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Abstract

This study was conducted using a qualitative approach based on an interpretivist paradigm to
describe the roles and responsibilities of special education teachers working within the new
response to intervention framework. Specifically this study sought to provide a descriptive
account of the role of the special education teacher as experienced in the RTI framework. A
reoccurring theme in current RTI model descriptions is general education and special education
collaboration. Throughout the many descriptions of various RTI models, the function and role of
the special educator has not been clearly identified. Findings from this study led to the
conclusion that special education teachers exhibited characteristics of marginalization. This role
of marginalization was derived from the role ambiguity teachers felt as they constructed their
role in the RTI framework. The teachers found great satisfaction working with students with all
students and their passion for teaching was evident. However, they often referred to incidents
where they felt disempowered, disenfranchised, or silenced in schools. Implications for special
education teacher practice and district implications are provided as well as recommendations for

future research consideration.
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Definition of Terms Used In This Study
The Following terms are used throughout this study. These are the definitions of these terms as

they apply in this study.

Collaboration is a style for direct interaction between at least two coequal parties voluntarily
engaged in shared decision making as they work toward a common goal (Friend, 2008, p.

518).

Co-Teaching is a service delivery model in which two educators, one typically a general
education teacher and one a special education teacher or other specialist, combine their
expertise to jointly teach a heterogeneous group of students, some of whom have
disabilities or other special needs, in a single classroom for part or all of the school day

(Friend, 2008, p. 518).

General Education Teachers are professionals who are knowledgeable about the expectations
of the curriculum for the grade level or course. They are usually responsible for
implementing learning practices that enable their diverse learners to succeed and they

manage the social environment of the typical classroom (Friend, 2008).

Inclusion is a belief system shared by every member of a school as a learning community, often
based on a mission statement or vision, emphasizing the commitment to education all

students so they can reach their potential (Friend, 2008, p. 520).

Learning Disability is defined as a disorder in one or more of the basic psychological processes
involved in understanding or in using language, spoken or written, that may manifest

itself in an imperfect ability to listen, think, speak, read, write, spell, or to do
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mathematical calculations, including conditions such as perceptual disabilities, brain
injury, minimal brain dysfunction, dyslexia, and developmental aphasia. The term does
not include learning problems that are primarily the result of visual, hearing, or motor
disabilities, of mental retardation, of emotional disturbance, or of environmental, cultural,

or economic disadvantage. (Federal Register, 2005, p.13)

No Child Left Behind (NCLB) is the name given to the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act (ESA) after its 2001 reauthorization. The ESA was the first major U.S. federal
legislation that provided funding to public schools. NCLB put great emphasis on
evidence based practices. Emphasis was placed on state assessments and achievement
standards, school report card procedures, and statewide systems for holding schools and
districts accountable for the achievement of their students (U.S. Department of

Education, 2002).

Progress Monitoring is a set of assessment procedures for determining the extent to which
students are benefiting from classroom instruction and for monitoring effectiveness of
curriculum (National Center on Student Progress Monitoring, 2006).

Response to Intervention (RTI) has been broadly described as a process in which students are
provided quality instruction, their progress is monitored, those who do not respond
appropriately are provided additional instruction and their progress is monitored, and
those who continue to not respond appropriately are considered for special education

services (Bradley, Danielson, & Doolittle, 2005).

Scientifically-Based Instructional Methods — includes the following

o employing systematic, empirical methods that draw on observation or experiment;
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e involves rigorous data analyses that are adequate to test the stated hypotheses and justify
the general conclusions;

e reliance on measurements or observational methods that provide valid data across
evaluators and observers, and across multiple measurements and observations; and

e being accepted by a peer-reviewed journal or approved by a panel of independent experts
through a comparatively rigorous, objective, and scientific review (U. S. Department of
Education, 2002).

Special Education Teachers are the professionals who provide day-to-day instruction and other

support for students with disabilities (Washburn-Moses, 2005).

The Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEIA 2004): Landmark
legislation, originally enacted in 1975 as the Education for All Handicapped Children
Act, that guides how states and school districts must educate children with disabilities

(Rosenberg, Westling, and McLeskey, 2008).

Universal screening: A step taken by school personnel early in the school year to determine
which students are “at risk” for not meeting grade level standards. Universal screening
can be accomplished by reviewing a student’s recent performance on state or district tests
or by administering an academic screening to all students in a given grade. Students
whose scores on the screening fall below a certain cutoff point are identified as needing

continued progress monitoring and possibly more intensive interventions.
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Chapter 1
Introduction

According to the most recent reauthorization of the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act (IDEA) now renamed the Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement
Act (IDEIA 2004), state and local education agencies are encouraged to use a response to
intervention model (RTI) to determine whether students possess a learning disability. Some of
the components of RTI have been used in schools for many years (Barnett, Daly, Jones, &
Lentz, 2004; Brown-Chidsey & Steege, 2005). For example, teachers and schools have provided
parents with progress reports at regular times using academic targets to monitor student growth
and achievement (Brown-Chidsey & Steege, 2005; Graner, Faggella-Luby, & Fritschmann,
2005). However an added difference is that RTI attempts to rule out poor instruction as a reason
for a student’s lack of achievement (Graner, et al., 2005).

RTI methods include steps to address students who continue to struggle despite attempted
interventions (Brown-Chidsey & Steege, 2005; Graner, et al., 2005; Vaughn & Klinger, 2007).
There is a specific requirement that the interventions are scientifically based. An intervention is
said to be scientifically based when it is found to be effective in well-designed experimental
analyses. The inferred rationale for using scientifically based instructional interventions would
limit teachers to only use those interventions that have a proven track record of producing
positive outcomes for students (Brown-Chidsey & Steege, 2005).

The call for scientifically research based interventions in the general education
curriculum was promoted by legislative mandates such as No Child Left Behind (Brown-Chidsey
& Steege, 2005), which was followed by IDEIA (2004). As stated by Harris-Murri, King, and

Rostenberg (2006), this is an important acknowledgement that the general education setting is
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where the responsibility of student progress is placed. RTI stresses the use of evidence-based
practices before referral to special education.

Additional information included in IDEIA (2004) states that local education agencies
may use a process that determines if the child responds to scientifically, research based
interventions as part of the evaluation procedures (Bradley, Danielson, & Doolittle, 2007,
Graner, et al., 2005; Salvia, Ysseldyke, & Bolt, 2007; Stecker, 2007). Thus, RTI can serve as a
“child-find” activity that leads to the provision of special education services for those students
not responding to general education interventions (Brown-Chidsey & Steege, 2005). For those
students, RTI interventions will be pre-referral activities necessary for special education referral.
School districts now have the option of determining a student’s eligibility for special education
services under the classification of learning disabled by relying on data obtained on how students
respond to interventions implemented using these scientifically based instructional methods and
materials (Brown-Chidsey & Steege, 2005; Salvia, Ysseldyke, & Bolt, 2007). To this end RTI
has been introduced as a remedy for the over-identification of students diagnosed as having
specific learning disabilities (Brown-Chidsey & Steege, 2005). The occurrence of learning
disabilities is so prevalent that the category is often referred to as a high frequency category
(Hallahan and Kauffman, 2006).

Learning Disabilities

Between 1977 and 1986, the number of students identified as learning disabled (LD) rose
from 1 to 2 million (Hallahan & Kauffman, 2006; Hallahan & Mercer, 2001; Hammill, 1993;
Tanner, 2001). During the end of the civil rights movement revised eligibility criteria terminated
the category of slow learners thus reclassifying many minority, low socio-economic group

students, and English language learners as (LD). There is currently no federally mandated
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eligibility requirement for classifying students as (LD). Eligibility determination is left to
individual states; therefore there are no consistent methods used to determine LD across the
nation (Graner, et al., 2005). Furthermore, some evidence suggests that by using the current
eligibility models there are no clear distinctions made between students with learning disabilities
and students who are classified as slow learners (Aaron, 1997; Tanner, 2001). This is supported
by studies comparing students identified as learning disabled in reading and students identified
as poor readers being consistent in their findings that the current method neither confirms nor
denies the presence of a learning disability.

More than half of all students with learning disabilities are served exclusively in general
education classes (Wasburn-Moses, 2005). It is clear that most children with learning problems
will spend most of their time in general education classrooms (Reschly, 2005). IDEIA (2004)
did not change the current definition of LD which stipulates that a child may not be identified as
LD because of the lack of appropriate instruction in reading, writing, and math (Freund & Rich,
2005; Hallahan & Kauffman, 2006). Therefore, it is the responsibility of the general educator to
provide appropriate instruction in those areas. According to Mastropieri and Scruggs (2005),
general education teachers appear to have the primary responsibility of instructing and
monitoring, when employing RTI methods.

Schools with higher concentrations of low income majority and low income minority
children are less likely to have experienced teachers (Swartz, 2003). These inexperienced
teachers may not possess the skills that are gained from spending years in the classroom and are
more likely to recommend students particularly low income students for special services. Since
1968 there has been much discussion about the large numbers of minority students placed in

special education programs (Artiles & Trent, 1994; Artiles, Harry, Rechly, & Chinn, 2002).
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There has been discussion regarding the described responsibility of student instruction
being placed on the general education teacher (Brown-Chidsey & Steege, 2005; Mastropieri and
Scruggs, 2005). Current RTI descriptions in the literature offer no conceptualization of the roles
of special education teachers (Mastropieri and Scruggs, 2005). Graner, et al., (2005) point out
that although no empirical data has been published in the literature, the roles of teachers both
special education and regular education have changed significantly due to RTI activities. Thus,
the purpose of this study is to gather data and write a description of the roles special educators
assume when implementing RTI related activities.

Background of the Problem

Historically there have been major remedies proposed to address student over-
identification (Brown-Chidsey & Steege, 2005) and minority over-representation (Donovan &
Cross, 2002) in special education LD programs. These remedies are identified as the Inclusion
Movement, The Regular Education Initiative, The Learning Disabilities Summit, The Learning
Disabilities Roundtable, The Researcher Roundtable, the Individuals with Disabilities Education
Improvement Act (2004), and Response to Intervention.

Inclusion Movement

The goal of the inclusion movement was to integrate students with disabilities in general
education as much as possible (Hammill, 1993). Public Law 94-142 was reauthorized by the
federal government and the Education for All Handicapped Children’s Act required that all
students with disabilities be educated in the general education classroom the maximum extent
appropriate. This least restrictive environment paradigm offered the proposal of a range of
special education services from fully integrated into general education to classrooms that were

totally separate from general education (Kavale & Forness, 2000). The idea was that most
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students with special needs could be accommodated in regular classrooms with few in fully
separated classrooms (Hammill, 1993). In the late 1980s, the inclusion movement was
challenged. Some advocates for inclusion felt that pull-out programs and self-contained
classrooms were obstacles to their goal of total inclusion (Winzer, 1993).
The Regular Education Initiative

The desire of the inclusion movement was to have general education and special
education teachers share the responsibility for the students’ instruction, and to have educational
programs, rather than the students labeled (Hammill, 1993). This was later titled the Regular
Education Initiative (REI). In 1986, Madeline Will, Assistant Secretary for the Office of Special
Education and Rehabilitative Services in the Reagan administration and the mother of a child
with a disability promoted federal legislation that stated students with learning differences should
be educated in the general education classroom and that pullout programs were ineffective
(Brown-Chidsey & Steege, 2005; Mercer & Pullen, 2005). During the late 1980s and into the
1990s REI caused a shift in focus from the implementation of special education services to the
actual location of where special education services were being provided.
The Individuals with Education Improvement Act of 2004

Prior to the reauthorization of IDEA various stakeholders in the field of special education
were organized to discuss issues surrounding learning disabilities. The Learning Disabilities
Summit was held in August 2001 and the Learning Disabilities Roundtable was held in February
2002. Response to intervention became the primary theme throughout these meetings. The
resulting recommendations from these groups were incorporated in some form in the new law.

The expectation was that the recommendations would be implemented in a coordinated system
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between general and special education where both groups are held accountable for educational
outcomes of students with LD.

As previously mentioned, in 2004 the federal law governing special education was
reauthorized as the Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act of 2004. The
reauthorization of this law included new guidelines for determining eligibility for students with
LD. Local education agencies were given the option of not basing LD eligibility exclusively on
a child presenting a severe discrepancy between achievement and intellectual ability. The new
IDETIA (2004) provides that a local education agency may use a process that determines if the
child responds to scientific, research based interventions as part of the evaluation process. In
recent years, the interest in RTI intervention models has increased. When researching RTI, the
model that is present in most research is a three tiered model of intervention (Bradley, et al.,
2005; Brown-Chidsey & Steege, 2005; Division of Learning Disabilities, 2005; Graner, et al.,
2005). A four tier model is also described with special education placement being the fourth tier
(Barnett et al., 2004; Mastropieri & Scruggs, 2005; Reschly, 2005). Figure 1.1 provides a visual
representation of Ohio’s RTI model.

Figure 1.1 also represents the percentages of students ideally being served in each tier.
These guidelines help districts within the state of Ohio determine where curriculum and/or
behavioral issues lie. If there are disproportionate numbers of students in the tiers, schools
would address school wide instructional and or behavioral procedures. RTI integrates high-
quality teaching with assessment in a systematic way, which allows students who are not
successful, a chance to succeed with additional instructional methods and strategies. This three
tier model focuses on including all students in universal screening and progress monitoring.

Universal screening is a step taken by school personnel early in the school year to determine
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which students are “at risk” for not meeting grade level standards (National Center for Learning
Disabilities, 2006). Following the recommendations presented by Fuchs and Fuchs (2007), all
children are assessed and those children scoring below a predetermined score move onto weekly

progress monitoring.

Academic System Behavioral System

1-5%
Intensive Interventions

1-5%
Intensive Interventions

5-10%
Targeted Interventions

5-10%
Targeted Interventions

80-90%
School-Wide Instruction

80-90%
School-Wide Instruction

Adapted from OSEP
Effective School-
Wide Interventions

Figure 1.1: Ohio’s Integrated Systems Model

Progress monitoring begins by collecting baseline data on student performance in
academics and behavior. Students are then placed in the tier of services they require based on
the baseline data. RTI is data driven, so no decisions are made without evidence to support them
(Barnett, et al., 2004; Bradley, et al., 2005; Brown-Chidsey & Steege, 2005). The majority of
students will be placed in tier 1 where they receive instruction which is scientifically based.
School-wide instruction is designed to meet the needs of most students in the school (Brown-
Chidsey & Steege, 2005). Students are periodically assessed at prescribed levels. The
assessment results are used to determine which students are in need of additional instructional

assistance. If students require targeted intervention, changes will be made in the instructional
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routine to meet their individual needs. These tier-two interventions take place within the general
education classroom. The targeted, middle tier is for students at some risk for school failure and
provides more specific instruction for students in addition to the core curricula to ensure success
(SWOSERRC, n.d.). As progress is monitored, adjustments may be made to the interventions
which include the duration and the frequency.

Based on Ohio’s model of RTI, while tier two interventions are being provided, students
are assessed at least weekly using curriculum based measures to collect evidence of the student’s
progress. If the student does not show progress after the initial three week period, another, more
intensive tier two intervention may be implemented for another three weeks (SWOSERRC, n.d.).
After the second phase of tier two interventions the student’s progress will be analyzed again.
Students who appear to improve as evidenced by the predetermined decision criteria will return
to the regular class instruction and continue progress monitoring (Brown-Chidsey & Steege,
2005). Those students who respond and are no longer considered at risk and are moved back to
tier one. Students who do not respond to intervention may be required to move to tier three.

Students who are in the targeted or tier- three level receive intensive instruction. At this
stage, school based problem solving is used to resolve issues with learning and behavior to help
prevent the need for special education or to determine if special education placement is
warranted. Data gathering continues to increase to develop more specific remediation. Students
who respond to this intensive intervention move back to tier two. Some students may remain at
this tier if they achieve success but cannot maintain this level of success in tier two. Still, other
students may not present success at this level and they are then recommended for formal referral

to special education.
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A reoccurring theme in current RTI model descriptions is general education and special
education collaboration. Throughout the many descriptions of various RTI models, the function
and role of the special educator has not been clearly identified. An historical analysis of special
education teacher roles will be reviewed to determine the potential job duties the special educator
would perform in the RTI paradigm. Discussion will also be centered on the possibility of
special education role confusion related to special education teachers being effective in
performing their daily work requirements as they shift paradigms.

Teacher Roles

Since the Education of All Handicapped Children Act (P.L. 94-142) in 1975 the field of
special education has experienced continued change (Winzer, 1993). With each change, the
work related roles and responsibilities of special education teachers have continued to change.
According to Crutchfield (1997) one of the primary responsibilities of special education teachers
is to provide instruction for students with disabilities. This instruction includes adapting and
developing materials to match the cognitive levels, learning styles, strengths, weakness, interests,
and specific needs of their students. Crutchfield describes the enormous amount of paperwork
special educators are required to complete. In addition to the same kinds of paperwork demands
made of general education — attendance reports, grades, homework, tests, and discipline reports,
special education teachers are responsible for the development of the Individualized Education
Plans (IEP) of each student they serve. Special education teachers also maintain records that
document the students’ progress towards the IEP goals and objectives. “Other paperwork
concerns [include] verification of student progress in general education classrooms,

corroboration of meetings regarding the students, documentation of academic interventions, and
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behavior management plans” (Kaff, 2004, p. 12). Finally, there are also federal, state, and local
school regulations and policies that require reports on the students’ placements and progress.
Also according to Crutchfield (1997), about 95% of all special education teachers work in public
schools. The majority of special education teachers work in resource room settings. In
this setting, students are pulled out of their general education classroom for a part of the
day either individually or in small groups (Crutchfield, 1997). The students come and go
according to their individual schedules. In this setting, teachers usually work with
students from different grades, different levels and different content areas and various
disabilities in the same class setting. The special education teacher may spend time with
the individual student or small group of students working on strategies the students can
use to master test taking skills, organization skills, study skills or curricula materials.
With the inception of No Child Left Behind and its infusion with IDEIA (2004) many
schools are moving away from resource settings in favor of general education settings
where special education teachers work with general education teachers to combine their
expertise to jointly teach students for all or part of the school day (Friend, 2008).
In collaborative settings, special education teachers may spend the majority of the day in
general education classes along with their special education students (Friend and Cook, 1992).
In this co-teaching environment the special education teacher provides support to the general
education teacher or in some cases leads the instruction for all students while the general
education teacher assists/supports. Still other special education teachers consult with general
education teachers assisting them with planning lessons that incorporate the modifications or
accommodations that are detailed within the students’ IEPs (Friend & Cook, 2007). A

discussion of coteaching is undertaken because of the reliance of coteaching in many RTI
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related activities. This study is centered on teacher roles and responsibilities in RTI. Many
teacher roles involve collaborative activities.
Coteaching

Coteaching is described as two or more educational professionals delivering instruction
to a group of students in a single space (Freund & Rich, 2005). Co-teaching encompasses many
types of collaborative teaching arrangements. Lessons are taught by either the general education
teacher or the special education teacher. The teachers plan lessons together and ideally all
aspects of classroom instruction and classroom management are planned equally.

Friend and Cook (2007) describe six coteaching approaches: (a) one teach, one observe;
(b) station teaching; (c) parallel teaching; (d) alternative teaching; () teaming; and (f) one teach,
one assist. One teach, one observe is described as having one educational professional teach
while the other educational professional collect data on a single student, small group, or the
entire class for behaviors the teachers have agreed should be noted. Station teaching is an
approach that involves both teachers planning instruction for various stations where the students
move from one station to another according to a predetermined schedule. Station teaching
lowers the student teacher ratio as the students are broken into groups. Another form of
coteaching that reduces the student teacher ratio is parallel teaching. Parallel teaching involves
the teachers delivering instruction to groups of students however the groups do not switch as in
station teaching.

Another model of coteaching is alternative teaching. An example of alternative teaching
is when a small group of students is taken to the side and given instruction that is different from
what the large group is getting simultaneously. The final two models of coteaching are teaming

and one teach, one assist. Teaming, as with all of the models, involves both teachers planning
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together however, in the delivery of a teaming model, both teachers share in the instruction. One
teacher may explain while the other teacher demonstrates a concept. Both teachers circulate the
room and the students complete their assignments. Finally the model of one teach, one assist
calls for one teacher to teach while the other supports by walking around the room assisting
students who have questions about their assigned work. Friend and Cook (2007) specifically
describe coteaching as a service delivery model based on collaboration. They refer to coteaching
as a “professional marriage” (p.129).
Collaboration
Collaboration in the literature has been defined in multiple ways. Brownell, Adams,

Sindelar, Waldron, and Vanhover (2006) define teacher collaboration as “teachers learning and
working together to achieve common goals” (p. 169). Welch, Brownell, and Sheridan (1999)
describe teacher collaboration as “dyads of teachers in classrooms and small groups of educators
working together to solve problems” (p. 36). Friend and Cook (2007) define collaboration as “a
style [of teaching with] for direct interaction between at least two co-equal parties voluntarily
engaged in shared decision making as they work toward a common goal” (p.7).

For teachers to adequately function in the RTI framework, Fisher, Frey, and Thousand
(2003) have identified five categories of job responsibilities for special education teachers
involved in collaborative settings including (a) assessment, (b) communication, (c) leadership,
and (d) record keeping.

Teachers in inclusive settings do not maintain separate classrooms (Fisher et al., 2003).
Both general educators and special educators assume equal responsibility for students in a single
space. However, decisions regarding curricular adaptations are often left to the special educator

(Fisher, et al., 2003). Therefore, the special educator is required to have knowledge of: (a) the
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curriculum as well as how to create accommodations and modifications; (b) communication
skills in order to participate in problem solving meetings, attending planning meetings, providing
information to parents, administrators, and their colleagues; (c) assessment data and have the
ability to interpret assessment results, communicate those results to general education teachers as
well as parents, and assign grades based upon assessment data if needed; (d) maintaining records,
such as IEPs, progress data, and implementation of accommodations and modifications; and (e)
assistive technology and how it is used in the classroom.

Fisher, et al., (2003) also note that it is vital that special educators have knowledge of (a)
behavioral supports and possess the skills necessary for collaboration between families and
school personnel to develop behavioral goals and interventions, (b) management skills to be able
to utilize paraeducators, peer tutors, related service providers, and fostering collegial
relationships effectively to ensure successful friendships are created and maintained between
students with special needs and typical students in general education classrooms. It is the
opinion of these authors that the greatest asset a special educator should possess is knowledge of
literacy and curriculum content. Special educators need “comprehensive understanding of
literacy development for students with and without disabilities because this becomes the ‘Rosetta
stone’ in their translation of curriculum” (p.47).

In addition to implementing the previously stated job responsibilities and serving in
general education classrooms, special education teachers also serve on other collaborative teams.
The collaborative team model was introduced in the 1980s as a way to address the
overidentification of students with mild disabilities (Sindelar, Griffin, Smith, & Watanabe,
1992). Collaborative teams are used in RTI to discuss and make decisions about when students

move throughout the tiers of interventions.
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Collaborative Teams

Collaborative teams have been identified by many different terms throughout the
literature. The most common terms are multidisciplinary teams (Graden, Casey, & Christenson
(1985), teacher assistant teams (Chalfant, et al, (1979), prereferral intervention teams (Graden,
Casey, & Bonstrom, 1985), and intervention assistant teams (House, Zimmer, & Mclnerney,
1990). All are considered a form of school based problem solving. School based problem
solving was first described in the literature by Chalfant, Pysh, and Moultrie (1979). Known as a
teacher assistance teams (TAT) they were suggested as a way to support general education
teachers who were attempting to provide instruction for students with learning and behavioral
problems during the inclusion movement. TAT membership was comprised of three general
education teachers with the referring teacher as the fourth member and the parent as the fifth
member. In some cases the principal serves as a team member. Team membership is determined
by the core group of three. They discussed whether additional non-general education team
members are warranted.

Graden, et al., (1985) created the term multidisciplinary team to describe a school based
problem solving team in which professionals from other disciplines (i.e., general education,
special education, occupational therapist, speech language pathologist) work collaboratively to
address issues related to children in schools. This multidisciplinary consultative model (Sindelar
et al., 1992), was created to prevent inappropriate special education placements. These
aforementioned team descriptions do not specifically describe the role of the special educator.
However the TAT was specifically designed only for general educators.

In addition to team membership, special educators also serve in the role of consultant. As

consultants these specialists are viewed as having expert knowledge (Chalfant, Pysch, &
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Moultrie, 1979); Paugach & Johnson, 1989) regarding students with learning and/or behavioral
differences. The dilemma when serving in that capacity is when the special educator failed to
correct the problem the perception of their possessing expert knowledge changed to a perception
of incompetence. Graden (1989) critiques the notion of the special education expert and argues
that this view is counterproductive to the development of partnerships among educators. She
goes on to decry the notion of viewing the general education teacher as only helpful to problem
solving team members but as an active participant in the problem solving process. It is believed
that general education and special education teachers are both professionals with expert
knowledge in very specific areas. In some instances teachers received college level training in
both areas. With the many roles and responsibilities special education teachers are expected to
perform, they could possibly become confused as to what role he or she should play.
Role Confusion

It is perceived that some of the roles of special education teachers will change
significantly due to the collaborative practices required by RTI (Graner, et al., 2005) and No
Child Left Behind (Salvia, Ysseldyke, & Bolt, 2007). Those teachers not involved in
collaboration (e.g., special education resource room teachers) will now be asked to participate in
collaborative team activities. Special educators, often referred to as support teachers (Graner, et
al., 2005), are required to perform the majority of the supporting activities such as collecting
academic and behavioral data. RTI requires classroom teachers be supported by specialists and
others trained in the problem solving process (Graner, et al., 2005).

There is a limited amount of information presented in the literature that considers what
the role of the special education in RTI (Brown-Chidsey and Steege, 2005; Mastropieri and

Scruggs, 2005). The extant literature has descriptions of general education teacher practices in
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inclusive settings (Johnson and Pugach, 1990; Schumm and Vaughn, 1992; Schumm, Vaughn,
Hager, McDowell, Rothlein, & Samuell, 1995), yet most of these studies described the general
educator’s role in what they do to support students with LD in their classrooms. There is limited
research describing the special education teachers’ role in the education of students with LD in
general education classrooms. Considering the special education roles and responsibilities
previously described special educators will find themselves struggling with changing roles and
often increased responsibilities.

Wisniewski and Gargiulo (1997) found a relationship between role construction issues
and special education teacher responsibilities. They addressed countless issues involving
problems with teacher roles and responsibilities such as teachers seeking to implement new
practices associated with paradigm shifts are ill prepared to implement new best practices. This
produces role stress which contributes to the process of special education teacher burn out.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to explore roles of special education teachers from the
perspectives of special education teachers. Specifically this study sought to answer the question
posed by Mastropiere and Scruggs (2005) regarding how will the roles of teachers change given
the significant demands of RTI? They specifically asked, “What exactly are special educators
doing and when” (p. 526)? There is evidence from the literature that special educators
experience difficulties with role construction when working within collaborative settings
(Billingsley & Cross, 1992; Fox & Ysseldyke, 1997; Gersten, 2001; Morvant & Gersten, 1995).
Some evidence suggests that special educators experience more difficulty with role construction
than their general education counterparts. Role construction issues include role dissonance,

which is characterized as a special educator’s own expectations differing from the expectations
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of the general educator; role ambiguity, where information pertinent to the assigned position is
not provided; and role conflict which includes inconsistent expectations begin placed upon the
special educator(Wasburn-Moses, 2005).

Role ambiguity is often an issue for special educators as their roles change from teaching
in isolation to teaching in general education classrooms. Klinger and Vaughn (2002) described
how a veteran special educator struggled to make sense of her new role as an inclusion specialist.
She describes how she had to adjust and change roles depending on the personalities and
preferences of the general education teachers as well as the students.

Changes in special education instructional practices have distorted the role of special
educators (Wisniewski and Garguilo, 1997). As more and more special educators interact in
general education classrooms, special education teachers will be called upon to consult with and
support general education teachers in their attempt to provide instruction for students with
special needs. Exactly what the special educator’s role is in RTI has not been defined, creating
role conflict and ambiguity as teachers use trail and error to figure out what works and what does
not work.

Employing qualitative research methods within an interpretivist framework gives
credence to the perspectives of special education teachers by giving voice to those who teach
outside the mainstream of the general education classroom. This study answered the call of

Klingner and Vaughn (2002) to give voice to special education teachers by addressing:

. In the RTI model, what is the constructed role of the special educator in the school
community?

) In the RTI model what influenced the construction of this role?
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Significance of the Study

Since RTI models are reasonably novel, descriptions of special education teacher
responsibilities and functions are unclear. As RTI grows in popularity, this study will be an
important work that gives a description of the actual functioning of special educators in school
communities. Based on face-to face interview data the teachers will be asked to describe their
daily activities and to describe how they would like to be utilized in the school community. If
special educators are to thrive in RTI, public school communities must become places for
teaching professionals to work and develop professionally (Crockett, 2001). A holistic view of
the special educator’s working conditions is needed to sustain their commitment to work and to
make it possible for them to use their expertise. There is not consensus in the field of special
education as to what role special educators should play in general education classrooms (Fisher,
et al., 2003). This study, through the analysis of four special education teachers and one school
administrator, provides information regarding the role of special education teachers in school
communities and the factors that contributed to the construction of those roles. The ultimate
responsibility of all special educators is taking care of students with disabilities. This care

requires that care also be directed toward the teachers who work with them (Billingsley, 2004).
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Chapter 2
Research Methods

Overview

The purpose of this study is to explore the job related roles and responsibilities of special
education teachers in a public school setting from the perspective of special education teachers.
Specifically this study was to provide a descriptive account of the how job duties and
responsibilities were constructed by special education teachers working within the RTI
framework. This study addressed the following questions within the RTI model: (a) What is the
role of the special educator in the school community, and (b) what influenced the construction of
this role?
Theoretical Lens

The epistemological foundation of this study was constructionism with a theoretical
perspective of interpretivism (Crotty, 1998). In an interpretive paradigm, there are two
fundamental assumptions which theoretically and methodologically guided this research. The
first assumption was that by utilizing an interpretivist approach it was believed that meaning is
produced by historically situated interpretations of the world (Crotty, 1998). What people know
and believe to be true about the world is constructed as they interact over time in specific social
settings (Schram, 2006). Working within an interpretivist paradigm it was my aim to understand
the complex and constructed realities of special education teachers from the point of those who
work as special educators.

The second assumption is that people understand their worlds through their engagement
with the realities of their world (Crotty, 1998). Reality is constructed by thinking about or

reflecting on our experiences with the world in order to comprehend what is around us and to sift
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through what is an acceptable or unacceptable explanation of reality. Different people may
construct reality in different ways. Research conducted within a constructionist epistemology
considers the participant’s view of truth as constructed or created through interactions in their
respective surroundings (Burck, 2005).

According to Hatch (2002), interpretation involves giving meaning to data. Interpretation
is about making sense of situations by generating explanations for what is going on with them. It
makes inferences, develops insights, attaches significance, refines understandings, draws
conclusions, and extrapolates lessons (p. 180).

It is believed that the roles of special education teachers are constructed based upon prior
knowledge and experiences (Kumar, 2006). Meanings are constructed by human beings as they
engage with the world that they are interpreting (Crotty, 1998). According to Patton (2002) all
of our understandings are embedded within the context of our lives. The inquirer must reveal the
process of meaning and clarify what and how meanings are represented by individuals. “To
prepare an interpretation is itself to construct a reading of these meanings” (Schwandt, 1994, p.
118). This approach allows perspectives to be studied in depth and conveyed directly to the
reader. To successfully translate or interpret the information, the inquirer strives to understand
the other’s world and then translates the description of lived actions into a meaningful account
(Glesne, 1999). Accordingly, these perspectives allow new perspectives about issues to be
revealed (Williamson, 2006). Perception appears to involve interpretation rather than simple
transmission of meaning. “Perception is the act of one who sees, not the passive reception of
[meaning] reflected by [the individual]” (Cobern, 1993, p. 107). Schwandt (1994) described
reality as individual schemas that become realities therefore; knowledge is understood through

interpretation of the individual schemas.
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It is believed that people, in this case special educators, select and process information
through constructing hypotheses, decision making, and giving meaning and organization to
experiences. In constructing their worlds, these special educators will perform functions such as
“comprehending, applying, creating, elaborating, managing, critiquing, and cross referencing”
(Kumar, 2006, p. 258) their basic knowledge. These activities are required to rationalize
thoughts in construing meaning out of experiences. It is understood that special education
teachers have some shared experiences; however, the reality of their individual worlds will be
unique because the worlds are constructed by individuals who experiences the world from their
own vantage points (Guba & Lincoln, 1994).

An interpretivist lens was employed in this study because the research aspirations were to
capture the experiences and interpretations of teachers of students with disabilities. Employing
interpretive qualitative research methods allowed a visualization of how people interpret their
worlds, and how those interpretations could be described. Interpretivist researchers focus on
what an experience means for persons who have had the experience and are able to provide a
comprehensive description of it (Schram, 2006). The researcher must first recognize and take
responsibility for his or her own experiences. Thus researchers are asked to recognize how self
and world are inseparable components of meaning (Groenewald, 1994).

Subjectivity Statement

In 1990, I became a special education resource teacher with the largest school district in
the state of Arkansas. As a resource teacher, my job duties were to provide instruction for
students identified with mild to moderate disabilities. My assignment was to travel between two
elementary schools during the school day. The first half of the day I served a mixed population

of neighborhood children and children from the inner city bussed to the school to achieve racial



Special Educator Role Construction 22

balance. The other school was in a racially segregated neighborhood in the inner city. This
school was labeled an incentive school in order to provide additional programs in the hopes of
attracting non-minority students to the area. The student population was 99% African American.
As a special education resource teacher I was asked to go into general education
classrooms and provide services to students during their instructional time. My presence in the
general education classroom of one particular teacher was not looked upon favorably. We did
not communicate our expectations and I was not offered any information regarding the daily
activities of the students. I would go into the classroom and float from student to student
assisting in any way that was needed. The teacher would never acknowledge my presence and
would rarely acknowledge my attempt to exchange pleasantries. Yet, the teacher felt it necessary
to comment to the principal that I was of no assistance when I came into the classroom and there
was really no reason for me to be there. This teacher felt that my time would be better spent
pulling the students and working with them in my resource classroom. I was never able to forge
a relationship with this teacher before she transferred to a private school. This failed relationship
was the beginning of my career as a professional collaborator. I soon realized that [ would have
to work with teachers who would resent my desire to teach special education and have to endure
hurtful comments from students who would exclaim that I was not a real teacher because I taught
special education. These comments and attitudes caused me to learn as much as I could about
special education and the requirements of providing services to students with special needs. My
desire to learn more put me in the position of facilitating in-service training sessions for teachers
regarding various aspects of special education. After teaching in the classroom and between two

elementary school buildings for three years I was re-assigned as a consultant/teacher.
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My role was to collaborate with general education teachers and offer them assistance on
the types of accommodations and modifications to provide for students with disabilities. With
this position, I had the opportunity to provide professional development with the Arkansas
Collaborative Educators Network. My audience was special educators and general educators
throughout the state. I developed training modules for my district and had the opportunity to
participate in a focus group sponsored by the Intercultural Development Research Association in
San Antonio, Texas. I was again re-assigned as the district 504 Compliance Coordinator. It was
my duty to ensure the district was in compliance with Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of
1973 regulations. I created a 504 manual, due process forms, and was responsible for training
the 504 coordinators in the schools and school staff members.

As the 504 coordinator, I attended due process meetings with parents and schools. My
attendance was generally required when there were issues between the parent and school that
could not be resolved at the school level. Many times the issues could have been resolved had
the school staff members communicated and collaborated. Had the general education teachers,
special education teachers, and 504 coordinators accepted each others expertise and felt
confident in their professional knowledge and skills they could have all of the issues resolved. I
began to tell the teachers and administrators that the issues would have been easily resolved
because they were professionals, they had the necessary knowledge, and they should work
together and collaborate. I worked to instill in the teachers what I felt was lacking; their
confidence. Because of these experiences, | began to ask many questions. Why were the special
education teachers and general education teachers so resistant to working together? Why was

their expertise not accepted? What caused them to not assert their expertise? What are their
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roles in the school community? They have the expert knowledge and why were they not
utilized? Did they not want to be experts or was it because they were not respected as experts?
Context

The proposed study was conducted with four special education teachers and one
administrator employed in the same school district in the Midwestern United States. For the
purposes of this study, pseudonyms for the district and participants were created. Standard
School District was selected because its location; it is located on the fringes of an urban school
district, and it serves diverse students with and without disabilities.

According to 2005-2006 data compiled by the National Center for Education Statistics,
Standard School District is described as a regular school district in a large suburban area
comprised of children from families with high median incomes. See Figure 1 for a
representation of Standard School District demographics. There are 10 schools within the
district. There are 5,713 students of which 835 are students with Individual Education Plans and
271 are classified as Limited English Proficiency. Approximately 2,329 students receive free or
reduced lunch, and there is a 60% minority student population. There are approximately 420
classroom teachers and 89 paraeducators. The school district is surrounded by a major urban
center and the poverty levels range from low to above average. The community is described as

high college completers with a professional/administrative workforce.
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Table 1

School District Demographics

Standard School District

Number of Schools 10
Number of Students 5713
American Indian 2
Asian 151
Black 2831
Hispanic 331
White 2216
Number of Teachers 432
Students with IEPs 868
English Language Learners 271
Students receiving Free and Reduced 2329

Lunch Rates

Data retrieved from the National Center of Education Statistics: http://nces.ed.gov

Participants

All participants were volunteers and signed informed consents approved through the
University of Cincinnati Institutional Review Board. All participants were female with an
average of 27 years of experience in the workforce. One teacher was Caucasian American, three
teachers were African American and the administrator was African American. Although four of
the participants had more 20 years experience in the field of education one teacher had only nine
years of experience in the education after being downsized from a career in the industrial area.
At the time of the study, each teacher worked within a public school that was participating in the
implementation of tiered levels of support known as response to intervention- or regionally
known as the Ohio Integrated Systems Model (OISM). Various schools were involved in either

Phase I or Phase II of OISM implementation. Phase I was defined by the researcher as year 1 or
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2 of implementation of RTI practices, and phase II was defined as year 2 and beyond of
implementation of RTI practices.

Melanie was an African-American female who had 36 years of teaching experience. At
the time of this study she was an intervention specialist whose job duties included working in a
co-teaching environment and a pull-out, resource room setting. Lorna was an African-American
female who had worked in the area of special education since 1984. At the time of this study she
was an intervention specialist working with students in inclusionary settings. Betty was a
Caucasian-American female who has worked in the area of special education for 37 years.
Carmen was an African-American female who has only work in the area of special education for
9 years after switching careers when her previous employer abruptly went out of business.
Margaret was an African-American female with 31 years of experience with the district. She
began her career as a special educator and held various titles such a guidance counselor, assistant
principal, and director of student services prior to becoming the associate superintendent for

student services. Table 2 displays participant demographic data.

Table 2

Participant Demographics

Participant” Years Teaching  Grade Level School OISM
SPED Phase

Melanie 36 3-5 11

Lorna 23 6 11

Betty 37 3-5 I

Carmen 9 K-2 11

Margaret 31 Administration N/A

a = all teacher participants provided services for students placed in the mild to moderate
range of disabilities.
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Data Collection

Data collection occurred during the summer and fall quarters of 2007. Data collection
instruments included: (a) two semi-structured interviews constructed to last no longer than 60
minutes and (b) one administrator semi-structured interview guide. Interview questions were
developed to address research questions. Interview guides are located in the appendixes.

I initially scheduled separate introductory meetings with two participants. These
meetings were conducted as introductory gestures. This gesticulation was also used to establish
rapport, trust and to arranging meeting dates, places, and times for interviews. Rapport was
easily established by making the participants aware that they would be seen as persons to whom I
was genuinely interested in and their participation would benefit those new to the profession and
teacher preparation programs. After the initial interviews were conducted the participants
recommended an additional pool of participants. Subsequent participants were initially
contacted by telephone and electronic mail messaging as an introductory gesture. All
participants were assured of their confidentiality and anonymity.

Data Collection Strategies

Interviews were conducted to uncover things that cannot be directly observed and to
discover the lived words to the research participant (Patton, 2002; Shank, 2006). To elicit verbal
responses on their roles and responsibilities, and any job related concerns, two separate
interviews were conducted with each teacher. Interviews typically took 20 to 30 minutes to
complete. Each teacher chose a quiet place in their respective school buildings for the interviews
to be conducted. The first interview focused on background, professional career choices,
experiences, and data was gathered on how these variables influence the participants’

pedagogies. A second interview was conducted to gather more explicit information on the



Special Educator Role Construction 28

participants’ current role and role construction. All interviews were audio taped, transcribed
verbatim, and analyzed via constant comparative analysis (Glaser & Strauss, 1967).
Interpretive Analysis
The data were analyzed using interpretive methods described by Hatch (2002). The
process of interpretive analysis can be defined in eight steps. The steps include:

1. Read the data for a sense of the whole

2. Review impressions previously recorded in research journals, and/or bracketed in
protocols and record theme in memos

3. Read the data, identify impressions, and record impressions in memos

4. Study memos for salient interpretations

5. Reread data, coding places where interpretations are supported or challenged

6. Write a draft summary

7. Review interpretations with participants

8. Write a revised summary and identify excerpts that support interpretations.

Each question was arranged in a chart where participant responses were transferred, then
colored coded and arranged in subcategories which flowed as if a group conversation was being
conducted. After the initial reading of the data, meaning units (Thomas, 2003), frames of
analysis (Hatch, 2002), or analysis units were created. The frames of analysis can also be
referred conceptual categories that help researchers look at data and allow for movement to the
next step of creating domains.

Data analysis procedures occurred as individual teacher interviews were transcribed and
added to ongoing conversations with relation to the data set. Categories from the raw data were

coded to capture key themes as processed and judged by the researcher. Multiple interpretations
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were made from the raw data by the researcher as each interview was added and the data were
reread. As stated in Hatch (2002), each reading brought new insights and concerns about what
was more important or less important in the data. To further explore the domains, a visual
representation of each layer of the domains was created (See appendix F). This allowed for
exploration of the relationship within each frame of analysis.

Trustworthiness

Trustworthiness or credibility refers to the truth, value, or believability of the findings
(Guba, & Lincoln, 1994). To meet the criteria of trustworthiness in the current study, the
researcher attempted to triangulate or view the phenomena from various dimensions using
teacher interview transcripts, the administrator interview transcript, multiple contacts with
participants, and member checking (Patton, 2002).

Member checking is a method of making the data and the researcher’s interpretations
available to the participants. Participants reviewed transcripts from their interviews and were
asked to give feedback and or comments for possible corrections before data analysis was
initiated. A second member check was done so that each teacher could confirm the accuracy of

the data and researcher’s interpretations.
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Chapter 3
Findings
The findings of this study present two perspectives. The first is located in the role of the
special education teacher in RTI and the second is situated in the way the role was constructed in
the RTI framework. Due to the Standard School District mandate to practice co-teaching, special
education teachers were found to exhibit characteristics of marginalization. This marginalization
was directly related to the ambiguity teachers felt as they constructed their role in the RTI
framework. The findings further indicated that challenges in the area of co-teaching, as cited in
the literature, were indeed present among the educational participants in this study.
Special Education Teacher Roles in the RTI framework
Creating a Role from Ambiguity
The role of the special educator in the RTI framework was found to be somewhat

ambiguous. Role ambiguity was more prevalent as the teachers shifted their thinking from
special education resource room teachers to more collaborative roles as co-teachers (Billingsley,
2004). When asked to describe this paradigm shift and their perceptions of the special educator’s
role within the RTI framework, participants described their role in terms of the tasks they were
involved in rather than to describe themselves as teachers (See Appendix F, Figure 2). These
tasks included:

e a teacher administering progress monitoring

e resource room teacher facilitating small group instruction

e building level team members being responsible for building level curricular and

behavioral intervention decisions
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e [EP writer, writing educational plans for students found eligible for special education
services, and

e special education legal expert, monitoring building wide compliance of federal
regulations regarding the provision of services for students with disabilities.

Melanie identified her task of progress monitoring as, “I not only progress monitor kids
who are in special education but I progress monitor students who are in regular education who
are not up to where they should be.” According to Mastropieri and Scruggs (2005), general
education teachers typically would have the primary responsibility for instructing and monitoring
when employing RTI methods. However, in this study special education teachers voluntarily
accepted the duties of monitoring. Betty and Melanie took on those duties to relieve the general
education teachers of those additional responsibilities.

Well we do testing. We do progress monitoring with DIBELS. We do that three times a

year formally and then there are some kids who we do weekly. The ones that are

intensive we do weekly and the ones who are in strategic we do every two weeks. I help

with that. That’s another way of helping the teachers (Betty, Interview 1).

Melanie explained that her decision to take on the responsibility of progress monitoring was
done because the general education teacher “did not have time.”

In addition to assisting general education teachers with progress monitoring, special
educators described providing specialized instruction to students in a resource room
environment. Betty reported, “I have a group that I pull everyday. I pull kids just [in the
subjects] where they need [additional help in] it.” This instruction was provided to remediate the
general education curriculum or to provide intervention to those students not making adequate

progress toward their academic goals. The special education teachers in this study all viewed
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their main job duty as that of providing services to students at risk of academic failure. These
particular teachers did not hesitate to provide services for students regardless of the students’
special education status.

An overwhelming concern, expressed by the teachers, was the possibility of creating
legal vulnerability for them and the district when providing services to students not officially
found eligible for special services. This concern was directly expressed by Carmen. “We have a
new special education coordinator and I asked him about it. I asked was I allowed to pull kids
without IEPs? He said the new IDEA allows you to pull them for a while.” Betty reported that
she too was asked to pull students, and she “did not have anything on them.” Melanie was more
forthcoming with her apprehension, “That’s against the law though isn’t it?”

Friend and Cook (2007) illustrated special educators’ concerns related to role ambiguity.
More specifically many special service providers struggled to balance job responsibilities when
the scope of those duties was not clear. They depicted the point by illustrating a case of a
hypothetical teacher named Ms. Hawkins. Ms. Hawkins was expected to co-teach and provide
pullout services for 21 students on her caseload and to assist informally with about 10 additional
students who are considered at risk. This informal assistance caused Ms. Hawkins to question
her ability to adequately provide services necessary for students who fit eligibility criteria .

The special education teachers in this study were required to spend part of their daily
schedules serving as members of school based decision-making bodies. Melanie and Betty
explained that they were OISM team members in their respective buildings. Melanie described
her OISM team membership duties to include attending meetings and making decisions about
reading and behavior. “We meet as a committee once a month, and we attend trainings. We

look at the data on behavior from the building and we also look at the data for reading.” Betty



Special Educator Role Construction 33

begins her day at 7:00 a.m. to attend early morning team meetings. “Well, I come in the morning
and I try to get here early just because probably two to three days I’'m in meetings.” Lorna
begins her day much the same way. “Every day I have a chance to meet with the [grade level]
team and we talk about the different students.” Billingsley (2007), relates this role to that of a
teacher leader. Teacher leaders participate in making decisions at the school and district levels.
Friend and Cook (2007) described that the team approach has become increasingly popular for
addressing school reform initiatives, site based management, planning teams, school
improvement teams and the like. In their opinion, special educators are very familiar with
teaming. They make the argument that being a member of a team requires very detailed
understanding of the characteristics and functions of a team. Melanie described, “Everybody has
the same role. All of us on the committee, we’re equal partners there.”

In addition to progress monitoring and facilitating small groups, the teachers in this study
also described that they are responsible for writing plans for students found eligible for special
education services. These findings confirmed findings from Crutchfield (1997). Special
education teachers are required to complete paperwork associated with local, state, and federal
regulations and policies that require students’ placement and progress in special program and
services. Betty described that after a student had been identified as eligible for special education
services the intervention specialist would attend the evaluation meeting, listen to the report and
then “they’ll ask us to write the IEP.”

A final descriptor used by teachers in this study was that of their role as legal expert. An
example of this role was expressed by Melanie when she explained how she advocated for the
due process rights of students in special education. This was done to prevent her building

administrator from having students’ IEPs changed without following proper procedures. “I’ve
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had administrators come to me, going into a meeting or something, or they want to change a
kid’s IEP, I’ll tell them you can’t do that. This is a legal document.” Billingsley (2007) found
that teachers who possess both the skills and opportunities to collaborate with others tend to
exemplify characteristics of teacher leaders. More importantly special education teacher leaders
are adept at confronting barriers when they relate to the education of students with disabilities.
The RTI model requires equal educational opportunities for students at risk of academic
failure and for students with disabilities in the general education setting. To comply with this
educational mandate, Standard School District made the unilateral decision to place special
education teachers in general education classrooms along side general education teachers. “I
think really the collaboration came about because we began to start looking at what it is we need
to do to make AYP [Adequate Yearly Progress]” (Margaret, Interview 1). The pull-out model of
the past had been modified by the Standard School District and was to be used as a tool solely to
provide intervention to those students not meeting benchmark criteria or not making progress.
Throughout the study, all teachers discussed how this was their first year to participant in
mandatory inclusion. They used the term inclusion when referring to their participation in the
general education classroom as co-teachers. Co-teaching is not synonymous with inclusion
(Friend and Cook, 2007). Inclusion is defined by Friend (2008) as “a belief system shared by
every member of the school as a learning community, often based on a mission statement or
vision, emphasizing the commitment to education a// students so they can reach their potential”
(p. 520). Co-teaching is one of several service delivery options that have been promoted to
ensure students with disabilities receive the support they need in general education classrooms.

Co-teaching, as defined by Friend (2008) is:
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a service delivery model in which two educators —one typically a general education
teacher and one a special education teacher or other specialist — combine their expertise
to jointly teach a heterogeneous group of students, some of whom have disabilities or
other special needs, in a single classroom for part or all of the school day. (p. 115)
When teachers talked about working in the general education setting they discussed not

wanting to be “intrusive.” A common statement from the participants was that they did not want
to “be in the way” of the general education teacher or they incorrectly believed that their
presence in classrooms was to “help” the students with their academic work. Klingner and
Vaughn (2002) illustrated how even a master teacher struggled to make sense of her role within
the general education classroom. Their finding was sustained in this study. The participants in
this study could be considered as master teachers because they each had approximately 20 years
experience in the workforce but were confused about their role as co-teachers. According to
Friend and Cook (2007), co-teaching practices that underutilize the special education teacher are
likely to stigmatize students as much as pullout services Findings from this study support the
belief that the teachers suffer from being stigmatized as well. Betty’s statement coincided with
this finding.

Sometimes I’ll say can I teach that lesson and you support me. I also want the other kids
to know I’'m there for all them. Not just my special education kids because that’s a real
hard line to walk. You walk into the room and the kid goes oh no there is the special
education teacher. I want to be known as just another teacher on the team not a special
education teacher.

Klingner and Vaughn described the ambiguity of the co-teacher’s role and described how

the teacher had to adjust and change roles depending on the personalities of the general
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educators. Findings from this study point to Betty and her description of working with various
general education teachers:

Well it depends on the teacher. There is one teacher who will sometimes let me teach a

lesson. There is another teacher that I can go in and take a reading group for her. I think

that’s ideal. Then she takes a group. There is another teacher who just kind of lets me;

she teaches and I kind of support. I go around and help different kids as she’s teaching.
Klingner and Vaughn (2002) further elaborated that as more teachers have become involved in
co-teaching they have had few models to guide them as they entered new partnerships. This left
teachers with new roles that had frequently not been carefully considered, and they were
improperly prepared to perform their roles.

Lloyd (2002) explained that special educators new to co-teaching under-utilized their
expertise. This was confirmed by this study. Carmen described her role in the general education
classroom as “I just kind of roam around the room and if I see someone that hasn’t picked up
their pencil or they are not on the page that they should be, I just kind of help them do that.”
Betty further explained,

It keeps changing. I keep saying every year it’s different. You never know what to

expect but I think the role is to provide the materials, provide the environment and

provide the knowledge for that regular classroom teacher to make it work (Betty,

Interview 2).

The district administration viewed the role of the special educator as that of “facilitator
and collaborator.” Margaret described her expectations of the intervention specialists as being:

Resources to the regular education teachers and to be involved in providing

accommodations and modifications for the students in which they cased manage. In
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addition to that, also working with some of those regular education students who are at

risk.

For co-teaching to be effective, both educators must perceive themselves as
professionals. They must further realize the benefit of having two professionals with different
types of expertise working together (Dieker 2001; Salend, Gordon, & Lopez-Vona, 2002).
However, the special education teachers expressed rejection from general education teachers.
Betty recalled a general education teacher telling her not to work in her room during a regularly
scheduled time. “Sometimes they kind of hint that they don’t want you in there and I don’t know
what that’s about. They’ll say go do something else today.”

Another overwhelming barrier to effective teacher collaboration is time (Friend and
Cook, 2007). Teachers need time to work together for the purpose of planning and preparation.
Planning time should be viewed as a priority for schools engaged in collaborative activities
(Friend, 2008; Wood, 2006). One goal of Standard School District was to provide common
planning time for co-teachers in schools practicing inclusion. “In some of our buildings we’ve
tried to develop schedules so that the special education teacher who is collaborating with that
fifth grade team has a planning period at the same time” (Margaret, Interview 1). Although this
change had been implemented, lack of time to prepare is still an issue. Only one teacher
expressed satisfaction with the amount of planning time she was given at the middle school level.
Carmen, who at the time of this study had having recently transferred from a middle school
setting, was dismayed by the lack of planning time at the elementary level. “Here you’ve got to
just catch people and teachers as they are going or in passing opposed to having that time where
you just sit down. Once a month we sit down but you lose a lot in months.” To overcome this

barrier of not having common planning time, teachers would meet before school, after school,
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communicate through email or discuss student related issues as they passed each other in the
hallway. Friend and Bursuck (2002), encouraged teachers to be creative in ways they could
communicate with each other. They encouraged teachers to use email to share ideas, plan
lessons, communicate concerns, and formulate problem solving strategies.

The issue of role ambiguity seemed to be directly related to teachers not understanding
RTI. Three of the four teachers interviewed did not understand the connection between RTI and
student achievement. All teachers were deeply concerned when directed to provide their services
to students not officially placed in special education

As result of role ambiguity, special education teachers described being marginalized by
their general education counterparts. As an artifact of testing accountability, it is suspected that
general educators were reluctant to release even a small part of their territory to the special
educator. Friend and Bursuck (2002) again discussed how some teachers were reluctant to give
up classroom space and teaching procedures. Some were reluctant out of fear that different
teaching practices would also be effective. Whereas other teachers were reluctant because of
fear that students with disabilities would not achieve at high enough levels and the general
education teacher would be held accountable for that performance.

Role Construction

Special Education Teacher Marginalization

When states adopted mandatory attendance policies teachers were faced with the new
problem instructing students who had previously been excluded from school. Teachers were
unwilling or reluctant at best to work with students with special needs (Winzer, 1999). They
were able to convince school administrators that in order to keep control of their classrooms they

would need to create separate classrooms. This meant that a place for undesirable students was
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needed so that the more accepted members of society could be taught. According to Winzer, the
special education teachers were also viewed as inferior because their charges were deemed
inferior.

Although teachers in this study talked about being completely satisfied with their career
choice they often referred to incidents where they felt dissmpowered, disenfranchised, or
silenced in schools. Their primary challenge was fighting to be accepted as a teaching
professional in general education classrooms. Carmen expressed her disenfranchisement as
being viewed as incompetent by general education teachers. Having transferred from the middle
school setting, Carmen asked a fellow staff member what an elementary level IEP looked like.
According to Carmen, this colleague took it upon herself to inform the teachers as well as the
building principal that Carmen “did not know anything about special education.” As Carmen
retold this incident the hurt and rejection she felt was still evident through her words and
behavior:

It was kind of hairy in the very beginning. Coming from a middle school setting I asked,

what does an IEP look like? They thought I didn’t know anything. That’s the reaction I

got that I didn’t know anything. Their response was you’re a seasoned teacher. You

should know. And when they went to the principal and said she needs some help. I was
like oh my goodness!

Lorna expressed the feeling of disempowerment because of her previous association with
children with more intense needs. She was prevented from serving on building level teams. She
described her experience:

I was not permitted to be involved in any additional professional development any

outside training, any building wide committees or anything like that. I volunteered, I
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applied for professional development , I wanted to be on committees, I’'m used to begin

on committees that I don’t even want to be on. So it was very unusual for me to have to

go to a school and for once, go in your room, do your job, and go home when it’s time.

It was evident that even in schools where there was administrative commitment to
support co-teaching, special education teachers were silenced and regulated to subordinate roles.
The subordinate roles were characterized by: (a) planning that was dictated by the general
education teacher, (b) co-teaching that took place within the general education setting, and (c)
assessments that were designed by the general education teacher and adapted, if needed, by the
special education. These findings were consistent with those found by Rice and Zigmond
(2002). All teachers in this study described their job as Lorna described it “to go in the general
education classrooms to support the students and the teachers within that classroom.” Again,
teachers felt limited as educational professionals.

In all of the interviews, there was no discussion of models of co-teaching that met the
criteria of shared space and responsibility identified by Rice and Zigmond. Lorna again
expressed that she was disappointed that she was not able to utilize her “nice, big” classroom.
This lapse in implementation could be the result of the relatively short time co-teaching had been
encouraged by Standard School District or an oversight in preparation on the district’s part to
implement RTI related actives.

Working within the RTI paradigm, special education teachers face expectations of greater
collaboration than every before and greater efficacy for students’ learning in the general
education classroom (Mastropieri and Scruggs, 2005). For the most part, the special education
teachers in this study were attempting to provide services in collaborative settings that were not

conducive to the kinds of individualized special education services they had been trained to
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provide. The roles and responsibilities of the four special education teachers were described
from their own perspectives as primarily that of providing direct services to students with
disabilities via working in general education classrooms or instructing small groups of students
in the special education resource classroom. Even though the special education teachers were
working in the general education environment, they were not actively involved in the delivery of
instruction. The special education teachers were often not aware of what activities they would be
engaged with until they actually crossed the threshold of the general education classroom door.

This study confirmed the findings of Dettmer, et al., (2002) that addressed the lack of
planning in co-taught classrooms leaves the special education teacher as a helper of the general
educator. The inadequate level of planning often reduced the special educators to that of a
highly trained assistant. Betty discussed that she offered to grade tests, make copies tries to find
materials and does little things so that teachers realized that she was there to help them and to
make their life easier when they are “dealing with her student.” Some teachers at the elementary
level reportedly were not provided with common planning time to discuss instructional strategies
or instructional decisions as envisioned by the district administration. Consequently, these
educational professionals found it necessary to engage in creative planning time, before or after
school, through email, notes in mailboxes, and incidental hallway discussions.
Summary

The findings of this study concurred with Morvant and Gersten (1995) who found that the
environments in which special education teachers’ worked was inadequate for meeting the
challenges of their workload. Stressors such as job ambiguity emerged as critical impediments
to the special education teachers construction of roles. Factors such as conflicting expectations

of the special educator’s function in the general education classroom, real or perceived
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marginalization by general educators, lack of professional development opportunities provided
by the district, and continued requirement to complete regulatory paperwork were all prevalent in
this study. Findings also indicated that for special educators, lack of general education
classroom autonomy and the lack of understanding paradigm shifts were directly related to
special education teacher ambiguity. The ambiguity associated with the role of the special
education teacher often resulted in the special educator helping the general educator (Dettmer, et

al., 2002). The teachers in this study confirmed this finding.
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Discussion

The collaborative nature of the RTI model required special education teachers to spend
the majority of the day in general education classes along with their special education students .
The most significant job function of the special educator in RTI is that of co-teacher. In addition
to the role of co-teacher, findings from this study suggest that special education teachers perceive
them selves in terms of the task that they complete. As a result of the district mandate to practice
inclusion, special education teachers felt marginalized. The role of marginalization was derived
from role ambiguity. There were two perspectives identified in the findings. The first
perspective was located in the role of the special education teacher and the second perspective
was situated in the way the role was constructed in the RTI framework.

Freund and Rich (2005) describe co-teaching as two or more educational professionals
delivering instruction to a group of students in a single space. Within the co-teaching model,
there are six approaches a) one teach, one observe; (b) station teaching; (c) parallel teaching; (d)
alternative teaching; (e) teaming; and (f) one teach, one assist (Friend, 2008). Findings from this
study revealed teachers participated in only one model of co-teaching; one teach one assist. The
model of one teach, one assist calls for one teacher to teach while the other supports by walking
around the room assisting students who have questions about their assigned work Friend and
Cook (2007). Furthermore, it was found that special education teachers were not consulted with
by general education teachers to assist them with planning lessons that incorporated the
modifications or accommodations that were detailed within the students’ IEPs (Friend & Cook,
2007). The special education teachers were often not aware of what activities they would be

engaged with until they actually crossed the threshold of the general education classroom door.
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This study confirmed the findings of Dettmer, et al., (2002) who suggested that the lack
of planning in co-taught classrooms often leaves the special education teacher in the role of a
helper of the general educator. Margaret expressed concern that without proper professional
development training, general education teachers would view special educator as assistants.
There was an admitted need for the district to provide professional development training
centered on co-teaching and collaboration. Teachers confirmed the need by reportedly attending
district sponsored trainings on content related matters; however, there was no mention of
professional development offerings on co-teaching or collaboration. In fact, Lorna reported
having to go around her building principal to the special education coordinator to be allowed to
attend professional development opportunities.

In addition to assisting in general education classrooms, teachers described providing
specialized instruction to students in a resource room environment. This instruction was
provided to remediation to students having difficulty with the general education curriculum or to
provide intervention to those students not making adequate progress toward their academic
goals. The resource room was also used to teach learning strategies or provide accommodations
such as oral testing or retesting. As teachers spend more time in general education classrooms,
they use the results of their small group instruction to receive feedback on what works and what
does not work. This information is then shared with the members of the building level decision
making body which the special educator is a member. Billingsley (2007), relates this role to that
of teacher leadership. Teacher leaders participate in making decisions at the school and district
levels.

Special education teachers spend part of their creative planning time serving as members

of school based decision-making bodies. Many RTI models include a problem-solving
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component (Brown-Chidsey & Steege, 2005; Reschly, 2005). At this stage, problem solving is
used to resolve issues with learning and behavior that help prevent the need for special education
or to determine if special education placement is warranted (Reschly, 2005). The special
education teachers in this study felt that every team member served the same function. All
stakeholders worked together to problem solve and provide guidance for students not making
adequate progress. Many of the team functions were to review decision rules on when students
move through the tiers of services and to monitor the effectiveness of instructional interventions.
This perception confirms finds from Welch et al., (1999) that shared responsibilities for students
with disabilities is a part of improving attitudes towards inclusion.

These findings confirmed findings from Crutchfield (1997). Special education teachers
have the same kinds of paperwork demands that general education teacher do. They are required
to complete paperwork associated with local, state, and federal regulations and policies that
require students’ placement and progress in special programs and services. Two teachers felt
that they did not play an integral part in the evaluation process while other teachers felt
comfortable with their roles. At the time of this study, Standard School District only required
special education teachers to write IEPs after the test results were compiled and students were
officially placed in special education.

Billingsley (2007) found that teachers who possess both the skills and opportunities to
collaborate with others exhibit characteristics of teacher leaders. She further addressed that
special education teacher leaders are adept at confronting barriers to the education of students
who have disabilities. York-Barr, Sommerness, Duke, and Ghere (2005) discussed how special
education teachers served as informal leaders by providing direction and by articulating a

sophisticated understanding of collaboration to advocate across various levels of their
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educational system to fight against their own isolation and marginalization as well as that of their
students. This characteristic was demonstrated by Melanie who advocated for the due process
rights of students in special education to avoid their IEPs being changed without following
proper procedures.

Challenges to Role Construction

Role ambiguity. The comments from the teachers in this study indicate the role
ambiguity facing the special education teacher in the RTI framework. Role ambiguity occurred
as the teachers shifted their thinking from special education resource room teachers to more
collaborative roles as co-teachers (Billingsley, 2004). The issue of role ambiguity seemed to be
directly related to teachers not understanding RTI. Three of the four teachers interviewed did not
understand the connection between RTI and student achievement. It was found that a
consequence of role ambiguity was teachers feeling marginalized by their general education
colleagues. Teachers were viewed as incompetent, and ostracized because of their association
with special education.

Marginalization. Although teachers in this study talked about being completely satisfied
with their career choice they often referred to incidents where they felt disempowered,
disenfranchised, or silenced in schools. Their main challenge was fighting to be accepted as a
teaching professional in general education classrooms. Teachers in this study provided progress
monitoring because they felt the general education teachers did not have the time or flexibility in
their schedules to administer assessments to all students in their classes. All teachers described
the importance of progress monitoring as a way of informing the child’s teachers of the child’s
present level of functioning. The findings of this study reveal that in this age of accountability,
progress monitoring is a daily activity for the special educator because of their need to prove

their place in the general education classroom by making important and substantial contributions
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(Rice and Zigmond, 2000). Contrary to current scholarly arguments regarding the special
educator’s role in RTI (Brown-Chidsey & Steege, 2005; Mastropiere & Scruggs, 2005), all
special education teachers in this study discussed the responsibility of monitoring the progress of
all struggling students with and without special education placement.

Implications for Special Education Teacher Practice

It would be important to provide both general educators and special educators the
necessary training related to the co-teaching models and the art of collaboration. An initial topic
would be the roles of both educators in a co-taught environment. A critical component of the
special educators in this study, as noted by Friend and Cook (2007), is that they have equivalent
credentials and employment status as their general education counterparts. This means that they
can truly be partners in their inclusive classrooms.

Teachers cannot do their best work without the appropriate tools and information. The
need for in-depth training, high-quality professional development, presentation of research-based
materials, and teaching methods are essential for teaching students with disabilities (Cramer and
Stivers, 2007). Three out of four teachers in this study reported that they lacked a definition or
explanation of RTI. Melanie was the only teacher in this study who had a working knowledge of
RTI and had enough exposure to operationalize it and construct a role that worked both within
the general education environment and within the special education classroom. The
aforementioned findings would seem to suggest that teachers lacking pertinent information
regarding the paradigm within which they work would minimize their abilities to be effective
teachers. However, the opposite was found. All four teachers felt completely satisfied with their
career choice. This suggests that special education teachers are resilient in overcoming barriers in

order to provide positive outcomes for students with disabilities.
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The special education teachers in this study all viewed their main job duty as that of
providing services to students at risk of academic failure. These particular teachers did not
hesitate to provide services for students regardless of the student’s special education status. That
was a stated goal of Margaret. The only concern expressed by the teachers was creating legal
vulnerability for them and the district by providing services to students not officially found
eligible for special services. The teachers were comfortable working within the general
education classroom; however, they all felt that many students still needed pull out services to
pre-teach, re-teach, or remediate the general classroom work.

Teachers viewed the goal of working in the general education classroom as a step toward
inclusion of students into that general education curriculum. Teachers did not use the terms co-
teach or co-taught classroom when referring to their work in the general education classrooms;
the descriptive was always inclusion. Co-teaching is not synonymous with inclusion (Friend and
Cook, 2007). Co-teaching is one of several service delivery options that have been promoted to
ensure students with disabilities receive the support they need in general education classrooms.
This suggests that the special education teacher did not feel welcomed in the general education
classroom. Because both teachers were reportedly uncomfortable and uncertain of their roles,
the general educator retained control while the special educator acted as a visitor not wanting to
get in the way. For co-teaching to be effective, teachers must work together to “maximize the
benefit of having two individuals with different types of expertise working together” (Friend,
2008, p.115).

In this current trend of districts responding to new initiatives, teachers such as the ones
described in this study can suffer from higher levels of stress and lower job satisfaction. This job

related stress was directly related to role ambiguity. Role ambiguity would not be considered a
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surprising finding when found with persons new to the teaching field (Wasburn-Moses 2005);
however, it was an unexpected and significant finding when two teachers having more than 20
years of experience as special education teachers experienced stress related to role ambiguity.
Teachers were expected to provide specially designed instruction in general education settings
with no prior information provided to them regarding their job context and only minimal
explanation of RTIL.

District- Level Implications

These findings suggest that district administrators need to provide support to all teachers.
In particular, teachers need to understand RTI and how they fit into the provision of supports.
By providing high quality professional development sessions for co-teaching partners, teachers
can begin to build professional working relationship (Cramer and Stivers, 2007). There are
undocumented systems of providing professional development for co-teaching partnerships that
have been successful in helping teachers resistant to working together build relationships and
create successful working relationships (Central Kentucky Special Education Cooperative,
2006). Co-teaching partnerships take time and effort to be successful. Comparing co-teaching to
a professional marriage (Friend and Cook, 2007), schools should avoid arranged partnerships.

It is suggested that when school districts make vested commitments to initiate new
reform initiatives, professional development trainings are provided prior to teachers being asked
for perform the duties. It is imperative that common planning time be provided for elementary
level teachers that consist of time during the instructional day. Several recommendations for

practice may be valuable for teachers, school administrators, and institutions of higher education.
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. As more research is undertaken, roles and responsibilities of special education
teachers should be clearly defined (Mastropiere and Scruggs, 2005). These roles
should describe how teaches are to be utilized in general education classrooms.
Co-teaching partners should be encouraged to use multiple models of co-teaching
and be held accountable for demonstrating various models during administrator
observations (Wood, 2006).

. Administrators should also receive necessary training on what and how to observe
in collaborative settings (Arick & Krug, 1993; Finkenbinder, 2001; Goor &
Schwenn, 1997).

Professional development activities should focus on teachers working in
collaborative environments, co-teaching, and collaborative problem solving. It is
essential that school principals as well as special education administrators provide
staff development programs that are purposeful and research based. DuFour and
Berkey (1995) explain that effective staff development is purposeful and makes a
conscious effort to change practices and beliefs in order to move the school
toward a specific, articulated end. Administrators must insist that staff
development is firmly rooted in the goals and vision of the district. Furthermore,
they must make certain that staff members are aware of the relationship between
the objectives of the program and the overall improvement goals of the school.
Institutions of higher education specifically teacher education programs should
integrate RTI and collaboration in their general education and special education

course requirements. Special education teachers will no longer provide
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instruction to students in isolated classrooms. Teacher candidates need to

graduate with a sense of working with and managing adults as well as students.

Limitations

Limitations include sample size, timing of data collection, and limited geographic setting.
These findings were related to four special education teachers and one central office
administrator. Not all special education service models were represented and only teachers
involved with students identified as having mild to moderate disabilities were involved.
Furthermore this sample did not include teachers with less than 20 years experience in the
workforce. This exclusion was intentional to provide a perspective of persons experienced in

human relations and role construction in the work environment.

Another limitation of this study was that only voluntary participants were included. All
special education teachers within the Standard School District were contacted to participate;
however, only two participants responded to the initial recruitment effort. The other participants
were contacted individually and asked to participate.

Interviews were primarily conducted during the summer months when teachers were off
work and during the months shortly after the new school year began. Due to the implementation
of special education and intervention services conducted by this district, other school districts
within and outside of the state of Ohio may not experience these particular issues related to the
provision of student services. Nevertheless, enough data were collected, and all of the data

analyses were conducted in conjunction with the participants to ensure reliability of the findings
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of this study. Through rich descriptions, generalizability is left to the readers (Hatch, 2002;
Glesne, 1999)
Suggestions for Future Research

More research is needed to further clarify the roles of special education teachers involved
in RTI activities. This same study could be replicated with teachers in other school districts who
have more experience working in RTI related activities. Teachers in this study raised a number
of concerns about the influence of special education law on RTI related interventions. Research
is needed to investigate the effectiveness of federally mandated rules and regulations and how
they influence the types of services provided for students in schools.

RTI practices require special education to exist in conjunction with general education.
Further research is needed to allow general educators to voice their perceptions of the role of the
special educator within RTI. It would also be interesting for special education teachers to give
voice to their perceptions of the role of general education teachers in RTI. Teachers would be
asked their opinions in homogeneous and heterogeneous groupings to facilitate interesting and
interactive dialogue.

Summary

Findings from this study led to the conclusion that these teachers find great satisfaction
working with students with disabilities. Their passion for teaching was evident based on the
descriptions they used even though they have had concerns regarding the system set up. They
felt that they were often viewed as visitors in the general education classrooms and some
indicated that respect and professional interactions depended on the individual personalities of

their colleagues.
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The results of this study attempted to describe the roles and responsibilities of special
education teachers working within tiered levels of supports. Working within the RTI paradigm,
special education teachers face expectations of greater collaboration than ever before and greater
efficacy for students’ learning in the general education classroom (Mastropieri and Scruggs,
2005). All teachers in this study reported working in the general education classroom assisting
general education teachers. Special education teacher must modify their self-perception before
they can be accepted by general education teachers. This need for special educators to change
the way they view themselves was confirmed by Wood (2006).

There is an additional need for special educators to change their perceptions that they are
separate from the rest of the school. Their new role as co-teachers requires that they consult with
general educators about strategies to use with students with special needs in the context of the
general education classroom. It is imperative that special educator refrain from classifying
students as “my” students to “our” students. For the most part, the special education teachers in
this study are attempting to provide services in collaborative settings that are not conducive to
the kinds of individualized special education services they have been trained to provide. For this
district, co-teaching had yet to be fully operationalized. It was still a philosophical construct.
However their practice of co-teaching was evolving. It was also noted that that teachers in the
district were working under district constraints regarding scheduling, space, and accountability.
The decision to embark on a co-teaching approach was made by district level administrators for
the betterment of students with disabilities’ academic and social-emotional well being. This
decision was also applied to other students identified as subgroups under NCLB (U.S.

Department of Education, 2002). Given the diversity of today’s classrooms, it can only benefit
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all stakeholders if two or more highly qualified educational professionals combine their expertise
and share responsibility for all aspects educating students.

The RTT initiative has further complicated the challenge special education teachers face
in trying to move from a system focused on process to a system of product through
accountability (A New Era: Revitalizing Special Education for Children and Their Families,
2002). The Regular Education Initiative and the Inclusion movement christened the general
education classroom as the place for all children. This may be an appropriate statement;
however, few general education teachers have been trained to work with students with
disabilities (Crutchfield, 1997). What is most disturbing about those statements is that
individuals who have chosen a career path to advocate for the rights of the disabled also have to

fight for the right to be considered as professional educators.
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UNIVERSITY OF l@
Cincinnati
.. . Institutional Review Board —
Teacher Consent to Participate in a Research Study Social & Behavioral Sciences
University of Cincinnati c/o Janice Wyatt-Ross IRB# 07-03-20-07E
College of Education, Criminal Justice and Human Services APPROVED 10-22-07
Urban Educational Leadership Program Sl
0. Box 2002 EXPIRES  4-26-08
Cincinnati, OH 45221 Teacher Consent

April 2007
Dear Special Education Teacher,

I am inviting you to participate in a research study about special education. If you agree to participate, you will take
part in two in-depth interviews about your experiences as a special educator, your perception of your role in the
building, and your experience with and level of collaboration with general education teachers.

e  The three interviews will be done May 2007 - November 2007. They will last approximately 60 minutes
each. They will be audio taped and transcribed by me. Your identity will be kept confidential to the extent
provided by law. To protect your identify, a pscudonym will be used in place of your name, your school’s
name and the name of your district. During the study, the digital recordings will be kept in a locked file
cabinet. I will destroy the recordings at the end of the study.

e I will ask you to review your interview transcripts to ensure that I have fully captured your experience.
You will be asked to make corrections or additional comments to elaborate on your experience. I will ask
that you do not edit for grammatical errors.

There will be no compensation for participation in this study. You are free to reject this inquiry and, should you
consent, you may withdraw from the study at any time. I do not perceive any risks to you as a result of your
participation in this study.

Your consent will be confirmed by your signature below. A second copy is provided for your records. If you have
any questions or concerns about this study or the procedures described above, please contact me (513-556-3799,
work; wyaltrik ¢ ucmail.uc.cdu, email; 1-859-229-9833, mobile) or my advisor, Dr. James W. Koschoreck (513-
556-6622, office; james koschoreck ¢ uc.cdu, email). If you have any questions about your rights as a research
participant, you may contact the Chair of the University of Cincinnati Institutional Review Board — Social and

Behavioral Sciences at 513-558-5784.

Respectfully Submitted,

Janice Wyatt-Ross, Principal Investigator
Doctoral Student

I have read the procedures above for the study entitled “Special Educator Role Construction Within Response to
Intervention: A Qualitative Analysis.” I consent to participate in the research study, and I have received a copy of this
consent document.

Signature of Teacher - Date

Wyatt-Ross #07-03-20-07E Teacher Consent v. 10-22-07 IRB approved 10-22-07 / Expires 4-26-08 Page 1 of 1
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UNIVERSITY OF l@
Cincinnati
Institutional Revi d-
Administrator Recruitment Letter and Consent ‘§$§1°§“B§E£?Z£'E‘L’ims
University of Cincinnati ¢/o Janice Wyatt-Ross IRB# 07-03-20-07E
College of Education, Criminal Justice and Human Services
Urban Educational Leadership Program AFFROVEL I0-52 IV
P.O. Box 0049 EXPIRES 4-26-08
Cincinnati, OH 45221 Administrator Consent
April 2007
Dear District Administrator,

My name is Janice Wyatt-Ross. I am a doctoral candidate at the University of Cincinnati in the Urban
Educational Leadership program. I would like to obtain your consent to complete one in-depth interview about the
goals of your department regarding the special education program in which you administer. I would also request
your support in seeking special education teachers to participate in a study of special education teacher roles in the
implementation of tiered levels of support.

1 will use the data collected from you and compare it with the experiences of special education teachers. I am
independently recruiting four to six (4-6) elementary special education teachers who would agree to be interviewed
by me and to participate as a co-researcher for a six (6) month period. I am asking for your support in the following
way:

e To be interviewed by me individually one (1) time during May 2007 — November 2007. The interview will
last approximately 60 minutes. The interview will be audio taped and transcribed by me. To protect your
identify, a pseudonym will be used in place of your name and the name of your district. During the study,
the digital recordings will be kept in a locked file cabinet. I will destroy the recording at the end of the
study.

e To review the interview transcript to ensure that I have fully captured your information. You will be asked
to make corrections or additional comments to elaborate on your responses. I will ask that you do not edit
for grammatical errors.

Your identity will be kept confidential to the extent provided by law. There will be no compensation for
participation in this study. You are free to reject this inquiry and/or should you consent, you may withdraw your ~
permission at any time. I do not perceive any risks as a result of your participation in this study.

Your consent to participate in this study will be confirmed by signing below. A second copy is provided for
your records. If you have any questions or concerns about this study or the procedures described above, please
contact me (513-556-3799, work; wvattrjk/@ucmail.uc.cdu, email; 859-229-9833, mobile) or my advisor, Dr. James
W. Koschoreck (513-556-6622, office; james.koschoreck @ uc.edu, email). If you have any questions about your
rights as a research participant, you may contact the Chair of the University of Cincinnati Institutional Review
Board - Social and Behavioral Sciences at 513-558-5784.

Respectfully Submitted,

Janice Wyatt-Ross, Principal Investigator
Doctoral Student

1 have read the procedures above for the study entitled “Special Educator Role Construction Within Response to Intervention: A
Qualitative Analysis.” I consent to participate in the research study, and I have received a copy of this consent document.

Signature of District Administrator Date

Wyatt-Ross #07-03-20-07E  Administrator Consent v. 10-22-07 IRB approved 10-22-07 / Expires 4-26-08 Page 1 of 1
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Benefits UNIVERSITY OF

CINCINNATI

By participating in this study you will:

e Contribute to a better understand-

ing of the experiences special educa-

Special Educator Role Construction
ithin Response to Intervention: A

tion teachers have in public schools.

¢ Provide a spe-
cial education
teacher perspec-
tive to current
educational litera-

ture,

e Create a

venue whereby

special education
teachers can voice their opinions UNIVERSITY OF
about the educational system. CINCINNATI

P.O. Box 20022
Cincinnati, OH
45221

Phone: 513-556-3799
Mobile: 1-859-229-9833
E-mail: janice.wyattross@uc.edu



Special Educator Role Construction 71

Dear Interested Teacher,

My name is Janice Wyatt-Ross. | am a for-
mer special education teacher and a cur-
rent docteral candidate at the Universicy
of Cincinnati. | would like to invite you to
participate in an interview based study that
is focused on writing a description of your
role in school based problem solving
teams. If you agree to be involved in this
study, you will be asked to participate in
two interviews, each lasting no more than
60 minutes in length. The interviews will
be scheduled at your convenience and will
be conducted at a location that is most

comfortable for you.

If you are interested in participating please
contact me by telephone at 513-556-3799
or 1-859-229-9833. | may also be reached

by email at Janice.wyattross@uc.edu

Thank you for your consideration,

Janice Wyatt-Ross

Participant Requirements
O Does your school provide tiered levels

of supports to students?

O Does your school use a team based
approach for literacy and/or behavior

interventions?

1 Are you amember of your building de-

cision making team(s)?

0 Have you taught special education in
your current building during the last

three years?

If you can answer yes to all of the questions
above, then you are just right for the job. |
would love to hear from you. Your involve-
ment is vital for special education teachers

everywhere. | look forward to hearing from

you soon.

Purpose

While much has been written about the
roles and responsibilities of special educa-
tion teachers, those findings were obtained
from surveys and questionnaires. This study
investigates how special education teachers
experience acceptance in the public school
community from the voice of the special
education teacher. Teachers are asked to

share their stories. The guiding research

questiens for this study are “What roles do
special education teachers actually play in a
school community from the perspective of
the special education teacher? What is the
opinien of special education teachers as it
relates to their roles in the public school

setting!?

UNIVERSITY OF
CINCINNATI

P.O. Box 20022
Cincinnati, OH
45221

Phone: 513-556-3799
Mobile: 1-859-229-9833
E-mail: janice wyattross@uc.edu
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Special Educator Role Construction Within Response to Intervention: A Qualitative Analysis
#07-03-20-07E
Interview Guide and Protocol
Types of questions
Roles

Construction of Role

Introductory Interview

—

What does teaching special education mean to you?

2. What do you like about being a special education teacher?

3. What building level committees are you a member? What are your duties on the
committees which you are a member?

4. How would you describe your knowledge of the laws governing special education
practices in public school?

5. Explain the professional development/in-service sessions you have presented.

6.  What comments if any, have been made regarding the number of students you teach
and your job duties? How did this make you feel?

7. What areas of special education have you been involved with in the past?

8.  What is your current area of involvement and how long have you worked in this area?

Follow Up Interview

This interview will begin with a recap of the last interview. I will discuss with participants that
“The last time we spoke we had a conversation about your relationship with other staff members.
This time I want to follow up with questions related to why you decided to teach special
education and any suggestions you have regarding district operations and additional thoughts.”

9.  Teachers will be asked additional questions to clear up inaccuracies from the previous
interviews.

10. How do you know when students in general education are in need of instructional
assistance?

11.  In your opinion, what is the role of the special education teacher in the building?

12.  What steps did you take to establish your role in the building?

13. Please explain how you facilitate inclusion placements in general education
classrooms.

14.  What is your role in the identification, referral, and evaluation process for students
suspected as having a disability?

15. Can you please give a definition for the Ohio Integrated Systems Model (OISM)?

16. How is OISM useful to students in general education?

17.  What is the role of the special education teacher in the OISM model?

18. What made you decide to become a special education teacher?

19. How do you know when students need tier 2 or 3 services?

20. Who determines when students need tier 2 or 3 services?

21.  What do you like most about tiered levels of supports?

22.  What would you like to change about the deliver of supports in your building?

Wyatt-Ross #07-03-20-07E Interview guide v.10-22-07 IRB approved 10-22-07
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What influenced the construction of this
role?

the school community?

How long have you worked in the area of
special education?

What made you decide to become a special
education teacher?

What areas of special education have you
been involved with in the past?

What is your current area of involvement and
how long have you worked in this area?

In your opinion, what is the role of the special
education teacher in the building?

Can you please give a definition/description
of the Ohio Integrated Systems Model?

What steps did you take to establish your role
in the building?

What do you like about being a special
education teacher?

How is OISM useful to students in general
education?

How do you know when students in general
education are in need to instructional
assistance?

What is the role of the special education
teacher in the OISM model?

How do you know and who determines when
students need tier 2 or 3 services?

What is your role in the identification, referral,
and evaluation process for students suspected
of having a disability?

What do you like most about tiered levels of
support?

What is your experience with general
education and special education collaboration?

What does teaching special education mean to
you?

How have your job responsibilities changed
since becoming involved in OISM?

What building level committees are you a
member? What are your duties on the
committees which you are a member?

What additional training programs are needed
to support the implementation of OISM?

What would you like to change about the
delivery of supports in your building?

In your opinion, are there aspects of the
interventions that need to be modified?
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ADMINISTRATOR INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE



9.
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Central Office Administrator Interview Question Guide

How many students are served in your district?
a. How many students have IEPs
b. How many students receive accommodations under Section 504
How many special education teachers are employed full time in your district? How many
are part time?
As a supervisor with the department of student services which includes the provision of
services for children with disabilities, what is your view of special education within your
district?
a. How do you prioritize your goals for the district?
b. How do you share your goals with your staff and teachers?
What is your view of the special education teacher’s role in the school?
How are teachers organized in terms of roles and responsibilities?
a. Do you have lead teachers in each building? What is their role?
What characterizes an intervention specialist versus a regular special education teacher?
Thinking in terms of No Child Left Behind and the newly reauthorized Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act how have you begun to address the new requirements for
identifying students with learning disabilities?
a. Do you anticipate special education teachers or intervention specialists taking on
more responsibilities as this new mandate expands?
b. How do you address highly qualified teachers
c. Do you have a large amount of emergency certified or teachers working toward
certification
d. What type of trainings have you received on this new identification requirement
called Response to Intervention?
What is your relationship with the Southwestern Ohio Special Education Regional
Resource Center?
What type of professional development training would you say is still needed for your
staff and teachers?

10. What is your relationship with the Universities in the area?
11. What additional information would you like to share?
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Progress Monitor

Decision
Maker/Team
Member

Resource Room
Teacher

Intervention

Specialist Coteacher

Melanie

Consultant

Advocate

Mentor

Figure A-1, Participant I —Research Objective One: What is the Role of the Special Educator in the
School Community?
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Inspired by Personal
college ——| ambitionsto || Involvement
professor save the world
|
|
Reputation | Teacher for 36 ——| Job Satisfaction
years

Figure A-2. Participant I —-Research Objective Two: What Influenced the Construction of this Role?
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Team
Member
Progress
. Monitor
Intervention
Specialist (
Coteacher

Lorna
Collaborator

Role Role
Construction Ambiguity

Figure B-1, Participant II — Research Objective One: What is the Role of the Special Educator in the School
Community?
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Personal Parental Parental
Redirection Inspiration Approval
|
|
. Desire to be Desire to be
Marginalized .
involved accepted

Figure B-2, Participant 2 — Research Objective Two: What Influenced the Construction of this Role?
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Decision
Maker/Team
Member
Union
Representative
Intervention \
Specialist ( )

CoTeacher

Betty Resource Room

Teacher

N r N

Role Construction Role ambiguity

Figure C-1, Participant III — Research Objective One: What is the Role of the Special Educator in the School
Community?
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Influenced by

. —>| Job Opportunities |——> Conflicted
college advisor

Desire to be
Supportive —> Team Player —>| trusted by general
education teachers

Figure C-2, Participant III — Research Objective Two — What influenced the Construction of this Role?




Special Educator Role Construction 84

Coteacher

Intervention Resource
Specialist Room Teacher

Progress
Monitor

Carmen

Role
Dissonance

Role Role
Construction Ambiguity

Role Conflict

Figure D-1, Participant IV — Research Objective One — What is the Role of the Special Educator in the School
Community?
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Influencedin
Career Change |— college by > Invited
peers
|
v
Perceived :
) —>| Contemplation
ostracism

Figure D-2 - Participant IV - Research Objective Two - What Influenced the Construction of this Role?
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[ Accommodations and |
Modifications for
e \ students in special
education
Resource to General ucan
Education Teachers -
ueat [ Work with regular
\. J education students at
risk of academic
failure
.
Interventional ( . h [ h
Specialist Collaborators with Instruction and
general education accommodations Student support
teams
| o \ o
{ 3\ { N
Communicator Parents
| 7 \ 7

Figure E-1, Case V - Research Objective One: What is the Role of the Special Educator in the School Community?
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31Yearsin

Education

Special
Education
Teacher

Associate
Superintendent

Margaret

Director of
Student
Services

Guidance
Counselor

Associate Assistant

Principal Principal

Figure E-2, Case V - Research Objective Two: What Influenced the Construction of this Role?




Special Educator Role Construction 88

Co Teacher ]

1

*Supporting general education teachers by modifying classroom assignments and
providing supplemental resources and materials.

*Supporting students by going into the general education classroom and assisting with
assignment completion.

Progress Monitor ]

*Administers progress monitoring assessments to children who did not meet
benchmark scoring criteria.

Resource Teacher ]
*Pull small groups of children to provide academic interventions.
Team Member ]

*0OISM model requires team membership comprised of all segments of the school,
parents, general education teachers, special education teachers, all stakeholders.

IEP Writer ]

*\When students are found eligible for special education services, special education
teachers will write the Individual Education Plans.

Legal Expert ]

IN R R R T

*Provide guidance to building administrators regarding special education legal
compliance.

Figure 2. Descriptions of special education teacher roles in RTI.
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Identified Role

Lack of Knowledge of RTI

Identified
by the
tasks they

complete Marginalized

rather Role

than as Ambiguity General Education teachers reluctant to
teachers. co-teach

Figure 3. Relationship between identified role and role construction

)





<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


	DATE: November 20, 2007
	NAME: Janice Wyatt-Ross
	DEGREE: Doctor of Education
	DEPT: Urban Educational Leadership
	TITLE1: Special Educator Role Construction within Response to Intervention:
	TITLE2: A Qualitative Analysis
	TITLE3: 
	TITLE4: 
	CHAIR: James W. Koschoreck, Ph.D
	COMM2: Pamela Williamson, Ph.D
	COMM3: Christina Carnahan, Ed.D
	COMM4: 
	COMM5: 
	Text1: 


