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One of the recent trends in special education is inclusion. A new instructional 

strategy, coteaching, assists teachers in meeting the demands of a diverse group of 

students. Coteaching involves general and special educators jointly planning, instructing, 

and assessing all learners in an integrated classroom. 

The purpose of this study was to compile descriptive research on the prevalence of 

coteaching in Florida and investigate the degree to which Florida' s state universities are 

preparing preservice teachers for a coteaching instructional setting. The data was collected 

through surveys that were completed by university faculty and facilitators at the Florida 

Inclusion Network (FIN). The data were analyzed using a frequency and percentage table. 

As a result, coteaching was found to be quite prevalent in Florida. According to 

participants, preservice programs at the universities should include training for coteaching 

settings. 
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Chapter One: Introduction 

The history of special education has seen numerous trends. The most recent trend, 

inclusion, is surrounded in controversy. Educators, researchers, university professors, and 

parents debate the pros and cons of having students with disabilities included in general 

education classrooms to the fullest extent possible. 

The most significant federal legislation regarding special education was passed 

over 20 years ago. However, the educational establishment is only recently beginning to 

utilize instructional settings that go beyond mainstreaming. As Ryan ( 1994) stated, 

"Inclusion is more than mainstreaming" (p.2). Inclusion allows for support services in the 

general education classroom. Osborne and Dimattia ( 1995) wrote: 

An inclusionary setting must be a placement of choice. Today a school district ' s 
decision to place a student in a segregated setting will be upheld only if school 
officials can show that their good faith effort at inclusion has failed or if they have 
strong evidence to support a contention that an inclusionary setting will not be 
satisfactory (p.583). 

In addition, Bullough and Baughman (1995) noted a strong movement toward 

inclusion which is partly driven by the federal court ' s support (p . 85). The Third Circuit 

Court of Appeals found that students with disabilities have the right to associate with 

peers without disabilities (Osborne & Dimattia, 1994). 'The fact that a student with 

disabilities may learn differently from his or her education within a general classroom 

[does] not justifY exclusion from that setting" (p.11 ). This statement acknowledged that 

students with disabilities learn through different instrustional methods; but these methods 

may be incorporated into the general classroom. 

However, Kauffman and Hallahan (1995) argued that special education originated 

due to the fact that some children require different instructional approaches . They believe 

that special education should remain an "integral part of a comprehensive general 



education delivery system" (p. 158). Kauffinan and Hallahan support the concept of a 

separate "special-purpose branch" to educate students with disabilities. 

Amidst the controversy of inclusion, a new instructional strategy called coteaching 

has emerged. Coteaching involves general and special educators cooperatively planning 

and teaching all the learners in an integrated classroom. When considering an appropriate 

educational setting, coteaching is a means for providing the least restrictive environment 

(LRE) of a student with disabilities. According to Friend and Cook ( 1992), it also "creates 

a dynamic, high energy classroom situation that promotes increased learning for students 

and teachers" (p.30). Also, according to U.S. Department ofEducation data 

(Walther-Thomas, Bryant, and Land, 1996), the popularity of [co ]teaching is growing 

and the trend is likely to continue. As teachers are gaining knowledge and experience in 

effective coteaching strategies, are universities preparing new teachers for the challenge? 

In current literature, Strawderman and Lindsey ( 1995) suggested reforms for 

university programs including fusing special and general education undergraduate 

programs and changing field experiences to include contact with a diverse range of 

students. They also stated that beginning teachers, in both general and special education, 

need a wide knowledge base to function effectively in today' s classroom. These new 

teachers must be proficient in the content areas, instructional practices, learning theory, 

school cultures, and special needs. At present, a special education methods course for 

elementary teachers is required in only 1 7 states. This further illustrates the need for 

collaboration among special and general education undergraduate programs. 

Statement of the purpose 

As is evident through current literature, coteaching is growing as a means of 

delivering instruction to students with disabilities in their least restrictive environment. The 

purpose of this study was two-fold: first, to collect information concerning co teaching and 

determine the degree of its existence in Florida, and second, to investigate if Florida' s 
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state universities are preparing undergraduates, in both elementary and exceptional student 

education (ESE), for a coteaching environment. 

Research questions 

1) How prevalent is the instructional strategy of co teaching in Florida? 

2) Are there similarities between the training of college undergraduates, both 

elementary and ESE, and public school teachers for coteaching? 

3) To what degree has inclusive education and coteaching affected both preservice 

and inservice training? 

4) What are the most important approaches for new ESE teachers? Are there 

similarities between the state universities' approaches and the approaches for 

inservice level training for Florida school districts? 

These research questions are designed to explore the current aspects of an 

instructional strategy used in education. The data that illustrates the prevalence of 

coteaching in Florida have not yet been collected, analyzed, and reported. This research 

also reveals to educators and decision-makers in Florida what is being done in coteaching 

in the way of pre- and in-service training as well as the additional needs that still exist. It 

also provides information that is important for university administrators and faculty when 

devising degree programs. Therefore, measures that may be taken would prove relevant to 

current educational practices. 
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Chapter Two: Review of the Literature 

A review of the literature reveals inclusion as a major trend in exceptional student 

education (ESE). In order to discuss the topic of coteaching, the existing information must 

be streamlined. To begin, a working definition of inclusion is given for the purposes of this 

study, followed by supporting evidence ofthe requirement ofleast restrictive environment. 

Finally, the instructional strategy of coteaching is defined and discussed as a means of 

meeting the least restrictive environment (LRE). 

Inclusion and LRE 

A philosophy has emerged in the field of special education that is best known as 

"inclusion" . A report by the Florida Inclusion Network (Spano, 1995) states that inclusion 

is a belief that students with and without disabilities benefit from interactions with one 

another. Many believe that it is important that both populations have an opportunity to 

learn together in the same environment. 

One component of inclusion is taken to mean that students with disabilities attend 

their home school along with their same age and grade peers. Students with disabilities 

receive educational services in the general education classroom with in-class support . 

Therefore, inclusion is a philosophy of supporting children in their learning. 

The strongest support for inclusion stems from the basic element of a free 

appropriate public education (F APE) for students with disabilities that took root over two 

decades ago. The first landmark federal law regulating special education is the Education 

for All Handicapped Children Act (PL 94-142), which was passed in 1975. Even though 

this law was amended in 1990 and renamed as the Individuals with Disabilities Education 

Act (IDEA), the basic requirements remained the same. IDEA mandates that states 

establish procedures to assure that students with disabilities be educated in the least 
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restrictive environment (Osborne & Dimattia, 1994). In conjunction, the term LRE means 

"that, to the extent appropriate, handicapped students should be educated with 

nonhandicapped students" (Mercer, 1987, p.153). 

The LRE mandate has been addressed by mainstreaming students with disabilities 

into general education classrooms. Osborne and Dimattia (1995) stress that the time has 

arrived to implement fully the LRE provision. School officials need to take an active role 

in restructuring their educational systems to facilitate inclusion. They state, "If we don' t 

take the lead, the courts will" (p. 583). Their sentiments are not merely general statements 

based in circumspect. The recent trend in the court system is toward judicial action to 

closely examine inclusion settings and LRE decisions in school districts. 

In Greer v. Rome City School District, 950 F.2d 688 (11th Cir. 1991), the court 

found that Rome City School District made many mistakes in the implementation of a 10 

year old student's Individual Education Plan (IEP). First the school district did not 

consider a range of aids and support services to accommodate the student in the general 

education classroom. Also, the district made no attempts to modify the curriculum to 

accommodate her in the general education setting. Finally, the school officials made no 

attempt to inform the parents of the range of options available (Yell, 1995). An 

implication of this case is that school districts must make an attempt to accommodate 

students with disabilities in the general education setting. 

In Oberti v. Board ofEducation of Clementon School District, 995 F.2d 1204 (3rd 

Cir. 1993), the court ordered that a new IEP be written for a student by the school district 

in conjunction with the parents. The school district was cited for not obliging with the 

IDEA sanctions to consider placing children with disabilities in the general education 

classroom with supplementary aids and services before exploring other placements (Yell, 

1995). The findings in this case imply that school districts should utilize supplementary 
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aids and support services in the general education classroom before considering other 

placement options. 

Some members of the educational establishment are complying with the findings of 

the court system. Many school districts provide a continuum of services for students with 

disabilities. And certain schools expand upon that continuum by delving into inclusive 

practices. In a Florida Inclusion Network report, Spano (1995) states that "inclusive 

education can become a reality for exceptional students [when] there is a collaborative 

environment and an existing spirit of willingness and creativity" (p. 2). According to Ryan 

(1994), the student who is successfully included progresses according to his IEP and is 

positively affected by being in a general education classroom. He also does not hinder the 

progress of other students as they all learn together. 

Coteaching 

Definition 

If successful inclusion means that all students are progressing towards their 

individualized goals, then how can schools effectively address the varied and demanding 

needs of an inclusive classroom? The instructional strategy coteaching is emerging as one 

intervention. It is a cooperative teaching strategy that involves general and special 

educators jointly planning, teaching, and evaluating all learners in a heterogeneous, 

integrated classroom (Waldron, 1996). 

Wagner and Pugach (1996) state that "in inclusive schools, the roles and 

responsibilities of general and special educators must change in fundamental ways" (p. 

62). Educators must shift from collaboration concerning an individual student's problem 

to collaboration that makes the curriculum accessible to a diverse group of students. This 

is what distinguishes coteaching from other models of inclusion. It is based on ongoing, 
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in-class participation by support personnel. Required services follow the students as they 

enter inclusive settings (Florida Inclusion Network, 1995). 

Coteaching offers several positive effects to the educational establishment as a 

whole. First and foremost, Friend and Cook (1992) found that learning is less fragmented 

for students with disabilities who are normally served in a resource room, and all students 

benefit from having two teachers in the classroom. In addition, behavior problems 

decrease and remediation better relates to the instruction in the general education 

classroom. Special and general educators also experience the effects of coteaching. 

According to Walther-Thomas et al. (1996), teachers report "professional growth, 

personal support, and enhanced teaching motivation" (p. 256). Additionally, for the 

educational system, coteaching also provides an early intervention for the prereferral 

process. 

Elements of coteaching 

When considering coteaching, educators have several models from which to 

choose. These models may be used individually or simultaneously depending upon the 

teachers ' preferences. The models outlined by Waldron (1996) are as follows: 

* Each teacher selects the specific information to teach the entire class or a small 

group. 

* The general education teacher presents content while the ESE teacher teaches 

skills groups for reinforcement or remediation. 

* Each teacher instructs a skill group until mastery is attained. 

* One teacher presents information while the second teacher provides additional 

information and paraphrasing. 

* One teacher works with individual students using alternative techniques and 

methods. 
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* Teachers alternate teaching a low-performing group. 

* One teacher presents academic information while the second teaches and 

reinforces social, behavioral, and organizational skills. 

A framework for implementing coteaching must be provided. "To ensure 

appropriate learning experiences for students with disabilities in general education 

environments, program planning cannot be left to chance" (Walther-Thomas et al. , 1996, 

p. 263). There are several procedures teachers should follow before commencing their 

coteaching strategy. The general and special education teachers must collaborate to decide 

upon behavioral rules and techniques for handling discipline problems, individual 

responsibilities such as paperwork or evaluation, and goals for instruction and students. 

Planning is essential for successful coteaching. During these planning times, teachers make 

their schedules, decide the model to be used for particular lessons, and plan instruction for 

the lessons (Waldron, 1996). Teachers might also consider frequent meetings with 

administrators and professional conferences to help them maintain their focus . 

Training for coteaching 

Ryan ( 1994) argued that, to be prepared for co teaching, special educators have to 

become general educators. General educators have to become special educators. And all 

educators have to become team teachers, collaborators with specialists, and facilitators of 

support networks. This indicates that every teacher involved should be well prepared and 

properly trained in both general and special education practices. For experienced teachers, 

district-level planning will ensure support for staff development. 

Teacher training for coteaching may be divided into four areas: site visits, 

situation-specific problem solving sessions, instructional strategies and curriculum 

adaptations, and the change process. To begin, teachers feel that an essential step in 

planning for inclusion is observing other classrooms. Teachers also need working sessions 
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to identity needed resources and strategies to meet the needs of specific students. In 

addition, teachers must acquire a vast knowledge of instructional strategies and 

adaptations, such as cooperative learning, peer coaching, and thematic instruction. Finally, 

an occasion may arise for a meeting with either an inspirational speaker or an expert on 

change to ease teachers' stress and anxiety. Specific to Florida, the Florida Inclusion 

Network (1995) recommends training for teachers on best practices and creative 

instructional approaches, behavior management, curriculum adaptation, disability 

awareness, transition issues, and technology. 

In general, Walther-Thomas et al . (1996) report that initial teacher preparation 

programs do not provide instruction related to co-planning, variations of coteaching, 

scheduling, considerations for instruction, performance assessment, or interpersonal 

communication. Teacher training program personnel or faculty should consider these 

suggestions in order to prepare new teachers for these demands. For example, in order for 

new teachers to solve problems together they need to be trained in collaboration, conflict 

resolution, negotiating, and communication skills. Furthermore, new teachers must have 

ample training in not only content, but also strategy instruction, learning styles, developing 

appropriate IEPs and other "special education" techniques. Universities also may prepare 

preservice teachers by providing site visits, practicum hours and internships in coteaching 

instructional settings. 

In summary, there is a philosophy in special education to provide an opportunity 

for students with and without disabilities to learn together in the same environment. This 

belief affects how schools address not only the needs of students with disabilities but also 

their appropriate placement within a continuum of services. Waldron {1996) defines 

coteaching as an effective strategy that serves as a means of delivering instruction to 

students with disabilities within the general classroom. It involves general and special 
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education teachers jointly planning, teaching, and evaluating all learners in a 

heterogeneous classroom. 

However, as Walther-Thomas et al. (1996) state, general and special educators 

should be adequately trained as to the various skills needed and the models of coteaching 

available. Initial teacher preparation programs should provide instruction related to 

interpersonal communication, co-planning, and variations of coteaching. 

10 



Chapter Three: Methods 

Subjects 

The subjects ofthis study consisted of two groups of people. The first group was 

the facilitators of the Florida Inclusion Network (FIN). This network consisted of five 

individuals who are considered teachers on special assignment by the Florida Department 

of Education. They facilitated training and other needs for districts to implement inclusive 

educational programs. Each person is designated to a specific region of the state. 

The next group of subjects was the ESE department chair for each of the nine 

universities in the state ofFlorida. These subjects supplied data concerning teacher 

preparation and training. These participants were selected because their employment 

responsibilities included monitoring and devising instructional programs for 

undergraduates. 

Measures 

A survey instrument was developed for gathering data. These surveys were 

designed to yield descriptive information about existing coteaching programs, teacher 

preparation programs, and training. Each group of participants completed a survey that 

was tailored to the type of information they can provide for this study (see Appendices 

A-C). Participants were questioned as to the nature of their teacher preparation programs 

and the existence of training related to coteaching. Participants also provided a rank order 

of approaches for new ESE teachers. Additionally, the FIN survey inquires as to the 

districts the facilitator serves and which ofthose districts have coteaching units in place. 

The content of the survey was developed by identifying major issues in inclusion as 

it relates to coteaching. The review of literature, as well as personal experience, provided 

the framework for identifying relevant components of the data needed. In addition, each 
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survey included a cover letter expressing the nature and purpose ofthis study as well as 

explanation of subjects' participation and anonymity. 

Procedures 

The first step in this study was to gather relevant existing research pertaining to 

inclusion, LRE, and coteaching. An ERIC search revealed available literature for each 

topic. If a subject search proved too vast, for example 3,000 entries, then a combination of 

keywords narrowed the field . A systematic review ofthe literature provided background 

knowledge, evidence supporting the study' s purpose, and a basis for survey items. 

The next step in conducting this investigation was to gather the data. The survey 

and accompanying cover letter were mailed to the appropriate participant. A follow-up 

mailing was conducted to ensure all participants had responded. Follow-up phone calls 

were required, in addition, for some participants. Once the surveys were returned, the data 

was analyzed for reporting. A simple descriptive technique was utilized for reporting the 

data. The types of training provided for pre-service teachers were reported. Also reported 

were the Florida school districts that have coteaching units. Survey responses were 

analyzed by comparing frequencies and percentages. 
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Chapter Four: Results 

The data that was gathered by the surveys were analyzed through frequency and 

percentage table. The results of these analyses were then applied to the research questions. 

Twelve respondents' answers were tabulated for survey questions one through 10, 

including four FIN facilitators and eight personnel from universities. One subject from the 

university group did not respond. For survey question 11 , there were I 0 respondents ' 

answers tabulated. Two ofthe participants completed the ranking incorrectly; therefore 

they were not included in this analysis . 

Overall, results indicated that coteaching was found to be quite prevalent 

throughout Florida. According to FIN, 42 school districts reported using coteaching as an 

instructional strategy. The facilitator for the Panhandle region reported that all 12 of the 

districts in that area have coteaching units. The facilitator for the Northern region reported 

that six of the districts in that area have coteaching units. The facilitator for the East 

Central region reported that all 11 districts in that area have coteaching units; while the 

facilitator for the West Central region reported that 10 ofthe districts have coteaching 

units. Finally, the facilitator for the Southern region reported that three of the districts in 

that area have coteaching units. A complete listing of the Florida school districts with 

coteaching units, including a breakdown of the regions, is given in Figure A 

The data from item one ofthe survey also showed that inclusive education has 

impacted training programs and instructional strategies. According to 75 % ofthe 

respondents, ESE training programs have changed very much in the past three years due 

to inclusive educational considerations. Another 17 % felt that it has somewhat changed 

training programs. Only one participant stated that his training programs have changed 

very little due to inclusive educational considerations. In response to item two, all 
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respondents stated that they valued coteaching very much as an instructional strategy for 

inclusive education. 

Survey items three through six supplied information regarding university training 

programs. Eighty-three percent ofthe participants strongly agreed that Florida universities 

should offer courses in strategy instruction for elementary majors. Another 8.3 %agreed 

to the statement, and 8.3 %somewhat agreed. Also, 67% ofthe participants strongly 

agreed that courses in content instruction should be made available for ESE majors . 

Another 8% agreed to the statement, while 25% somewhat agreed. Additionally, 83% of 

the participants strongly agreed that an opportunity for problem-solving and collaboration 

should be provided for both ESE and elementary education undergraduates. The other 

1 7 % of respondents also agreed to the statement. Finally, 1 00 % of respondents strongly 

agreed that Florida universities should have collaboration between elementary and ESE 

preservtce programs. 

Survey items seven and eight supplied data relevant to field experience. Forty-five 

percent ofthe participants strongly agreed that Florida universities should offer an 

internship in a coteaching setting. Another 45% also agreed to this statement, and 9% 

somewhat agreed. Table 1 provides detailed information regarding the frequencies and 

percentages for this item. As for item eight, 58% of the participants strongly agreed that 

Florida' s universities should require field experience in a coteaching setting as well. (see 

Table 2). Also, 33 % agreed with the statement, the remaining 8 % somewhat agreed. 
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Table I · Internship in a Coteaching Setting 

Answer Freguencl' Percenta~ 

strongly agree 5 45 

agree 5 45 

somewhat agree 9 

disagree 0 0 

strongly disagree 0 0 

Table 2· Field Experience in a Coteaching Setting 

Answer Percenta e 
strongly agree 58 

agree 4 33 

somewhat agree 8 

disagree 0 0 

strongly disagree 0 0 

Finally, analysis of items nine and ten revealed information regarding training at the 

pre- and in-service levels. Twenty-five percent ofthe respondents strongly agreed that 

training for inclusive education is best accomplished at the preservice level. Also, 33 % 

agreed to the statement, and another 33% somewhat agreed. One respondent, amounting 
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to 8 %, disagreed with the statement. Table 3 illustrates the frequencies and percentages 

for this survey item. 

Table 3 · Training at the Preservice Level 

Answer Fre uency Percentage 
strongly agree 3 25 

agree 4 33 

somewhat agree 4 33 

disagree 8 

strongly disagree 0 0 

As for survey item 10, only 8 % strongly agreed that training was best accomplished at the 

in-service level. However, 33% agreed to the statement, while another 33% somewhat 

agreed. Twenty-five percent of participants disagreed with this statement. Table 4 

provides a display of the frequencies and percents for item 1 0. 
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Table 4 · Training at the Inservice Level 

Answer Frequency Percentage 
strongly agree 1 8 

agree 4 33 

somewhat agree 4 33 

disagree 3 25 

strongly disagree 0 0 

A final analysis was conducted to determine the most important approaches for 

new ESE teachers. Table 5 provides a display of each approach along with the frequencies 

of FIN and university ranks. Overall, 60 % of participants ranked 

communication/collaboration skills as the most important approaches for new ESE 

teachers (see Table 6) . Other approaches that were found to be somewhat important were 

content modification, cognitive/metacognitive strategies, and coteaching. Fifty percent of 

all respondents ranked coteaching as either second or third . The least important 

approaches were ESE assessment skills and individual instruction skills. 

Further analysis was done to compare the responses from the FIN facilitators and 

university personnel. The rankings for approaches were similar. Both groups highly ranked 

communication/collaboration skills. Both groups also similarly ranked 

cognitive/metacognitive strategies and content modification. They differed, however, as to 

the importance of individual instruction skills. Universities ranked this approach higher 

than the facilitators, with 50 % of university department chairpeople ranking it as the 

second most important approach. 
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Table 5· Approaches for New ESE Teachers 

Content Modification 
Rank FIN Tally University Tally Total Tally 

1 2 1 '"' ..) 

2 2 3 

3 0 0 0 
4 0 2 2 

5 1 0 
6 0 

Communication/Collaboration Skills 
Rank FIN Tally University Tally Total Tally 

1 2 4 6 
2 2 0 2 

'"' 0 ..) 

4 0 1 1 
5 0 0 0 

6 0 0 0 

Cognitive/Metacognitive Strategies 
Rank FIN Tally University Tally Total Tally 

1 0 0 0 

2 0 0 0 

3 2 2 4 
4 2 

5 0 2 2 

6 1 2 

ESE Assessment Skills 
Rank FIN Tally University Tally Total Tally 

1 0 1 1 

2 0 0 0 

3 0 2 2 

4 2 0 2 

5 0 3 3 

6 2 0 2 
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Individual Instruction Skills 
Rank FIN Tally University Tally 

1 0 0 

2 0 3 

3 0 0 
4 0 

5 2 0 

6 1 3 

Coteaching 
Rank FIN Tally University Tally 

1 
2 

3 
4 
5 

6 

0 0 

2 

0 

0 

1 
2 

Table 6· Ranking of Approaches for New ESE Teachers 

Approach 
Communication/ 

Collaboration Skills 

Content Modification 

Coteaching 

Cogniti ve/M etacogniti ve 
Strategies 

ESE Assessment Skills 

Individual Instruction 
Skills 

Highest Rank by 
Overall% 

1 

1 and 2 (tie) 

3 

3 

5 

6 

19 

Total Tally 
0 

3 

0 

2 

4 

Total Tally 
0 
2 

3 
3 



Chapter Five: Discussion 

Findings 

The results of this study provide sufficient data to support several relevant 

conclusions concerning coteaching training programs in Florida. Overall, educational 

administrators and university personnel stated that inclusive educational practices have 

changed their training programs. This finding coincides with suggestions found in current 

literature concerning the necessity of having adequately trained teachers to provide an 

appropriate education in a least restrictive environment for students with disabilities. 

Florida' s universities and school districts are changing their training programs in order to 

meet the demands of the current educational settings. 

Coteaching is also highly regarded as an instructional strategy for inclusive 

education at the preservice and inservice levels. At the inservice level, there is a high utility 

rate among school districts. There are 42 school districts with coteaching units in Florida. 

These districts are spread throughout the state. The highest concentration of districts with 

coteaching units was in the central and southern regions ofFlorida. Each ofthese districts 

supplied training for teachers to implement coteaching. These 42 districts are indicative of 

a substantial number of educators that needed training beyond traditional protocol. 

For preservice teachers, training programs were regarded as in need of some 

adjustments. FIN facilitators and university department chairpeople would like to see 

strategy courses offered for elementary undergraduates and content instruction for ESE 

majors. Also, it is evident that ESE and elementary education departments at the 

universities should collaborate on preservice programs. Every participant strongly agreed 

to this statement. 

According to participants, field experience in coteaching settings is a desirable 

preservice program change. Respondents from two universities expressed concerns about 
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the availability of such settings within school districts. However, data from this study 

illustrate that finding a setting is quite possible. With communication between universities 

and neighboring school districts, coteaching settings could be made readily available for 

preservice teachers. 

Furthermore, inquiry as to important approaches for new ESE teachers provided 

interesting findings. Participants, with the exception of one, ranked communication/ 

collaboration skills as highly important. This area is the only skill that both facilitators and 

university faculty rated four or higher. (There are six approaches to rate.) All other 

approaches vary in their importance. For example, university staff rated individual 

instruction skills higher than the FIN facilitators did . Also, university faculty consider 

coteacrung less important for new ESE teachers, while facilitators rate it anywhere from 

second to fourth in importance. Trus might indicate that educational personnel who are 

closer to actual classroom instruction find coteaching to be a relevant instructional 

strategy. Facilitators and university faculty are again at odds over the importance ofESE 

assessment skills. University staff tend to consider this approach as important for new ESE 

teachers, while facilitators rate it as less important. 

Conclusions 

In summary, trus study yields several important findings . According to participants, 

coteaching is a prevalent instructional strategy throughout Florida. A majority of school 

districts, 42 out of 67, have coteaching units in place. Most of these districts are clustered 

in the Central and Southern regions of the state. 

As discussed in the review of literature, there is a certain training element needed 

to implement coteacrung. Teachers should be well versed in strategy instruction and 

content modification. They should have adequate communication skills and be able to 

collaborate with one another. This training may be implemented at the preservice or 
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inservice level. However, most educational decision-makers agree that training is best 

accomplished at the presevice level. 

In addition, preservice teachers should be exposed to coteaching settings whenever 

possible. Ideally, undergraduates would be required to have field experience in a 

coteaching environment. Universities should also offer an internship in a coteaching 

setting. Collaboration between university personnel and district contact people would 

facilitate locating such a setting. Once one becomes a new ESE teacher, communication 

and collaboration skills will be most important. New ESE teachers also need training in 

cognitive/metacognitive strategies and content modification. Coteaching was also found to 

be an important approach for new ESE teachers . 

Limitations 

However significant these findings may be, consideration should be given to the 

effects ofthe small sample size (n = 13). In order to strengthen the statistical data, the 

sample size could be increased by surveying a contact person for each school district 

( N = 76) rather than one FIN facilitator per region. This change would allow for 

correlational analysis of data relating to training programs at the pre- and in-service levels . 

Another limitation is that the extent of coteaching settings per school district was 

not explored. This study shows which districts have coteaching units, but it does not show 

how many units are in each district. This information would help university personnel in 

locating settings for field experience and internships. 

A final limitation is the survey instrument itself Items inquire as to the participants 

response to each statement. To study these issues at greater length, survey items could 

relate to actual training elements at the pre- and inservice levels. For example, instead of 

agreeing that universities should offer courses in strategy instruction, participants could be 

asked whether the university does offer the courses. One actual university participant 

noted the difference between offering a course and requiring a course. 
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The limitations mentioned illustrate how to elevate the analysis of data to an 

inferential level of statistics and provide a more in-depth descriptive analysis. 

Nevertheless, the nature of this particular study still allowed for relevant discussions as to 

the needs of teacher training programs in Florida for inclusive educational settings. 
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Appendix A 

Dear ---

My name is Deborah Earley, and I am currently a graduate student at Florida 
Atlantic University. I am conducting a study to determine the degree to which coteaching 
is used in public schools in Florida. I am also studying the degree to which coteaching 
content and experience may be featured in teacher training programs within the state 
university system. 

Coteaching is a cooperative teaching strategy in which general and special 
educators jointly plan, teach, and evaluate all learners in an integrated classroom. 
Effectively implementing this strategy requires sufficient training and preparation. 
Through my study, I hope to gain an understanding of the scope of coteaching in Florida 
schools. In addition, I will seek to determine the nature of training in coteaching as it may 
presently be provided to undergraduate students in special education training programs. 

I hope you will be willing to take a few minutes to complete the survey on the 
following page, or direct it to the person on your faculty/staffwho has the most 
knowledge in these areas. Respondents will remain anonymous in the reporting of these 
results. Once the survey is completed, please return it in the envelop provided. Complete 
participation from all entities will be very important as I attempt to gain the fullest and 
most accurate possible understanding ofthese issues. By returning this survey the 
respondent is agreeing to participate in this study. Participation is, obviously, voluntary. 

Thank you for your time and assistance with my study. Your cooperation is 
greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

Deborah Earley 
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Appendix B 

I. SURVEY 

DIRECTIONS: Circle the number that best describes your answer. 

1) To what degree, if any, has inclusive educational considerations changed your 
exceptional student education (ESE) training programs in the past three years? 

I-very much 2-somewhat 3-neutral 4-very little 5-not at all 

2) To what extent do you value coteaching as an instructional strategy for inclusive 
education? 

I-very much 2-somewhat 3-neutral 4-very little 5-not at all 

3) Florida' s universities should offer courses in strategy instruction for elementary 
education majors. 

1-strongly agree 2-agree 3-somewhat agree 4-disagree 5-strongly disagree 

4) Florida's universities should offer courses in content instruction education for ESE 
majors, as it is important for inclusive education. 

1-strongly agree 2-agree 3-somewhat agree 4-disagree 5-strongly disagree 

5) Florida's universities should provide an opportunity for both elementary and ESE 
majors to come together for problem-solving and collaboration concerning educational 
tssues. 

1-strongly agree 2-agree 3-somewhat agree 4-disagree 5-strongly disagree 
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6) Florida's universities should have collaboration between elementary and ESE pre
servtce programs. 

1-strongly agree 2-agree 3 -somewhat agree 4-disagree 5-strongly disagree 

7) Florida's universities should offer an internship/student teaching in a coteaching 
setting. 

1-strongly agree 2-agree 3-somewhat agree 4-disagree 5-strongly disagree 

8) Florida' s universities should require exposure, via field experience, in a coteaching 
setting. 

1-strongly agree 2-agree 3-somewhat agree 4-disagree 5-strongly disagree 

9) Training for inclusive education is best accomplished at the pre-service level. 

1-strongly agree 2-agree 3-somewhat agree 4-disagree 5-strongly disagree 

1 0) Training for inclusive education is best accomplished at the inservice level. 

1-strongly agree 2-agree 3 -somewhat agree 4-disagree 5-strongly disagree 
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Appendix C 

n. FIN INFORMATION 

1 l) Rank the most important approaches for new ESE teachers ( l being the most 
important and 6 being the least important). 

content modification ESE assessment skills 

communication skills/collaboration individual instruction skills 

__ cognitive/metacognitive strategies __ coteaching 

12) Which districts in your region currently have coteaching units in place? ____ _ 

13) Please list all the districts in your region along with the district Inclusion Specialist or 
contact person for each. 
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II. UNIVERSITY INFORMATION 

11) Rank the most important approaches for new ESE teachers ( 1 being the most 
important and 6 being the least important) . 

content modification ESE assessment skills 

communication skills/ collaboration individual instruction skill s 

__ cognitive/metacognitive strategies __ coteaching 
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Figure A 

.... c tk• 

Florida School Districts with Coteaching Units 

Bay Bradford Brevard Broward Charlotte 
Collier Escambia Franklin Gadsden Gilchrist 
Gulf Hendry Highlands Hillsborough Holmes 
Indian River Jackson Lake Lee Leon 
Levy Manatee Martin Nassau Okaloosa 
Okeechobee Orange Osceola Palm Beach Pasco 
Pinellas Polk Putnam Santa Rosa Sarasota 
Seminole St. Johns St. Lucie Sumter Volusia 
Wakulla Washington 
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