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The purpose of this study was to investigate how general and special education instructors perceive their collaborative teaching responsibilities and their attitudes toward inclusive environments. A self-administered questionnaire was distributed to 300 teachers in accordance with the social interdependence theory and cooperative learning conceptual framework. The survey was composed of two parts. The first section examined collaborative teaching duties for both instructors. It included 29 items and four categories (planning, instruction, evaluation, and behavior management). The second section included 15 items to assess attitudes toward inclusion. The study enrolled a total of 233 teachers (123 in special education and 110 in general education) with a response rate of 78%. The results showed that there was agreement between general and special education on only one of the four domains (instruction). Additionally, special education teachers expressed a more favorable attitude toward inclusion than did general education teachers. The current situation’s implications were explored with an emphasis on the necessity for additional shared practical activities among teachers.
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INTRODUCTION
Since the 1960s, the groundwork for inclusive education has been laid with many calls for the “mainstreaming” of students with disabilities (SWDs). The foundation of this movement was celebrated within the United Nations International Year of Disabled Persons in 1981, which focused on the full participation in society for all people with disabilities (Hornby, 2015).
A convention for inclusive education was provided in 2006 by the United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities. This convention stressed the right for the inclusion of SWDs with other students, equal access to schools, and provision of accommodations on all levels of learning (Lyons et al., 2016). This protocol proposed by the convention for inclusive education has shown great benefits for SWDs including an increase in academic skills (Szumski and Karwowski, 2015; Van Hove, 2015; Schnepel et al., 2020), sense of belonging (Potter, 2015; Garrote, 2017; Snipstad, 2019), participation (Potter, 2015; Snipstad, 2019), and emotional and cognitive development (Potter, 2015; Smogorzewska et al., 2019).
Collaboration has evolved into a vital component of the effectiveness and success of inclusive education (Mulholland and O'Connor, 2016) and the primary strategy necessary to establish inclusive schools (Hansen et al., 2020). To facilitate this collaboration, a consensus needs to be reached between general and special education instructors regarding the roles and objectives of inclusion in the classroom (Zagona et al., 2017).
Collaboration can be defined as “a professional partnership between two or more coequal educators who share responsibility, accountability, and resources” (Da Fonte and Barton-Arwood, 2017). This shared responsibility has raised numerous concerns, particularly among general education teachers. When both general and special education teachers are challenged with unplanned practices specific to the inclusive environment, this may impede the successful implementation of inclusion (Mulholland and O'Connor, 2016). Some of these unplanned practices are observable in research related to collaboration. Some research has reported that SWDs in general education classrooms are mainly the responsibility of special education teachers, including student achievement follow-up (Tiwari et al., 2015) and the implementation of inclusive practices (Moreno et al., 2015). This is expected especially when teachers have different views of inclusive education and the way it might be implemented. Teachers struggle in defining the roles and goals of both teachers that are most suitable for the proper implementation of inclusion. Many researchers have argued that teacher professional development that contains proper collaboration skills and defined roles provides better support for inclusive education (Able et al., 2015).
To build a proper collaboration among different teachers, certain factors need to be addressed and aligned with the philosophy of inclusion. One of the factors is the perspectives of teachers about inclusion and its practices, which might influence the implementation of such practices. Chitiyo (2017) mentioned the issue of differing philosophies as a main challenge to inclusion. With the increasing number of SWDs, teachers prefer not to collaborate on instruction in order to focus more on the separate classroom groups. Zagona et al. (2017) found that different philosophies and perspectives affected majorly on the delivery of services and collaboration among teachers. These different perspectives can be the outcome of many factors including the lack of adequate preparation by pre-service training programs (Mackey, 2014; Zagona et al., 2017), limited collaboration among teachers (Mulholland and O'Connor, 2016; Villa et al., 1996; Zagona et al., 2017), and lack of administrative support (Da Fonte and Barton-Arwood, 2017; Mulholland and O'Connor, 2016).
Inclusion has modified the different roles of both general and special education teachers. Most teaching was performed in either resource or special rooms away from the general classroom by the special education teacher. With inclusive practices, this role has shifted to be performed mainly by the general education teacher in cooperation with the special educator, a shift from providing specially designed instruction to adapting the general education content to the SWDs (Zigmond et al., 2009). It is expected that each teacher will have their main role in the general classroom in addition to many shared roles that can be assigned as a common responsibility to both teachers. A major example of the shared responsibility is the “collaborative consultation”, which is described as a reciprocal arrangement between the general and special education teachers. In order to facilitate such an assignment, both teachers should work on four main aspects where consultation can (1) be reciprocal, (2) facilitate problem-solving skills, (3) be a routine part of interaction and daily functioning, and (4) use proper communication language (Lamar-Dukes and Dukes, 2005).
CONTEXT OF JORDAN
Jordan, a Middle Eastern country, has been one of the pioneers in the MENA region in providing services to individuals with disabilities. Jordan’s school system consists of 12 classes preceded by 2 years of preschool (KG1-2), with years one through ten being mandatory for all students. Following the 10th grade, students have 2 years of optional secondary education that typically prepares them for university or vocational programs. Special education services in Jordan began with the establishment of the Holy Land College for deaf students in the 1970s. Additional private service providers have emerged in the form of special education institutions/centers providing services for a wide range of severe disabilities (Hadidi, 1998) with the private sector running the majority of institutions/centers.
Following Jordan’s participation in and adoption of the Salamanca Statement (Education, 1994), a paradigm shift in service delivery occurred, resulting in the formation of the Law for the Welfare of Disabled People (No. 12/1993). This was reinforced in 2007 by the enactment of the Law on Disabled People’s Rights (No. 31/2007). These laws resulted in establishing resource rooms within public institutions.
The Higher Council for Persons with Disabilities (HCPD) was established in 2008 as an autonomous national institution that serves as the primary policymaking and planning authority (Thompson, 2018). In 2016, the HCPD drafted a new law on the Rights of People with Disabilities (HCRPD, 2017). The new law reaffirmed disabled people’s rights to education and employment. This was translated into a 10-year strategy plan for inclusive education in 2018 (Education, 2018), which set the groundwork for the inclusion of all disabilities in the general education classrooms.
The implementation began in 2019 with approximately 150 public schools in addition to other private schools providing physical accessibility, accommodations, adequate teacher preparation, and awareness for all stakeholders, including school administrators, teachers, students, their families, and society in general.
In keeping with prior advancements, higher education has been providing educational programs to qualify teachers to work with all students. Jordan’s higher education system is modeled after the American credit system, and most educational programs are based on international standards [i.e., National Council for the Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE), National Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC), and Council of Exceptional Children (CEC)]. Many programs are now working to be accredited by such entities and, as a result, are undergoing significant changes in order to qualify. Amr (2011) looked at undergraduate programs in a number of Arab nations. One or two special education courses are frequently offered in early childhood and early primary education programs (introductory courses in Special Education and Learning Disabilities). These courses cover a broad range of theoretical topics with little practical application. Aside from special education, no courses about collaboration were found in any undergraduate program.
As a result of this, many international notions regarding inclusion and concepts of collaboration have been embraced and used without regard for cultural characteristics in the Jordanian setting. This resulted in a lack of understanding around what inclusive education is or how an educational system should look within a different cultural context, especially with the short period of service delivery to SWDs. This new experiment will be an eye opener for many countries that have a comparable short history of educating children with disabilities.
This is especially true in Arab countries, particularly those in the Middle East and the Gulf countries (Alzahrani, 2020). Jordan’s situation might serve as a model for inclusion, elucidating and displaying the necessary joint efforts from general and special education teachers in order to fulfill their roles and responsibilities. Furthermore, the efficacy of inclusion is still under investigation, which might promote utilizing other educational alternatives, i.e., resource rooms or special classrooms (Gaad & Khan, 2007).
Accordingly, this promotion of inclusive education demanded many changes in educational systems and a shift from the traditional system to a more comprehensive system where specialists, principals, and teachers need to work together to ensure its success. This change necessitated that both general and special education have a different preparation to manage their altered roles and duties, which was a challenge and a source of debate among educators (Shade and Stewart, 2001). Furthermore, to ensure such a successful inclusion, the issue of teachers’ attitudes toward the practice needs to be addressed (Forlin et al., 2010; De Boer et al., 2011). The attitudes and perceptions of teachers influence the success of inclusive practices. Teachers’ positive attitudes have been an issue of research as a main factor for success. Its presence helps majorly in its implementation. It has been concluded that “inclusion largely depends on teachers’ attitudes towards learners with SEN [special education needs], their view of differences in classrooms, and their willingness to respond positively and effectively to those differences” (Education, 2003).
Many factors have been studied in relation to attitudes toward inclusion. The effect of gender revealed many conflicting results. Some did not find any differences between male and female teachers while others showed that female teachers hold more positively towards inclusion than male teachers (Alghazo and Naggar Gaad, 2004; Alquraini, 2012). Others examined teachers’ self-efficacy having a positive correlation with positive attitudes (Vieluf et al., 2013; Malinen and Savolainen, 2016; Aiello et al., 2017). In addition, teachers training had a part, where proper training yielded positive attitudes toward inclusion (Ahsan et al., 2012). Other variables also related to attitudes were the type and severity of a child’s disability (Moberg, 2003) and administrative support. Another factor is teacher categories where special education teachers have the most positive attitudes towards inclusion (Moberg, 2003; Hernandez et al., 2016; Engelbrecht and Savolainen, 2018).
Additionally, concerns and barriers to successful inclusion were also examined, including the factors of a lack of proper pre-services preparation and lack of resources (Lambe and Bones, 2006; McCray and McHatton, 2011). Other noticeable concerns were examined especially when considering collaboration within a co-teaching environment. General education teachers expressed apprehensions about special education teachers, especially concerning their preparations for the collaborative efforts in teaching. The issue of the “inadequacy” of some special education teachers in providing proper support in an inclusive setting was also highlighted (Liasidou and Antoniou, 2013). Furthermore, novice special education teachers expressed concern about their preparation due to the lack of coursework in collaboration (Carlson et al., 2002) and the implementation of collaboration with all personnel including professionals and families (Conderman and Stephens, 2000).
The issue of collaborative teaching has been raised with many concerns professed by both general and special education teachers. The implementation of inclusion has necessitated that both teachers resolve any conflicting roles affecting classroom management including the instruction and evaluation of students among other roles required in the regular classroom. Many voices are pushing for the shared responsibility in class to solve this problem. Nevertheless, barriers to such collaboration are still important factors that need to be addressed including the lack of communication, teacher’s attitudes, and teacher preparation and competencies (Conderman and Johnston-Rodriguez, 2009).
THEORETICAL BACKGROUND
When considering collaboration and teacher relationships, Vygotsky’s sociocultural theoretical background emerges as the construct that focuses on connections between people and the sociocultural context in which they act and interact. According to this paradigm, this model describes learning as a social process that takes place inside a society or culture. This theoretical background exhibits an understanding of how knowledge is constructed and evolves in a social context, where knowledge is created throughout time as a result of interactions and joint attempts to make sense of new information (McLeskey et al., 2014).
From the roots of the sociocultural theoretical background, the social interdependence theory emerged to serve as the foundation for defining cooperative learning. Koffka’s social interdependence theory views groups as a unit, with the essence of a group being its members’ interdependence, typically guided by common achievable goals, which results in the group being dynamic (Johnson et al., 2014). The conditions found in social interdependence theory are positive interdependence (cooperation), which results in promotive interaction, negative interdependence (competition), which typically results in oppositional interaction, and no interdependence (individualistic efforts), which typically results in no interaction. Since 1949, social interdependence theory has served as a fundamental theoretical background for this field of study and has spawned hundreds of studies.
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK
Social interdependence theory laid the groundwork for cooperative learning. The theory has been operationalized to include methods for the teacher’s role in formal and informal cooperative learning, as well as cooperative base groups. These practices are frequently employed by educators worldwide (Johnson and Johnson, 2009).
Teachers working together in the classroom have a responsibility to not only provide effective instruction to their students but also work cooperatively with one another. Johnson and Johnson (1989) cautioned that “placing people in the same room. Seating them together, telling them that they are a cooperative group, and advising them to “cooperate” does not make them a cooperative group” (p. 15). Although the concept is based on cooperative learning, it can be easily applied to educators who are working in a collaborative model (Johnson and Johnson, 1989).
Johnson et al. (2014) saw cooperative learning as a conceptual framework that promotes interaction to accomplish shared goals in cooperative contexts in order to maximize each other’s learning. Hence, cooperative learning (Johnson and Johnson, 1989) provides a foundation for the social production and promotion of independent practices. Although cooperative learning has a strong influence on this study, the idea of social interdependence exhibits collaborative teaching as an instructional approach that builds highly on the collaborative efforts of teachers inside the classroom.
Although this framework is the foundation for cooperative learning for students, the principles that combine together can easily apply to the collaborative relationship. These principles can be the foundation for an effective teaching environment that necessitates the same components through which teachers connect and share experiences and collaborate effectively (Johnson and Edge, 2012).
Cooperative learning focuses on five important characteristics of effective cooperative learning. The five pillars of cooperative learning theory are consistent with the concept of collaboration and include the following: (1) positive interdependence, (2) face-to-face interaction, (3) individual accountability, (4) group processing, and (5) interpersonal and small group skills, “social skills,” that enable every teacher to participate in the teaching process. Each of the five components of cooperative learning theory clarifies the social context for cooperative teaching in the classroom as well as the roles expected of all group members.
The first component is positive interdependence, which indicates that group members collaborate to accomplish common goals (Tran, 2013). The second component reflects individual interactions physically or verbally in order to accomplish group goals. Another part of this component is the feedback between teachers in order to improve the collaborative teaching model, proper teaching strategies, and new methods to enrich the classroom environment (Johnson and Johnson, 2009).
Individual responsibility is the third component; it ensures that each teacher performs their responsibilities while also contributing to the general success of collaborative teaching (Slavin, 2011). The fourth component is group processing; teachers must process information in order to comprehend and modify adjustments. This reflection enables collaborative teachers to assess their progress and provide feedback while also keeping a healthy relationship (Tran, 2013). Finally, interpersonal and social group skills are included; without effective communication, teachers will be unable to collaborate effectively. Johnson and Johnson (2009) recommend that certain skills be embedded in teacher preparation programs, including trust building, clear communication, acceptance and support, and, finally, conflict resolution.
The conceptual framework from which the research questions were derived focused on how general and special education teachers perceive roles, collaboration, monitoring, limitations, challenges, and assignment to an inclusive classroom in a collaborative teaching setting (Johnson et al., 2014).
All the previous parts cited above emphasized the importance of collaboration to achieve a successful inclusion of students in the general classroom. Nevertheless, more research is needed in order to understand the roles and responsibilities of both teachers with regard to their students. The importance of the current study lies in the idea that both teachers have to express and reveal their expected perceived roles in inclusive settings and to explore any effect of their attitudes towards their responsibilities for students with disabilities. This will facilitate and provide further insight into both pre- and in-service training for both teachers. The topic of inclusion in our countries is still under-investigated and yearning for further studies, and hopefully, this study will shed some light on the significance and magnitude of collaboration in the success of inclusion practices in the general school. Accordingly, this study attempted to answer the following questions:
1) How do general and special education teachers perceive their responsibilities and roles in collaborative teaching?
2) What are the attitudes of general and special education teachers toward inclusive settings and their collaborative teaching within?
METHODS
Population and Sample
The designated population for this research was all general and special education teachers working in inclusive settings in the capital of Jordan, Amman. A list of all-inclusive schools was attained from the Ministry of Education. A simple random sample of 40 schools was chosen (20 public and 20 private) with a total number of 300 surveys sent to both general and special education teachers. Out of the total number, only 254 surveys were returned. After a thorough review of the surveys, only 233 surveys were used due to incomplete surveys or false responses, representing a 78% response rate from 45 schools. Table 1 represents some of the demographics related to the sample.
TABLE 1 | Participant demographics.
[image: Table 1]Instrumentation
The instrument used consisted of two parts. The first part was based on the work of Fennick (1995) and was guided by the conceptual framework of the cooperative learning theory, where the researcher addressed the issue of collaborative responsibility in relation to some variables (Fennick, 1995; Fennick and Liddy, 2001). The purpose of this part was to explore the collaborative teaching roles according to both general and special education teachers. Items reflected how both teachers perceive the different tasks and roles as either their responsibility or the others. This reflected either positive or negative interdependence, communication with the classroom partner, and accountability either by taking the responsibility or projecting the assignment on the other member. The questionnaire items were clustered into four areas as domains: planning (8 items), reflecting communication and social skills; instruction (10 items), reflecting the interdependence between teachers and accountability; evaluation (4 items), which was aligned with group processing and the need to provide proper feedback to students; and behavior management (7 items), which also reflected communication and social skills. The items used a Likert scale where they were divided according to the roles expected. Numbers 1–2 reflected special education teachers, number 3 reflected the collaborative work of both teachers, and 4–5 reflected the work of the general education teacher. A low score meant that this item is mainly for special education teachers and the higher score is referenced to the general education teacher.
The second part of the instrument aimed to measure the attitudes of teachers toward inclusion. A 15-item instrument was developed based on a thorough review of the literature (Hammond and Ingalls, 2003; Kim, 2011; Swain et al., 2012; Taylor and Ringlaben, 2012). Five items (5, 6, 7, 8, and 9) were negatively worded and then reversed for analysis purposes. All items used a 5-point Likert-type scale to reflect the teacher’s responses, with five indicating “Strongly agree” and one indicating “Strongly disagree.” As previously mentioned, negative item scores yielded an opposite meaning. Items were categorized into three levels: negative attitudes (1–2.33), average/neutral (2.33–3.66), and positive attitudes (3.67–5).
To examine the test validity, the two instruments were sent to ten experts specializing in general and special education. Minor changes presented by the experts were incorporated into the instrument. Moreover, to estimate the reliability of each domain, an internal consistency coefficient for the instrument was calculated using Cronbach’s alpha method. The alpha score of the test was 0.72 for planning, 0.73 for instruction, 0.62 for evaluation, 0.70 for behavior management, and 0.80 for attitudes toward inclusion.
In order to distinguish the different responsibilities for each teacher group, all items from the four perception domains were joined and averaged. Then, items were accordingly ranked by item means, with the lower end items (1–2) indicating the perceived responsibilities of special education teachers and the highest (4–5) indicating those of general education teachers. To set cutoff points, items rated <2.5 were considered as special education responsibilities and items rated >3.5 general education responsibilities. Items ranked 2.51–3.49 were shared tasks.
Procedures
Data collection was initially intended to be done using paper and pencil especially since this would provide participants the opportunity for answers in case of any evolving questions. However, due to the COVID lockdown and lack of direct access to some schools, it was decided to transfer the instrument into an electronic form. Therefore, an electronic Google form was constructed and supervisors and administrators were contacted to send them a direct link. An introductory page was initiated to request a consent from all participants. Any participants who declined to provide an electronic consent were provided a thank you message and were not allowed to continue to the instrument. Therefore, all participants who provided an informed consent were provided with an electronic approval to participate in the data collection. All participants were encouraged to read all items carefully and chose the appropriate answer according to their perceptions. All participants were assured of the confidentiality and anonymity of their responses.
The data that emerged from the electronic form were extracted, entered into the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS), and analyzed using the SPSS software package. Descriptive statistics, including frequencies, means, and standard deviations, were determined to answer the main research questions. Differences between the groups were determined using t-tests for independent samples among the ranked categories of data.
RESULTS
This study aimed to explore the perceptions of general and special education teachers about their roles and responsibilities within the inclusive settings and roles of collaborative teaching. The first question examined how general and special education teachers perceive their responsibilities and roles of collaborative teaching.
To explore the different perceptions of the two groups, independent sample t-tests were used to examine which group had higher means and if there were any significant differences in their perceptions toward the different domains, examining the degree of agreement between them. The results of the t-tests are displayed in Table 2.
TABLE 2 | T-test comparison of special education and general education teachers on the four domains of the instrument.
[image: Table 2]Out of the four domains, three domains had significant differences, indicating a disagreement between general and special education teachers in planning, evaluation, and behavior management. To further evaluate how each teacher perceives the responsibilities of each group, means were calculated for each task and ranked in order from low to high. Cutoff points were made according to the original domains. Scores were divided into three categories: the lower scores (1–2.5) represent tasks for special education teachers, the higher scores (3.5–5) represent general education, and the mid-range scores (2.51–3.49) represent shared tasks done by both teachers.
Table 3 shows responsibilities ranked by item means from special education (1) to general education (5) and grouped as special education (1–2.5) to general education (3.5–5) and the middle range as combined/shared by both.
TABLE 3 | Ascending ranking order of items according to teachers’ responsibilities.
[image: Table 3]All tasks were distributed among the three categories. The special education domain had nine tasks assigned having the task “Adapt lessons and instructional materials for special education students” as the most aligned task to the special education teacher. Most of the items in this category were related to the two domains of planning and behavior management. The other end of the ranked items was delineated to general education teachers. This category only had four tasks and all were associated with the instruction domain. The highest category with the most tasks assigned were the shared category; this category contained sixteen items. The highest domain presented was planning followed by both instruction and behavior management and ending with evaluation.
To investigate the attitudes of both groups toward inclusion, an independent sample t-test was also used. Results showed a positive attitude of special education teachers towards the inclusion of students with disabilities compared to an average level of attitude for general education teachers. Furthermore, out of the fifteen items, eight items had significant differences between the two groups with most in favor of special education teachers. Table 4 represents the means and differences between the two groups.
TABLE 4 | T-test comparison of attitudes for both special education and general education teachers.
[image: Table 4]DISCUSSION
The purpose of this study was to examine the perceptions of special and general education teachers toward collaborative teaching including teacher’s responsibilities and roles and their attitudes toward inclusive settings. The current study tried to examine the different perspectives of general and special education teachers related to their collaborative roles in the general classroom.
Due to the shift in Jordan from the traditional non-inclusive systems to inclusive education, many changes are needed within this environment. A major change would be the educational preparation of teachers to provide the most effective experience in this new environment (Education, 2018). The Council for Exceptional Children (CEC) has addressed collaboration as a major standard (standard 7) for special education programs. Other bodies of accreditation (i.e., NCATE) offer the same principle, which manifests the importance of collaboration for the success of students in general schools (CEC, 2021). The NCATE and other teacher education accreditation councils are considered as the main structure and reference for the formulation of most educational programs in Jordan. The expected effectiveness of inclusive education can be referred to the proper preparation of general and special education teachers in addition to the support and help provided by the school administrator and the educational system.
According to the cooperative learning conceptual framework (Johnson and Johnson, 1989; Johnson and Johnson, 2009; Johnson et al., 2014), the need for cooperative interaction between general and special education teachers can be considered as an important component for the success of inclusion. The proper communication, interactive skills, processing of day-to-day interactions, and accountability will eventually foster positive interdependence, which will lead to a constructive collaborative teaching relationship. This study provides further evidence of the complexity hindering the understanding of the teaching practices among the teachers themselves. It is noticeable that the different perspectives of teachers toward their responsibilities could be a major barrier to the development of a successful classroom for both students with and without disabilities in inclusive classrooms.
It is critical for educators to understand the components of collaborative teaching that are effective and the aspects that contribute to a healthy learning environment. By guiding this research with appropriate theories, the cooperative learning theory (Johnson and Johnson, 2009; Johnson et al., 2014) established a framework for implementing collaborative teaching. When used as a framework, these ideas can assist school teachers in developing a knowledge of effective cooperation and best teaching practices. While there is some agreement among teachers in this study, the factors suggested by Johnson and Johnson (2009), such as communication and social skills, group processing, and appropriate feedback, were deemed inadequate despite the fact that the preceding components are the foundation for effective communication and interaction. These tenets should be particularly studied by future preservice teachers as part of their graduate preparation programs in order to better prepare them to work in inclusive settings.
This is evident in the four collaboration categories examined; while both groups agreed on the roles of instruction for students, three of the four collaboration categories (planning, evaluation, and behavior management) revealed disagreement. In previous research by Fennick (1995), participants disagreed on two categories (instruction and behavior management) out of the four categories, which yields a shift in roles in regard to the instruction category.
The agreement on the instruction category reflects the clear model that is usually implemented in our school system, where one teacher is responsible for whole-class instruction while the other teacher supervises student work or provides brief (1–2 min) instructional support during independent work periods especially for SWDs (Solis et al., 2012). Nevertheless, when examining the different roles assigned to both teachers, even the points of agreement propose some issues. The only category of agreement (instruction) contained specific roles; the two roles assigned to special education teachers were focused on providing special services (instructional materials adaptations and pullout services) while the general education teacher roles were assigned to the general group of students which was the work of the general educator. This assignment of roles for general education implies that the special educator is only limited to work with SWDs, not having any input for the rest of students inside the classroom, which is really the opposite of collaboration. It may be noted that the collaborative environment is a two-way model, which involves a shared responsibility by both teachers and not one only.
Additionally, it appears as though role assumptions are not well defined, which could result in differing viewpoints for both teachers. The disagreements in the three areas of planning, evaluation, and behavior management suggest a discrepancy in the understanding of the different roles between general and special education teachers and a lack of preparation or knowledge of the duties assigned to each instructor. Teacher preparation programs prepare general and special education teachers to work with all students despite being with or without a disability providing services and proper education, but it still does not prepare student teachers to work collaboratively with other professionals (Zagona et al., 2017). Although most programs discuss the issue of collaboration, the implementation of the concept is still far short from what is expected. National university programs offered might incorporate courses related to collaboration in the inclusive setting, presenting methods of collaboration, and clarifying the different roles of professionals. The agreement about certain roles (i.e., instruction) denotes some change in the preparation of teachers mainly in the construct of some educational programs in order to adopt to the idea of inclusive education.
The disagreement is presented in the categories of planning, evaluation, and behavior management. This could be distinctly observed when analyzing teacher roles. All responsibilities related to special education teachers had either the words “special education” or “disability,” which directly indicated the work of special education. On the other side, the assignments given to the general educator mainly declared that they were targeted towards all students. The two viewpoints support the work that each teacher is accustomed to doing within the usual educational setting. Nevertheless, collaborative work demands a change in such roles. The involvement of both teachers in roles like the participation in setting the IEP, collaboration in teaching, managing student behaviors, and monitoring progress are important parts of the shared responsibilities within the inclusive environment and not the exclusive work of either teacher.
In a systematic review of teacher collaboration, it was found that the facilitating factors are situated on the level of the process of collaborating. This means that in order to ensure the effectiveness of teacher collaboration, numerous steps can be made to assist various components of the collaborative process, e.g., establishing task interdependence, defining clear roles for participants, and establishing a defined collaborative emphasis (Vangrieken et al., 2015). This shows the depth of collaboration needed inside the classroom to achieve proper collaboration and the need for task interdependence, which is based on the clear roles of both teachers.
Another issue is administrative supervision and support. Research indicates that teacher groups may not always operate as intended. When teacher cooperation is adopted in schools, it should be closely monitored to avoid the emergence of artificial collegiality by ensuring that several preconditions are satisfied (Fulton and Britton, 2011).
Attitudes towards the inclusion of general and special education were also examined. The relation between the success of inclusion and teacher attitudes has been examined widely as a main factor of success that will aid in the proper implementation of collaboration within the school system. General and special education both showed positive attitudes towards inclusion with significant higher averages/positive attitudes for special educators. This outcome is expected especially with special educators’ positive constructs toward students with disabilities and their rights, in addition to other considerations regarding their educational preparation and field training. These results match the work of Engelbrecht and Savolainen (2018), Hernandez et al. (2016), McHatton and Parker (2013), and Moberg (2003). In a longitudinal study by McHatton and Parker (2013) examining the attitudes of general and special education pre-service teachers, it was found that a collaborative course/field experience had a major effect on increasing and producing positive attitudes toward inclusion and collaboration. Furthermore, this trend of positive attitudes progress through student training within an inclusive collaborative environment. Other important factors might affect teachers’ attitudes including teachers’ self-efficacy. Most pre-service special education programs include courses that incorporate principles of inclusion and collaboration in addition to supervised field practicums that include collaborative efforts with other professionals and families. Despite other important factors, teacher preparation programs are one of the most dominating causes affecting the successful implementation of inclusion and the creation of proper collaboration in the general classroom.
CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS
This study adds to the research on collaboration between general and special education teachers from their perceptions in inclusive education. Results suggested that both teachers still think about inclusive education from the old perspective of separate services, not as one cohesive unit built on understanding and collaborative work.
Although both teachers have been well prepared to provide proper services for their students, both still embrace and claim their individual roles that they were originally trained for; the concept of shared responsibility is still yet to mature. Teachers’ preparation programs need to address the issue of collaboration actively. Even joint programs can be tailored for teacher preparation in order to enhance better understanding of collaborative teaching and further promote positive attitudes toward inclusion and the collaboration it requires. According to the current preparation paradigm, teachers’ traditional responsibilities and practices will not become more inclusive and teachers’ behaviors cannot be changed without proper inclusive preparation that includes shared responsibilities and the provision of a supportive environment that promotes collaboration. Hence, appropriate inclusive interventions to change the habitual patterns of teacher behavior are needed (Fennick and Liddy, 2001).
It is critical to understand that standard courses alone may not adequately equip teachers to interact with diverse children in their classrooms. As the concept of collaboration becomes evident and applicable in schools, it is important to recognize that the knowledge and skills to apply such a concept and provide others with opportunities for collaboration are not intuitive (Arthaud et al., 2007). These skills must be directly taught through clinical practice and collaborative environments (Friend and Cook, 2013).
The most effective way to acquire skills is to observe and participate in successful collaboration experiences (Pinter et al., 2020). Both general and special education teachers can benefit from ongoing professional development on various collaboration and team models in order to effectively support students with disabilities (Da Fonte and Barton-Arwood, 2017).
Another aspect of support comes from the school administration. It is recommended that school administrators support general and special education teamwork by providing proper supervision and the incorporation of dedicated time slots into the daily planning schedules (Da Fonte and Barton-Arwood, 2017). This scheduled time will help in building rapport among teachers and provide the time to plan, organize, and collaborate effectively.
Further research is required, especially qualitative research, to explore the grounds that hinder proper collaboration and the best methods to overcome. Special education teachers have proven to be better prepared with improved attitudes towards inclusive education, but still the responsibility lying upon them requires an active part in providing awareness and support to all people who work with SWDs.
Finally, inclusive education has proved to be an essential element to provide to all students despite having a disability or not. The benefits achieved have been demonstrated by many. Nevertheless, all recommended practices have to be addressed within the culture context and values.
LIMITATIONS
This study had several limitations. First of all, because this research is directed toward general and special education teachers in the capital of Jordan, Amman, the addition of teachers from other governorates might enrich and provide different perspectives related to collaboration. Also, the need for different perspectives like school administrators and education professionals might add more insight into the nature of collaboration within the inclusive school. Another issue is the different models of collaboration especially between private and public sector schools and their implementation of inclusive practices and collaboration. A final limitation is directly related to the data collection method, where qualitative methodology is needed to further explore the different aspects of collaboration including the situational analysis of collaboration and its barriers.
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