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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this study was to investigate the Stages of Concerns of middle
school regular and special education teachers in the San Diego City School District
regarding their use of co-teaching as an instructional delivery approach. The study
surveyed regular education and special education middle school teachers at three
small urban middle schools located in the mid-city section of San Diego, California.
Using an eight-point Likert scale, the 35-item survey enabled respondents to reflect
concerns about co-teaching. An analysis of data gathered from teachers at each
small school was conducted to determine the level of concern teachers revealed
towards the co-teaching instructional approach. Areas of concern among general
and special education teachers included being able to prioritize co-teaching while
maintaining additional responsibilities associated with the first year of
implementing a small school model and concern with the management tasks
associated with co-teaching. Implications of the study revealed the conditions
needed to ensure the successful implementation of co-teaching within the structures
of such small urban middle schools. Summary and recommendations of this study
include a framework for understanding the change process as it relates to
implementation of co-teaching.

Key words: Level of concern, co-teaching, urban school restructuring for inclusion
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Chapter 1
Introduction
The demand to provide students with disabilities access to content from
highly qualified teachers has increased dramatically since the enactment ofNo
Child Left Behind (NCLB). The stakes are higher for students at the secondary level
who are expected to pass the high school exit exam to receive a diploma. This
demand for increased access to general education classrooms and lack of success for
students with disabilities at the secondary level has prompted educators and school
officials to re-evaluate the way in which students with special needs receive service
and support. Keefe, Moore, and Duff (2004) suggest that to meet the challenge of
successfully educating students with disabilities in the general education classroom,
collaboration between general and special education is essential.
Background
Mann Middle School ofExcellence is comprised of three small schools,
which are all located on the same campus. In response to a crisis of failing test
scores, these small schools were created from one large comprehensive middle
school. The decision to change from one large middle school to three small learning
academies rose from the interest of local communities members, school officials,
teachers, and students. Within with the philosophy of small schools, teachers
designed a plan for each small school, which was presented to the board of
education for approval.
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Mann Middle School of Excellence is the composition of three urban small
schools located in the mid-city section of San Diego. The majority of the students
reside in the community and walk to school. The aggregate student population
speaks up to twenty-five different languages. A significant amount of children and
families from this community have sought refuge in the United States. All students
receive free breakfast and lunch. Some of the school's facilities, namely the library
and science laboratories, were recently renovated through a bond measure to
improve the quality of San Diego public schools (Proposition MM).
Mann Middle School student data did not meet the Annual Yearly Progress
(AYP) in 2003 and 2004. The AYP school wide date did not show any significant
change in literacy. In addition, math results revealed that student data did not meet
the AYP target of 17% of the school's students achieving proficient and advanced
levels. Only two subgroups, Asian and Socio-Economic Disadvantaged, met
targeted AYP growth. Only the Asian subgroup has shown consistent growth. All
other students continued to show insignificant or no growth. The school wide data
uncovers the reality that only 14% ofMann Middle School's students are at grade
level in reading and math. Mann teachers and school officials felt they could not
continue to serve students in this manner.
As a Program Improvement IV school, Mann wanted to change the school's
culture, structure, and instruction to provide an environment where all students will
meet grade level academic requirements. The vision was to design three schools that
offer students continuity between grade levels, a rigorous academic program, and a
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curriculum that is relevant to today' s world. From this vision the establishment of
three small schools evolved: School ofExpedition (Social Action), School of
Expression (Drama and Fine Arts), School ofExploration (Technology and
Science).
Within this restructuring process presented an opportunity discuss and
implement a service delivery model to include students with special needs within
the general education environment and the overall plan for each small school. This
delivery option known as co-teaching, would allow students with special needs to
receive related services within the context of the general education classroom. After
careful research, teachers, university professors, parents, and administrators that had
been involved in drafting the small schools proposal designed a five-year strategic
plan which would focus on elements of collaboration and instruction to
appropriately include and meet the needs of students with disabilities.
In year one, participating teachers voluntarily partnered with one another or
were administratively assigned to a co-teacher. In the original plan, students were to
be clustered into cohort groups of no more than seven. However due to limitations
of resources some classes had special education cohorts ofup to fourteen students.
Co-teaching took place in the core content areas of math and language arts.
Paraprofessionals supported the other content area teachers. Students who required
additional supports received additional instruction in the site-based learning center
or READ 180 lab.
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At the beginning of the school year, teachers participated in a workshop to
understand the vision and fundamentals of co-teaching. Throughout the year a total
of four related workshops were provided for on-going learning. In addition to the
workshops, there were ample opportunities for dialogue with university professors
knowledgeable of the co-teaching delivery model.
At the end of the school year a survey was conducted to identify the levels of
concern teachers had toward the practice of co-teaching. This data would be used to
determine specific areas of concern and provide school administrators and
cooperating university professors with the information needed to drive future
professional development and workshops related to co-teaching and instruction.
Statement ofProblem
The impact ofNCLB and IDEIA on secondary education has called for a
massive restructuring in the way students with special needs are provided education.
Over the next few years the impact of such mandates will not only affect the service
delivery options for students, but provide a clearer understanding of those students
who will be working towards a diploma and those who will be tracked into a
vocational/transitional program. The determining factor for many students who find
themselves "on the border" will rely heavily on the quality of instruction they
receive from their content teacher and special education service provider. The
success of co-teaching will be found in those who put it into action.
Although co-teaching has been identified as a viable option to meet the legal
requirements ofNCLB, it must be used with caution. Little is known about the
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essential features of co-teaching which include site implementation, reorganization
of resources, professional development, and on-going evaluation. As a result, school
districts may not be fully prepared to address and support the implementation of coteaching as an appropriate instructional approach.
Significance ofProblem
This problem is significant because in many cases the intent of co-teaching
is not matching its actual implementation. Lack ofvision, training, coordination,
resources and supports undermines the efforts of providing all students access to an
appropriate quality education. Although there are some cited case studies where coteaching has proven to be successful, there is a disproportionate number of teachers
and researchers who claim otherwise. Concerns from the field provide information
which is needed in designing and monitoring an appropriate co-teaching model.
At the secondary level, students are faced with the demands of the high
school exit exam and passing classes to receive credit towards graduation. The
success of students with special needs may depend highly upon the accommodations
and supports to be received in class.
Purpose of Study
When Mann Middle School was restructured into three small autonomous
schools it had an affect on the way students with special needs would be serviced.
Although each small school had its own individual theme and identity all three
schools were dedicated to the following principals and practices: 1) co-teaching
among general and special educators to achieve an inclusive community and student
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access to the curriculum from highly qualified content teachers, 2) use of a Learning
Center to provide math and literacy instruction to students below proficiency levels,
3) looking at the upper grades to increase teacher understanding oflearner
characteristics and teacher-student relations, and 4) early release one day a week to
allow for dialogue, in-service, and problem-solving as needed.
Mann Middle School staff received site-based training on basic principles of
co-teaching, on-going in-services, and observations of classrooms to identify next
steps in supporting teachers and students in co-taught settings. The outcomes of coteaching in its first year of implementation demonstrated different levels of success.
The focus of literature on co-teaching has been primarily in the form of manuals on
how to plan for and implement the model, and case studies which provide
descriptions of successes, challenges, and barriers to the co-teaching endeavor.
The purpose of this study is to evaluate the status of co-teaching at each
small middle school based on teachers concerns. An analysis of data gathered from
teachers at each small school will be conducted to determine if and where structural
changes and additional supports are necessary.
Definitions ofT erms

CAHSEE. The California High School Exit Exam is an examination that
ensures students who graduate from high school can demonstrate grade-level
competency in the state content standards for reading, writing, and mathematics.
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Collaboration. Collaboration is a commonly used communication technique

in the educational environment. It is inclusive of planning, conferencing, teaching,
and assessing students.
Co-Teaching. Co-teaching is the sharing of teaching responsibilities by two

educators instructing students assigned to a classroom for one or more periods. The
distribution of responsibilities from planning content and delivery to student
assessment is equally distributed.
Diversity. Diversity refers to the cultural, socio-economic, and learning

differences exhibited in the classroom. It acknowledges that students bring unique
learning needs to the classroom.
FAPE. Free appropriate public education refers to the legislative mandate

that requires all school-age children with disabilities to receive a free appropriate
public education that meets their individual needs, to include special education and
related services at no cost to the child or parents.
Highly qualified teacher. A highly qualified teacher is one that has earned a

bachelor's degree and holds a current state certification in the core subject area or
has demonstrated subject-area knowledge for the core subject area that is taught.
IDEA. The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act and its

reauthorization of 1997 focus on the inclusion and education of students with
disabilities in the general education classroom to the maximum extent possible.
!DEJA. The Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act

reauthorizes IDEA and aligns itselfwith the provisions ofNCLB.
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Inclusion. This educational practice is a method that gives all students the
services and supports they need to learn alongside their peers at their neighborhood
school.
LRE. The Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) is defined as the educational
setting where a child with disabilities can receive a free appropriate public education
(F APE) designed to meet his or her education needs while being educated with
peers without disabilities in the regular educational environment to the maximum
extent appropriate.
NLCB. The No Child Left Behind Act of2001 reauthorizes the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965. The areas of state academic
standards, assessment accountability, and school improvements are of specific
focus. This law charges local educational agencies to link high academic standards
with assessments and instruction for all students. One particular goal for the states is
that all students will be taught by highly qualified teachers by the end ofthe 200506 school year.
PPRA . The Protection ofPupil Rights Amendment provides parents with

important rights regarding surveys performed by schools with the intention of
keeping personal information private and disallowing surveys that collect
information other than originally intended.

Co-Teaching 12
Chapter 2
Literature Review
Introduction
The structure of the traditional general education classroom has remained
consistent for a very long time. However, the general education classroom of today
has undergone some significant changes. Schools now place emphasis on
cooperative group structures, problem-based learning, inclusive education,
exploratory learning and service-learning projects. As the contemporary classroom
begins to take a new shape, the considerations of ways in which students learn and
who should be taught in the traditional classroom has also been considered. Part of
this consideration has also been made to the access of high quality education being
afforded to all students. Within this movement, the increased presence of students
with disabilities is emerging in classrooms across the nation. In the process of
working to fulfill the requirements set by federal legislation, districts are finding the
process of ensuring all students are provided access to quality education requires the
restructuring of the ways schools operate. As schools undergo change, teachers are
encountering challenges and raising concerns. Unsure of the underlying purpose for
inclusion and feeling ill-equipped to meet the academic needs of students with
learning disabilities, teachers are sharing concerns that must be addressed in order to
successfully carry out the vision leaving no child behind.
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Co-Teaching
Co-teaching is a method for delivering instruction that draws on the
strengths and expertise of multiple educators. Gately and Gately (200 1) explain
co-teaching as, "the collaboration between general and special education
teachers for all of the teaching responsibilities of all students assigned to a
classroom." These responsibilities include co-planning lessons and activities
which take into consideration all students, determining which teacher will be
responsible for which part of a lesson, evaluating students' work, and classroom
management.
Co-teaching involves the use of four different approaches that are
designed to meet the requirements of specific lesson plans. Different approaches
are also used based on the stage of relationship co-teachers find themselves. For
example, beginning co-teachers may find themselves utilizing the supportive
approach. As the relationship between co-teachers develops and the special
educator becomes more knowledgeable and comfortable with the content and
curriculum, teachers move into the use of other approaches. The four approaches
of co-teaching include supportive, parallel, complementary, and team teaching.
Supportive co-teaching occurs when one teacher maintains the primary
responsibility for delivering instruction and the other teacher circulates through
the room providing support as needed. (Cook, 2004). Teachers new to coteaching typically begin with this approach as they are in the beginning stages of
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developing a working relationship. This approach may also be used when a
lesson requires the close monitoring of student work during the process of a
lesson.
Parallel co-teaching occurs when the class is divided into two groups and
teachers are working with individual groups in different sections of the
classroom (Villa, Thousand, and Nevin 2004). This approach may be used to
increase the level of student involvement. It can also be used to maximize the
amount of instructional time used in the classroom when teachers rotate among
students, cutting down the time it typically takes for students to transition into a
new activity.
Complementary co-teaching refers to the "blend of general and special
education teacher roles" (Wunder & Lindsey, 2004). Teachers "complement"
each other by enhancing the instruction of the co-teacher. This may be seen
when one teacher is lecturing and the other teacher is providing examples,
paraphrasing, or illustrating note-taking (Villa et al. , 2004). In this approach both
teachers can facilitate a class discussion by monitoring students responses and
increase the quality and level of questioning otherwise may not be proficient by
one teacher. This invites and models multiple perspective and explanations.
Team co-teaching is identified as both teachers assuming all of the roles
and responsibilities of the traditional teacher. This includes planning, evaluating,
teaching etc (Villa, Thousand, & Nevin, 2004). In this approach the special
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educator is becoming more knowledgeable with the content and is capable of
taking on the primary role. Co-teachers typically use this approach when both
share comparable experience teaching and are at the collaborative stage of their
relationship. They may also use this approach when interaction between both
teachers is needed to model for students concerning the expectations for an
assignment (Cook, 2004).
In addition to using four different approaches co-teaching requires
teachers to undergo a developmental process as their relationship evolves. Dr.
Thousand, Professor of Special Education, explains that co-teaching like a
marriage, where time is needed to develop a relationship and consideration must
be made in regards to personal differences (Hansen Symposium, 2006). This
developmental process can be considered stages during the co-teaching process.
Gately and Gately (2001) explain that at each developmental stage in the coteaching process, teachers demonstrate varying degrees of interaction and
collaboration. In the initial or beginning stage communication between teachers
is superficial. The special educator may feel uncomfortable as he or she works to
become accustomed :o the climate of the classroom, while the general educator
may experience feelings of intrusion or vulnerability to judgment by the special
educator. The next stage can be considered the compromising stage in which coteachers begin to demonstrate a working rapport. Communication is more open
and a trustful relationship is beginning to form because both teachers are
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allowing for the "give and take" of planning decisions and instructional tasks to
take place. The last phase of developing the co-teaching relationship is the
collaborative stage where communication is open and both teachers experience a
high degree of comfort with one another. At this stage the relationship between
both teachers can be marked by humor and students may hold both teachers in
the same regard. It may be difficult for an outsider to discern which teacher is the
general educator and which is the special educator (Gately & Gately, 2001). It
must be noted that the rate at which co-teachers reach the collaborative stage is
highly dependent on individual co-teaching partnerships.
Current Legislation
Co-teaching has become increasingly popular because of the pressure of
federal legislation, requiring that special education services be provided within the
Least Restrictive Environment (LRE). The 1997 Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act (IDEA) does not use the term "inclusion" in the text of the statutes or
implementing regulatiom. However, it requires that students with disabilities be
educated "to the maximum extent appropriate" in the "least restrictive environment"
(Wisconsin Education Association Council, 1996).
The most recent requirements found in IDEA 2004's definition ofHighly
Qualified Teachers (HQT), are closely aligned with the HQT requirements of the
No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB), which seek to guarantee that students have
access to high-quality instruction and challenging curriculum (Cortiella, 2005).
When Congress revised the IDEA, they found that education can be made more
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effective for students with disabilities by having high expectations and ensuring
their access to the general education curriculum in the regular classroom to the
maximum extent possible. IDEA maintains its focus on the increased access to
education for students with disabilities, while NCLB emphasizes the needs for
improved student achievement. This leads schools across the nation to reexamine
their practices to find ways to ensure students with disabilities are provided such
education (National Council on Disability, 2004).
Although special educators are credentialed to teach students with special
needs from kindergarten through 12th grade, many are not qualified to teach subject
matter beyond the sixth grade, where content classes are covered at a much greater
breadth and depth. This creates a dilemma at the middle and secondary level where
all students must have access to core content. The practice of co-teaching has
become one of the most viable solutions to these requirements, offering students
with disabilities access to core curriculum from content teachers and special
education accommodations and supports from special educators. (Villa & Thousand,
2005).
Conditions for Co-Teaching Success
Aside from the influence of legislation and philosophical beliefs, the
research dedicated to co-teaching has provided some considerable findings related
to the factors that make co-teaching a success. To date, much research in coteaching has been found in qualitative research investigating the conditions,
effective practices and challenges associated with this approach to inclusion.
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Findings across several case studies reveal -some trends common among many cotaught classrooms that are found to have a high affect on the success of co-teaching
endeavors_These themes include academic content, high-stakes testing, and coteacher compatibility. These authors found the interaction between course content
and teacher knowledge did prove to have a substantial influence on co-teaching.
Observations revealed that without a strong base of content knowledge it is
difficult for co-teachers to be seen as equals in the classroom. Another obstacle
experienced by special educators was the influence of high-stakes testing on the
pacing of instruction. In some cases teachers were evaluated based on their ability to
adhere to timelines which are intended to ensure all content is covered before end of
the year testing. This rapid pace makes it difficult for the special educator to
differentiate instruction, check for understanding and provide reinforcement for
students who need additional support (Gardizi, Graetz, Mastropieri, McDuffie,
Norland, & Scruggs, 2005).
For the case of this study it is important to consider the conditions of system
change. Changing from solo teaching to co-teaching requires more than making an
agreement to share a classroom. Change is a process that goes through stages of
development. Teachers find themselves moving through stages in their co-teaching
experience. Much of the success of co-teaching is contingent on the development of
co-teaching relationships. Gately (200 1) describes this process as the "Stages of Coteaching" where teachers move from states of feeling guarded and having
superficial conversations to having a trusting relationship marked by open

.., _r- ........ - ... -.
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communication and a high degree of comfort. When co-teachers experience the
latter, teachers where found to treat each other with respect and professionalism. In
these cases, more efforts to provide accommodations and modifications for students
with disabilities were observed. Conversely, another case involved two teachers
who had conflicting beliefs about planning, behavior management, and ways to
interact with students. The resolve to this situation resulted in a split class making it
difficult to characterize as co-teaching (Gardizi et al., 2005).
Although it is ideal for teachers to volunteer to be partnered to co-teach this
may not always be the case. Dieker and Murawski (2004) presents tips and
strategies that can be found helpful to those who are new to co-teaching. By sharing
one another's hopes, attitudes, and expectations regarding teaching students and of
each other, co-teachers can begin to establish a promising relationship. The author
also emphasizes the importance of communication and relationship building as a
strong influence to the success of co-teaching.
As co-teaching is implemented in schools, administrators ponder the
effectiveness of its practice in the classroom and the influence it has on students and
teachers. Jones and Walsh (2004) conducted research on the effectiveness of coteaching on students enrolled in the Anne Arundel County Public Schools. Data
revealed that students in co-taught classrooms perform significantly better on state
minimum competency tests as compared to students in similar general education
classes without co-teaching. This study demonstrated that less-restrictive service
options could result in positive outcomes for students instructed within the co-taught
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classroom. Researchers from this study conducted over 100 classroom observations
in Anne Arundel's secondary schools in an attempt to evaluate the instructional
strengths and weaknesses of special education teachers and make recommendations
for staff development. Jones and Walsh (2004) found two distinct differences
between co-taught and self-contained classroom.
Teachers in co-taught classrooms were much more likely to provide
instruction reflecting the general education curriculum than were the
teachers in the self-contained classrooms. Likewise, teachers (81%) in
co-taught classrooms were more likely to provide instruction that
involved students in the higher dimensions of learning needed for
success on the critical thinking tasks found on state performance
assessments. (p. 15)
Systems Change
One thing remains constant throughout the evolution of education. Federal
legislation, state regulation, district mandates, and administrative interests all have
demanded change. Currently many urban schools are finding themselves in
positions where change must be made in order to increase students' test scores.
Often times these demands are met with new programs and teaching approaches that
are considered to remedy the problem. Much money is spent on instructional
materials, new technological programs, expensive consultants, but there is little
evidence of academic gains seen in test scores.
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Many teachers have experienced a history of change initiatives. New
programs and innovations are presented to teachers promising great results in
student achievement. However, the frequency of implementing new programs and
the lack of guidance and support given to teachers can be found as the culprit for
stagnate results. When teachers don't find success in their efforts or the efforts of
their students they are likely to abandon an approach and revert back to the way,
which worked for them. Morrissey (2000) explains, "School transformation cannot
succeed unless it focuses on creating conditions in which teachers can teach and
teach well" (2). Proclaiming the adoption of a program and receiving training are
not the sufficient conditions that ensure innovations are adequately implemented.
Research conducted by the Southwest Educational Development Laboratory
(SEDL) researchers investigated how schools experience reform and identified the
issues that affect schools' efforts at improvement. For this study partnerships were
formed with five schools that were undergoing reform efforts. The focus of this
study was on the entire school program and all factors that have the potential to
affect student learning. Within the first year of observations, interviews, and
documentation five core issues emerged and were common across all five schools
studied. These issues included organizational structures, focus of improvement
work, personal and social dynamics, contextual influences, and leadership.
Schools were found to have a lack of organization resulting in "unclear
directions and processes, few to no avenues for problem solving or collaboration
among staff, and frustrated teachers" (Morrissey, 2000, p. 2). Among the five
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schools studied only one school had regularly scheduled time for the whole staff to
meet for collaboration and professional development. This time was also used as an
opportunity for problem solving and shared decision-making. It was observed that
the other four participating schools held very short meetings after school to address
administrative matters. Researchers found this lack of time dedicated to
collaboration and communication resulted in, "fragmented understanding of the
schools' vision or collective purpose and continued isolation of teachers" (p. 2). It
was also noted that teachers were given daily planning time of 45 minutes or longer,
however staff tended to use the time independently for grading and planning. "No
times or structures were designated specifically to facilitate collaboration among
teachers" (p. 3).
Another common issue found by researchers was the lack of focus on
improvement work. Morrissey (2000) argues, "Maintaining an undeviating focus on
students is central to identifying and articulating purposeful intent for any school's
reform" (p. 3). It was apparent by researchers that such focus was lacking at each
site. Teachers' limited ability and willingness to access information, identify needs
and potential solutions, and engage in self-study revealed low levels of teacher
empowerment. Teachers also demonstrated difficulty in collecting data, analyzing
trends and developing hypotheses. Researchers noted that the staff was not clear
about the usefulness of the information gained when shown how to examine the data
or the impact it would have on instruction.
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Another area of great concern found among studied sites was the lack of
opportunity for staff members to collectively communicate about the needs of the
students and their school. Researchers observed, "When administrators or staff
attempted to discuss needs, it was often in a context ofhurried decision making,
without referring to data or acknowledging everyone's concerns" (Morrissey, 2000,
p. 4). In addition, no norms were set for staff to use during whole-group dialogue.
This lack of structure resulted in hearing from only outspoken teachers, while less
vocal teachers felt isolated from discussions and decision-making. Feelings of
segregation resulted in many teachers less committed to the efforts of the school
reform.
Researchers found many staff members were not aware of available
resources, training, and access to information. One notable problem in this area was
the fact that teachers, were not only unaware of what resources were available to
them, but also could not identify what kind of assistance would benefit them. This
case demonstrates the lack of information staff members had about the innovation,
where researchers state, "School staffs often did not receive adequate training in the
programs they were trying to implement" (Morrissey, 2000, p. 4).
As staff members demonstrated an inability to make informed decision about
instruction they also had difficulty managing conflict. Limited strategies for conflict
resolution led division among staff and even resignation. There was also an absence
of celebration and recognition for accomplishments. This led to low motivation
among staff members, which ultimately affected the students' perceptions of school.
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As staff members and students became affected by the efforts of restructuring the
school a new culture began to emerge, however likely not the one intended by the
district and school officials. As the concerns of staff members emerged so did a
distrustful and unsupportive culture. Once schools got to this point it became
difficult for the staff to work together.
Contextual influences are highly influential in the success of any
restructuring endeavor. The students and community members are the "clients" of
the school. Without them, teachers and administrators would not have a purpose.
This reciprocal relationship is often overlooked during the restructuring process.
Typically the community is considered during the initial stages were schools are
working to garner support. This study identified several contextual influences that
have an effect on the efforts of restructuring schools. One influence dealt with the
quality and maintenance of the facilities and grounds. The author states, "Upon
entering the buildings, one encountered an environment that was dismal, unkept,
and drab - not an atmosphere that would encourage positive self-esteem,
communicate value and respect, or nurture pride" (Morrissey, 2000, p. 6). Students
internalize the value of themselves through the context of their environment. The
need to address school facilities and maintenance is essential if schools want
students to buy in and support the restructuring process.
Equally important in this matter is the quality of relationships between the
students and the staff, especially in urban schools where the majority of students
who are living at or below the poverty line are being taught be teachers who come
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from middle class values. This disparity between the cultures of students and
teachers affects the way they communicate, internalize events and react towards
others. Researchers observed a "significant emphasis on maintaining control though
discipline." (Morrissey, 2000, p. 6). In addition researchers overheard students
complaining about how they were treated by teachers and talked about how it
caused them to rebel by acting out and skipping class. The author explains that
because the staff did not appear to acknowledge or understand the cultural beliefs or
environmental situations of their students and community members, students and
their families did not have a positive perception of the worthiness and value of the
school and staff (p. 6).
As schools work to meet the demands by their district and state, it is the
direction by the leaders of the school to ensure the essential conditions for a
successful restructuring process are in place. Researchers explain that leadership is
the most critical ofthe themes that emerged in the first year of this study. The
leadership role has significant impact and influence on the other areas previously
explained. It was observed that each administrator at all five school sites shared a
common vision of raising test scores. Principals however, did not include in this
vision how they were to achieve such as goal and why it is important. As a
consequence, principals could not guide their staff in expressing a collective vision
for the school and its students. It was observed by researchers that schools often lost
their direction (Morrissey, 2000, p. 7). One role administrators are relied on is for
their knowledge base. The author explains, "It is imperative that administrators have
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a deep understanding of student learning and of teaching for learning, best practices,
and current educational research" (p. 7). Administrators are responsible to model
such knowledge and evaluate teachers against these components. Administrators
also carry the power to create the culture of the school. Commitment to the mission
of the school, showing respect and high regard for the work of the teachers, and
fostering a positive learning culture is reliant on the effort of the principal.
This particular study highlights the importance of conditions necessary for
change. Change is mulL-layered encompassing a number of necessary prerequisites
needed to handle the complexities of systems change and redesign. Acknowledging
the underlying issues critical to the change process ensures sustainability and
student achievement. ·when teachers are not provided the resources, materials, and
training necessary to cazryout a restructuring effort teachers perceive the lack of
consideration as an indication of the disrespect for their work. This perception can
have a detrimental impact on the efforts of a school.

Restructuring Special Education
Villa and Thousand (2000) present a framework for looking at the process of
inclusive change. This change process framework is accommodating to schools
wherever they may find themselves in the stages of implementing inclusive school
reform. Within this framework there are five components necessary to enable
change. This includes vision, skills, incentives, resources, and the development of
an action plan. Another element included in this framework is the aspect oftime.
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The process of this change takes course over four phases, initiating, implementing,
maintaining, and evolving. At each of these phases the five components play an
important role, it must be determined whether issues related to systems change are
facilitating or impeding the process of inclusive school reform.
As schools and staff undergo the restructuring process it is critical to
evaluate the progress of their efforts. During the initiating phase teachers undergo a
sharp learning curve. General and special educators are learning how to collaborate
with one another to provide instruction to a heterogeneous class. Special educators
are likely learning new curriculum and sharing with their general education
counterpart information about students with disabilities and what types of supports
and accommodations are necessary for them to access the curriculum. Co-planning
becomes a necessary component of shared success. As teachers continue to share
the experience of co-teaching they will celebrate successes and encounter
challenges. Although teachers may be the ones who carry out the practice of coteaching they may not have been involved in its planning stages. The degree to
which teachers adopt the co-teaching model varies greatly. Hall, Wallace, and
Dossett (1973) developed the Concerns-Based Adoption Model (CBAM) an
instrument which measures the implementations of innovations by looking at the
stages of concerns present among teachers.
Concerns-Based Adoption Model and Stages of Concern
The implementation of a restructuring plan occurs beyond the logistical and
budgeting matters. The vision of a school's plan and all of those involved in its
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implementation has the power to determine the outcomes of such efforts. Many
researchers have documented that any problem in the restructuring process is not the
program itself, but the way individual educators respond to it. Researchers have also
found that administrators and teachers take on a new program with a personal set of
concerns. Working with teachers and administrators in addressing these concerns is
critical in making change happen (Holloway, 2003). The term concern according to
Hall and Hord (2006) can be defined as:
... the composite representation of the feelings, preoccupation, thought,
and consideration given to a particular issues or task. Depending on our
personal make-up, knowledge, and experiences, each person perceives
and mentally contends with a given issue differently; thus there are
different kinds of concerns ... the mental activity composed of questioning,
analyzing, and re-analyzing, considering alternative actions and reactions,
and anticipating consequences is concern (p. 138).
The Concerns-Based Adoption Model (CBAM) offers a way to understand
what happens to educators when presented with change, and then appropriately
address concerns based on gathered information (George, Hall, and Stiegelbauer,
2006). The CBAM model is composed ofthree parts: (i) Stages of Concern (SoC)
(ii) Levels ofUse, and (iii) Innovation Configuration. Stages of Concern deals with
the concerns expressed by the adopter of an innovation, their perceptions of the
innovation, and any issues related to its use (Alias & Zainuddin, 2005). George,
Hall, and Ruthford (2006) "identified seven Stages of Concern (SoC) about an
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innovation through which individuals progressed as they implemented an innovation
and became competent using it" (p. 4). They are called "stages" because ofthe
developmental movement that occurs as the user experiences a certain type of
concern related to the innovation (p.7). It is noted by the authors that the term
"Stages of Concern" was deliberately chosen to reflect the process that is a feature
of change. Hord and Hall (2006) state, "Unfortunately, change is not viewed and
treated as a process but as an event. When this event-mentality is applied, the stages
model breaks down, and people are forced into sustained self and/or task concerns"
(p. 142). The Stages of Concern about the innovation are shown below (George et
al., 2006).
Stages of Concern About an Innovation
•

Stage 0 (Unconcerned) - The individual indicates little concern about or
involvement with the innovation.

•

Stage 1 (Informational) - The individual indicates a general awareness of the
innovation and interest in learning more details about it. The individual does
not seem to be worried about himself or herself in relation to the innovation.

•

Stage 2 (Personal)- The individual is uncertain about the demands of the
innovation, his or her adequacy to meet those demands, and/or his or her role
with the innovation. The individual is analyzing his or her relationship to the
reward structure of the organization, determining his or her part in develop
making, and considering potential conflicts with existing structures or
personal commitment.
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•

Stage 3 (Management)- The individual focuses on the processes and tasks of
using the innovation and the best use of information and resources. Issues
related to efficiency, organizing, managing, and scheduling dominate.

•

Stage 4 (Consequence) -The individual focuses on the innovation's impact
on student in his or her immediate sphere of influence. Considerations
include the relevance of the innovation for students; the evaluation of
student outcomes, including performance and competencies; and changes
needed to improve student outcomes.

•

Stage 5 (Collaboration)- The individual focuses on coordinating and
cooperating with others regarding the use of the innovation.

•

Stage 6 (Refocusing) - The individual focuses on exploring ways to reap
more universal benefits from the innovation, including the possibility of
making major changes to it or replacing it with a more powerful alternative.

The Stages of Concern Questionnaire (SoCQ) can be used to gain a whole
profile of the user of the innovation. The Questionnaire provides a quick-scoring
assessment ofthe seven Stages of Concern about an innovation. Schools and
business utilize this questionnaire as a tool to provide proof that the implementation
of an innovation is making progress. This tool can also be used to determine the
most appropriate staff development needed based on the SoC profiles of individuals.

--
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Chapter 3
Methodology
The purpose of this study was to identify and examine the concerns of
general and special educators towards the implementation of co-teaching at three
urban middle schools in southern California. Using the Concerns-Based Assessment
Model, the researcher will be able to identify the level of concern and projected
training and support needs of the teachers involved in the change process. The
overarching goal of the study was to propose changes to address teacher needs
appropriately based upon the information gathered from a concerns-based coteaching questionnaire (George et al., 2006).
Description of Subjects
The subjects for this study were general and special education teachers from
three small urban middle schools located on a common school complex in a large
urban, multicultural school district. The middle school complex houses three
autonomous small schools which adopted a co-teaching approach to addressing the
educational needs of each school's population of students with special education
and English language learning (ELL) needs. Each small school has a student
population of approximately 400 students. General and special educators of each
school participate in varying forms of co-teaching. Forms of co-teaching include
supportive, parallel, complementary, and team teaching. The use of different
approaches is dependent on the unique relationships and skills of cooperating coteachers. The teacher participants in this study ranged in years of co-teaching
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experience from one year of experience to up to 10 years of experience.
Collectively, across all three small schools, there were 24 teachers who co-taught
and who were eligible to complete the survey.
The teachers from each school were asked to participate in the survey at an
end of year in-service for co-teachers. The representative from central office who
had been involved with the provision of in-service training regarding co-teaching
over the course of the schools' first year of operation provided an overview of the
study. The co-teachers were told that their input would be used to determine next
steps to support them in their second year of collaboration and teaching.
Research Design
The researcher used a survey method to collect data that reflect teacher
concerns related to their personal experience with co-teaching with all participating
co-teachers at the three small schools.
Survey Instrument
The survey instrument used was the research-validated Stages of Concern
Questionnaire (SoCQ) (Hord et al. , 1987). The objective ofthis questionnaire is to
assess the concerns, and the intensity of those concerns, of participants when
implementing a new innovation. The instrument is a two-page list of35 statements,
which participants respond to on a 0 to 7 Likert scale. See Appendix A for a copy of
the instrument.
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Research Procedure
Surveys were administered during a staff meeting which also was an end-ofthe-year in-service and celebration of the co-teaching first year experience at each
school. After the introduction already described above, teachers were given
approximately 10 to 15 minutes to complete the survey independently. All surveys
were collected by the researcher and scored to identify the stages of concern of
participants regarding the co-teaching model of instruction. The individual profiles
also were collapsed into group profiles, so as to serve as a school-based diagnostic
tool for each small school. The stages of concerns were interpreted according to the
procedures described in the Concerns-Based Adoption Model (CBAM). Scoring the
questionnaire requires calculating the raw scores for each of the seven stages, or
scales; locating the percentile score for each scale in a table; and plotting the results
on the Stages of Concern Profile chart. (George et al., 2006).
Interpretation of Data
Profiles were interpreted by analyzing the complete profile of each
respondent. This was done by first examining both the highest and second highest
stage score which is referred to as the "peak" score(s). This score indicates the
highest level of concern for the respondent. Other stage scores were analyzed
relative to the peak soore(s). In other words, the percentile scores are not absolute.
George, et al., provide straightforward guidelines to help the researcher interpret
subtleties and interactions that can occur across the Stages of Concern. The
researcher provided data interpretations for each individual respondent in addition to
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group profiles categorized by type of teacher (general education and special
education) and by each small school.
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Chapter 4
Results
The purpose of this study was to evaluate the status of the co-teaching
instructional delivery approach in urban and multicultural settings. Three inner-city
middle schools located in mid-city San Diego, California with ethnically diverse
student populations were targeted for participation. Each of these sites have recently
undergone a small schools restructuring process which included the implementation
of co-teaching as an ir_structional delivery approach used to provide special
education services to students with mild to moderate disabilities within the general
education environment. Participating teachers have experience on a range of one to
ten years implementing the co-teaching instructional service delivery model.
Using the approach described in Chapter 3, the researcher examined data
collected from the Stages of Concern Questionnaire used for each site case study.
SoCQ calculations yielded information needed to determine the concerns of the
educators implementing the co-teaching instructional delivery approach. This data
revealed individual and group profiles for each school site.
Response Rate
Out of24 possible participants, 22 teachers participated in the survey. The
two teachers who did not participate in the survey are both general educators from
the same small school. As a result their concerns will not be represented in the data.
Some participants reported feeling "constricted" because there was no space
provided on the questionnaire to elaborate individual answers. The Stages of
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Concern Questionnaire was the only means by which data was collected. Anecdotal
remarks made by staffwere not considered in the analysis.
Level of Concern Results for Individual Participants

Special Education Co-Teacher Results
Six questionnaires were returned from special educators. Table 1 shows the
profiles of individual special educators as well as an aggregate profile of the
combined special educators across the three school sites. When calculating group
data George et al. (2006) advise the following.
The authors recommend against averaging percentile scores, because
such averaging allows the extreme values to influence the results
more than might be appropriate. The proper procedure is to average
the raw scores for each Stage of Concern and refer those averages to
the percentile score table. (p . 34)
Table 1
Special Educators Individual SoCQ Profiles

Average
of Raw
Scores

96

80

83

90

54

68

69
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Each row shows the SoCQ profile for individual teachers. SoCQ data is
analyzed by identifying peak scores for each individual and group data. Peak scores
are bolded for each individual teacher and the group. Peak scores include the highest
score and any other score that is within one or two percentile points of the highest
score (George et al., p. 31). Teachers number one and three have peak scores at

informational Stage 1 indicating a desire for more information about the innovation.
These teachers are concerned with the substantive aspects of co-teaching, such as its
general characteristics, effects, and requirements for use (p. 8). Teacher number four
peaks at Stage 0 with no significant secondary peak and low scores at Stages 1, 4,
and 6. Low scores related to the impact of co-teaching and the little desire for
information indicates minimal concern for co-teaching at this time. Teacher number
five peaks at Stage 5 indicating a desire for collaboration and a secondary peak at
Stage 1. This combination of peak scores suggests a desire to learn from what others
know and are doing, rather than a concern for leading the collaboration (p. 54).
Teachers number two and six peak at Stages 0 and 3. This profile may indicate a
teacher who feels he or she has too many responsibilities and commitments than he
or she has time for. Tasks concerns are related to time, management, organization,
scheduling, and efficiency (p. 8).
Figure 1 shows the group SoCQ profile for all special educators. This
graphed profile cites the highest peak at stage zero. This 96% peak indicates little
concern about or involvement with co-teaching. According to George et al. (2006),
the higher the Stage 0 score, the more the respondent is indicating that there are a
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number of other initiatives, tasks, and activities that are of concern to him or her. On
the cover sheet of the SoCQ special educator participants indicate they are also
currently in their first or second year of other innovations such as READ 180 and
small schools reform.
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Figure 1. Special Educators Group SoCQ Profile
A secondary peak of 90% at stage three indicates a high concern towards
management tasks. This concern is in the task area and focuses on the processes and
tasks of utilizing co-teaching and how to best use the resources and supports
available. Common issues are those associated with time demands, efficiency,
organization, and management. Special educators responsible for co-teaching with
multiple teachers and meeting the demands oflndividual Education Plans (IEP) are
required to exhibit exceptional organizational skills, time management, and use of
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resources. Peak at stage three can be an indicator of pressure felt from such
demands.
The low score of 54% at Stage 4 (consequence) is in the impact domain and
is a typical response for new users of an implementation indicating minimal
concerns about the effects of the innovation on students (p.53). None of the
individual profiles indicate a "tailing up" at stage six (refocusing) in area of impact.
According to George et al. (2006), individuals who score high on Stage 3 and low
on Stage 6 do not have ideas about what to do and are apt to be stuck with their time
and efficiency problems.
General Education Co-Teacher Results

Sixteen questionnaires were returned from general educators. Table 2 shows
the profiles of individual general educators as well as an aggregate profile of the
combined general educators across the three school sites. Teachers numbers one,
thirteen, fifteen, and sixteen show their highest peak at Stage 0 indicating little
concern about or involvement with co-teaching. None of these teachers' profiles
show a tailing up at Stage 6 suggesting they are not in disagreement with coteaching, but are preoccupied with another innovation at this time. Teacher two
peaks at Stage 2 with no secondary peak score. This primary peak indicates this
teacher's uncertainty about the demands of co-teaching, his or her adequacy to meet
those demands, and/or his or her role as a co-teacher (p. 8). George et al. (2006),
explains a high Stage 2 percentile score indicates ego-oriented questions and
uncertainties. Respondents are most concerned about status, rewards, and what
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effects the innovation might have on them. The authors caution that a respondent
with relatively intense personal concerns might, in effect, block out more
substantive concerns about the innovation. The profile observed by teacher three
appears to have high percentile scores at each Stage. Although the authors of the
SoCQ do not provide a clear explanation for such a profile, it may be concluded that
this teacher is heavily involved in co-teaching and demonstrates interests in learning
more about the innovation including the impact it has on him or her and the impact
it has on students. This teacher may also be focusing on exploring ways to reap
more universal benefits from the innovation.
Table 2
General Educators Individual SoCQ Profiles

1

2

10
11
12
13

Average
of Raw
Scores

41

60

33

80

43

48

83

98
98
69

59
43

84

55
67
78
63
83

69

72

99
72

45

89
99
99
93
96

37

96

90

84
57

36

65

73
57

24

44
22
25

63

22

84
84

56

24

44

65

83

43

40

65
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The profiles for teachers four, eight, nine, ten, eleven and fourteen have their
primary peak at Stage 3 indicating intense concerns about management, time, and
logistical aspects of co-teaching (George et al., p. 33). Teacher five reveals high
concerns at Stage 3 and a low percentile score at Stage 6. This profile indicates
unclear ideas about what to do and problems related to handling his or her time
resourcefully. Teacher six shows high scores at Stages 1 and 2 indicating interest in
learning more about co-teaching. Medium intensity concerns at Stage 3 does not
signal significant management concerns. Low scores at Stages 4 and 6 suggests this
teacher is not yet concerned with the impact of co-teaching on students nor has any
other ideas that would potentially compete with the innovation. This profile
demonstrates the typical non-user. With proper support and implementation it can
be predicted this teacher will follow the projected developmental stages of concerns
where an individual's concerns profile plotted over time should look like a wave
moving from left to right (p. 37). Teacher seven has the profile of a hostile non-user.
Peaking at Stages 0, 3, and 6 indicates this teacher has become frustrated with not
having management concerns resolved and has developed strongly held ideas about
how the situation should be changed (p. 54). It may be concluded that the high score
at Stage 0 is an indication that frustrations over co-teaching has led this teacher to
another innovation of higher priority.
Figure 2 shows the group SoCQ profile for all participating general
educators. This graphed profile cites the highest peak at stage zero. This 96% peak
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indicates little concern about or involvement with co-teaching. According to
George, et al. (2006), the higher the Stage 0 score, the more the respondent is
indicating that there are a number of other initiatives, tasks, and activities that are of
concern to him or her. Teachers at all three small schools are reported to be
simultaneously involved in the small schools reform movement and implementation
ofProject-Based Learning. Another significant peak is found in Stage 3 where
teachers are concerned about management, time, and logistical aspects of coteaching. The low score at Stage 6 and high score at Stage 3 indicate teachers are
uncertain about what to do with their time related to co-teaching. Low scores at
Stages 4 and 5 demonstrates a low interest in the impact of co-teaching on students
and collaborating with others on the use of co-teaching.
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Level of Concern Results by School
School of Expedition Results
Eight questionnaires were returned from School ofExpedition. Table 3
shows the School ofExpedition statistics both individually and as a group.
Table 3
School ofExpedition SoCQ Individual Profiles

Average
of Raw
Scores

95

84

85

88

54

55

57

*Special Educator
Figure 3 is a graphed profile of the group data, where it cites significant
concerns at Stages 1, 2, and 3. The highest concerned at Stage 0 indicates teachers
have other priorities that prevent them from focusing their attention on co-teaching.
Preoccupation with the restructuring ofthe school and first year implementation of
Project-Based Learning may prevent many teachers from focusing more time on coteaching. Concerns at Stage 1 indicate the desire teachers have in learning more
about the details of co-teaching including the substantive aspects of co-teaching
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such as the general characteristics, effects, ad requirements for its use. Concerns at
Stage 2 indicate teachers are concerned with their ability and adequacy to meet the
demands associated with co-teaching. Considerable concern at Stage 3 indicates
teachers are focused on issues related to time needed to carry out associated tasks
and what information and resources are available to them.
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Figure 3. School ofExpedition SoCQ Group Profile
The low score at Stage 6 and higher score at Stage 3 indicate teachers are do
not have ideas about what to do and are prone to be stuck with making best use of
their time (George, 2006, p. 35). The low score of 54% at Stage 4 demonstrates a
low interest in the impact of co-teaching on students and the perceptions students
have towards learning from two teachers in the classroom. Equally low score of
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55% at Stage 5 indicates the low desire for teachers to coordinate and collaborate
with other teachers on work related to co-teaching.
School of Expression Results
Eight questionnaires were returned from School ofExpression. Table 4
shows the School ofExpression statistics both individually and as a group.
Table 4
School ofExpression SoCQ Individual Profiles

*Special Educator
Figure 4 is a graphed profile of the group data, which cites Stage 0 as the
highest percentile score. This high score indicates teachers at the School of
Expression are unconcerned with co-teaching at this time and are likely preoccupied
with another innovation. A secondary peak at Stage 3 demonstrates concerns related
to management tasks concerning logistics and time. Low scores at Stages 1 and a
"tailing up" at Stage 6 indicates a group of teachers who are generally not interested
in learning more about co-teaching. Teachers likely feel they know all about co-
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teaching and have plenty of ideas for improving the situation (p. 54). The lowest
percentile score is found at Stage 5 where teachers are not concerned with
coordinating their efforts or knowing what other teachers are doing with coteaching.
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Figure 4. School of Expression SoCQ Group Profile
School of Exploration Results
Six questionnaires were returned from School ofExploration. Table 5 shows the
School ofExploration statistics both individually and as a group. Figure 5 is a
graphed profile of the group data, which shows Stage 0 with the highest percentiage
score. The second highest score of 77% is found at Stage 1. Looking at individual
scores under Stage 1 there is an indication that half of the teachers (teachers one,
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two, and five) at the School of Exploration have a general awareness of co-teaching
and have interest in learning more about its substantive aspects.
Table 5
School ofExploration SoCQ Individual Profiles

*Special Educator
Equal concern of70% at Stages 3 and 6 indicates teachers are fairly
concerned about the management of co-teaching and have some ideas on how its
implementation can be changed. The low score of 40% at Stage 4 demonstrates
teachers' lack of interest ofthe impact co-teaching has on students. Teachers who
may not have high concerns at this stage do not necessarily lack concern for the
performance and competencies of students, this score may just evidence disregard
for its relation to co-teaching. For example, teachers who are also involved in their
first year of implementing Project-Based Learning may have concerns about
whether or not students will make academic growth using such an approach to
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learning. It is the preoccupation with the approach that may limit the concern related
to the effects of other innovations towards student achievement.
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CHAPTERS
Discussion
Summary of Study
The purpose of this study was to evaluate the status of co-teaching at three
small middle schools based on teachers' identified Stages of Concerns. Participating
co-teachers included sixteen general educators and six special educators with coteaching experience ranging from one to ten years. Teachers were asked to complete
the SoCQ during a scheduled staff meeting. An analysis of data gathered from
teachers at each small school was conducted to determine the level of concern
teachers revealed towards the co-teaching model.
Limitations
This study has at least five identifiable limitations. First, the sample size was
limited to only 22 participants. Thus, this small convenience sample limits the
generalizability to schools that share similar demographics. Secondly, presenting
data for group profiles does not necessarily provide an accurate representation of the
unique character of members of the whole group. Outliers can greatly influence
small sample sizes.
A third limitation is the timing of the study had great influence on the results
of the SoCQ data. All teachers were experiencing the first year of restructuring a
large comprehensive schools site into three small autonomous small schools. Each
small school was also in the process of creating their own identity and operating as
completely separate schools.
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A fourth limitation is the use of only one data source. Interpretations of SoC
profiles presented in Chapter 4 are merely a hypothesis based on the interpretation
by the researcher. These hypotheses were not formally confirmed by respondents.
Therefore, they may not be accurate interpretations. In order to gain more precise
profile information ofusers, other diagnostic tools such as interviews and
observations could be used. Upon receiving questionnaires, few teachers reported
feeling "constricted" by using such a survey, which did not leave much room for
comments.
A final limitation was that, there was a clear imbalance of special educators
to general educators. SoC profiles obtained by the special education group showed
higher levels of concern for each Stage versus the levels of concerns presented by
the general education group. Because of the significant difference between the
numbers of participants from each group it is difficult to provide a true comparison
between both special educators and general educators.
Implications for Future Training and Support
Villa, Thousand, and Knoster (2000) present a chapter in the Restructuring
for Caring and Effective Education text on a Framework for Thinking About
Systems Change. This proposed framework looks at the process of change as an
intellectual, emotional, and spiritual experience for those whom change affects
directly. The intellectual piece is concerned with the "how to" questions associated
with co-teaching. Questions such as "How to ensure a universally designed master
schedule?" or "How to ensure parity among co-teachers?" are examples of such how
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to questions. The emotional and spiritual piece of the formula is concerned with
"why" questions associated with the belief systems that support co-teaching. Such a
question might be "Why should students be included in the general education
class?" Understanding why an innovation is important creates an incentive for
teachers and helps develop the vision for a school, whereas having teachers with the
intellectual capacity to understand how to implement ensures the skills and
resources needed to carry out the vision. As the vision becomes clear, an action plan
must be considered, developed, and implemented. Table 6 reproduces the Villa et al.
(2000) change process framework comprised of five components and four stages.
Table 6
Change Process Framework
Inhibitors I Inhibitors

Inhibitors I Inhibitors

Enablers I Enablers
Enablers
Enablers
Inhibitors I Inhibitors I Inhibitors I Inhibitors
v

e

Enablers
Enablers
Enablers I Enablers
Inhibitors I Inhibitors I Inhibitors I Inhibitors

~

Enablers
Enablers
Enablers I Enablers
Inhibitors I Inhibitors I Inhibitors I Inhibitors I Inhibitors

The authors explain the framework in the following way.
Each of the 20 cells within this framework has a series of relevant
questions that need to be addressed. Guiding questions concerning
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both the why and how of inclusive schooling are provided across all
cells in a phase-by-phase fashion ... .Inhibitors and enablers provide
illustrations of issues that have been known to either facilitate or
impede the process of school reform. (p. 99)
The analysis of the results of this research study at the three small middle schools
and the recommendations for future co-teaching trainings and supports suggested by
these results are framed in the following four sections of this chapter according to
the five components of change - vision, skills, resources and incentives, and action
planning. Note that resources and incentives are collapsed into a single category for
analysis and the provision of recommendations.
Analysis of and Recommendations for Vision Building
The vision serves as the foundation to all the other components of systems
change. Without a clear, compelling, and collective vision, teachers can become
confused and frustrated. The consequence of confusion and frustration may be a
negative experience with co-teaching and lack of interest in future involvement. It is
clear from the background provided in Chapter 1 and the results presented in
Chapter 4 that each small middle school was experiencing the implementation phase
of co-teaching. The co-teaching approach was implemented into the site plan, which
co-teaching being a fixed component of the small schools structure of all three
schools. An inhibitor to implementation of co-teaching is that is was one of several
new innovations being initiated at the same time. Innovations such as "Read 180,"
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small schools reform, implementation of a new advisory program, and the initiation
of project-based learning all were competing for teachers' attention.
As part of the restructuring ofthe large middle school, teachers were divided
among the three new small schools, each of which had it's own unique identity,
mission statement, and academic focus. In addition to the original comprehensive
school principal, two more principals were hired to lead the work of the other two
small middle schools. Thus, teachers at all three small schools experienced a shift in
leadership. Further, a significant percentage ofstaffturnover was experienced at
two of the three small schools. Turnover must be taken into consideration as a
potential inhibitor to implementation of co-teaching, since new staff was expected to
implement a small schools plan in which they were not involved in creating at the
original point of design during the previous school year. An intellectual question for
this component of change could be, Given the turnover in staff, how does the
administration ensure that the needs of all students are being met in each classroom?
An emotional and spiritual question could be, Why is it important for all staff

members to support the vision of a school?
Analysis of and Recommendations for Skill Building
The composition of teachers at all three small schools varied greatly in terms
of teaching experience, level of skill, and areas of expertise. Villa et al. (2000)
explain the change process as a highly personal experience for each person involved
in the change. This reality may be considered as a potential inhibitor to the
implementation and maintenance phase of co-teaching. Based on the data gathered
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from the SoCQ surveys, it was noted that teachers had co-teaching experience
ranging from one to ten years. Also, based on group and individual SoCQ profiles,
teachers are clearly at different developmental stages of innovation understanding,
adoption, and refinement. For example, many teachers who peaked at Stage 0 were
identified as being engaged in other innovations and did not necessary consider
themselves to be highly involved in co-teaching at the time. Some teachers peaked
at Stages 1 and 2 indicating their interest for more information about co-teaching.
Many teachers peaked at Stage 3 indicating their desire to learn how to become
more efficient and effective. A few teachers yielded the profile of a "hostile user."
This profile suggests teacher dissatisfaction with the innovation and the desire for a
different approach.
Each type of profile serves as a useful tool for assessing and crafting the type
of interventions, supports, resources, and information teachers need in order to
progress to the next stage. For example, identifying a strong peak at Stage 0 was
prevalent among the three small schools is an indicator that many teachers have
other commitments and/or interests aside from co-teaching that may interfere with
carrying out the implementation of co-teaching. Recognizing that all teachers were
experiencing a large-scale transformation from one large middle school to three
small schools appeared to be an overwhelming experience alone. As noted in
Chapter 2, change is not an event but a process. To facilitate this process and to
support teachers move through the phases and developmental stages of co-teaching,
information and supports must match the status of individual teachers and groups.
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The intellectual question for this component of change likely would be, Given the
results of the SoCQ assessment tool, how might administration design needs-based
professional development opportunities for their staff The emotional and spiritual
question likely would be, Why is it important that principals understand the
rationale and significance of co-teaching?
Analysis of and Recommendations for Incentive and Resource Bui /ding

What's in it for me? Teachers often consider this question as they prioritize
their work. There are many reasons that could motivate someone to co-teach. Based
on who is asked, co-teaching can have intrinsic or extrinsic value. Villa et al. (2000)
explains that without incentives that are meaningful to each individual affected by
the change, the outcome (of implementing co-teaching) may be passive or active
resistance rather than enthusiastic engagement. It is evident based on SoCQ profiles
that co-teaching has not been of high priority among many teachers across all three
schools. For co-teaching to be successful, administration must give the co-teaching
initiative a priority status from the design phase to the implementation phase. Villa
et al. (2000) recommends that staff will be more likely to invest a higher degree of
energy to problem solve the inherent challenges of meeting the needs of all students
when they play active roles in program design. Taking into account this
recommendation, administration may want to consider revisiting the co-teaching site
plan and presenting it to staff as an opportunity to redesign its system based on the
unique needs oftheir students. This process can build a common sense of purpose
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needed to truly carry out the vision of co-teaching. It can reveal to faculty the
current hows and whys of an innovation, which in this study was co-teaching.
Resources must be considered to support short-term and long-term goals
related to co-teaching. When co-teachers are faced with uncommon planning time
resources should be allocated to ensure teachers are given adequate co-planning
time. This may take the form of full days where substitutes are provided or
additional paid time before or after school to plan. Different resources may be
contingent on the developmental stages of co-teachers. For example, teachers at
Stages 0 and 1 may need resources in the form of literature and introductory
trainings. Teachers at Stage 3 may need to engage in solution finding sessions with
a consultant or make arrangements to observe instruction by model co-teachers.
Teachers at Stage 6 need the time of administrators and other staff in order to share
concerns and suggestions. Other resources can be found in the way of networking
and existing school partnerships. Working with local universities through college of
education programs can provide co-teachers with consultative services. Cross-site
visitations can be a helpful resource for new co-teachers who want to see the first
hand operation of effective co-taught classrooms. When implementing co-teaching
at any school site schools often experience a shortage of staff This happens because
the responsibilities of special education teachers go beyond co-teaching. Schools
that redefine the roles of staff find they are able to use such resources more
effectively. For example, eliminating the categories of service supports (e.g.
Resource, Special Day, Emotional Disturbance) allows teachers to supports students
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across all categories, ultimately enhancing the efficiency given to the way students
with special needs are supported in school. The intellectual question for this
component of change likely would be, How do administrators communicate the
priority of co-teaching? How much time and resources are allocated to
strengthening its approach? The emotional and spiritual question likely could be,
Why should administrators understand the conditions for successful co-teaching?
Analysis of and Recommendations for Action Planning
The action plan is a guide for schools to follow as they determine goals
related to co-teaching. For example, the plan of action at one school may be for all
participating co-teachers to evolve in their partnerships to be successful users of the
team teaching approach within a two-year timeline. A two-year timeline would
include benchmarks intended to move teachers closer to the ultimate goal of using
all four forms of co-teaching( i.e., supportive, parallel, complementary, team) .
Having benchmarks ensure the plan will be visited periodically based upon
benchmark dates. It also ensures attention is paid to the conditions necessary to meet
outlined benchmarks. For example, if a special educator is responsible to co-teach
with three different teachers who each teaches a different subject area, it may be that
a two-year timeline might not provide adequate time to meet the ultimate goal of
team teaching. Team teaching requires that all co-teachers have developed adequate
content knowledge to lead instruction. One alternative to this dilemma is to assign
teachers to co-teach based on subject area rather than caseload or grade level.
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Based on the data presented in Chapter 4, it is difficult to determine if there
is a clear action plan developed in each small school for the vision of implementing
co-teaching. Because of the varying experience teachers have with co-teaching, it is
likely that co-teachers will meet co-teaching action benchmarks at different times.
Action planning is a problem solving process because it is based on the unique
situations of each school. Although a site action plan was established to create
autonomy between each school, co-teaching action plans also may need to be
established at each individual school site. Consideration must be made to the
difference between the three school sites in leadership styles, available and feasible
supports, existing and potential resources, and participation of staff When teachers
perceive action plans to be unrealistic or too far-fetched, it is likely plans will be
abandoned before tried. Thus, a action plan for any of the involved schools must be
perceived as reasonable and based upon the real and unique situations at each
school.
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Appendix A

States of Concern (SoC) Adoption Model Questionnaire
Southwest Educational Development Laboratory (SEDOL)
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States of Concern (SoC) Adoption Model Questionnaire
Southwest Educational Development Laboratory (SEDOL)
The purpose ofthis questionnaire is to determine the concerns of people who are using
various programs are concerned about at various times during the innovation adoption
process. The items where developed from typical responses of school and college teachers
that ranged from no knowledge at all about various programs to many years experience
using them. Therefore, a good part of the items on this questionnaire may appear to be of
little relevance or relevant to you at this time . For the completely irrelevant items, please
circle "0" ON THE SCALE. Other items will represent concerns you do have, in varying
degrees of intensity, and should be marked higher on the scale.

INSTRUCTIONS
Please respond to the items in terms of your present concerns, or how you feel about your
involvement or potential involvement with co-teaching. We are not limited to any one
definition of this program, so please think of it in terms of your own perceptions of what it
involves. Remember to respond to each item in terms of your present concerns about your
involvement with the above named innovation.
Thank you for taking time to complete this questionnaire.
1. I am concerned about the students ' attitudes toward this innovation.
0

1

Irrelevant

2

3

Not True

4

5

Somewhat True

6

7

Very True

2. I am aware of some other approaches that might work better.
0

1

Irrelevant

2

3

Not True

4

5

Somewhat True

6

7

Very True

3. I don't even know what this innovation is.
0

1

Irrelevant

2

3

Not True

4

5

Somewhat True

6

7

Very True

4. I am concerned about not having enough time to organize myself each day.
0

1

Irrelevant

2

3

Not True

4

5

Somewhat True

6

7

Very True

5. I would like to help other faculty in their use of this innovation.
0

1

Irrelevant

2

3

Not True

4

5

Somewhat True

6

7

Very True

6. I have very limited knowledge of the innovation.
0

1

Irrelevant

2

3

Not True

4

5

Somewhat True

6

7

Very True

7. I would like to know the effect of reorganization on my professional status.
0

1

Irrelevant

2

3

Not True

4

5

Somewhat True

6

7

Very True
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8. I am concerned about the conflicts that occur between my interests and my
responsibilities.
0

1

Irrelevant

2

3

4

5

Somewhat True

Not True

6

7

Very True

9. I am concerned about revising my use of this innovation.
0

1

Irrelevant

2

3

Not True

4

5

Somewhat True

6

7

Very True

10. I would like to develop working relationships with both our faculty and outside faculty
using this innovation.
0

1

Irrelevant

2

3

4

5

Somewhat True

Not True

6

7

Very True

11 . I am concerned with the ways in which this innovation affects students.
0

1

Irrelevant

2

3

Not True

4

5

Somewhat True

6

7

Very True

12. I am not concerned with this innovation.
0

1

Irrelevant

2

3

4

5

Somewhat True

Not True

6

7

Very True

13 . I would like to know who is responsible for making decisions in the new system.
0

1

Irrelevant

2

3

Not True

4

5

Somewhat True

6

7

Very True

14. I would like to discuss the possibility of using this innovation.
0

1

Irrelevant

2

3

Not True

4

5

Somewhat True

6

7

Very True

15. I would like to know what resources are available if we decide to adopt this innovation.
0

1

Irrelevant

2

3

Not True

4

5

Somewhat True

6

7

Very True

16. I am concerned with my inability to manage all the innovation requires.
0

1

Irrelevant

2

3

Not True

4

5

Somewhat True

6

7

Very True

17. I would like to know how my teaching or administration is supposed to change.
0

1

Irrelevant

2

3

Not True

4

5

Somewhat True

6

7

Very True

18. I would like to familiarize others departments or persons with the progress of this new

innovation.
0

1

Irrelevant

2

3

Not True

4

5

Somewhat True

6

7

Very True
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19. I am concerned about evaluating my impact on students.
0

1

2

3

Not True

Irrelevant

4

5

Somewhat True

6

7

Very True

20. I would like to revise the innovation' s approach.
0

1

2

3

Not True

Irrelevant

4

5

Somewhat True

6

7

Very True

21. I am completely occupied with other things.
0

1

Irrelevant

2

3

Not True

4

5

Somewhat True

6

7

Very True

22. I would like to modify our use of the innovation based on the experiences of our
students.
0

1

Irrelevant

2

3

Not True

4

5

Somewhat True

6

7

Very True

23. Although I don't know about this innovation, I am concerned about things in this area.
0

1

Irrelevant

2

3

Not True

4

5

Somewhat True

6

7

Very True

24. I would like to excite my students about their part in this innovation.
0

1

Irrelevant

2

3

Not True

4

5

Somewhat True

6

7

Very True

25. I am concerned about time spent working with nonacademic problems related to this
innovation.
0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Irrelevant
Not True
Somewhat True
Very True
26. I would like to know what the use of the innovation will require in the immediate
future.
0

1

Irrelevant

2

3

Not True

4

5

Somewhat True

6

7

Very True

27. I would like to coordinate my efforts with others to maximize the innovation' s effects.
0

1

Irrelevant

2

3

Not True

4

5

Somewhat True

6

7

Very True

28 . I would like to have more information on time and energy commitments required by
this innovation.
0

1

Irrelevant

2

3

Not True

4

5

Somewhat True

6

7

Very True

29. I would like information on what other faculty are doing in this area.
0

1

Irrelevant

2

3

Not True

4

5

Somewhat True

6

7

Very True

30. At this time, I am not interested in learning about this innovation.
0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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Irrelevant

Not True

Somewhat True

Very True

31 . I would like to determine how to supplement, enhance, or replace this innovation.
0
1
Irrelevant

2
3
Not True

4
5
Somewhat True

6
7
Very True

32. I would like to use feedback from students to change this innovation.
0
1
Irrelevant

2
3
Not True

4
5
Somewhat True

6
7
Very True

33 . I would like to know how my role will change when I am using this innovation.
0
1
Irrelevant

2
3
Not True

4
5
Somewhat True

6
7
Very True

34. Coordination of tasks and involved staff are taking too much of my time.
0
1
Irrelevant

2
3
Not True

4
5
Somewhat True

6
7
Very True

35 . I would like to know how this innovation is better than what we have now.
0
1
Irrelevant

2
3
Not True

4
5
Somewhat True

6
7
Very True

From: States of Concern (SoC) about the Innovation, Concerns-based Adoption Model.
Reproduced with permission from Southwest Educational Development Laboratory (SEDOL).

