshler, 1985). When they integrated this knowledge, they began to teach strategies through modeling and role-playing, and provided guided practice and transfer of this instruction within the context of whole language and cooperative learning activities (e.g. Use of COPs to write predictions about Charlotte’s Web).
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Hence, these educators believed that, as a result of on-going communication, sharing, and planning, they became better teachers. In addition, they believed their changed teaching methods resulted in beneﬁts for the students in their classroom. 2.3.2. Benefits for students Before they began co-teaching, Michele served some of Barbara’s students with learning disabilities when they were not in the resource room. During this time, Barbara provided consultative services on a limited basis. Both teachers reported that this isolation affected adversely students’ social and academic functioning even though ‘‘good things’’ were happening in both settings. For example, Barbara taught strategies and used direct instruction reading and math materials in the resource room, but could only wonder if her students were using these skills in the general education classroom. Because Michele was unaware of the strategies and approaches, she was unable to help students with disabilities generalize and transfer these skills in different contexts. Michele discussed the effects of this isolation: Before, when the children would leave the classroom, it would be completely separated, they would go to her room and learn all the different strategies and all the different things to help themyThey were learning strategies in there and coming back to me, but I didn’t know anything about it, so how could I apply it into other aspects of their day? So they learned it, put it in their desk, and we went on to math or whatever the next thing was. And that was the end of it. As a result of their collaboration, the inclusion of students with disabilities into the general classroom contributed to instructional continuity. Though outcomes were not determined based on standardized or ongoing assessments (e.g. individual or group administered achievement tests, curriculum-based measurement), informal, nonstandardized measures revealed beneﬁts for both students with and without disabilities. For students with disabilities, beneﬁts included skill
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generalization and transfer from the resource room to the regular classroom and improved academic performance and behavior as noted on report cards and mastery of instructional IEP goals. For example, Barbara indicated that IEP goals that addressed work and study skills (e.g. task completion, proofreading, organizational skills) were much easier to assess due to her presence in the regular classroom. Furthermore, Barbara noted that IEP goals related to transfer and application of reading strategies for decoding and comprehension, math calculation strategies, techniques for prewriting, and self-advocacy skills were much easier to monitor because she taught in the regular class on a daily basis. For non-disabled students, beneﬁts included exposure to strategy instruction and improved academic and behavioral performance as noted on report cards. In addition, Michele kept records of the number of students who earned honor roll status in her class each year. She reported that since she began co-teaching with Barbara, 58% of the students during both years of co-teaching had attained honor roll status. This represented a signiﬁcant increase from past years when only 30% to 40% of her students (with or without disabilities) made the honor roll. Michele and Barbara believed this signiﬁcant increase in honor roll students was related to instructional changes and the reduced teacher/student ratio that occurred as a result of their cooperative teaching arrangement. Other sources that veriﬁed the beneﬁts for students enrolled in the co-taught class included 12 letters from parents of students with and without learning disabilities either praising the program or requesting their labeled or non-labeled children be placed into a co-taught class. The process established by these teachers as their relationship evolved certainly changed the instructional formats in the general education classroom. Still, the tightly coupled relationship that evolved between Barbara and Michele does not explain completely how they were able to create a sustainable partnership. To understand how they accomplished this goal, we must also consider support systems outside the classroom that contributed to the changes in their practice.



2.4. Sustaining the relationship through supportive networks Three-90 min joint interviews with Patricia Parrott and Tina Martin (central ofﬁce administrators) and one with Guy Smith (the principal) revealed tightly coupled networks across and within stafﬁng levels that supported Barbara’s and Michele’s collaborative efforts. Existence of these networks was substantiated through triangulation of interview data from all participants and observations in the general education classroom. Comparison of interviews veriﬁed the existence of a common language about establishing and maintaining a cooperative teaching relationship. For instance, all participants shared similar beliefs about the roles that teachers, principals, and central ofﬁce administrators should play to support and sustain co-teaching efforts. Patricia and Tina saw themselves as facilitators and information brokers. Patricia, in particular, shared information with principals and teachers about problems and barriers related to implementation. She also provided inservice programs and non-college credit/recertiﬁcation courses that prepared special and general educators to become cooperative teachers. Guy identiﬁed very similar beliefs about his role and the role of central ofﬁce staff. He expected central ofﬁce personnel to, ‘‘let the teachers know what’s out there in terms of research about the most effective strategies’’. He also identiﬁed problems and constraints that were identiﬁed by Patricia, Tina, Barbara, and Michele, and he worked directly with his teachers to address logistical and procedural concerns (e.g. lack of planning time, scheduling). In addition, Guy’s understanding of the cooperative teaching process closely matched the information provided by central ofﬁce staff and the teachers. He described cooperative teaching as an ‘‘in house’’ inservice and coaching model and he was very much aware of the skills and knowledge that both the special and the general educator brought to the situation. Hence, these personnel communicated often, sharing information about problems, solutions, research, scheduling, planning, and instruction. Furthermore, this communication was not
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hierarchical, top-down, or bottom-up. Neither did the communication appear to be—as Fullan (1991) described—simultaneously top-down/bottom-up. Instead, the networking that took place among these ﬁve individuals appeared to be an extension of the communication that evolved between Barbara and Michele. That is, their communication was dynamic, and closely matched to what Sarason, Carroll, Maton, Cohen, and Lorentz (1977, p. 13) in their seminal work referred to as ‘‘nonhierarchical, ﬂexible, relationships with an organization characterized by lateral communication and information input into diverse points’’. No one staff person was the authority on cooperative teaching and administrators were accepting of the teachers’ modiﬁcations and revisions. For example, while Patricia and Tina provided information about strategy instruction through inservice programs and informal discussions, Barbara and Michele were free to develop and modify what they learned. Similarly, Patricia and Tina were eager to learn about modiﬁcations, adaptations, creation of new instructional, and technical and procedural strategies that could be shared with other cooperative teachers and principals. They frequently sent visitors from other school divisions to observe this exemplary implementation of the model and to discuss administrative concerns with Guy. Also, all ﬁve participants were involved in collaborative activities that encouraged communication and sharing. All ﬁve, for example, shared information about their preparation and presentation of papers related to cooperative teaching at local, state, and national special education conferences. No doubt, then, the common knowledge shared by these staff members, along with their dynamic communication, planning, and problem solving contributed to the changes experienced by Barbara and Michele as their collaborative relationship evolved. 2.5. Problems and future directions Though Barbara and Michele experienced much success and satisfaction as cooperative teachers, their experience was not totally devoid of problems and constraints. The dynamic communica-
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tion they shared with Guy, Patricia, and Tina helped them to solve some systemic difﬁculties (e.g. scheduling, planning time). However, in some instances, when a solution was implemented to ameliorate one problem, another one emerged. Furthermore, some of the problems the teachers faced were beyond the control of the building principal or central ofﬁce support staff. I now provide examples of these three types of problems. 2.5.1. A solvable problem Barbara and Michele cited lack of sufﬁcient planning during school hours as a major drawback to successful cooperative teaching. According to all ﬁve participants, two strategies were devised to solve this problem. First, Guy arranged occasional release time for Barbara and Michele by combining two general education classes for a special event related to an instructional theme (e.g. a movie related to a topic being discussed in social studies). Second, Barbara and Michele reported their planning time of one to 2 h weekly decreased to approximately one half hour per week during their second year of co-teaching. As time progressed, they were able to develop materials, ﬁeld test them, make modiﬁcations if necessary, and store them for future use. Michele added that the time investment ‘‘up front really paid off’’. She believed they ‘‘knew what they were doing now’’ because of their extensive and ongoing work during the previous year. 2.5.2. Solutions that created other problems Guy, Barbara, and Michele collaborated to solve other problems, but sometimes found their solutions created new obstacles. For example, during the ﬁrst year the master schedule was designed in a manner that precluded uninterrupted time blocks for cooperative teaching. Often, specialist periods (e.g. physical education, music, and art) and lunch were scheduled midway through a cooperative teaching session. These breaks made it difﬁcult to coordinate workable schedules for Barbara and the two other general educators with whom she worked. In addition, the resource students with disabilities were dispersed across up to three sections of the same grade level.
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This, too, made it difﬁcult for Barbara to establish coteaching relationships with more general educators in her building. Furthermore, placement of students across sections hampered signiﬁcantly Barbara’s ability to provide consultative services to teachers on a continual and systematic basis. To address this scheduling problem, Barbara and Michele sought Guy’s assistance and he revamped the master schedule to accommodate cooperative teaching. When asked about student placements, Michele indicated that Guy and his assistant worked with Barbara and the general education teachers at the third, fourth, and ﬁfth grade levels to cluster all students with learning disabilities in one class (Guy, Patricia, and Tina veriﬁed this information in separate interviews). She reported she had all the third grade students with learning disabilities in her classroom. Unfortunately, this collaborative problem solving placed additional burdens on Barbara and Michele. For instance, they found that their class was ﬁlled with students with a multitude of learning and/or behavior problems. According to Michele: When we ﬁrst started this year we had four LD students. I have since turned in six referrals and I need to do two more. For various LD, ADHD as well as BD [behavioral disorders]. There are a lot of children that have been identiﬁed now as ADHD. There are children on medication. Two of the referrals that have been turned in have come out LD. A third is going to come out LD/BD that we have not yet met on. A fourth is going to come out ADHD and two of the others are also being labeled ADHD and will probably be medicated. This restructuring placed increased demands on Michele as she instructed a more diverse group of learners. She became concerned that it was sometimes difﬁcult to handle a class with such a wide range of skills when Barbara was not present (approximately 4.5 hours a day). In comparison to the ﬁrst year, she believed it was, ‘‘more difﬁcult to try to take care of the seven LD students as well as the other ﬁve that are ADHD, the three that have been medicated, and the three that may be BD’’. The new schedule and placement criteria also created more problems for Barbara. She co-



taught, prepared strategies, and modiﬁed materials for three classes. In addition, she taught 12 students in a resource room in the afternoons. This extended responsibility coupled with testing, IEP writing, and screening and eligibility meetings often made it difﬁcult for Barbara to plan and consult with her general education colleagues. At the conclusion of this study, Barbara, Michele, and Guy had initiated discussions about these problems and were brainstorming possible solutions. Hence, the participants came to believe that administrative problem solving, like other aspects of the model, was an iterative process that also required constant editing and revising. They were convinced that the beneﬁts derived through cooperative teaching far outweighed the problems, and, just as Barbara and Michele did with instruction, they were willing to modify administrative solutions and strategies that did not yield positive results. 2.5.3. A sense of powerlessness: problems with no foreseeable solutions At Barkely Elementary, both the principal and the cooperative teachers provided information about the problems and constraints related to cooperative teaching that also paralleled responses made by Patricia and Tina. For example, Guy cited many of the administrative problems that were identiﬁed by the central ofﬁce colleagues (i.e. scheduling, compatibility of cooperative teachers, planning class groupings). He talked about stafﬁng and his ‘‘worry’’ about losing one learning disabilities teacher and gaining another who might not be able to ‘‘pull off’’ the co-teaching. He talked about the tradeoff of having too many children with disabilities in the co-taught class. In addition, Guy spoke about a concern that was not shared by other participants. He focused on the lack of awareness and support from top central ofﬁce staff and saw this as a problem that might result in loss of funding or loss of positions needed to maintain and expand the model. Regarding this problem, Guy stated: I think we felt very comfortable in moving ahead piloting as it were, but I don’t see any real strong messages that the school system is indeed committed to it. And I don’t mean to be
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critical of my school division, but when I go to a very high level administrative person in the school division and say, ‘‘Oh gee I’d love for you to know more about my co-taught classes’’ and get a response of ‘‘What’s that’’? It’s not quite that bad, but they don’t know the details. They don’t know what needs to be in place to make this work. Thus, the participants found themselves powerless in their attempt to solve some of their problems. Even though Barbara and Michele planned to continue co-teaching as long as they taught in the same building and Guy, Patricia, and Tina planned to support them, this powerlessness cast shades of uncertainty over the expansion and sustainment of the model. This powerlessness and uncertainty proved to be prophetic. One year after the conduct of this study, the referral rate and student enrollment in the learning disabilities program at Barkely Elementary dropped signiﬁcantly. Because of the lowered enrollment in the LD resource program, the school no longer qualiﬁed for a full-time learning disabilities resource position. Barbara was transferred to another school in the district and a half-time teacher was hired to sustain the co-teaching model and run the resource program. While a causeeffect relationship cannot be claimed, it appears the drop in enrollment may have been linked to the collaborative relationships that Barbara developed with the general education teaching staff. Less than one year after Barbara was transferred; referrals and placements had increased to a point where administrators were considering authorization of another half-time learning disabilities resource room position to maintain compliance with state and federal guidelines. Unfortunately, the program that the teachers and administrators had worked so hard to create and sustain was discontinued. 2.6. Discussion and implications This case study describes the changes and resulting beneﬁts for two educators and their students when attempts to establish a collaborative relationship were, to some degree, encouraged and supported. We investigated the creation and
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implementation of a cooperative teaching relationship between a general educator and a special educator. Limitations to the study certainly exist. For one, some information about the establishment and initial development of the co-teaching relationship was retrospective. However, through triangulation of human and material sources, much of the retrospective data were veriﬁed. Also, while teachers and parents noted beneﬁts for students with and without disabilities who were enrolled in the class, systematic methods were not used to determine more substantively how placement in inclusive settings compared to placements in special education pull-out programs. Moreover, data were collected for only two months. Prolonged engagement must be a component of future studies. Additional studies about the evolutionary nature of cooperative teaching within different contexts must be conducted. We believe that continued in-depth case study research will help us elucidate the complexity of multiple implementation efforts and help us identify characteristics and attributes of schools and school districts that contribute to improved outcomes for students with and without disabilities served in cooperatively taught inclusive settings. These studies must also study cooperative teaching within the context of the entire school culture and questions must be asked such as: What are the perceptions of teachers not involved in collaborative activities? Did this model bring other teachers together or did it enhance other types of collaboration? How did the model inﬂuence the culture and climate of the school? How were results and outcomes shared with other schools in the district and the state? However, the themes that emanated from this research provide us with a starting point that, with the accumulation of more case studies, will provide rich descriptions of settings and contexts where educators create and sustain successful cooperative teaching models. In this section, we summarize ﬁndings and discuss implications for future practice and research. 2.6.1. The implementation process: more than just a notion Barbara and Michele indicated they were fortunate because their teaching styles were
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compatible. Also, Barbara and Michele believed that cooperative teaching resulted in improved outcomes for themselves and their students. However, based on a growing body of research on collaboration at the classroom level, we know that this situation often does not exist when teachers are asked to engage in cooperative teaching (Hargreaves, 1994; Huberman, 1993; Sarason et al., 1977). For example, Huberman (1993) concluded that there are constraints on collegiality that sometimes preclude the emergence of mutually satisfying relationships. One such constraint is the notion that like other ‘‘craftspersons’’, teachers often function as independent artisans. In his description of teacher as independent artisan, Huberman (1993, p. 15) ‘‘envisions the teacher as creating or repairing learning activities of different kinds with a distinctive style or signature’’. Based on this analysis, Huberman (1993, p. 18) asserts that ‘‘the response set of one person would collide, early on, with that of the second, whose reading of the situation and whose rapid, on-line responses would necessarily be different–unless, of course, the instructional sequences were highly scripted’’. Though many educators and researchers would argue against highly scripted instructional sequences, we contend that this approach–coupled with the up-front and continual focus on technical and ideological issues, such as, beliefs about behavior management, expectations, and beliefs about instructional models—is what allowed Barbara and Michele to develop ﬂexibility and trust that moved beyond contrived collegiality. Hence, we argue that administrators and teachers must examine the need for potential cooperative teachers to engage in preplanning or orientation periods that, as Barbara and Michele indicated, helped them determine if they could make it as cooperative teachers. Furthermore, as we have learned from the change literature (Fullan, 1999, 1991), teachers must be given the opportunity to plan, implement, evaluate, and revise during reallocated time periods, but not regulated exclusively by administrators. From a research perspective, we need to study these discourse periods more intensely and identify the discourse of cooperative teachers along with procedures and processes they



develop, implement, and revise that result in ﬂexible, trusting and mutually satisfying relationships (Rozendal, 1996). 2.6.2. The special educator: characteristics that facilitate change What knowledge and skills must special educators possess to facilitate the emergence of more efﬁcacious instructional practices in inclusive settings? Obviously, Barbara brought new knowledge and skills to the general education classroom. Moreover, Michele, the general educator, beneﬁted from and valued the skills that her colleague contributed. It appears that Barbara’s knowledge about strategy instruction, social skills instruction, and curricular modiﬁcations coupled with both teachers’ initial need for role delineation, speciﬁcity and clarity, contributed to the emergence of reﬁned, interchangeable roles and reﬁned instructional practices. The instructional changes and improved student performance that resulted suggests that we need to examine more carefully the knowledge and skills special educators bring to the co-teaching relationship and how these added approaches affect teaching methods and student outcomes. More speciﬁcally: What combinations of general education and special education knowledge bring about more improved outcomes for students? This information is important, for as researchers have determined in other studies (Trent, 1998, 1997; Zigmond & Baker, 1995), if special educators are ill-equipped to bring alternative instructional interventions to the general education classroom, few if any beneﬁts for students with learning disabilities are likely to ensue. Furthermore, answers to these questions from multiple settings will help us determine the dynamics of different and similar contexts that result in more beneﬁts for students taught in inclusive settings. In addition, as we continue to build a storehouse of cases about cooperative teaching, part of our task must be to identify those attributes (e.g. biographical information, years of experience, beliefs about teaching and learning), and educational background (e.g. nature of preservice and inservice training programs) for special educators that result in more efﬁcacious outcomes for
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included students with disabilities and their nondisabled peers. 2.6.3. Honoring the complexity of effective cooperative teaching: the need for social networks In addition to instructional changes and student and teacher beneﬁts, this case study elucidates the evolutionary and complex nature of program implementation. Furthermore, it illustrates clearly that change requires continual iterations and cycles of editing, revising, and problem solving . (Engestrom, 1999; Englert, Tarrant, & Rozendal, 1993). These cycles are not only necessary between teachers who implement the cooperative teaching model, but are also required of building level administrators and central ofﬁce support staff. In tandem, this dynamic communication, planning, and problem solving may eventually lead to the dismantling of constraints that impede the implementation and sustainment of effective practices for students with and without disabilities in general education settings. However, the results of this study suggest that in order to maximize the efﬁcacy of collaborative efforts, stronger linkages and more on-going communication between school personnel, central ofﬁce support staff and central ofﬁce personnel at the boundaries of school system networks (e.g. directors, assistant superintendents, superintendents) must also be established and sustained. Hence, further studies must be conducted that examine more closely the nature of discourse across and within stafﬁng levels in a school division, and how this discourse affects the implementation of cooperative teaching models. This belief in no way contradicts our belief that we must study the nature of collaboration at the classroom level. However, examination of the implementation process from a broader context, coupled with classroom level implementation, will result in a better understanding of linkages and networks that result in more efﬁcacious service delivery (Frank, 1998; Fullan, 1999). 2.6.4. Focusing on student outcomes in inclusive settings The results of this study reveal an interesting point about instructional efﬁcacy and place. Barbara and Michele believed that prior to their
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collaboration, ‘‘good things’’, from an instructional standpoint, occurred in each classroom. Just as Hargreaves (1994) found, it was the structure and organization of the school that impeded the kind of communication and sharing they came to enjoy and rely upon as cooperative teachers. The participants’ beliefs about instruction and setting support the notion that, as practitioners and researchers, we must begin to focus on instructional integrity for students with disabilities in inclusive settings (Zigmond & Baker, 1995). In addition, we assert that schools must create new organizational structures that foster communication and sharing about the effects of instructional practices across different classroom arrangements and settings (e.g. special education classes, resource programs, co-taught classes). Such discourse and critical reﬂection that move beyond mere congeniality (Hargreaves 1994; Rozendal, 1996), along with knowledge and skills needed to assess efﬁcacy of teachers’ instruction, may lead to enhanced knowledge and skills and improved student outcomes across an array of settings. This sustained, substantive communication and sharing among educators may also improve academic outcomes for students with disabilities in ways that will allow them to enter inclusive classrooms with increased chances for success. However, we must be careful to document student outcomes in ways that will more clearly determine if improved performance can be attributed to the changed instruction that results from more intensive teacher planning, discourse, and collaborative action.



3. Summary and conclusions Despite its limitations, this study reveals that implementing and sustaining a cooperative teaching relationship is complex and requires dynamic and sustained communication on the part of teachers and administrators. A breakdown in communication at the central ofﬁce level resulted in the dismantling of a program that showed great promise in removing barriers in the school that reinforced teacher isolation. Based on analysis of this case study, we contend that cooperative
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teaching is a potentially efﬁcacious approach for serving students more effectively in inclusive settings and for facilitating increased communication and sharing among teachers. However, to realize this potential, we must honor the evolutionary nature of cooperative teaching, create policies and practices that result in on-going professional development, and document the implementation process longitudinally. Failure to incorporate these measures on a wide-scale basis will result in few if any beneﬁts for the vast majority of students with disabilities who will be served in general education settings. As researchers and practitioners, we must strive to do better.
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