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Abstract

Co-teaching, the collaboration between a general education teacheszetich
education teacher, is an option that is being perceived by many educators as the means
ensure that special education students have access to the same curriculunmas-their
disabled peers as well as the specialized instructional strategessalcto nurture their
learning. While the interest in co-teaching has increased considdtabfyresence of
two teachers in one classroom presents a supervisory challenge for fgianghapecial
education supervisors. Therefore, an investigation of the supervisory roles amggract
used among administrators, principals and special education supervisors whatireyal
the performance of the special education and general education teacheosteduthc

was relevant and timely.

A survey entitled Co-Teaching Supervision Protocol Instrument was used to
determine the methods administrators, principals and special education supersesi,
when evaluating the performance of the special education and generailcetiezathers
who co-teach. The study specifically addressed what supervisors of specaicerioc
the highest ranking administrator responsible for special education from theasbuthe
region of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania said were their administrative
responsibilities for supervising co-teaching situations, and whether theydzkthat
these supervisory arrangements were successful in providing guidanaehtersan

serving both general education and special education students.

Results were based upon data from 51 participants from the targeted population

and analyzed using descriptive statistics. About one in four participants used
1



collaboration throughout the process for supervising and evaluating co-teadhieg, w
most did not. Significant discrepancies were found in the importance of tasksiessoci
with the collaborative supervision of co-teachers. Most participants reta¢dsks as

very important/important, but they did not always include these tasks in the observation
process. Two tasks displayed significant disparities in terms of perceipedamce and
execution of supervisory tasks: the pre-conference and the post-confeestoegmwith

the co-teachers being evaluated. Participants also recognized thessugenadel of

the general education administrator supervising both the GET and SET as the most
frequently mentioned positive influence on co-teaching evaluation as well m®she
frequently mentioned negative reason. Additionally, administrative codiboy
differentiated supervision, and evaluation criteria all were identik#id seeding

attention for improvement. The results suggested that while an increase in atiabor
supervisory arrangements may ensure co-teachers receive morie specdvaluative
feedback, school districts must make a commitment to providing policies and structure
for conducting co-teaching supervision as well as professional developmenéeergesri

to support administrators who may use collaborative supervisory arrangements.



CHAPTER |

Introduction and Literature Review

Prior to 1975, special education students were routinely placed ingatgte
learning environments apart from the general education school populd&wen recess
periods were periods of isolation for students assigned to speshughtion classes.
Attempts to change to more inclusive classroom settings forapashication students
have taken over 30 years. Although the movement to provide a notusive service
delivery option has been slow, steady progress has been made theggupport of
parents and educators for models such as co-teaching. Co-teackuing when a
general education teacher (GET) and a special education t&tHE) collaborate to
plan lessons and share instructional responsibilities for one classroomhich a

specified number of special education students are included.

The popularity of the co-teaching model represents a supervisdigngeafor
administrators, principals and special-education supervisors. Who es3utimate
responsibility for the supervision of teachers assigned to ghtaliassrooms, because
the presence of two teachers in one classroom may lead toedapoin instructional
duties and responsibilities for students with special needs? dagbdrs assigned to the
same classroom may also embrace different belief systensay impede planning and
negatively influence the instructional presentation. Administrgpoirscipals and special
education supervisors face these and other challenges when iagalbateffectiveness

of individual teachers in the co-taught classrooms, including how toageahe level of



lesson preparation, instructional presentation, classroom managemeassasgment

strategies for each teacher in reference to all students in thegta-téassroom.

History of Special Education

Legislation Recognizing Students with Disabilities

Before 1950, little legislation existed to protect the rights of children ehial
education needs. "ThH&rown v. Board of Education of Tope#tacision in 1954
heralded the onset of the civil rights movement that the Eisenhower, Kennedy, and
Johnson administrations supported through various means” (Osgood, 2008, p. 101).
Brown v. Board of Education of Topekacame a turning point in the United States for
minorities because the decision stipulated that segregated faciiggharently
unequal. As a result, schools became racially integrated. Although Presidght D.
Eisenhower (1956) wrote, “There must be no second class citizens in this country,”
following the Supreme Court’s ruling, his administration neglected to sericossyder
the educational needs of disabled children, resulting in their treatment as skassnd-c
citizens. Brown v. Board of Education of Topetkeough presaged the era that expanded
the rights of the disabled in school and society. The election of President John F.
Kennedy in 1960 awakened the interest of the U.S. government in the lives of children
with disabilities. President Kennedy’s family had publicly acknowledgedbavi
special needs child which may have provoked public advocacy concerning the marginal

treatment of special needs citizens.



President Kennedy formed a Presidential Panel on Mental Retardation and
charged them to study the issues of people lnittllectual Disabilities/Developmental
Disabilities (ID/DD). Based on the Panel’'s work, two significant pieces of legislation
regarding mental health were enacted: the Maternal and Child Healtheamdl M
Retardation Planning Act PL 88-156 and Mental Retardation Facilities and @atym

Mental Health Construction Act PL 88-164.

The first Act, PL 88-156, provided funding for many new programs directed at
providing improved prenatal care for women and improved health care for young
children. In addition to the goal of lowering the incidence of mental retandatid other
birth defects, PL 88-156 assisted many women and children who lived in poverty. PL
88-164, designated funding for research related to special education. As,duedury
became available for developmental research centers in univerdiptedffacilities and

community facilities for people with mental retardation.

Building on Kennedy's initiative, President Lyndon Johnson's vision of a "Great
Society" engendered support for and assured passage of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and
PL 89-10, the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA). These Acts
represented landmark Congressional actions supporting human rights and the rights of

students with special needs.

President Johnson believed that equal access to education was vital to a child’s
ability to lead a productive life. Thus, ESEA was designed to address the inegualiti
education that were not addressed by the Civil Rights Act of 1964. As the most

expansive federal education bill passed to date, ESEA was tremendously important to



persons with disabilities because it lent momentum to the legislation that ptdtace
revision of PL 93-112 the Vocational Rehabilitation Act (VRA), section 504 which
defined the terms “handicapped person” and “appropriate education.” Section 504
prohibited discrimination against students with disabilities in federally thpdsgrams.
Finally, PL 93-112 also addressed educational and vocational issues related to

disabilities.

Public Policies and Funding for Special Education

In 1974, during the Nixon administration, PL 93-380, the Educational
Amendments Act (EAA) granted the first federal funds to states in argheovide
programs for exceptional learners, those identified as gifted and talente€AArsso
granted students and families the right of due process in special educatiomeplEce
PARC v. Pennsylvania, Lau v. Nichols, Wyatt v. Stickney, Larry P. v. Riles, Diana v.
State Board of Education, and Mills v. Board of Education of the District of Columbia
were high-profile decisions from the early 1970s that cemented the estabiished c
rights of disabled children in schools and mandated equal treatment in normalized

settings (Osgood, 2008).

By 1975, the federal government’s efforts to establish public policies and federal
funding for special education culminated with the passage of Public Law 94-142, the
Education for All Handicapped Citizens Act (EAHCA) dubbedianstreaming Law
PL94-142 provided students with disabilities the opportunity to participate in genera
education classes to the extent necessary to meet their needs (VaughnSBogén,

2000). Mainstreaming refers to the placement (from part-time to fud}tohstudents



with disabilities in the general education classroom. Though not requited/by
mainstreaming is a popular term to capture the concept of placing studentteasthe
restrictive learning environment (LRE) possible. The essential atemhenainstreaming
promotes shared responsibility among all educators for students withitdesbil

regardless of which classrooms students are placed within the school.

Although the EAHCA mandated that students with special education needs be
educated in LRE, enacting this principle in practice was slow to occur and ofte
controversial (Bauer & Shea, 1999). Some parents believed that their children would
receive more individualized professional support in pull-out programs that offered more

segregated placements (Bauer & Shea, 1999).

In1990, PL 94-142 was amended and subsequently reconstituted as the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act of 1990 (IDEA). The IDEA requireubosdt
administrators, regular and special education alike, to participate gativel
Individualized Education Program (IEP) meetings, in order to safeguard stuhehts
parents’ rights. According to the definition provided by IDEA, placing the studehei

least restrictive environment meant:

To the maximum extent appropriate, children with disabilities,
including children in public or private institutions or other care
facilities, are educated with children who are not disabled, and special
classes, separate schooling, or other removal of children with
disabilities from the regular educational environment occurs only when

the nature or severity of the disability of a child is such that education



and regular classes with the use of supplementary aids and services

cannot be achieved satisfactorily. [IDEA Section 612 (a) (5) (A)].

IDEA was amended in 1997 (IDEA, PL 105-17) and reauthorized in 2004 as the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEIA). The IDE
amendments of 1997 pertained to the transition of students from high school to adult life.
IDEIA of 2004 concentrated on the IEP process, due process, and discipline provisions.
Each amendment reflected a greater emphasis on placing special edicdegatssn the

least restrictive environment with their non-disabled peers (Vaughn,2604).

Increased Attention to Educating Special Education Students

Similar to PL 94-142, the ESEA, now known as The No Child Left Behind Act
(NCLB) of 2001 was also amended. The main objective of the NCLB was for schools
to adopt higher academic standards, to provide a rigorous curriculum that iscselect
using scientifically-based research and to provide instruction to studentsothidt w
afford them the skills to meet high academic standards by 2014 (U.S. Department
Education, 2001). Both IDEA and NCLB emphasized the importance of providing
educational opportunities for students with special needs in the general edudttign se
whenever possible. Schools must offer students LRE in the setting most likettieat of
non-disabled peers, while also meeting each child's educational needs. Tip&eprinc
behind LRE is that special education students are best served in setistdkethose
of their non-disabled peers where they can learn and ideally move towardsddess

restriction.

According to IDEA, a continuum of special educational services rangas fro

8



providing the least restrictive to the most restrictive learning environmiémet least

restrictive environment is the setting in which the student participates anmfstlly
academically and socially in the regular education classroom without sugjp@r next

level is a regular classroom placement but with specialists who provide abinsult

services within that classroom setting. Next, the general education chagg@ades
opportunity for co-operative teaching or co-teaching. The special anlutadcher

(SET) and the general education teacher (GET) co-plan or coftegudwt of the school

day. The fourth service option in the continuum is part-time placement in the special
education classroom. The student is included in the general education class where
support services are provided for the entire school day or the student igendral

education class for part of the day and in the special education class, tisuadigource

room, for a certain number of hours. The fifth service option is the full-time specia
education classroom in the general education school. The student is assigned tb a specia
education classroom within the general education school. The student will haagt cont

with his or her general education peers for activities such as phyducatsn, art,

music, and lunch. The most restrictive placements on the continuum are those in schools
that operate publicly or privately as residential schools. Students arky tisuredported

to and from those schools each day. Students assigned to the residential school remain at
the school beyond the school day often for the duration of their education. Educators
often search for the most effective service delivery options within regil@agon

settings that provide support and, incidentally, limit expenses (Case, 1992).

In its most recent report to Congress on the implementation of the Individuals

with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), the U.S. Department of Educationdhatehift

9



in the placement of students with disabilities over the course of the twelvpereat

from 1992-2004. According to the 17th Annual Report to Congress, in the 1992-93
school year, 40.5% students with disabilities in the United States weeel semegular
classrooms (U.S. Department of Education, 1995). In the 22nd Annual Report to
Congress, 47.0% of all students with disabilities spent less than 21% of their scleool tim
outside the general education classroom (U.S. Department of Education, 2000) and in the
28th Annual Report to Congress, 52.1% of all students with disabilities spent less than
21% of their school time outside of the general education classroom, the most inclusive
category reported (U. S. Department of Education, 2006). The gradual incréase i
number of special education students spending more time within the general education
classroom is a direct result of the requirements established by aD&ANCLB as well

as the expectation that schools offer special education students educational ogggortuniti

in settings most like those of their non-disabled peers.

During the same twelve year period, the number of students aged six through
twenty-one receiving special education and related services under i2@&Argm
4,778,939 to 6,046,051, an increase of 26.5%. To address this growth, schools have
restructured their service delivery options so that educators move witsttigents
(Weiss & Lloyd, 2003). Hence, the service delivery option that is gainipgpularity
and is being viewed as providing the best possible learning experience forrchiitre
special needs is co-teaching within the regular classroom (Davis-®&/iGxzart, 1998;

Rea & Connell, 2005a; Rea & Connell, 2005b; Scruggs, Mastropieri, & McDuffie, 2007,

Weiss & Lloyd, 2003).

10



Co-Teaching

Distinguishing Between Team Teaching and Co-teaching

Co-teaching is the collaboration between a general education teacharspecial
education teacher on all of the teaching responsibilities for all studsigaesto a
classroom (Gately & Gately, 2001). Co-teaching started under the &am teaching”
as a pedagogical approach mentioned in the regular education initiative (R&riyl (&
Reising, 1993). Team teaching is characterized by two general educatberse(GET)
who team and share instructional responsibilities for the students from theiatse<l
(Cook, 2004, Friend & Reising, 1993). Team teaching requires sharing planning but not
instruction (Cook, 2004). As the impetus to educate students with special needs in the
regular education setting increased, special educators adopted and mibelifesaht
teaching model and re-named it co-teaching. First, a co-teachingdeaists of a
general education teacher and a special education teacher. Two distifetgndif
teaching approaches are blended in this model. Second, the teacher-student rati
considerably improved because two teachers share the instructional respiesdinil
students who are assigned to one classroom (Austin, 2001). Finally, co-teachiresrequi
both teachers to plan interdisciplinary lessons and share instruction within arearas

(Austin, 2001).

Co-teaching gradually became the preferred instructional model irethe m=tiary
schools when integrating special education students in to the regular educasoooca
(Friend & Reising, 1993). The co-teaching model also quickly became theeservic

delivery option of choice at the secondary level (Austin, 2001). Co-teaching is an

11



appealing service delivery option because students who are not identifiediak spe
education students are able to receive additional attention along with thes speci
education and regular education peers without being labeled as disabled (Austin, 2001)
Finally, both the SET and GET can share their expertise for planning, imgjruct
managing, and evaluating the students (Austin, 2001; Friend & Reising, 1993; Villa &

Thousand, 2005).

Characteristics of Co-teaching

In order to implement co-teaching, teachers must commit themselves yo parit
Villa, Thousand, and Nevin (2004) described behaviors that demonstrate parity. For
example, teachers must develop mutual respect for one another’s perspextiveall
them to accept constructive criticism from each other as well as thegy digimto
generate an objective climate for offering suggestions on any issutraffine
classroom. Partners must be comfortable enough to be able to exchange knowledge,
skills, attitudes, or position. Cook (2004) also suggested other examples of parity in
which both teachers share space that is traditionally assigned to one, telaate
discipline responsibilities in the classroom, and share teacher chores suathrag, gr
duplicating, and preparing assignments. The teachers must clearly contentoica
students and parents that both teachers have the same status and participate equal
student evaluations including grading and have equal access to parents at openchouse a
parent-teacher conferences. Both teachers have equal access &lsnatgplies and
books, and must agree upon the arrangement of the physical classroom space (Cook,

2004; Kohler-Evans, 2006).

12



Parity also highlights the teachers’ ability to use interpersonal sKeistigely,
including use of verbal and nonverbal communication and social skills. These skills are
constantly used to focus on what is occurring in the classroom (Dyck, Sundbye, &
Pemberton, 1997). Because the success of co-teaching depends on the established
relationship between the SET and GET, co-teachers must determinelungegoals,
agree to use a common conceptual framework, facilitate a collaborative caltdneeet
to discuss whether or not instruction is meeting the needs of all students durirgpatass

time (Davis-Wiley & Cozart, 1998; Keefe, Moore & Duff, 2004, Villa et al, 2004).

Dieker and Murawski (2003) noted the importance of varying the co-teaching
approaches during instruction. They asserted co-teachers must redbgrimportance
of varying instruction based on the subject, what is being taught, the students involved
and the goals of instruction. Cook (2004) elaborated on the significance of varying
instruction and identified four factors that co-teachers must consider wieetirsgl
approaches such as recognizing student characteristics and needs, tesatieristias
and needs, curriculum (including content and instructional strategies), and fitagma

considerations.

Co-teaching Structures

Although the ideal co-teaching arrangement argues for parity betweéergac
the literature acknowledged six structures designed for co-teaching ttheeeterse
needs of the students. The following six structures which are describeddiysvarms
define the roles and relationship between the SET and GET: (a) one teach/ one observe

(b) one teaching/one assisting; (c) teaming; (d) alternate tgag¢hjrparallel teaching;

13



and (f) station teaching. The essence of the roles the SET and GET play in the co

teaching structures is depicted in Figure 1.

The first structure, one teach/ one obseiweemonstrated when one teacher
takes the primary responsibility for planning and delivering instruction,rendther
teacher shares in monitoring and evaluating students (Cook, 2004; Dieker, 1998;
Murawski & Dieker, 2004: Davis-Wiley & Cozart, 1998; Vaughn, Schumm & Arguelles,
1997). Examples of support include gathering academic, behavioral, or social data on

specific students

The second structure, one teach/one assist occurs when one teacher takgs prim
responsibility for planning and delivering instruction and the other teaskentially
functions as her aide (Cook, 2004; Kloo & Zigmond, 2008). The teacher who functions
as the aide assists students with materials and organization, uses teachetypio
focus student attention, and acknowledges and addresses student concerns. Although the
one teach/ one assist structure has its merits, Cook (2004) revealed thai¢hisesis
often overused because teachers are not forced to change from their trastiylera
teaching in which one person is in control of what happens in a classroom. The literature
also uses the terms speak and add, speak and chart, one teach/one drift, one lead
teacher/one teacher “teaching on purpose,” one teaching/ one supporting, lead and

support or grazing to describe this co-teaching structure.

Teaming, the third structure, is best used when the teachers are supporting or
reinforcing new skills with one another. Both teachers are responsible fomgamd

delivering instruction. The teachers take turns teaching various aspdwdedson

14



(Cook, 2004; Kloo & Zigmond, 2008; Murawski & Dieker, 2004; Vaughn et al, 1997;
Davis-Wiley & Cozart, 1998; Wischnowski, Salmon & Eaton, 2004). While one teacher
delivers instruction, the other adds to or supplements the lesson by asking prompted or
unprompted questions to students, adding anecdotes or examples, restating important
information or using the “think aloud strategy” to provide clarification to Sicpmiit

points made during a lesson (Cook, 2004). In this structure, both teachers need sufficient
knowledge in the subject matter. Duet, one brain in two bodies in which, two teachers
teach the same content to one group, interactive teaching, and tag team teadlsegd a

interchangeably for this co-teaching structure.

The fourth structure, alternative teaching divides students into groups based on
instructional need. One teacher works with a small group of students to preréeac
teach, supplement or enrich while the other teacher instructs the remaugiegts
(Cook, 2004; Dieker & Barnett, 1996; Friend & Reising, 1993; Kloo & Zigmond, 2008;
Murawski & Dieker, 2004; Vaughn et al, 1996; Davis-Wiley & Cozart, 1998;
Wischnowski et al, 2004). Each teacher takes responsibility for the instruction of
students in the class. Alternative teaching is ideally used when grougseneagily
switched from teacher to teacher. One teacher reteaches/one teechata

information and skill group are also terms used to identify this co-teadniaguse.

The fifth structure is parallel teaching. In parallel teaching, botlhéeashare in
the planning and delivery of instruction, but each delivers it to half of the claek,(C
2004; Dieker & Barnett, 1996; Friend & Reising, 1993; Kloo & Zigmond, 2008). For
example, the teachers may decide that one of them focuses on the auditory and visua

modality of instruction while the other focuses on the tactile/kinesthetic ityodahe
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literature also identifies two teachers teach the same content to two grougaraird)

style teaching as terms that describe this co-teaching structure.

Station teaching is the sixth structure. Station teaching occurs when thesclas
divided into heterogeneous groups, centers or stations (Dieker, 1998; Friendr§ Reis
1993; Kloo & Zigmond, 2008; Wischnowski et al, 2004). In station teaching, three
groups, centers, or stations are usually organized for instruction. Both teachéms an
group center or station and the third group, center or station is organizemmataitients
to work independently. During station teaching, students move from statiorida.stat
Station teaching offers a way to extend the learning for students who hstezedahe
content area. It may also help those students who have not mastered the skills, but may

profit from interacting with material available at the stations.

The educational literature predominantly reports anecdotal experiensei as
suggestions for implementation and guidelines for establishing co-teatticigies
(Cook & Friend, 1995). Although a variety of co-teaching structures have been
suggested, the impact of such instructional strategies on student outcomes rs unclea
Murawski and Swanson (2001) conductedeta-analysi®f co-teaching research. After
reviewing 89 articles, Murawski and Swanson (2001) determined that limited eahpiri
research exists to support the use of co-teaching in classrooms that inahagedssivith
disabilities as an appropriate and effective intervention. They identified ardy 89
articles that provided sufficient quantitative information. The effect sizheon t
magnitude of the relationship between co-teaching and student achievement for each
study varied from 0.08 to 0.95, with an overall standardized mean difference of .40,

suggesting a moderate effect size for co-teaching. The articlene¢héte criteria for
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use in the meta-analysis indicated the use of a variety of effectieachbing
arrangements. However, no specific data were gathered on the co-tesdinlnttiges
used within the classrooms. The limited empirical research in the aredezahing
suggests that further research is needed to substantiate what co-teicbinges are

used and how those structures can best meet the needs of students with disabilities.

Supervision

Principals’ Attitudes Towards Inclusion

Although current research points to the promise of co-teaching for enhancing
student learning, it provides limited information about what kind of supervisory support
co-teaching requires (Morocco & Aquilar, 2002). The typical form of supervisi
incorporates a line-staff chain of command perspective that is expresseitias,pol
mandates, directives, and memoranda orders (Jerich, 1990). Recent school reform
initiatives coupled with the pressure from educational policy makers for school
improvement have made principals responsible for school change and improvement and,

ultimately, schooling.

Principals lead through a shared vision. Incumbent on the principal is the
involvement of faculty members in the school’s decision-making processes. Stéffiile
members must feel empowered to act, they should be provided with the information,
training and parameters needed for decision-making or decisions madeddgyrimeg
community. Principals establish credibility by modeling behavior that israengwith
the vision and values of the school (Austin, 2001). Principals establish the overall

climate within a school and influence the kinds of instructional practices Huéietes
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use. Thus, principals’ attitudes toward special education also influence tessotthe
special education programs including those that involve co-teaching (Gatdyesy,
2001; Rea, & Connell, 2005a; Scruggs, Mastropieri & McDuffie, 2007; Vaughn et al,

1997).

Domencic (2001) found principals’ experiences with special needs students were
directly related to their attitudes, which, in turn, were related to inclusicermlents.
Similarly, Praisner (2000) suggested that principals’ professional expesiesith
students with disabilities might be related to more inclusive placemBatause
principals are becoming more responsible for the instruction of specialteutuc
students, principals must determine the appropriateness of instruction for special
education students that occurs in the general education setting (Broyles, 2604)
Praisner’s (2000), Praisner’s (2003), Horrocks (2006), and Horrocks, White, and
Roberts’s (2008) studies found that the principals’ personal experiences with students

with disabilities had no significant relationship in their attitudes towardissior.

Preparation for Supervising Co-Teaching Situations

The challenge for principals is that current thinking about their role sugbasts
principals’ actions have indirect effects on school outcomes, mainly throughiestivi
that coordinate, monitor, and enable teachers to work more effectively with student
(Heck, 1993). Principals have training and experience with administratiohaalsc
buildings and supervision of instruction. However, this background usually does not
include comprehensive knowledge of the characteristics of special edutatients and

the educational models that will be effective in helping them achieve. Prin@pails r
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their lack of training and competency that may have an impact upon their confidence i
working with special education students (Farkas, Johnson, Duffett, Foleno & Foley,
2001; Stevenson, 2002; Wigle & Wilcox, 1999). As a result, the principals report their
decision making ability to facilitate inclusive placements may beteflg€ypress, 2003;

Goor & Schwenn, 1997).

Goor and Schwenn (1997) found that principals were often unaware of the extent
of their responsibilities in the administration of special programs in thedotcand thus
felt ill-prepared for their role. Dyal, Flynt, and Bennett-Walker (1996)ntedahat only
3.5% of the 118 elementary and secondary principals surveyed in Alabama felt they had
excellent training in inclusive practices; 54% responded their trainingeegiate and
44.5% responded their training was inadequate. Additionally, Sirotnik and Kimball
(1994) conducted a national study that surveyed 457 aspiring principals, enrolled in pre-
service programs. All but two respondents indicated that the principal preparation
program did not prepare them for the challenges of providing appropriate programming
for special education students. Cypress (2003) also found that the respondents to his
survey believed that their training did not prepare them for the policies and pracedure
necessary to actualize an effective special education program. Other Bavdiedso
shown that principals do not feel prepared to work with special education students
because their administrator training programs and professional devetogtperiences

have not fully addressed special education (Doyle, 2001; Sirotnik & Kimball, 1994).

Current administrative training programs do not seem to address the challenges o
special-education, particularly inclusion (Cypress, 2003; Dyal et al, 1996; kiaotrhi

Kimball, 1994). Attention is needed to develop effective principal preparation pregram
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that address the area of special education programming. The establishmer of mor
extensive formal teacher and leadership coursework is one way to gain knowléuge i
areas of special-education. It is not surprising that staff development rhagels
emerged to prepare principals to be more effective in leading instructionalmpsoiat
have the best interest of regular education students as well as speciabadiiadents

in mind.

In addition to the challenges principals are faced with in making decisions for
special education students, the role of the special education administrator fRalgog
(Lashley & Boscardin, 2003). Special-education administrators now must provide
appropriate accommodations and modifications to the general education curriculum while
promoting collaboration between SETs and GETs. Principals have the same
responsibility as well (Boscardin, 2005b). Murphy (2001) identified four elenteats t
are integral to transforming the roles of these practicing administrdewsloping caring
and supportive behaviors and dispositions; acquiring knowledge of variables influencing
change; encouraging collegiality and collaboration; and understandiethibal and
moral foundations of leadership. Flexibility, collegiality, and collaboratroarey all

teachers and staff members in school buildings are also essential.

Similarly, Crockett (2002) examined the special education preparation pregram
role in preparing instructional leaders for inclusive schools. She acknowle@ged th
importance of the role of the special education administrator in insuring ieoicg|
providing leadership in the use of effective practices for a diversity afdesgrand
developing positive working relationships with parents and external agenccske®r

also criticized the manner in which administrative practices have chamgetime,
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citing the decreasing attention paid to providing special-education preparation or
experiences that might enhance the abilities of contemporary adminstatespond
meaningfully to specialized concerns within these domains. Crockett (2002) suggested,
“It is time to use multiple strategies to rekindle cooperative leaderséparation efforts

and to reconstruct the guiding narratives of special-education, clarihengles and

responsibilities of its leaders and a new era” (p. 159).

The Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC;1996), organyized b
the Council of Chief State School Officers, acknowledged that school administrators
roles, whether regular or special education, foster corresponding diffenrences
leadership, authority, and responsibility. Yet, the ISLLC standards identifiqueniic
expectations for administrators beyond serving all students. Nor has the National
Council of Accreditation in Teacher Education (NCATE) established guidebneisef
specific administrative roles (NCATE, 1995). The Educational LeadershigyP
Standards: ISLLC 2008 (ISLLC, 2008), reinforced the proposition that all school
administrators obtain general licensure in leadership that was statedigthal ISLLC
standards regarding administrators’ responsibilities. Using the revisey gtaliclards
as a foundation, school districts can create a common language, in order to bring
consistency to educational leadership and encourage clear expectationshatiout w
leaders need to know and do to improve instruction. The same foundation could be used

to establish a basis for holding co-teachers accountable.
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Focusing Supervision on Co-Teaching Situations

No single definition or description of supervision is universally accepted. The
main thrust of supervision must result in improvement of student learning by means of
formative and summative assessments of teacher performance (Ridftmlap, 1982).
Administrators, principals and supervisors of special education alike, must develop a
comprehensive set of criteria for supervising co-teachers that includesypes of
measures: non-instructional aspects of all performance; essentiattiomal skills that
are not always observable, such as developing valid tests; and essentididnatruc
skills that are observable such as maintaining a desirable learning envitonme
(Glatthorn, 1987). Fraenkel (1992) also identified additional criteria, including
classroom management, individual student learning problems, content organizatien (long
term planning), daily lesson planning, accuracy of subject matter presergedand,
subject matter selection, evaluation of student achievement, teaching mettiods a
techniques as considerations for supervising co-teachers. Other facimednasource
identification, classroom learning environment and its effect on instryatidividual
student behavior problems and the relationship with co-teacher. Teacher evaluation mus
match the goals, management style, and administrative commitment toveffect
instruction. The evaluation instrument used must be valid and reliable. Glatthorn (1987)
suggested that two or more observers participate in making several obse foditored

by a conference to discuss the teachers’ strengths and professional mewtlopeds.

Kaplan and Owings (2001) emphasized a need for principals to visit classrooms
frequently. They urged principals to make observations of instruction a priootger

to determine their staff members’ effectiveness. DuFour and Eaker (12®8ned that
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principals, within their supervisory role, must know what to look for during teacher
observations. Rather than focusing on what the teachers are teaching, tleetiaat)
principals should focus on student learning. They noted that the most effective fgincipa
facilitate a shift in focus from teaching to learning, thereby, subalignthanging the

culture of the schooling process. In addition, as learning leaders, princi@als us
assessment results to develop strategies for improving the instructiogims for

individual students. Analyzing assessments can also assist the principal inglanni
meaningful staff development. Simple monitoring is not enough. Principals must be
willing to confront those teachers who fail to fulfill their responsibilitsKour &

Eaker, 1998).

Glickman (2002) indicated that the process for determining which behaviors to
evaluate in teacher performance is as important as the structures and feuato
communicate feedback and improvement plans to them. What is essential is that both
parties, the administrator and the teacher, understand the purpose of the observation, how
the observation will be conducted, what data will be collected at each particuley phas
and how this observation fits into a larger year-long or multi-year plan fanaons

individual improvement or student growth.

Crockett’s (2002) suggestion to develop responsive educational leaders assigns
the responsibility to administrator preparation programs and school districts mBet
establish multidimensional professional development that combines the conegptual
practical principles of educational leadership with specific issues congespecial
education. In this way, principals and special education supervisors become better

prepared to evaluate effectiveness of co-teaching. By preparing bothnitipadrand
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the special education supervisor, either administrator can evaluateTior 8ie GET.

The observations of the SET and GET can be done independently by either administrator
or conjointly. Therefore, the new challenge will be for school districtststorm the
traditional model of supervision to a distributed system of supervision that

collaboratively supports the use of proven practices to achieve school-wide impnbveme
for all students, including those with disabilities (Boscardin, 2005a). The collaborative
effort should culminate in the sharing of a common language, theories of action, and

skills used to make decisions about learning outcomes.

Sheehy (2007) also proposed a distributive perspective as a conceptual framework
of leadership for co-teaching. She conducted a qualitative study that explored the
instructional leadership practices related to co-teaching. The |agdersponsibilities
were distributed among teachers and administrators - the principals asuebthed
education supervisors. Although Sheehy’s research study (2007) revealedrigh a si
administrator should not manage the service delivery option of co-teaching,ubefoc

her study was not on the supervision and evaluation of effective co-teachinggsacti

Supervisory Models

In short, demands for instructional improvement for both labeled special
education and general education students are forcing school districts to raesttaam
effectiveness of instructional supervision. The literature suggests sewelarof
supervision including clinical supervision, individual development, which has various
components that are included, informal observations, focused team supervision, peer

coaching, and mentoring.
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The first supervisory model, clinical supervision, consists of four components:
pre-observation conference, classroom observation, analysis of the observation, and a
post-observation conference (Goldhammer, Anderson, & Krajewski, 1980; Holifield &
Cline, 1997). The pre-observation conference involves the teacher and the aaltoinistr
The purpose of the pre-observation conference is to identify the teachetgtiostl
concerns, which results in the specification of the focus of the observation, timsele
of data collection methods, and an agreement as to when to conduct the observation.
Possible topics of the pre-observation conference include: characteristudesft&lass,
unit objectives, background from previous lessons, lesson objectives, materials and
strategies to be used, measure for student learning, the lesson in relationshne to fut
objectives, possible alternatives for improvement, and any other pertinent Rgtiess(
1989). During the classroom observation which follows the pre-observation conference,
data are gathered objectively. The administrator then analyzes the da@agost-
conference, which includes the teacher, principal, supervisor, or other achtonist
this time, the collected information is reviewed and an instructional improvenaent pl
developed. Glickman (1990) proposed an analysis and critique of the entire clinical
supervisory experience as a fifth component to the clinical supervision model. The
analysis and critique would provide immediate feedback to the administradodireg

the effectiveness of the supervision process.

The second supervisory model, individual development, consists of several
options whose purpose is to aid in professional growth: administrative directed,
cooperative, and self-directed options. The first option enables the administifaiorg

attention on those teachers who need support rather than providing perfunctory visits to
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all teachers (Glatthorn, 1997). The principal, supervisor or other administrator works
closely with an individual teacher during an intensive professional developmeesfroc
This option is typically used with non-tenured teachers or tenured teachers who have
serious instructional problems. One benefit of intensive development is that & &dlow
significant improvement in the essential skills of teaching. Intensiveamwent may
include planning conferences, student assessment conferences, diagnostiti@mserva
and feedback, focused observations and feedback, videotape analysis, coaching,

descriptive student feedback, and direct observations by a colleague.

The second option within the individual development model is cooperative
development which encourages experienced teachers to work together fdrgrayidia
with administrator participation. Teachers may participate in cooperadilogdes,
cooperative planning, cooperative observations, and cooperative research. The
cooperative development approach is teacher centered and directed. It respects t
professionalism of competent teachers. This option takes little admimestiate with

the caveat that administrators have limited involvement.

The final option within the individual development is self-directed. The self-
directed option provides experienced and competent teachers opportunities to work
independently. The individual teacher identifies one or two professional growth goals
Given the independent nature of this model, teachers feel they are respected as
professionals because administrators are usually not involved. Since Htarigénfers
that it is virtually impossible to capture the essence of instruction in an ebjetdinner
unless the observer and the teacher share at least part of the instructiong| Dadtexy

(2002) asserted the necessity for both the administrator and teacher to detigemine
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teacher’s long-term objectives and day-to-day teaching decisions. Fuditnénisrators
have an obligation to build synergistic relationships that encourage teacher w@minit

to improve performance, quality, and increase productivity (Gilley & Callahan, .2000)

The third supervisory model uses informal observations that are brief,
unannounced classroom visits, lasting from five to 15 minutes (Glatthorn, 1986). This
supervisory technique allows the principal, supervisor, or other administratoroioédec
more visible while reducing teacher isolation. The walk-through is one form afialfor
observation. Protheroe (2009) describes the walk-through as part of the pridaibal's
routine that has a specific purpose. The principal visits the classroom ants ragftiec
the walk-through. Walk-throughs should be frequent and numerous and the administrator
should provide immediate feedback to teachers. The benefits of walk-throughs:include
administrators become more familiar with the teachers’ instructionaiqesc
administrators can gauge the climate within the building; a team atmosphelapde
and students see that instruction and learning is valued by both administrators and
teachers. In addition, walkthroughs provide excellent opportunities for adminsti@tor
reinforce and praise good teaching and to gather data regarding the émialeom of

curriculum. The administrator stays well-informed and alerted to inginattproblems.

The fourth model is focused team supervision. Bickel and Artz (1984) proposed
that districts develop supervisory teams composed of principals, supervisors, and other
administrators that can concentrate their efforts in specific are&s. akerted that
focused team supervision will concentrate the team’s time and attention ory arieas
determined by their data reviews. The success of focused team supervigperident

on the extent to which supervisory teams concentrate on four basic behaviorsgBicke
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Artz, 1984). Administrators must build a common language and define goals to guide the
work for each school. They must also use a common data base and develop a joint action
plan to promote a coordinated viewpoint within and among schools in their districts.
Administrators must develop a set of compatible instructional skills and work fimad br
long-range instructional objectives. As a result, both supervisors and princilbale wi

able to implement the action plans for each teacher effectively becauseiedl aie

clear about the goals to be accomplished and how to accomplish them.

Peer coaching is another supervisory model in which teachers conduct cycles of
clinical supervision with each other under the guidance of an administratckr{@h,
2002). Teachers must be trained to understand the purpose and procedures of peer
coaching: conducting pre-conferences to determine the focus of the observations;
conducting and analyzing an observation; and conducting post-conferences wiémdiffe
approaches for developing action plans. Even though teachers are guided by
administrators throughout the process, the supervisory process rests witlsllestea
Access to resources needed as a result of recommended action plans becomes an

additional administrative responsibility for the administrator.

Mentoring, a final option for supervision occurs when principals, supervisors, and
other administrators share their personal and professional experiencesfortan &&lp
teachers grow and develop. Administrators and supervisors must be conscious of the
purpose and goals of mentoring. To accomplish this, administrators must participate
orientation and training to better understand and support mentoring. This knowledge can
serve to encourage teachers to adopt a positive attitude and offer help when appropriate

In addition, administrators must help teachers establish realistic geatdod
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appropriate action plans, foster relationships and establish a climate of open
communication. Gilley and Boughton (1996) identified the benefits of mentoring.
Mentoring provides many benefits to teachers such as developing a pohticahass
and savvy; understanding and appreciating the special nature of the organization's
culture; creating a personal network within the organization; committing to the
organizational goals, guiding principles and values; advancing their personaihspnce
and enhancing their personal growth and development. The limitations to mentoring
include negative public perceptions of the relationship between the adminiatrdtor
teacher and organizational enmity based on perceptions of favoritism. The one on one
nature of mentoring between the mentor and teacher may lead staff mémbeaise
assumptions about the legitimacy of their professional relationship. As & tiesul

relationship between the teacher and mentor may become compromised.

A comprehensive review of the teacher education literature over the st thr
decades has revealed only a few reports of joint or shared supervision. Unfbytunate
most of the attempts were descriptions of what might be done rather than dmpirica
studies of what happened when teachers have two supervisors. The supervision of co-
teachers presents a new challenge in many school districts. Co-tearhinglcvery
different depending on what structure is being used within the classroom. idgnttiie
most effective strategy for supervising co-teachers is essentrtorig the
effectiveness of this service delivery option. The responsibility for tHeuSkally fall
under the organizational framework of Pupil Services, more specifically thlspe
education supervisor, while the principal takes supervisory responsibilitygfos.GThe

principal and the special education supervisor share several common functions of
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supervision. Both the principal and the special education supervisor have administrative
responsibilities, and must monitor, supervise and mentor teachers. Therefore, it is
unclear how the supervision of co-teaching should be structured. Figure 2 presents a

visual representation of the various supervisory models for co-teaching.

A case study conducted by Weiss and Lloyd (2003), also found that empirical
research was limited in the area of supervision of co-teaching. They usedatigeali
research design to document the roles and influences on the roles of secondary special
educators who co-teach. Weiss and Lloyd (2003) identified the special education
teacher’s role in the co-taught classroom, what influences the roles, arspedi
educators participate in co-teaching. The purpose of their researoh iestify the
contextual conditions and definitions that influence the implementation of coxigachi
One of the conclusions drawn from the information gathered was that appropriate
professional preparation and administrative support for co-teachers is ngcestbeat
resources are used efficiently. However, the results of the researclinhitateohs. All
participants were chosen using a purposive sampling method composed of only six
participants. The data described the behaviors of each teacher sepdnately
eliminated comparisons across classrooms. Anyone concerned with the supervision of
co-teaching would do well to consider Weiss and Lloyd’s (2003) timely and prox®cati

guestion: "How could administrators evaluate the implementation or effeetisef co-
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Supervisory Models for Co-Teaching Arrangements

€ Genertl Education Administrator supervises both the GET and SET

al Generz| Education Administrator and Spacial Education Administrator superyise the GET and 5ET respectively

.ﬂ General Education and Special Education Administrators supervise the GET and SET respectively ind collaborate to
ensure conststency in evaluating performance of koth teachers

.ﬂ Generzl Education Administrator supervisas the GET*

© Speual Education Administrator supervises the SET*

ﬁ No Administrator i responsible for observing the GET or SET. This is representative of peer coaching or
coaperative observition

0 Teachess are responsible for individual development

“For 4 and 5: Th= teacher not being supervised s responsible for individus| developmen
Figure 2: Supervisory Models for Co-Teaching Arrangements
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teaching when there was no clear definition of what was expected fronathe s
relationships during instruction?" (p. 39). Therefore, Weiss and Lloyd (2003) codiclude
that school districts must initiate efforts to determine the expectdtions-teaching,
establish guidelines for implementation, and develop a system for evaluatior af&es

viewed as important aspects for determining the effectiveness of ¢origac

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study is to investigate the supervisory roles and practices used
among administrators, principals and special education supervisors when egaheti
performance of the special education and general education teachers wéchcofte
survey will be used to determine what methods are used. The study will spgcificall
address what supervisors of special education or the highest ranking adoinist
responsible for special education say are their administrative respoiesilbdr
supervising co-teaching situations, and whether they believe that thesasauger
arrangements are successful in providing guidance to teachers in servingnao#h ge

education and special education students.

Research Questions

The overall research questions that will guide this study are:

1. What are the supervisory and/ or evaluation processes that administrators,

principals and supervisors of special education use for co-teaching? Is
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evaluation done independently or conjointly? What practices do they

evaluate?

2. Are the supervisors of special education satisfied with the supervisory
arrangements for co-teaching? In their opinion, what makes the arrangements

work? What hinders the effectiveness of their arrangements?

3. What would the supervisors of special education suggest to improve the

supervisory arrangements for co-teaching?

Definition of Terms

The following definitions are provided to clarify the terminology used for thidys

Co-teaching - An educational approach in which a general education teacher and a
special education teacher partner for the purpose of jointly deliveringanetr to a
diverse group of students, including those with disabilities or other special needs,
assigned to a general education classroom and in a manner which meets thg learni

needs of all students.

Evaluation - Both formative and summative evaluation is the process by which the

supervisor determines the significance, worth, or quality of teacher performance

Least Restrictive Environment - To the maximum extent appropriate, childite
disabilities including children in public or private institutions or other caratfasil are

educated with children who are not disabled, and special classes, separate sarooling
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other removal of children with disabilities from the regular educationat@mient
occurs only when the nature or severity of the disability of a child is such thattieduc
in regular classes with the use of supplementary aids and services cannot\mglachie

satisfactorily.[IDEA Section 612 (a) (5) (A)].

Mainstreaming - Is used to refer to the selective placement of spdciedtion students

in one or more regular education classes. Proponents of mainstreaming generall
assumed that a student must earn his or her opportunity to be placed in regularglasses b
demonstrating an ability to keep up with the work assigned by the regulapbotass

teacher.

Observation - “Is the activity through which a supervisor becomes awarer$ eve
interactions, physical elements, and other phenomena in a particular place during a

particular period of time” (Goldhammer, Anderson, & Krajewski, 1980, p.70).

Supervision — “Includes all the activities, functions, maneuvers, and nurturing conditions
that are intended to help teachers and various other educational workers to upgrade t

performance” (Goldhammer, Anderson, & Krajewski, 1980, p.22).
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CHAPTER Il
Method
Sample

The target population for this study consisted of special education supervisors or
the highest-ranking administrator within each school district who were rebfeofusi
special education services from 106 districts located within seven interenaditt
within the Philadelphia and the Allentown-Bethlehem-Easton metropolitan frédees
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. The intermediate units in Berks, Bucks, Carbon-
Lehigh, Chester, Colonial Northampton, Delaware, and Montgomery Counties were
selected because their public schools represented a range in terms of@cadem
achievement, district enrollment, ethnic diversity, and identified speciahtduic

students.

Tables A — G in Appendix A present the number of school districts each
intermediate unit serves, as well as the characteristics of each sdtoal. dirhe total
enrollment of the school districts identified in the target population ranged from 583
students to 20,264 students. The number of identified special education students ranged
from 69 students to 2,986 students and the percentage of special education students who
were in regular education classes 80% or more of the school day ranged from 36.2% to
89.7% (Pennsylvania Department of Education, 2010). Table 1 shows that the range of
special education administrators responding to the survey by intermediatngeid r
from 40.9% (Montgomery County 1U) to 69.2% (Bucks County IU). Other than Bucks

County, the percentages were similar_eamged between 40.9% and 53.8%.
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Table 1
Intermediate Unit Participation Rate=61)

Intermediate Units Number of Number of Percentage of
Districts the Districts that Districts
Intermediate Unit Responded Responding
Serves

Berks County IU # 14 18 8 44.4

Bucks County IU # 22 13 9 69.2

Carbon-Lehigh 1U # 21 14 6 42.9

Chester County IU # 24 12 5 41.6

Colonial Northampton U # 13 7 53.8

20

Delaware County IU # 25 15 7 46.6

Montgomery County IU # 23 22 9 40.9

The School District of Philadelphia was excluded because the level of
bureaucracy made it impossible for an individual researcher to administer y teuttve

district’s target population and adhere to the timeline of this study. Attemptewpus

individual researchers to complete forms for the School District of Philad&dphternal
Review Board (IRB) met with timelines as long as three months. Even if IRB\egipr
were granted, administering the survey during the spring when school slisteiet
preparing for the Pennsylvania State System Assessment (PSSA) woulddizmksypr
resulted in an extremely low response rate. Also, given the complexity afiathring

special education programs in the district, identifying the best informarjudged to be
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very difficult. Since the benefit of including the supervisors was expectedniinbeal,

the decision was made to exclude the School District of Philadelphia.

In order to be selected to participate in this study, the supervisor of special
education or the highest-ranking administrator as noted above needed to supenase speci
education programs and teachers. From this pool, all supervisors of special education
were invited to participate in the survey. Superintendents were contacted for their
permission to invite the participation of their supervisors of special educatiogcordr

was kept of whether or not the district had a co-teaching arrangement.

An invitation to participate in the co-teaching survey was mailed on Decé&nber
2011 to 101 superintendents in the southeast region of the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania. The initial mailing resulted in 40 yes responses and 18 respanses tha
indicated they would not participate. An e-mail invitation was then sent to the non-
respondents on January 15, 2012 and an additional 7 responses were received. Of these
responses, 4 indicated they would participate and 3 indicated they would nopatatici
Two other requests for survey participants were e-mailed in Januaryindheumber

of valid respondents was 51 or 50.5% of the survey sample.

From the 50.5% who responded, 27.1% were male and 72.9% were female. The years in
the current position ranged from one year to 25 years and years of experiende range

from 10 years to 42 years. 16.7% of the respondents indicated they had a Masters degree
29.2% a Masters +30 credits; 37.5% a Masters +60 credits; 4.2% of the respondents
indicated they achieved and educational specialist’'s degree; 10.4% a doctml&d%a

a doctorate +30 credits. 14.6% of respondents work in urban school districts, 68.8% in
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suburban school districts, and 16.7% in rural school districts. The number of people the
respondents supervised ranged from 1 to 208. 64.6% of the participants supervise at the
elementary level, 72.9% the middle level, and 79.2% the high school level. The total
percentages for level do not equal exactly 100% because many of the respbadents
supervisory responsibilities over multiple levels. The special educatiomiattator
participants in the study identified themselves with the following positian/682.7%

special education supervisors, 1.9% supervisors, 13.7% directors of pupil services, 11.7%
directors of special education, 1.9% assistant superintendent for speciailogguca®o
assistants to the superintendent, and 5.8% did not provide a position/title. Of the
respondents, 95.8% indicate that their district uses co-teaching. Table 2 shoveatise

and the standard deviations for the continuous variables years in current posit®im yea

education and the number of teachers the special education administrator ssipervise

Table 2

Current Position, Years of Experience, and Number Super{ised8)

Minimum Maximum Mean SD
Years in current position 1 25 5.43 4.643
Total years of education experien 10 42 20.57 8.481
Number of teachers you supervis 1 208 44.27 45.309

Instrument

Questionnaire DevelopmenAn extensive review of the literature showed that no
previous instruments had been developed to identify the supervisory arrangengents use

to evaluate co-teaching. Thus, the researcher developed a co-teachingisapervis
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Table 3

Research Basis for Co-Teaching Supervision Survey Questions

Survey Items

Corresponding Research

Models of Supervision
Attitudes and Training
Defining Criteria

Awareness of Responsibilities

Two or more observers

Individual Development
Cooperative Observation

Pre-observation Conference

Common Language
Collaboration

Post-observation Conference

Purpose of Observation
Conducting Observation

Professional Development

Differentiating Supervision
Assessing District Needs
Using Assessments

Providing Leadership

Recommendations for Accommodations

(Glickman, 2002)
(ISLLC, 1996)
(Glatthorn, 1987)

(Gorr & Schwenn, 1997)

(Bickel & Artz, 1984; Boscardin, 2005a;
Glatthorn, 1987; Sheehy, 2007)

(Glatthorn, 1997)
(Glatthorn, 1997)
(Glickman, 1990; Goldhammer, Anderson,

& Krajewski, 1980; and Holifield & Cline,
1997)

(Boscardin, 2005a; ISLLC, 2008)

(Glatthorn, 1987; Lashley & Boscardin,
2003; and Murphy, 2001)

(Glickman, 1990; and Goldhammer,
Anderson, & Krajewski, 1980)

(Glickman, 2002)
(Glickman, 2002)

(Crockett, 2002; and DuFour & Eaker,
1998)

(Glatthorn, 1997)
(DuFour & Eaker, 1998)
(Pfeiffer & Dunlap, 1982)

(Crockett, 2002; and Dyal, Flynt, &
Bennett-Walker, 1996)

(Lashley & Boscardin, 2003)
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protocol instrument that incorporated information from the literature. Table 3ipcbvi

the research basis for the survey questions.

The co-teaching supervision survey instrument was divided into three sections
(see Appendix B). The first section consisted of six open-ended questions (1-6) that
focused on supervisory arrangements. | designed the questions to collect specific
information that was relevant to the supervisory arrangements for evalcatiegchers
in each school district. The questions were as follows: (1) Can you please dgsaribe
supervision model or models for co-teaching in your school district? (2) How do
administrators within your school district supervise and evaluate teacherso-teach?
(3) Who determines the criteria for evaluation? (4) What are the positivesasptut
current supervisory arrangements for co-teaching within your school itfis{f§ What
aspects of the current supervisory arrangement impede the efforts toecahiedching
within your district? (6) If you were given the opportunity to make improvemertket
current supervisory arrangements for co-teaching, what would these recormamsnda

include?

The second section focused on district practices (questions 7-10) and used a
Likert-type scale to indicate the frequency of use of the various supervisory
arrangements. | designed the questions to not only determine the frequency efahe us
the various models within each school district, but to also measure the admisistrator
level of comfort in using the various models. In their research, Goor and Schwenn
(1997) found that principals were often unaware of the extent of their respoiesilmlit
the administration of special programs in their schools and thus felt ill-pefmartheir

role. Questions 7-10, sought to determine if administrators were able to tettbela
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strengths and weaknesses of the supervisory arrangements for co-teatthmtheir
school district and if their responses revealed any concerns relevant farépairation

for supervising co-teachers.

| included question seven because Glickman (2002) asserted that both parties, the
administrator and the teacher, must understand the purpose of the observation, how the
observation would be conducted, what data would be collected at each particular phase,
and how the observation fits into a larger year-long or multi-year plan for continuous
individual improvement or student growth. The question sought to determine the level to
which administrators’ believed that both parties understood the purpose for supervision

of co-teaching arrangements and how observations were conducted in those situations

Question eight had implications for attitudes and training. The Interstad®ISc
Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC, 1996) acknowledged that school adminsstrator
roles, whether for regular or special education, foster corresponding differance
leadership, authority, and responsibility. The variability in administraatisides and
understandings may have had an effect on the nature of their observation and evaluation
practices. The ISLLC indicated that the roles may be different. Enpglatadoes not
exist to support the assertion. Therefore, it is important to learn how adatorstr

supervise and evaluate teachers who co-teach.

Questions nine and ten were included because the review of the literature
indicated that administrators, principals and supervisors of special educe&maist

develop a comprehensive set of criteria for supervising co-teachers (Glait@8r).
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The third section consisted of nine questions (11- 19) designed to collect
demographic information on the backgrounds of the supervisors of special education who
participated in the study. Questions 11-19 were intended to collect demograpluoic data
the participants including gender, position/title, years in current positiors iyear
education, education status, type of district, district size, number of teachers the
supervise, and supervisory level. Question 20 provided each participant with an

opportunity to enter an incentive drawing.

Instrument Validity.l used the Delphi method to determine the wording of the
guestions based on the review of the literature. A panel of five experts in educational
leadership, special education, supervision and co-teaching reviewed the ingiadmgie
The panel members were: Dr. Leslie Djang, Assistant Principal forcGlum and
Instruction of Upper Moreland Middle School; Dr. Carol Etlen, Special Education
Consultant, Independent Charter Schools, Philadelphia, PA; Dr. Rachel A. Holler,
Director of Educational Programs for Quakertown Community School Didivict,isa
Dieker, Professor and Lockheed Martin Eminent Scholar Chair, Department @f Chil
Family and Community Sciences, University of Central Florida; and Dr. Wahdy
Murawski, Professor, Department of Special Education, Faculty Prediiehgel D.
Eisner College of Education Endowed Chair, Center for Teaching and Learning
California State University, Northridge. | emailed each of the pan#istscertain their
willingness to serve on the Delphi panel for this research and to explain thestudy
consent for participation (Appendix C). | also provided them with links to the draft co
teaching survey (Appendix D), and a panelist feedback form (Appendix E). The fganelis

reviewed and provided feedback on the survey questions.
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The panelists provided numerous recommendations, all of which | incorporated.
In the first section, perceptions of supervisory practices, they suggestéd\bat using
the word “can” and consider using the term “model(s)” instead of “model and madlels” i
guestion one. The next recommendation was to divide question two into two separate
guestions; one that focused on supervision and the other on evaluation. They also
suggested that question three precede question two, and that it be expanded to determine
whether the different criteria for general education and special educaahets differ.
The question was re-worded as follows,” What are the differences in criteha?”
qguestion four, | included the definition for supervision to eliminate any confusion
between evaluation and supervision. | included the definition of evaluation in question
five, and based on their recommendation, altered the question to read, “impede efforts”
rather than “impede the efforts.” No changes were recommended for otergekestion
six, or to the second section, current supervisory practices, questions seven ténoug
However, a technology glitch made it difficult for the panelists to vary tespanses to
the subcategories of questions seven through ten. This problem was repaired for the
second round of review. The panelists offered three recommendations for secdpn thre
demographic data, that have been incorporated as follows: question thirteen was
expanded to include a question regarding other positions the survey participants have
held; education specialist was added to the education status in question fifteen; and
guestion nineteen was expanded to inquire the degree to which co-teaching is used and
how established it is in the school district. After all these changesmamle to the
survey protocol instrument, the five panelists scrutinized the survey again anebdreach

100% consensus on the survey questions.

44



Pilot Study A small group of special education supervisors then received the
survey as a pilot study, in order to refine directions and to deternime dfuestions were
worded correctly and properly to assure content validity. Thegiiioy also evaluated
the length of time necessary to complete the survey, and determined ifvie sur
protocol was of reasonable length. | randomly selected five qualified indisitfoat
five school districts within the seven intermediate units that comprise f&t tar
population to participate in the pilot study. | sent a Letter of Invitation to rethess
participation (see Appendix F). |then contacted the pilot participants intordaswer
any questions about the pilot study and to determine whether they would partidfpat
person declined to participate, | randomly selected a replacement fromst thfellD6
school districts. | asked all pilot volunteers to respond via postcard (see Appemdix G)
email. | excluded all pilot participants from the research sample. Thensesfrom the
first pilot participant indicated difficulty with entering the amount of titn@ok to
complete the survey. | addressed this technology glitch and modified questiongtbd cor

typing errors.

Procedure

Prior to distributing the edited survey protocol instrument to the target population,
| sent a Letter of Invitation (see Appendix H) to the superintendents of ticéesele
school districts. The letter of invitation described the purpose and design afdhast
well as the benefits of and directions for participating in the study. Theifettaucted
superintendents to respond by postcard or email (see Appendix ). Superintendents who
responded positively forwarded a Letter of Invitation (see Appendix J) to the/isape

of special education or the highest-ranking administrator within the schaattdigio is
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responsible for special education services in their school districts. Thdddtie target
population also included an incentive offer for participants, along with directions for
participation, a statement of informed consent, and an explanation of their voluntary
participation in an online survey. After this initial contact, members of thettar

population received a follow-up email requesting that those who had not yet responded to

the survey do so.

Data Analysis

Coding Survey Question&ccording to Maxwell (2005), the primary goal of
using codes in quantitative research is to generate frequency counts efmbhaitach
category. Therefore, it was necessary to apply a pre-established setotfatte data
according to explicit and unambiguous rules. To organize the data for analysigelCre
(2005) recommends creating a codebook. The draft codebook contained a brief
definition of the question with codes to indicate how the researcher coded the responses
from the survey for questions one through eight and question twenty two. The coders

followed the procedure presented in the instrument section.

Two coders coded the open-ended questions according to the developed
codebook. The codebook was modified to reflect the recommendations of the Delphi
committee. Figure 3 presents the codebook that contained a brief definition of the open
ended questions with codes. The codebook indicates how | began coding the responses
from the survey for questions one through eight and questions thirteen through twenty-
two. | trained the coders. The coders first reviewed and then coded a set of three

responses to the open-ended questions. The coders were expected to reach 80%

46



agreement on their codes. If they did not, they met with me and discussed areas of
disagreement and resolved them. The coders then coded another set of three responses t
determine whether they reached 80% agreement; when that criterion wdsesnet, t

proceeded to code all responses.

Figure 3. Codebook for Co-Teaching Protocol Instrument

Question 1  Supervisory Models;

la = general education administrators supervises both the GET and SET,
1b = general education administrator and special education administrator
supervises the GET and SET respectively,

1c = general education and special education administrators supervise the
GET and SET respectively and collaborate to ensure consistency in
evaluating the performance of both teachers

1d = general education administrator supervises the SET
le = special education administrator supervises the GET

1f = No administrator is responsible for observing the GET or SET. This
is representative of peer coaching or cooperative observation.

1g = Teachers are responsible for individual development.
1h = non-response
Question 2  Criteria for evaluation;

The coders may record more than one response and may include other
responses that may not have been anticipated.

2a = superintendent,
2b = human resources,
2c = special education administrators, or
2d = principals
2e = collaboration
2f = other
2g = non-response
Question 3  Different Criteria;
3a =yes
3b=no
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Question 4

Question 5

Question 6

Question 7

Question 8

3C = no response
Supervisory Arrangements;

The coders may record more than one response and may include other
responses that may not have been anticipated.

4a = independently,

4b = collaboratively,

4c = supervision is not required
4d = non-response

Evaluation Arrangements;

The coders may record more than one response and may include other
responses that may not have been anticipated.

5a = independently,

5b = collaboratively

5C = non-response

Positive aspects of supervision;

The coders may record more than one response and may include other
responses that may not have been anticipated.

6a = professional development,
6b = pre-determined criteria,

6¢ = supervision model,

6d = level of independence

6e = other

6f = non-response

Aspects that impede supervision;

The coders may record more than one response and may include other
responses that may not have been anticipated.

7a = lack of professional development,
7b = no pre-determined criteria,

7c = supervisory models,

7d = no consistency

7e = other

7f = non-response

Suggestions for improvement;
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Question 22

The coders may record more than one response and may include other
responses that may not have been anticipated.

8a = increased professional development for administration,

8b = define criteria,

8c = differentiate supervision by increasing supervisory models,
8d = increase involvement of the special education administrator,
8e = increase collaboration among general

and special education administrator,

8f = develop instrument specifically to evaluate co-teachers,

8g = assess district needs in the area of supervision and instruction to
better improve training for teachers

8h = other
8i = non-response

Co-teaching;

22a = yes,

22b =no,

22C = no response
22d = 1 year,

22e =2 —5 years,
22f = institutionalized,
22g = non-response

Descriptive Statistics for Reporting Resulf$ie presentation of data for this

study consisted of descriptive statistics on demographic variables on the supeatis

special education, including gender, position/title, years in current positios,igear

education, education status, type of district, district size, number of teachers the

supervise, and supervisory level. | presented the data on supervisory arrasgament

preferences in a tabular form to reveal the general tendencies in the data,ati@tpre

scores, and a comparison of how one score related to the others. | reported the
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frequencies and percents for categorical variables such as gendesnpasit

supervisory level as descriptive data. | reported means and standard deviations for
continuous variables such as years in current position and years in education.idn addit
to the descriptive statistics on demographic variables, | reported the dingdiof

section two of the survey protocol instrument using percentages and frequencies.
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CHAPTER IlI
Results

Introduction

The purpose of this study was to examine the supervisory arrangements used
within school districts to evaluate co-teachers. This study gathereftatataupervisors
of special education or the highest-ranking administrator within the schaadtdist
responsible for special education. Data to address the research questiefi®naa
survey created and entitled t6e-teaching Supervision Protocol Instrumeir
accordance with the required ethical practices, in order to protect the ahoafthie
participants, no information was gathered that might indicate the school nameictr distr
in which participants were employed. However, supervisors of special education or the
highest-ranking administrators within the school district responsible fola$pécication

were invited to enter a prize drawing by submitting their email addresses.

Perceptions of Supervisory Practices

Section I: Perceptions of Supervisory Practices oCiiteaching Supervision
Protocol Instrumenincluded eight questions that directly related to supervision and
evaluation of co-teachers. The first research question asked special@ducati
administrators to select the supervisory arrangements that best dedwzibeé used for
co-teaching in their school districts. Table 4 presents the frequency ardtpgecdata
for the supervisory arrangements. Participant responses indicated th&@HEnost
administrators were solely responsible for both the GET and SET. In daishsGE

administrators and SE administrators were responsible for the sepaesxtessop of the
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GET and SET respectively, very few instances of collaboration were founddrethe
GE administrator and the SE administrator. Models one, two, and three in Table 4

respectively represented the supervisory arrangements that the schot$ disericmost

frequently.

Table 4

Supervision Models: Questionl = 51)

Supervision Models f %
1 GE Administrator/ Both Teachers 28 54.9

2 Separate Supervision
-GE Administrator/ GET Only and

-SE Administrator/ SET Only 10196
3 Separate but Collaborate

-GE Adm.in.istrator/ GET Only and 7 137

-SE Administrator/ SET Only
4 SE Administrator solely/ SET 2 3.9
5 GE Administrator solely/ GET 1 19
6 Teacher Independent 2 3.9
7 Teacher Option to Participate 1 19
Non response? 2 39

Note. IRespondent may have provided more than gpergisory model in their response. 2Respondent did
provide a response or did not answer the questikeda GE = General Education; SE = Special Edutatio
GET = General Education Teacher; SET = Special &itut Teacher

While gathering data on supervisory arrangements, respondents were asked what
criteria were used to evaluate co-teachers. Table 5 representsittseeafeesponses to
guestions two and three on the co-teaching survey asked who in the school district
determines the criteria for evaluation and whether those criteria Wieneedi for the

general education and special education co-teachers. A larger pgeceindstricts used
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a top-down approach, delegating to a single administrator the responsibilitgrimide

the criteria used to evaluate co-teachers (33 or 64.6%). Participantsaddicatthe
following administrators had sole responsibility for determining ther@iter evaluating
teachers within their school districts: superintendents, principals, and sgphaakion
administrators. The percentages for each person or group responsible farrulegethe
criteria used to evaluate co-teachers are found in Table 5 shown under the letieled
“Role.” Only 17 or 33.3% of the school districts used a committee approach to identify

criteria for evaluating co-teachers. Districts that used a coeevagiproach were coded

Table 5
Person Responsible for Evaluation Criteria and Criteria for Evaluation: Questions 2 and
3(n=51)

Questions Role f %
Person Responsible for Evaluation Superintendent 19 37.2
Criteriat
Collaboration 17 333
Non-Response? 8 156
Special Education
Administrators 7 13.7
Principals 7 13.7
Human Resources 0 0.0
Same criteria for GET and SET Yes 40 78.4
No 10 19.6
Non-Response? 1 1.9

Note. tRespondent may have provided more thanesponse. 2Respondent did not respond or did not
answer the question asked. GET = General Educ@anher; and SET = Special Education Teacher
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under the column labeled “Role” as “collaboration” because several arramgeme
included more than one person who was responsible for determining the criteria for
evaluating co-teachers. Of the 17 responses coded collaboration, nine resportddnts sta
that an administrative team developed the criteria and eight indicated thiaica dis
committee that included teachers did so. 15.6% of respondents provided a response to
guestion two, but did not address the question asked. For example, one respondent
stated, “We have three levels for our teachers. All new teachers and a third of the
teaching staff are on the direct mode, one third of the tenured teachers arseaif: the
directed mode and one third is [sic] on a collaboration mode. The teachers rotagé thr
these modes on a yearly cycle so every teacher falls into one of the modebreery
years.” This description is just one example of a response from a partich@didwnot
indicate the position or title of the person or people responsible for developing¢hia crit
for evaluating co-teachers. Because the response did not address whadsttreni
criteria, it was difficult to identify who was responsible for determiniregdriteria to
evaluate co-teachers. In such cases, the responses were placed in tReshomse”

category.

Table 6 shows that, when participants were asked whether the crite&Tor
and SET were different, most respondents, 78.4%, stated the GET and SET were
evaluated using the same criteria whereas different criterisseapiesl 19.6%. One

participant did not respond to the question.

Questions four and five were designed to explore the dynamics within the school
district regarding the relationship the special education administratonawaywith the

general education administrator in terms of supervising and evaluatiegauers.
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Table 6 shows that the majority of the respondents, 72.5%, indicated they independently
supervised co-teachers whereas 25.4% selected collaboratively to désaribestrict’s
supervision arrangements. However, when addressing the evaluation functiostionque

5, the vast majority of the respondents, 86.2%, indicated that independent arrangements

were used. Only 11.7% indicated the use of collaborative arrangements.

Table 6
Supervision and Evaluation Arrangements: Questions 4 gnd=51)

Questions Supervision Arrangement f %
Supervision Arrangements Independently 37 725
Collaboratively 13 254
Supervision is not require 0 0.0
Non-response? 1 19
Evaluation Arrangements Independently 44 86.2
Collaboratively 6 11.7
Non-Response! 1 1.9

Note. *Respondent did respond or did not answegjtlestion asked.

Survey questions six and seven provided an opportunity to record the strengths
and areas needing improvement regarding supervisory arrangementseacioers.
Table 7 represents the responses to those questions. Respondents rated positive severa
areas including the amount of professional development provided by the schodltdistric
prepare administrators and teachers for the expectations related to théssrper
process, the criteria for evaluation, the type of supervision model used, and tloé level
independence in the supervision arrangement. 54.9% of respondents cited anticipated
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strengths such as supervision models. The 28 supervisory models that led to positive
aspects of evaluating co-teachers included: the general education &dboingipervises
both the GET and SETh€11), the general education administrator and special education
administrator supervise the GET and SET respectively)( and the general education

and special education administrator supervise the GET and SET respeataely

collaborate to ensure consistency in evaluating the performance of bdtbrse@e10).

Table 7
Positive Aspects and Aspects that Impede: Questions 6 (@ 51)

Questions Aspects f %
Positive aspects of supervisory Type of Model 28 54.9
arrangements ?
Other? 8 15.6
Non-Response? 8 156
Pre-determined Criteria 7 137
Professional Development 4 7.8
Level of Independence 3 58

Aspects of supervisory arrangements thi No Pre-determined Criteric 15 29.4
impede *

Type of Model 15 294
Other? 12 235
Non-Response3 8 156
Lack of Professional

Development 4 7.8
No Consistency 0 0.0

Note. IRespondent may have provided more thanesponse. 2Respondent provided an unanticipated
response. 3Respondent did provide a response ootliahswer the question asked.
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15.6% of the responses were unanticipated. Anticipated options were given in the survey
because they were derived from the literature whereas an unanticipated ogten wa
response that was respondent generated. Unanticipated responses coded as “Other”
included evaluation of the process, responsiveness to the needs of the co-teachers, and
administrator collaboration. Collaboration represented 11.7% of the other responses for
positive aspects. Collaboration was not listed as a separate option because it was
anticipated that respondents would have associated collaboration with a supervisory

model.

When asked to identify aspects that impede the supervisory arrangements for co
teachers, 58.8% of the respondents cited anticipated impeding factors such as no pre-
determined evaluation criteria and the type of supervisory models. Supervisotg mode
that respondents indicated that impeded efforts to evaluate co-teachetedn
Supervisory models that respondents indicated impeded efforts to evalteaetvers
included: the general education administrator supervised both the GET and=SET (
the general education administrator and special education administrator segbéne
GET and SET separately=5), the general education and special education administrator
supervised the GET and SET respectively and collaborated to ensure conpsistenc
evaluating the performance of both teachesd). In other responses, no specific
supervisory model was identified, but it was implied3), and no administrator was
identified as responsible for observing the GET or SET because such a response

represents peer coaching or cooperative observatsdr). (

Other response options for impediments included: lack of professional

development opportunities, lack of predetermined evaluation criteria, the type of
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supervision model, and lack of consistency in terms of supervising co-teachdeaas
23.5% of the responses were unanticipated; they included lack of time for achtonsst

to support co-teachers through the observation process by meeting with teachers
mentoring and writing observation reports, resistance by the teachensi@ssac allow
changes to the supervision model to support co-teaching, and limited funding to provide
additional administrators for supervising co-teachers. Time for admtorstta support
co-teachers represented 19.6% of the other responses for aspects that itbpgddeof

the participants chose not to respond to questions six and seven.

Table 8 presents the results for question eight that examined the suggested

recommendations for improving current supervisory arrangements for ¢origac

Table 8

Recommendations for Improvement: Questi¢n851)

Suggestionst f %
Increase collaboration among GE and SE administrators 14 274

Differentiate supervision by increasing number of supervisory optior 13 25.4

Increased professional development for administration 7 13.7
Develop instrument specifically to evaluate co-teachers 6 11.7
Non-Response3 6 11.7
Define criteria 5 098
Other? 4 7.8
Assess needs in area of supervision and instruction to improve trair

for teachers 1 19
Increase involvement of the SE administrator 0 0.0

Note. tRespondent may have provided more thanesponse. 2Respondent provided an unanticipated
response. SRespondent did provide a response ootliahswer the question asked. GE = General
Education; SE = Special Education

58



Seven response options were given: increase professional development for
administrators, define evaluation criteria, differentiate supervisiondrgasing

supervisory models, increase involvement of the special education administatase
collaboration among general education and special education administratois) deve
instrument specifically to evaluate co-teachers, and assess distds in the area of
supervision and instruction to improve training for teachers. The two most frequent
responses were increase collaboration among general and speciabaducat
administrators (27.4%) and differentiate supervision by increasing number ofisaper
options (25.4%). Four or 7.8% of the participants in the “Other” category indicated that
the following would improve supervisory arrangements: schedule time to support co-
teachers, increase time for planning and collaboration for administratovs, natire time

for administrators to observe and train teachers, and provide more funding to support co-

teaching and to allow more supervision to occur.

Current Supervisory Practices

Responses to the individual items in Section II: Current Supervisory Practices
varied concerning the expectations for GE and SE administrators. Usikgratipe
rating scale that listed five areas for participants to rate fremsenieir personal
effectiveness and the importance of the inclusion of tasks in the evaluation process
participants were given scales that presented descriptors such as abmagsiective,
and very important that were assigned values of 5 and descriptors suchrasergve
ineffective, and very unimportant that were assigned values of 1. An odd- numbered

scale was used to provide participants with a neutral option of the midpoint. The data
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were organized with the most frequent responses for components that wesgaiteay

included in the observation process.

The majority of the districts did not solely rely on the components of the clinical
supervision model as described by Goldhammer, Anderson, & Krajewski (1998). Table
9 shows frequencies and percentages of the responses for the components included in the
observation rated as “always/often” by participants. With the exception of the pos
conference with teachers, all other components were rated “always/oftessithan
50% of the participants. The majority of respondents, 28 or 58.3% indicated that holding
a post-conference with co-teachers, is always/often included in the observatiesspr
followed by 25 or 52.1%, communicating with co-teachers about how the observation

will be conducted; 22 or 45.9%, communicating with co-teachers about the purpose of

Table 9
Components included in the observation process: Questi¢m1a38)

Observation Components Always/ Sometimes Seldom/
Often Never
f % [ % %
Post-conference with co-teacher 28 58.3 7 146 13 27.1

Communication with co-teachers
about how the observation will b
conducted 25 521 4 8.3 19 39.6

Communication with co-teachers
about purpose of the observatiol 22 459 8 16.7 18 37.5

Pre-conference with co-teachers 20 417 9 18.8 19 39.6
Collaboration between GE and ¢

administrator before observatior 10 20.8 20 417 18 37.5
Note. GE = General Education; SE = Special Educatio
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the observation; 20 or 41.7%, holding a pre-conference with co-teacher; 17 or 47.4%,
collaborating between GE and SE administrators after observations; and fifadly

20.8% collaborating between GE and SE before observations.

Table 10 presents the combined responses of the ratings “very effetgite/et

and “ineffective/very ineffective” of the special education administrasetsevaluation

Table 10
Rating of self-effectiveness: Question(A£48)

Very Effective/ Neither Effective Ineffective/

Effective nor Ineffective  Very Ineffective
f % f % f %

Providing recommendations for
the GE curriculum 40 834 6 125 2 4.2
Using assessment for improving
instruction 38 79.2 7 14.6 3 6.3
Providing leadership 37 77.2 8 16.7 3 6.3
Facilitating professional
development 32 66.6 12 25.0 4 8.3
Identifying needs to improve
training for co-teachers 30 625 13 271 S 104
Collaborating with GE
administrators when observing
and evaluating co-teachers 26 541 17 354 5 104
Differentiating supervision 20 41.8 18 37.5 10 20.9
Defining criteria 20 41.7 17 35.4 11 23.0

Note. GE = General Education

of tasks performed for co-teaching. The data are organized with the noostrire

responses for “very effective/effective.” The majority of the respondédtsty 83.4%,
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rated themselves as very effective/effective in providing recommenddbr the GE
curriculum followed by 38 or 79.2%, using assessments for improving instruction; 37 or

77.2%, providing leadership; 32 or 66.6%, facilitating professional development; 30 or

62.5%, identifying needs to improve training for co-teachers; 26 or 54.1%, collalgorati
with GE administrators when observing and evaluating co-teachers; 20 or 41.8%,

differentiating instruction; and finally, 20 or 41.8% defining criteria.

The responses for “neither effective nor ineffective” ranged from 18 or 37.5%
differentiating supervision; 17 or 35.4%, collaborating with the GE administrates w
observing and evaluating co-teachers and defining criteria; 13 or 27.1%, identifgin
needs to improve training for co-teachers; 12 or 25.0%, facilitating profesgsi
development; 8 or 16.7%,, providing leadership; and finally, 6 or 12.5%, providing
recommendations for the GE curriculum. Table 10 exhibits the frequencies and

percentages for the ranges of respondents’ perceived effectivenessefotasks.

Table 11 presents how respondents rated the level of importance of specific
supervision tasks when evaluating the performance of co-teachers. Theynodjibrét
respondents indicated the components were either important or very important. When
very important and important were combined, the following percentages représgént w
tasks the majority of the respondents indicated are “very important/imgoftanising
on student learning (97.9%), using assessment results to improve instruction (95.8%),
ensuring the GE and SE administrator use of a common language (87.5%),
communicating how the observation will be conducted (83.4%), and communicating the

purpose of the observation (77.1%). Respondents selected communication with co-
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teachers about the purpose of the observation 37 times or 77.1% to rate the importance of

the supervision task in evaluating co-teachers.

Table 11
Ratings of supervision tasks according to importance in evaluating co-teachers: Question
12(n=48)

Very Important/  Neither Important o1 Unimportant/

Important Unimportant Very Unimportant
f % f % f %

Focusing on student
learning 47 97.9 1 2.1 0 0.0
Using assessment resu
improving instruction 46 95.8 2 4.2 0 0.0
Ensuring the GE and St
administrator use a
common language 42 87.5 3 6.3 3 6.3
Communicating how the
observation will be
conducted 40 83.4 6 125 2 4.2
Communicating the
purpose of the 37 771 8 16.7 3 6.3

observation
Note. GE = General Education; SE = Special Edunatio
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CHAPTER IV

Discussion and Implications

Important Findings

Models Used in Co-Teaching Supervisiorhe three most frequently used
supervision models were found to be as follows: sole supervision in which the general
education administrator alone was responsible for supervising both the GET and SET,
separate supervision in which the general education administrator was resdonsitade
GET and the special education administrator was responsible for the SET, aatesepa
but collaborative supervision in which the general education administrator was
responsible for the GET and the special education administrator was regpéorsine

SET with the general education administrator’s collaboration.

The results showed that supervision of co-teaching arrangements were done by
either one person or separately by administrators who are responsiblerfarehenf
expertise. The most frequent model reported was the sole supervision model in which
GE administrators took sole responsibility for supervising and evaluatiteachbers.
Although GE administrators have training and experience with supervision and
instruction, this training probably does not include comprehensive knowledge of the
education models that will be effective in helping special-education studérgseac
(Cypress, 2003; Dyal et al, 1996; Sirotnik & Kimball, 1994). As a result, the GE
administrators’ decision-making ability to facilitate inclusive plaeeta may be affected
(Cypress, 2003; Goor & Schwenn, 1997). In order to prevent such situations from

occurring, school districts should review their current supervision and evaluation
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practices to determine if they include options to increase the involvement @& the S
administrators in co-teaching supervision. The first step in the process mighbt be t
appointment of a district-wide committee whose purpose is to identify what GEeand S
administrators can do to be more effective and collaborative in supervising and

evaluating co-teachers.

One model that has been discussed in the literature as appropriate for co-teaching
supervision is one in which the GE and SE administrators collaborate throughout the
process when supervising and evaluating co-teachers. However, in this study,
collaboration was stated to be operating at varying frequencies in the seomp5£4%
of the respondents on question four of the survey to 13.7% on question one. Perhaps the
different wording of these questions led to these differences. An aliereaplanation
may be that the way in which supervision for co-teaching operates in somedistric
inconsistent in terms of what behaviors are expected of each administratme, He
term collaboration may be a term with multiple meanings to school personnel thus
resulting in different responses even though the survey items appeared to asiethe sa

guestion.

If school districts commit themselves to a collaborative model of supervision,
then GE and SE administrators must have clear expectations about what tlaey will
separately and together. However, people working relationships in an orgarakati
context hold formal and informal role expectations. As such, incumbents in their
appointed positions may interpret and behave in ways that they have done in their past
performance of their jobs in order to achieve goals (Bolman & Deal, 2003gsisfu

power, authority, and professional pride may affect the extent which formaitatipes
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for collaboration are met. For example, GE and SE administrators may have concerns
about relinquishing their power and authority if they submit to a collaborative madel
collaborative relationship necessarily alerts the relative poweioredaips, real or
perceived, between the two administrators (Bolman & Deal, 2003). Professional pride
may also become an issue when you have two people working together. Accomplished
professionals are often passionate about their past contributions to their angerti$ex
The nature of meaningful collaboration requires acceptance of other viewpointsagha
conflict with the professionals’ past ways of thinking about issues (Pfeffer,. 1982y

may feel that sharing responsibility may not recognize the status opts#ilons or their
meritorious work. When introducing the expectations of sharing authority and
responsibility, the persons making the decision for collaboration should be awargeof the
personal dynamics that may affect the acceptance of the new relatsoastigheir
subsequent success. Finally, the strengths and weaknesses of the administoatolls w
be involved in a collaborative relationship must be considered. A strong SE
administrator may be reluctant to collaborate or yield authority to a Ginisthaitor

whom they perceive as less capable regarding special education needs. In short,
implementing a collaborative model has pitfalls that must be addressed inaorder f
supervising administrators, teachers, and ultimately students to sucoé®adiE. Deal,

2003).

Importance and Execution of Supervisory Taskise majority of the participants
rated the inclusion of the following supervisory tasks in evaluating co-tessatieery
important/important: focusing on student learning, using assessment resultsageimpr

instruction, ensuring the GE and SE administrator use a common language, and
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communicating the purpose of the observation and how it will be conducted. However,
this reported importance of performing these tasks is not reflected in picotte,

according to participants’ ratings of the components that are actually idclutiee

observation process. Two specific tasks or components displayed significantidspari

in terms of perceived importance and actual inclusion in the observation proceise For
supervisory task of communicating how the observations of the co-teachers were
conducted, 83.4% rated this task as very important/ important, whereas only 42.1% of the
respondents indicated that this communication was done always or often. Sjimilarly
77.1% of the participants stated that the supervisory task of communicating theepurpos

of the evaluation was very important/important whereas, 45.9% stated that it was

performed always or often.

Several reasons may account for these discrepancies in response to the questions.
Perhaps the supervisory practices used within the school districts could wamant s
careful thought. Although it may not be the ideal practice for supervising dwetsac
some school districts may not require the clinical supervision model thatveaslse
suggested steps such as the pre-conference, the observation, the analysis of the
observation and the post-conference (Goldhammer, Anderson, & Krajewski, 1980;
Holifield & Cline, 1997). These steps were those asked in the survey. These school
districts may employ minimal requirements. The administrators maybenigquired to
observe a lesson and hold a post-conference. Another reason for the discrepancy could
be that some school districts permit unannounced observations. When unannounced
observations are conducted, the teachers are unaware they will be observedndience

pre-conference is held with the teachers. The practice of conducting unannounced
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observations is contradictory to the importance placed on the administrators to
communicate the purpose of the observation and how the observation will be conducted
as a clinical supervision model would recommend. Unannounced visits often leads to
distrusting relationships among teachers and administrators. Lastigrtheistrators

may not have a specific purpose for conducting the observation other than simply

completing the required observations for each teacher.

In order to assure that important tasks are done in the co-teaching sugervisor
model, school districts must develop a framework for administrators to follow that
includes a comprehensive set of procedures and criteria for assessingiti@fjual
supervision (Glatthorn, 1987) including an evaluation instrument that is valid and

reliable.

First, the procedures should define the purpose of the supervising co-teaching
arrangement that will specify how the observations will be conducted, what ddta wil
collected and how the observation will fit into the plan for continuous individual
improvement or student growth (Glickman, 2002). For example, the district may want to
include a pre-conference for all co-teachers with the GE administratbiSEa
administrators conducting the evaluation process. In addition to learning diaiuhes
administrator expects to see during the observation, the pre-conferencaveassa
vehicle for communicating the purpose of the observation and how the observation of co-
teachers will be conducted. In terms of clarity of expectations, distuctntly may
lack specific observation guidelines for administrators to follow or may eatlygl

emphasize the importance of including particular components in the observation.process
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Next, school districts could consider having district-wide committeeblesta
criteria to determine if co-teaching and supervisory models are fumgieffectively.
The GE administrators, SE administrators, GETs, and SETs who are involved-with co
teaching should collaborate and generate shared criteria that can be wgetvises and
evaluate co-teachers. The criteria can be a listing of essentigboents to be
completed and met during the observation process. Criteria development entails a
commitment on the part of the school district. When developing criteria to judgerteach
performance in the co-taught classroom, organizing a four phase approacé may b
beneficial (Wilson, 2005). Within the development portion, each phase should address
an essential question related specifically to co-teaching. The follovagdm
considered in developing criteria: the components of an effective co-tasgbijehe
unique perspective needed in the evaluation of the co-taught lessons; and thal essenti

components needed in an observation tool for co-taught lessons.

Once procedures and criteria are established, the district-wide cemstitiuld
address the usefulness of the observation tool developed (Wilson, 2005). The district-
wide committee must determine if the evaluation instrument is valid andleeligfforts
must continue through this phase to develop an instrument that is based on a series of
guestions to assess the views of teachers and administrators regardindutiteava
instrument’s usefulness. Focus groups, face-to-face interviews, and smagpe used

to determine the appropriateness of the evaluation instrument.

Supervisory ModelsThe sampled SE administrators identified several variables
that appeared to have affected positively or negatively the evaluation cateets.

When asked to identify the positive aspects of supervisory arrangements iniegalaat
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teachers, 54.9% of the respondents selected type of supervisory model. Supervisory
models that were recognized as positive aspects of evaluating co-teachelsd: the
general education administrator supervises both the GET andhSET)(the general
education administrator and special education administrator supervise trenGESET
separatelyr{=7), and the general education and special education administrator sipervis
the GET and SET respectively and collaborate to ensure consistency in agahmti

performance of both teachers=(0).

When asked to identify aspects of supervisory arrangements that impede @fforts t
evaluate co-teachers, 29.4% selected type of supervisory model. Supenadety that
respondents indicated were aspects that impede efforts to evaluate costaatheed:
the general education administrator supervises both the GET anchS& Tthe general
education administrator and special education administrator supervise TrenGSET
respectively i=5), the general education and special education administrator supervise
the GET and SET respectively and collaborate to ensure consistency in agahmti
performance of both teachers=(). In other responses, no specific supervisory model
was identified, but it was impliech€3), and no administrator was identified as
responsible for observing the GET and SET. One model was selected that had no
administrative supervision. Although no additional information was given, the response

may represent peer coaching or cooperative observatrn.

The three most frequent supervision models participants noted as being positive
were also the three models that the participants rated as negative thtewgérin

instances than they were positively rated. These contradictory findaygberattributed
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to several factors such as current supervisory practices within the orgamiiadi

culture within the organization, and personal ideologies.

First, traditional models of supervision typically rely on a sole admirnisttat
observe and evaluate co-teachers and may be in place for co-teachinghgigthdol
districts. Although school districts may have embraced co-teachengasice delivery
option, considerations for the fundamental procedures and nuances of observing co-
teachers may have been overlooked. The SE administrators may have observed that the

current supervisory practices as working and rated the model as positive.

Another explanation for the differences in responses may be that particular
supervisors may take responsibility for observing and evaluating SETs. Time cul
within the school district may be such that it encourages the SE adminisirasar their
specialized skills to observe and evaluate SETs. Therefore, the GE adntnand the
SE administrator may not be afforded opportunities to collaborate during the oloservat
process. The SE administrator may have selected this choice as a pazigléan
supervision whereas others may have decided there could be a more appropriate model

for supervising and evaluating co-teachers.

A third alternative to consider is that the SE administrator may not know how to
collaborate. Co-teaching assumes that certain fundamentals areein Plae assumption
is in school districts that use co-teaching as a service delivery optlmat is
administrators know how to collaborate. Unfortunately, administrators may not have
access to specific training in the nuances of observing co-teachers andtrhaye had

opportunities to collaborate with their administrator colleagues (Wilson, 2005)ichin s
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instances, the respondents may have represented the collaborative model being used
within their school district and a single respondent may have rated this model as a

impediment because the collaborative relationship is not working.

Opportunities for ImprovementWhen analyzing the data, three areas stood out as
needing improvement: administrative collaboration, differentiated supervision, a
evaluation criteria. These areas have significant disparities in respamseshe SE
makes recommendations for improvement and rating their effectiveness.tlorgddi
comparisons and data were made in supervisory models, aspects that assipedad i
evaluation, supervision and evaluation arrangements, and identification of who is

responsible for developing criteria for evaluation.

First, seven or 13.7% of the respondents rated administrator collaboration as the
supervisory model used within the school district for evaluating co-teachA&h®ugh
respondents preferred a collaborative model, only 13 or 25.4% of the participants
indicated that their district used a collaborative supervision arrangentefita 11.7%
collaborative evaluation arrangement. Additionally, 10 or 20.9% indicated supervisory
models had positive aspects: 1.9% felt the supervisory model used impeded the success
of the arrangement. These differences may be attributed to the districzatigpauail
structure. The organizational structure may have the GE administrator i the
administrator collaborating regarding supervisory tasks, but when it comeduatiexa
co-teachers, this responsibility may be left to the GE administratoauBeSE
administrators may not be responsible for evaluating co-teachers theyotrizave
opportunities to collaborate with the GE administrator. This organizational nmddl ¢

account for the 22 or 45.8% of special education administrators who rated theraselves
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neither effective nor ineffective and ineffective/very ineffectivealtaborating with the
GE administrator. If the SE administrators were not given the opportunityabaalte,
they were unable to rate themselves as active. Hence, 14 or 27.4% of the ptrticipan

recommend increase collaboration among the GE and SE administrators as a need.

Next, differentiating supervision resulted in significant differences. 28 or 58.4%
of participants rated themselves as neither effective nor ineffecti/aaffective/very
ineffective in this area. Yet, only 25.4% recommend differentiated supervssamarea
needing improvement. Perhaps the structure of non-collaborative models and the
collaborative model may be too limiting to meet the needs of co-teachetsveffec
The traditional model of supervision provides the co-teacher with feedbaclofiem
view or perspective (Bickel & Artz, 1984; Fraenkel, 1992). One consideration is that the
participants are not trained in collaboration and are seeking opportunities to obtain
information to differentiate supervision for co-teachers. While the collabenatodel
may provide various perspectives, it may pose constraints that may not be fptgivin
administrators who face emergencies when collaborative observagosshaduled. A
more in-depth investigation on the problems of implementing a collaborative model
should be undertaken to determine the real life conditions under which it operates.
Results from such a study might help school districts develop a contingency plan to

address this concern.

The final area relates to the criteria for evaluating co-teacfdrs number of
non-responses to the question, who determines the criteria for evaluatingreergea
leads me to believe that some of the individuals who participated in the survey may not

have known how evaluation criteria are determined for co-teachers. Yet, only 9.8% of
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respondents identified defining criteria as a recommendation for improvement. ngnowi
who determines the evaluation criteria and how the evaluation criteriafisweddznd
operationalized are important to understanding the dynamics of the policatec|

within the district. When questions or concerns arise with regard to theéagriter
administrators should be able to identify the person or committee to commuaicate t
regarding questions or concerns. More important to the discussion is that 15.6% of the
SE administrators provided no response. The lack of response may mean that the SE
administrator is not aware of the criteria. This finding could account for 58.486é of t
respondents rating themselves in the categories neither effective nectivefand
ineffective/very ineffective in defining criteria. The absence of blesiated criteria can
lead to administrators proceeding through the observation process in a haphazard manner
making decisions that may impact co-teachers in negative ways andgreat

inconsistencies in the evaluation of co-teachers.

School districts should review whether criteria exist and are known to those
involved in the evaluation process. Defining such criteria may offer opportuities/e
discussions to clarify criteria, to reinforce understandings of crit@nichto offer

opportunities to refine criteria in order to meet the needs of co-teachers.

The vast majority of respondents indicated a single administrator had sole
responsibility for determining the criteria used for evaluating cohers. Having a
single administrator assigned to this responsibility can lead to inadeqpptetdor co-
teachers (Sheehy, 2007). The criteria may not address all aspects ittmgioatant in
evaluating co-teachers. Walther-Thomas and Bryant (1996) suggesthkeathan

employ a line staff chain of command model, districts should institute a more
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collaborative practice to develop criteria. When committees develop ¢ritesra is

usually a broad representation of individuals who are able to communicate in a
meaningful way. Stakeholders who represent GETs, SETs, GE administrators and SE
administrators must form district committees to identify evaluatidar@iand to

determine if the evaluation criteria will be the same for both the GET and The SE

Contributions to Practice

No previous research has explored the supervisory arrangements used when
evaluating co-teachers. The research findings from the study provasngaito
practitioners in the area of communication and the establishment of a framewarkle

effective practices for evaluating co-teachers and training optiomslfomistrators.

Communication and Framework for Evaluatiodust as effective co-teaching
relationships rely on honest and accurate communication, administrators must als
identify means of communication that support co-teaching teams. Recommended
practice suggests that the first step is for the school district to ereatemon language
in order to establish clear expectations about what supervisors need to know
(ISLLC,2008), what they will accomplish in the co-teaching supervisory anaagt and
how they can encourage effective instruction using this model (Glickman, 2002). The
framework should establish specific guidelines for the evaluation processlimcpre-
and post conferences for co-teachers, communicating the purpose of the evaluation and
how it will be conducted and the role of the administrators in the process regasflle
whether the administrators evaluate the co-teacher separatelyotlabocation with one

another. The basic principles of communication in this effort will be listening,
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responding, working, problem-solving, revising, and celebrating everyone who

participates.

Promoting these principles should result in a sense of support and trust that
encourages co-teachers to discuss problems that may be encountered during planning,
instruction, and management of the classroom (Walther-Thomas & Bryant, 1996). The
framework should also include a schedule for administrator/teacher nssetinglp
support co-teachers identify instructional techniques that they can implargetitdr in
the classroom (Walther-Thomas & Bryant, 1996). The intent of the meetings is to
galvanize co-teachers to take a deeper look at current instructional probteoesvalop

action plans that offer solutions.

Training Options GE administrators will continue to be ill-prepared for their
administrative responsibilities for special programs such as co-tgaghhout a
formalized supervisory model that includes opportunities for ongoing professional
development and requires collaboration with special education administrators for
evaluating co-teachers (Crockett, 2002; Goor & Schwenn, 1997). Because GE and SE
administrators often do not have access to specific training in the nuances wvihgbser
co-teachers, school districts should consider developing a training prograin for a
administrators. The training program should be organized to address the unique
instructional structures that may be present in the co-taught classroom dgddhecs
that often become obvious when administrators are required to collaborate. School
districts must dedicate time to develop training programs to address thiesdefic
administrators have as a result of lack of specialized training offeredesjesohnd

universities (Crockett, 2002). School districts must also establish trainindigesder
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the specific administrative roles and supervision of co-teachers. Theskngsidan be

in the form of checklists to maximize use among administrators (Gawande, 2018 At
completion of the training program, administrators should be able to: defineacameki
identify who developed the criteria; determine which behaviors to evaluatechete
performance for co-teachers; know how to use the evaluation instrument and what
protocol to follow in collaborating throughout the observation process. Administrators
should also come away with a variety of strategies and techniques to assess the
supervision and instruction needs to support teachers in co-teaching. In addition to
training, school districts should form committees that include administragacher
leaders and related service professionals with a specialized intekestwdedge of how

to support co-teachers (Walther-Thomas & Bryant, 1996). Including these indsvilua
the planning, implementation and evaluation process will help ensure that cogeacher

will be successful (Weiss & Lloyd, 2003).

Recommendations for Future Research

The following recommendations for future research are presented given the
limitations of the study and insights gained from the results of the present study. T
research study collected data from the southeast region of Pennsylvania ard/thus
findings and conclusions were limited to the sample. The results support the need for
replication studies in other regions of the country to determine the geabilglzof the
findings. The study also focused on the responses from special-education aalmigistr
only. Expanding the research to focus on the responses of principals and tlehecstea
themselves may provide a different perspective and may broaden the understatiging of

dynamics introduced in supervising co-teachers. In addition to the reseastbrpie
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posed in this study, additional questions that were raised as a result of thiectuaky
Are the roles of each administrator meaningful in the collaborative supervisoel™
Are systems in place to support healthy productive communication among
administrators? How do collaborative supervisory arrangements operate gnbeasial?
What are the nuances in how collaborative relationships operate that schraxisdis
should address when implementing the model? These questions can be pursued to

determine if collaboration is meaningful and productive.

The low frequency of responses for how often the supervisors included the
supervisory task of holding a post-conference is another area to consider for future
research. Why did they not follow-up with the post-conference after the observidion?
the practice of having no formal meeting adequate? Pennsylvania is in thespbce
piloting a new teacher evaluation instrument in which 50% of the teacher’s esaluat
will be based on student achievement. If the purpose is to improve student achievement,
are we taking advantage of the arrangements? Does the practice of having no pos

conference give the teacher enough information to improve?

Another area to explore would be to determine if school districts provide
professional development for administrators before expecting them to cal&abora
(Crockett, 2002). Administrator training programs offered at the univerbaes faced
harsh criticism regarding their lack of attention in training GE admitisgan dealing
with the needs of special education programming. It would be interestingetonaet if
school districts are creating opportunities for growth in this area. Effautd also be

made to research administrator training programs and how they preparestrdioirs to
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address the challenges of special education. Research in this areasuad pem years

ago, but it would be interesting to see if progress has been made.

Further, research could be pursued regarding co-teaching evaluatiomarsis
(Wilson, 2005). For example, is there a district-wide design specificalgviduating
co-teachers? How do administrators evaluate the use of a variety otbmgea
structures? My research was limited to questions of collaboration. Howéhaar, ot
unique supervisory arrangements may exist that districts have identitspg@gpriate
for supervising and evaluating co-teachers. The expectations for adabomgsin
evaluating co-teachers could be identified. Lastly, what is the protodehfaling co-
teachers when one teacher performs unsatisfactorily? How are isstessad@ How
do administrators communicate strengths and weaknesses? Responses to thase quest

would expand the current research on supervisory arrangements.

Conclusion

As more school districts embrace co-teaching as a service deliveyg,apis
imperative that school districts plan comprehensively to facilitate théagerent and
successful implementation of supervision for co-teachers. The inclusion@isari
stakeholders will ensure deliberate and thoughtful planning efforts take pthtiesa
potential consequences are considered before the implementation of new policies,
programs, and procedures. Just as co-teachers need to spend time co-planning to ensure
instructional effectiveness within the classroom, the GE and SE administratstrfe

afforded time to meet and collaborate on the supervision of co-teachers.
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School districts that use a collaborative model of supervision for co-teachers ma
benefit from the expertise of the administrators whose areas of traicung do varied
and specific skills, but they must be prepared to address any pitfalls that acgompa
collaborative arrangements. Training programs may be an option for providing
professional development for all administrators. School districts must alddethe
GE and SE administrators with a differentiated supervision models that alldws bot
administrators to observe co-teachers simultaneously for the purpose ofiemalua
Although SE administrators responded more positively to collaborative arrangements
than arrangements that had a sole administrator responsible for evaloataglrers,
many SE administrators did not always collaborate with the GE admiorstraén
evaluating co-teachers. Collaborative supervision provides more spedifevaluative
feedback to co-teachers. A collaborative supervisory arrangement wousignéfiaant
benefit for co-teachers who teach in unison and would offer an alternative hather t

providing independent feedback on separate lessons.
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APPENDIX A

Intermediate Units in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania that Representgje¢ Ta

Population

Table A

Demographic Characteristics of the School Districts served by the Berks County
Intermediate Unit # 14 (n=18).

Total Enroliment Number of Percentage of
Students in Special Special Education
Education Students in

Regular Education
Classes 80% or
more of their day

Antietam 1,070 191 46.5
Boyertown Area 7,013 1,144 64.6
Brandywine 1,819 325 50.8
Heights Area

Conrad Weiser 3,001 516 45.5
Area

Daniel Boone Area 3,881 541 60.6
Exeter Township 4,449 758 52.6
Fleetwood Area 2,701 403 61.9
Governor Mifflin 4,262 663 64.8
Hamburg Area 2,553 319 49.0
Kutztown Area 1,655 337 47.3
Muhlenberg 3,504 590 37.9

Oley Valley 1,973 299 51.5
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Total Enrollment Number of Percentage of
Students in Special Special Education
Education Students in
Regular Education
Classes 80% or
more of their day

Reading 17,860 2,986 51.7
Schuylkill Valley 1,984 283 39.1
Tulpehoken Area 1,570 243 57.0
Twin Valley 3,446 479 89.7
Wilson 5,765 1,010 60.8

Wyomissing Area 1,821 291 55.1

93



Table B

Demographic Characteristics of the School Districts served by the Bucks County
Intermediate Unit # 22 (n=13).

Total Enroliment Number of Percentage of
Students in Special Special Education
Education Students in

Regular Education
Classes 80% or
more of their day

Bensalem 5,997 1,181 49.8
Bristol Borough 1,197 265 47.1
Bristol Township 6,400 1,243 64.5
Centennial 6,059 1,072 71.0
Central Bucks 20,364 2,440 53.2
Council Rock 12,368 1,949 62.7
Morrisville 853 212 67.5
Neshaminy 8,837 1,708 46.7
New Hope — 1,561 251 52.3
Solebury

Palisades 2,000 345 70.9
Pennridge 7,260 1,183 69.9
Pennsbury 11,073 1,850 54.8

Quakertown 5,443 663 63.5
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Table C

Demographic Characteristics of the School Districts served by the Carbon-Lehigh
Intermediate Unit # 21(n=14).

Total Enrollment

Number of

Percentage of

Students in Special Special Education

Education Students in
Regular Education
Classes 80% or
more of their day

Allentown City 17,766 2,545 55.5
Catasauqua Area 1,608 274 54.9

East Penn 8,056 982 51.0

Jim Thorpe Area 2,189 419 46.3
Lehighton Area 2,483 362 56.4
Northern Lehigh 1,990 332 52.1
Northwestern 2,339 348 49.4
Lehigh

Palmerton Area 1,986 326 65.1
Panther Valley 1,795 300 44.8
Parkland 9,306 1,453 65.4
Salisbury 1,719 305 56.6
Township

Southern Lehigh 3,038 375 66.4
Weatherly Area 744 122 44.6
Whitehall — Coplay 4,170 634 62.9
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Table D

Demographic Characteristics of the School Districts served by the Chester County
Intermediate Unit # 24 (n=12).

Total Enroliment Number of Percentage of
Students in Special Special Education
Education Students in

Regular Education
Classes 80% or
more of their day

Avon Grove 5,401 693 44.5
Coatesville Area 6,776 1,233 45.5
Downingtown Area 11,827 1,807 60.4
Great Valley 3,995 609 43.1
Kennett 4,075 600 51.4
Consolidated

Octorara Area 2,714 433 71.3
Owen J. Roberts 4,788 863 65.1
Oxford Area 3,678 631 70.8
Phoenixville Area 3,249 641 514
Tredyffrin- 6,132 938 77.1
Easttown

Unionville — 4,104 636 71.1

Chadds Ford

West Chester Area 11,654 1,516 57.2
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Table E

Demographic Characteristics of the School Districts served by the Colonial Northampton
Intermediate Unit # 20 (n=13).

Total Enrollment Number of Percentage of
Students in Special Special Education
Education Students in

Regular Education
Classes 80% or
more of their day

Bangor Area 3,426 450 75.1
Bethlehem Area 15,434 2,235 66.0
Delaware Valley 5,710 760 67.8
East Stroudsburg 8,141 1,555 54.7
Easton 8,830 1,256 63.2
Nazareth 4,716 546 76.9
Northampton 5,649 946 55.6
Pen Argyl 1,881 261 49.6
Pleasant Valley 6,401 845 46.7
Pocono Mountain 11,260 1,938 54.0
Saucon Valley 2,429 345 64.6
Stroudsburg 5,900 789 46.6

Wilson 2,268 361 52.0
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Table F

Demographic Characteristics of the School Districts served by the Delaware County
Intermediate Unit # 25 (n=15).

Total Enroliment Number of Percentage of
Students in Special Special Education
Education Students in

Regular Education
Classes 80% or
more of their day

Chester - Upland 4,681 902 36.2
Chichester 3,479 620 39.3
Garnet Valley 4,742 948 81.3
Haverford 5,670 1,123 52.9
Township

Interboro 3,636 713 62.0
Marple Newtown 3,515 620 64.1
Penn - Delco 3,399 571 42.9
Radnor Township 3,675 563 79.6
Ridley 5,763 1,232 63.4
Rose Tree Media 3,786 597 53.1
Southeast Delco 4,161 775 51.0
Springfield 3,447 526 60.1
Upper Darby 11,763 1,856 45.5
Wallingford - 3,568 650 77.4
Swathmore

William Penn 5,306 890 80.6
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Table G

Demographic Characteristics of the School Districts served by the MontgomeryCount
Intermediate Unit #23 (n=22).

Total Enroliment Number of Percentage of

Students in Special Special Education

Education Students in
Regular Education
Classes 80% or
more of their day

Abington 7,403 856 54.4
Bryn Athyn
Cheltenham 4,264 638 62.2
Township

Colonial 4,753 789 50.8
Hatboro — 5,207 758 52.1
Horsham

Jenkintown 583 69 63.6
Lower Merion 6,788 1,094 62.2
Lower Moreland 2,081 279 53.8
Township

Methacton 5,310 827 47 .4
Norristown Area 6,727 1,347 50.2
North Penn 12,677 2,087 60.6
Perkiomen Valley 5,876 727 47.1
Pottsgrove 3,169 576 54.6
Pottstown 3,122 611 46.0
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Total Enroliment Number of Percentage of
Students in Special Special Education
Education Students in
Regular Education
Classes 80% or
more of their day

Souderton 6,817 936 48.4
Springfield 2,043 344 38.3
Township

Spring — Ford Area 7,511 1,292 51.9
Upper Dublin 4,266 501 68.2
Upper Merion 3,718 573 58.0
Area

Upper Moreland 3,142 423 58.9
Township

Upper Perkiomen 3,131 588 50.9

Wissahickon 4 507 798 68.4
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APPENDIX B

Co-Teaching Supervision Protocol Instrument

Section I: Perceptions of Supervisory Practices

Thank you for your willingness to participate in this survey. The purpose of this survey is to examine the supervisory
arrangements school districts use to evaluate co-teachers. Your responses will contribute to our understanding of current
supervisory practices for observing and evaluating the performance of co-teachers. The entire survey should take no more
than 15 minutes to complete. The first section of the survey pertains to your perceptions of supervisery practices used
within your school district. This section provides you with an oppertunity to share your perceptions of the positive aspects
and the aspects that impede the effectiveness of the supervisory practices within your district. Please answer these
guestions as completely as possible.

* 1, Would you please describe your supervision model(s) for co-teaching in your school
district?

v

*2, Who determines the criteria for evaluation?

a

-

* 3. Are there different criteria for general education and special education teachers within
your school district?

v

¥4, How do administrators within your school district supervise teachers who co-teach?
For the purpose of this research, supervision includes all the activities, functions,
maneuvers, and nurturing conditions that are intended to help teachers and various other
educational workers to upgrade their "performance”.

a

-

* 5, How do administrators within your school district evaluate teachers who co-teach?
For the purpose of this research, both formative and summative evaluation is the process
by which the supervisor determines the significance, worth, or quality of teacher
performance.
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Co-Teaching Supervision Protocol Instrument

* 6. What are the positive aspects of the current supervisory arrangements for co-
teaching within your school district?

v

*¥7. What aspects of the current supervisory arrangements impede efforts to evaluate co-
teaching within your district?

-

* 8. If you were given the opportunity to make recommendations to improve the current
supervisory arrangements for co-teaching, what would these recommendations include?
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Co-Teaching Supervision Protocol Instrument

Section 2: Current Supervisory Practices

The purpose of this section is to obtain information about the current supervisory arrangements used for co-teachers
within your school district. The four questions ask you to rate the frequency of use of supervisory arrangements, your
effectiveness in providing guidance to teachers who co-teach, and the importance of certain components related to
supervising co-teachers. Place a mark next to the response that most correctly answers questions 9-12. Please check
only one response per item.

*9, How often are the following supervisory models used within your school district?

Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always

General education O O O O O

administrators observe and
evaluate the performance
of both the general
education and special
education teacher at the
same time when co-
teaching.

General education O O O O O

administrators evaluate
general education teachers
and the special education
administrators observe and
evaluate the special
education teacher.

General education O O O O O

administrators observe and
evaluate the general
education teacher and the
special education
administrator observes and
evaluates the performance
of the special education
teacher. The administrators
collabarate to ensure
consistency in evaluating
the performance of both
teachers.

The general education O O O O O

administrator is solely
responsible for observing
and evaluating the
performance of the general
education teacher.

The special education O O O O O

supervisor is solely
responsible for observing
and evaluating the
performance of the special
education teacher.

Co-teachers have the O O O O O
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Co-Teaching Supervision Protocol Instrument

option to participate in
cooperative observation.
Teachers participate in
coaperative dialogues,
cooperative planning,
cooperative observations.
and cooperative research.

Co-teachers are responsible O O O O O

for individual development.
Teachers work
independently and identify
one or two professional
growth goals.
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Co-Teaching Supervision Protocol Instrument

*10. How often are the following components included in the observation process within
your school district?

@)
=
@
3

Sometimes

O

i
o
Q
3

Never S Always

O

A pre-conference with the
co-teachers.

Communication to ensure
co-teachers understand the

purpose of the observation.

co-teachers understand how
the chservation process will
be conducted.

A post-conference with the
co-teachers.

Collaboration between the

Communication to ensure O

OO0 O OO0
OO0 O OO0

general education
administrator and the
special education

administrator before the
observation.

Collaboration between the O
general education

O
O
O

O

administrator and the
special education
administrator after the
observation.
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Co-Teaching Supervision Protocol Instrument

* 11. How would you categorize your effectiveness in the following areas?

. . Neither effective nor : .
Very Ineffective Ineffective : Effective Very Effective
Ineffective

Facilitating professional O O O O O

development in the area of
co-teaching.

Defining criteria for
evaluating the performance
of co-teachers.

Differentiating supervision
for co-teachers.

Collaborating with general

OO O
OO O
OO O
OO O
OO O

education administrators
when observing and
evaluating the performance
of co-teachers.

O
O
O
O
O

|dentifying the district's
needs in the area of
supervision and instruction
to better improve training
for co-teachers.

Using assessment results to

O
O
O
O
O

develop strategies for
improving instruction.

Providing leadership in O O O O O

effective practices for co-
teachers to use with a
diversity of learners,

Providing O O O O O

recommendations for
appropriate
accommodations and
medifications to the
general education
curriculum.

)

-0
2]
o)
@)
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Co-Teaching Supervision Protocol Instrument

*12. How would you rate the importance of the following in evaluating the performance of
co-teachers within your school district?

y n Neither Important nor
Very Unimportant Unimportant . Important Very Important
Unimportant

Focusing on student
learning.

Using assessment results to
develop strategies for
improving instruction.

Ensuring co-teachers
understand the purpose of
the observation.

Ensuring co-teachers
understand how the
observation will be
cenducted.

Ensuring the general

o O O OO0
o O O OO0
o O O OO0
SEERE SERE 3
o O O OO0

education administrator
and the special education
administrator use a
common language in
evaluating the performance
of co-teachers.
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Co-Teaching Supervision Protocol Instrument

Section 3: Demographic Data

The final section pertains to demographic data. Please answer these questions as accurately as pessible. At the end of
this section, you will be able to enter your email address for a chance to win one of ten Barnes and Nobles gift cards.

*13. Gender

* 14, Position/Title

*15, Years in current position
| |

*16. Have you held any other positions? If so, what positions?

-

v

*17. Total years of education experience

* 18, Education status

O Masters + 30
O Masters + 60

O Educational Specialist

*19, Type of district

O Urban
O Suburban
O Rural
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Co-Teaching Supervision Protocol Instrument

*20. Number of teachers you supervise

* 21, Supervisory level - Please check all that apply.

D Elementary Schoal
|:| Middle School
D High School

*22.1s co-teaching used as a service delivery option in your district?

() ves
O wo

If yes,to what degree is co-teaching used and how established is it? If no, what service delivery option do you provide for special education

students in your district?

23. If you would like to be entered in the drawing for a chance to win one of ten Bames and
Nobles gift cards, please provide me with your email address:
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APPENDIX C

From: McAllister, Felicia [mailto:FMcAllis@pennridge.org]
Sent: Saturday, October 01, 2011 6:43 AM

To: Expert

Subject: Invitation to Participate on the Delphi Panel

DearExpert

My name is Felicia E. McAllister. | am the Principal of Pennridge SoutdMi
School in the Pennridge School District and a doctoral student at Lehigh University unde
the advisement of Dr. Roland (Ron) Yoshida. | am conducting a dissertation that will
examine the supervisory arrangements school districts use to evaluaaelwrse

The study is asking Supervisors of Special Education or the highest ranking
administrator within each school district who is responsible for special emlusatvices
to discuss voluntarily their supervisory arrangements with special educationremdlge
education teachers who work with special education children assigned to ksb-taug
classrooms. The benefits of this research may raise questions about how sdacator
improve the supervision arrangements for co-teachers.

| am asking for your assistance to complete my study. Your role in thewtilid
be to serve as an expert on the Delphi steering committee, examine dlaeluogd
supervision protocol instrument, help identify the initial questions, and determine the
content validity of the survey. Your participation as a panelist is voluntary.|ektas
contains information regarding informed consent. Your participation will include no
more than an hour and half of your time to complete three rounds of the survey
refinement process and recommendations. | know how busy you are, but wiyl great
appreciate your consideration of my request.

Strict confidentiality will be maintained throughout this study in accordaiitte
theFederal Policy for the Protection of Human Subjd€tsderal Register, 1991) and the
Ethical Principles in the Conduct of Research with Human Particip@®#\, 1982).

Data will be reported with no identification of individuals or schools. Your partioipat

is strictly voluntary. The only risk to you is the potential breach of confidéptsahich

| am taking specific steps to avoid. All survey data will be coded so thataharshould
come in contact with the data, they would be unable to determine from which individuals
it originated.

To indicate your willingness to participate as a member of the panel faitiig,
please email me &m207@Ilehigh.eduYour positive response via email will serve as
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your consent to participate in this study as a member of the Delphi panede Ritan
this email for your reference and information about informed consent.

If you have any questions about the study, please contact me directly on my cell
phone — 215-353-7772 or email mdaah207 @lehigh.eduYou may also contact my
advisor, Dr. Ron Yoshida at Lehigh University by emaika® @lehigh.eduor by phone
at 610-758-6249. Any problems or concerns that may result from your participation in
this study may be reported to Susan Disidore, Office of Research, Lehighditgiver
610-758-3020 osus5@lehigh.edu

Please retain this letter for your reference and information about iedflorm
consent.

With sincere appreciation,
Felicia E. McAllister

Principal

Pennridge South Middle School
610 S. 5th Street

Perkasie, PA 18944
fmcallis@pennridge.org
215-257-0467
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APPENDIX D

From: McAllister, Felicia [mailto:FMcAllis@pennridge.org]
Sent: Saturday, October 01, 2011 6:43 AM

To: Expert

Subject: Delphi Panelists’ Link to Survey

DearExpert

Thank you for your willingness to provide specific evaluative feedback on the co
teaching supervision protocol instrument. As a member of the Delphi panel, your
feedback on the wording of the questions, the inclusion of the appropriate questions and
the amount of time it takes to complete the survey is a valuable step in the research
process. Your participation will include no more than an hour and half of your time for
reviewing the survey and providing recommendations.

The study is asking Supervisors of Special Education or the highest ranking
administrator within each school district who is responsible for special emlusatvices
to discuss voluntarily their supervisory arrangements with special educatigeneral
education teachers who work with special education children assigned to kob-taug
classrooms. The benefits of this research may raise questions about how sdacator
improve the supervision arrangements for co-teachers.

To access the survey, please copy this web link into your Internet browser:
http://www.surveymonkey.com/s/co-teachingsupervisionsurves/you proceed through
the survey please use the attached panelists’ feedback form to make notations.

If you have any questions or concerns, please contact me directly on my cell
phone — 215-353-7772 or email mdaah207 @lehigh.edu

With sincere appreciation,
Felicia E. McAllister

Principal

Pennridge South Middle School
610 S. 5th Street

Perkasie, PA 18944
fmcallis@pennridge.org
215-257-0467
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APPENDIX E

DELPHI PANELIST FEEDBACK FORM

The purpose of this survey is to examine the supervisory arrangements schiots distr
use to evaluate co-teachers. Please use this form to note any recommerafations f
changing or eliminating choices with the rationale for your recommamsatiEach
number corresponds to the number on the actual survey. After completing this form,
please send it as an attachmerfetn207 @lehigh.edu

Section I: Perceptions of Supervisory Practices Data

1.

Section II: Current Supervisory Practices

~
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©
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Section Ill: Demographic Data

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

18.
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16.

17.

18.

19.

20.
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APPENDIX F
Subject: Supervisors of Special Education’s Letter of Invitation for PilotyStud
Date

Administrator's Name

School District

School District’s Address Line 1
School District’s Address Line 2

DearSupervisor of Special Education

My name is Felicia E. McAllister. | am the Principal of Pennridge South iddl
School in the Pennridge School District and a doctoral student at Lehigh Univeicsy
the advisement of Dr. Roland (Ron) Yoshida. | am conducting a dissertation that will
examine the supervisory arrangements school districts use to evaluaaeloerse

The study is asking Supervisors of Special Education or the highest ranking
administrator within each school district who is responsible for special emlusatvices
to discuss voluntarily their supervisory arrangements with special educationremdige
education teachers who work with special education children assigned to ksb-taug
classrooms. The benefits of this research may raise questions about how edanators
improve the supervision arrangements for co-teachers.

| am asking for your assistance to complete my study. Your role in thewsiiidy
be to examine the survey protocol and help refine the questions. Your participation in the
survey pilot is voluntary. This letter contains information regarding infdroo@sent.
Your participation will include no more than a half hour of your time for the survey and
recommendations. | know how busy you are, but will greatly appreciate your
consideration of my request.

Strict confidentiality will be maintained throughout this study in accordeiite
theFederal Policy for the Protection of Human Subjd€tsderal Register, 1991) and the
Ethical Principles in the Conduct of Research with Human Particip@®#\, 1982).

Data will be reported with no identification of individuals or schools. Your participati

is strictly voluntary. The only risk to you is the potential breach of confideptiahich

| am taking specific steps to avoid. All survey data will be coded so thataharshould
come in contact with the data, they would be unable to determine from which individuals
it originated.

To indicate your willingness to participate in the pilot study, please coerguhek
mail the enclosed postcard or email me at fem207@Iehigh.edu. Your positive response
via postcard or email will serve as your consent to participate in this sRidgse retain
this letter for your reference and information about informed consent.
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If you have any questions or concerns, please contact me directly on my cell
phone — 215-353-7772 or email mdaah207 @lehigh.edu

With sincere appreciation,

Felicia E. McAllister
Principal
Pennridge South Middle School
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APPENDIX G

Return Postcard for Supervisor of Special Education’s Response

Response to Lehigh University regarding participation in research study
Supervisor of Special Education’s Name
School District Name

School District Address

Yes, we plan to participate in this research study.

No, we will not be able to participate in the research study at this time.

Explanation (optional):

Thank you for returning this postcard by date.
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APPENDIX H
Subject: Superintendents’ Letter of Invitation
Date

Superintendent’s Name

School District

School District’s Address Line 1
School District’s Address Line 2

DearSuperintendent

My name is Felicia E. McAllister. | am the Principal of Pennridge South iddl
School in the Pennridge School District and a doctoral student at Lehigh University unde
the advisement of Dr. Roland (Ron) Yoshida. | am conducting a dissertation that will
examine the supervisory arrangements school districts use to evaluaaelwrse

The study is asking Supervisors of Special Education or the highest ranking
administrator within the school district who is responsible for special educatvines
to discuss voluntarily their supervisory arrangements with special educationremdlge
education teachers who work with special education children assigned tgybo-ta
classrooms. The benefits of this research may raise questions about how edanators
improve the supervision arrangements for co-teachers.

| am asking for your assistance to complete my study. Your role in thewillidy
be to forward the enclosed Letter of Invitation to the Special Education Supawvifie
highest ranking administrator who is responsible for special education senyoes
district and to encourage your administrator’s voluntary participation. dites |
contains information regarding informed consent. The administrator’s parocipall
require no more than twenty minutes of his/her time to complete an online survey. As an
incentive, all participating Supervisors of Special Education or admiistnesponsible
for special education services will be entered into a drawing for a chance omevof
ten Barnes and Nobles gift cards. | know how busy you and your staff membdnstare
will greatly appreciate your consideration of my request.

Strict confidentiality will be maintained throughout this study in accordaiitte
theFederal Policy for the Protection of Human Subjd€tsderal Register, 1991) and the
Ethical Principles in the Conduct of Research with Human Particip@®#\, 1982).

Data will be reported with no identification of individuals or schools. Your participati

is strictly voluntary, as is the participation of your Supervisors of Speciabfdnor

the highest ranking administrator responsible for special education serviaaser to

be entered into the Barnes and Nobles gift card drawing, the Supervisor of Special
Education or the highest ranking administrator responsible for special edueatices

will need to provide an email address. The email address will be stored in desepara
location from the survey responses, so there will be no way to link the email addresses
with survey responses. The only risk to you, the Special Education Supervisor or the
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highest ranking administrator responsible for special education servibespstential
breach of confidentiality, which | am taking specific steps to avoid. Formgraall

survey data will be coded so that if anyone should come in contact with the data, they
would be unable to determine from which individuals it originated. Your participation in
this study is strictly voluntary and you may end your participation at any tgheuld

you choose not to participate for any reason, your relationship with your schaot distr
and/ or Lehigh University will not be affected. The Human Subjects Revievd Bbar
Lehigh University has approved the procedures designed to insure confideafiallty
participants.

To indicate your willingness to participate in the study, please completaahd
the enclosed postcard or email méeat207 @lehigh.eduYour positive response via
postcard or email will serve as your consent to forward the Letter of lowttatithe
Supervisor of Special Education or the highest ranking administrator respdosible
special education services in your district. Please retain this lattgodr reference and
information about informed consent.

If you have any questions about the study, please contact me directly on my cell
phone — 215-353-7772 or email mdaah207 @lehigh.eduYou may also contact my
advisor, Dr. Ron Yoshida at Lehigh University by emaikaP @lehigh.eduor by phone
at 610-758-6249. Any problems or concerns that may result from your participation in
this study may be reported to Susan Disidore, Office of Research, Lehighgitgiver
610-758-3020 osus5@lehigh.edu

With sincere appreciation,

Felicia E. McAllister Roland K. Yoshida

Principal Professor of Education

Pennridge South Middle School Lehigh University

George P. White Floyd D. Beachum Rachel A. Holler

Professor of Education Professor of Education  Director of Educaticogihs
Lehigh University Lehigh University Quakertown Community

School District
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APPENDIX |

Return Postcard for Superintendent’s Response

Response to Lehigh University regarding participation in research study
Superintendent’s Name
School District Name

School District Address

Yes, we plan to participate in this research study.

No, we will not be able to participate in the research study at this time.

Explanation (optional):

Thank you for returning this postcard by date.
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APPENDIX J
Subject: Supervisor of Special Educations’ Letter of Invitation
Date

Administrator's Name

School District

School District’s Address Line 1
School District’s Address Line 2

DearSupervisor of Special Education

My name is Felicia E. McAllister. | am the Principal of Pennridge South iddl
School in the Pennridge School District and a doctoral student at Lehigh University unde
the advisement of Dr. Roland (Ron) Yoshida. | am conducting a dissertation that will
examine the supervisory arrangements school districts use to evaluaaelwrse

The study is asking Supervisors of Special Education or the highest ranking
administrator who is responsible for special education services within a sitstoct to
discuss voluntarily their supervisory arrangements with special educationrerdige
education teachers who work with special education children assigned tggbo-ta
classrooms. The benefits of this research may raise questions about how edanators
improve supervision arrangements for co-teachers. | am interested in yostr hone
opinions.

Your Superintendent has approved this research according to the expectations of
your school district. Your role in the study will be to participate in a twenty minut
online survey. Your participation in the survey is voluntary. This letter contains
information regarding informed consent. Your participation will include no more than
twenty minutes of your time for the online survey. As an incentive to particip#iesi
study, all participating Supervisors of Special Education or the highest ranking
administrator within the district who is responsible for special education semwitt be
entered into a drawing to win one of ten Barnes and Nobles gift cards. | know how bus
you are, but will greatly appreciate your consideration of my request toipatei this
study.

Strict confidentiality will be maintained throughout this study in accordaiite
theFederal Policy for the Protection of Human Subjd€tsderal Register, 1991) and the
Ethical Principles in the Conduct of Research with Human Particip@®#\, 1982).

Data will be reported with no identification of individuals or schools. Your participati

is strictly voluntary. Data gathered will be completely confidential. lermta be

entered into the Barnes and Noble gift card drawing, you will need to provide dn emai
address. This email address will be stored in a separate location fronumayr s
responses, so there will be no way to link your email address with your survey esspons
Your participation in this study is strictly voluntary and you may end your fation at
any time. Should you choose not to participate for any reason, your relationship with
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your school district and/ or Lehigh University will not be affected. The Humare&sbj
Review Board at Lehigh University has approved the procedures designed ¢o insur
confidentiality of all participants. All Supervisors of Special Education reggansd the
responses from the highest ranking administrator responsible for specidl@duca

services will be reported with no identification of individuals or schools. Your

participation is strictly voluntary. The only risk to you is the potential lbreéc

confidentiality, which | am taking specific steps to avoid. All survey datebeitoded

so that if anyone should come in contact with the data, they would be unable to determine
from which individuals it originated. By accessing the survey, you will be otingdo
participate in the study.

To access the survey, please copy this web link into your Internet browser:
http://www.surveymonkey.com/s/co-teachingsupervisionsurvey

If you have any questions about the study, please contact me directly on my cell
phone — 215-353-7772 or email mdaah207 @lehigh.eduYou may also contact my
advisor, Dr. Ron Yoshida at Lehigh University by emaika® @lehigh.eduor by phone
at 610-758-6249. Any problems or concerns that may result from your participation in
this study may be reported to Susan Disidore, Office of Research, Lehighditgiver
610-758-3020 osus5@lehigh.edu

Please retain this letter for your reference and information about iedflorm
consent.

With sincere appreciation,

Felicia E. McAllister
Principal
Pennridge South Middle School
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VITA

Felicia E. McAllister 204 Green Tree Tavern Road
North Wales, PA 19454

Education 2012 Lehigh University Bethlehem, PA
Doctorate in Educational Leadership

1998 Pennsylvania State University Malvern, PA
Administrative I/Dual Principal Certification

1996 Kutztown University Kutztown, PA
Master of Education
1992 Kutztown University Kutztown, PA

Bachelor of Science in Education

2007- Pennridge School District Perkasie, PA

PUCiEsdiE e Ty Principal, Pennridge South Middle School

2000 — 2007 Upper Merion Area School District  King of Prussia, PA
Upper House Principal, Upper Merion Area Middlec&ith

1998 — 2000 Owen J. Roberts School District Pottstown, PA
Assistant Principal, Owen J. Roberts Middle School

1997 — 1998 Allentown School District Allentown, PA
Administrative Intern, Trexler Middle School

1992 — 1997  Allentown School District Allentown, PA
Classroom Teacher, Central Elementary School
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Honors

Certifications

Professional
Affiliations

Personal

Alpha Epsilon Lambda National Honor Society for Graduate Students
Kappa Delta Pi International Honor Society in Education
Psi Chi National Honor Society in Psychology

Pennsylvania Superintendent’s Letter of Eligibility
Pennsylvania Secondary Principal

Pennsylvania Elementary Principal

Pennsylvania Elementary Teacher K-6
Pennsylvania Early Childhood N-3

Association for Middle Level Education

Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development

Bucks County School Administrators Association

National Association of Secondary School Principals

Pennsylvania Association of Elementary and Secondary School Principals
Pennsylvania Middle School Association

Phi Delta Kappa International

Felicia E. McAllister was born in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania on May 4,
1964. Her parents are Charles and Phyllis Adams. She has two brothers,
Charles Jr., a cosmetologist, and Curtis, a doctoral student at Temple
University studying history. Felicia is married to Larry McAlisand has

two children, Larry Il, and Larrysa Phyllisité.
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