
The perception of special teachers in Saudi
Middle and High school about co-teaching

Item Type Thesis

Authors Alotaibi, Munirah

Publisher State University of New York College at Fredonia

Rights Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivs 3.0 United States

Download date 23/05/2023 21:56:56

Item License http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/3.0/us/

Link to Item http://hdl.handle.net/20.500.12648/196

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/3.0/us/
http://hdl.handle.net/20.500.12648/196


 
 

 THE PERCEPTION OF SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS IN SAUDI MIDDLE 
AND HIGH SCHOOLS ABOUT CO-TEACHING  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

by 
 

Munirah M Alotaibi 
 

 

 

A Master's Thesis 
Submitted in Partial Fulfillment 

of the Requirements for the Degree of 
Master of Science in Education 

Curriculum & Instruction in Inclusive Education 
Department of Curriculum & Instruction 
State University of New York at Fredonia 

 
 
 
 

May, 2017 





Abstract 

The purpose of this quantitative study was to examine the perception of special education 

teachers about co-teaching in two areas that are teachers practice and effectiveness of co-

teaching for students with learning disabilities at Saudi Arabian middle and high schools. The 

participants were 43 special education teachers who have experience in co-teaching class. The 

data was collected by online survey. The one result of this study concluded co-teachers at middle 

and high schools in the Riyadh region of Saudi Arabia did not implement the co-teaching 

approach as best practices of co-teaching are documented in the literature. One strong finding 

was that co-teachers did not share the planning and instruction responsibilities. Another finding 

showed that teachers perceived there were positive effects on academic performance and 

behavior for students with learning disabilities in a co-taught classroom. 
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Introduction 

Students with learning disabilities are considered as the largest number of the types of 

disabilities in the most countries (Buttner & Hasselhorn, 2011). According to the International 

Classification System (ICD-10; World Health Organization, 1992), learning disabilities (LDs) 

are some kind of developmental disorders of scholastic skills (Buttner & Hasselhorn, 2011). It is 

some kind of reading disorder such disorder is often called developmental dyslexia and another 

developmental disorder is some disorder of arithmetic skills that is called dyscalculia and these 

disorders are different (Buttner & Hasselhorn, 2011). Teenagers with learning disabilities are 

taught in general classes with the other students who without disabilities in the most of their 

school day, and they have difficulties showing their strengths in classrooms that focus strongly 

on curriculum, comparisons, competitions with other peers, and numerical evaluation (Fontana, 

2005,p). As result these students have a risk to drop out of school (Fontana, 2005). Therefore, 

variety models of instructional delivery should be implemented to meet the needs of students 

with learning disabilities (LD) and enhance their academic success in the general education 

setting. Among those models is co-teaching that is the most common model that is used for 

delivering instructions (Fontana, 2005), which is defined as the approach of two teachers 

(general and special education) sharing the responsibilities of teaching tasks including: planning, 

instruction, and evaluation in a single classroom (Gurgur & Uzuner, 2010). Co-teaching is 

sometimes called team teaching, teaming, cooperative teaching or collaborative teaching 

(Dieker, 2001).  

According to Fontana (2005), the time of cooperation between the general education 

teacher and special education teacher is considered a positive factor that impacts the achievement 

of students with LD in general education setting. In the co-teaching class, students with learning 
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disabilities have more opportunities to receive more help during the lesson from any teacher; 

they have more opportunity to learn with their peers without disabilities and access to the same 

general curriculums with accommodations. Conversely, the presence of students with learning 

disabilities in the regular classroom without special education services may also be seen as a 

reason for their struggle and the low academic performance. Hang and Rabren (2009) indicated 

out one of thorough study, the perspective of students about co- teaching was positive; they liked 

this model; they got more educators' assistance and attention, and learned things well through 

hands-on activities. In another study, Dieker (2001) mentioned some benefits of co-teaching 

include some raise of collegial exchanges of strategies, support for teachers and an improved 

educational program. Moreover, the levels of acceptance of students with LD by other students 

without disabilities increased too, as well as, the needs of such students were understood by 

others better (Dieker, 2001). 

Problem 

The researcher has developed an interest in this topic through her study and reading in the 

field of special education. Trends in special education call for the integration of students with 

disabilities with their peers in a general education setting as much as possible during the school 

day. However, the researcher found through her experience in teaching in Saudi Arabia that there 

was a lack of implementation of this model, despite the benefits that students with LD would 

gain if more schools implement co-teaching model in regular classroom. Some of the benefits of 

access the general curriculum with teaching assistants include greater interaction with peers 

without LD during the school day and an increase in acquisition of academic and social skills. 

Moreover, the presence of students with LD with peers in general education classes improves 

self-concept, while students with LD who are placed in special education classes for part of the 
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school day may feel stigmatized. The researcher observed that in her time as a special education 

teacher in Saudi Arabia that there were some students in regular classes who were struggling, but 

were not eligible for special education services. She sees the co-teaching would contribute 

helping those students to succeed as well. 

Purpose 

The purpose of this quantitative study was to examine the perception of special education 

teachers about co-teaching in Saudi Arabian middle and high schools. The researcher 

investigated the perception of special education teachers who had experience in using the co-

teaching approach regarding co-teachers’ responsibilities through their experience, and their 

perception of the effect of co-teaching on academic performance and behavior of students with 

learning disabilities. The primary research question for this study was: What is the perception of 

special education teachers in Saudi middle and high schools about co-teaching?  

Rationale and Significance 

The significance of this study is that effective education of students with LD has 

becoming of increasing importance in recent years, and as a result many approaches to educating 

students with LD, such as co-teaching, need to be researched so as to provide better services to 

this group of students. One of the reasons for the increased focus on education of students with 

LD is the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). In 2004 Congress wrote some 

general provisions about the process of education of students with disabilities (Magiera & 

Zigmond, 2005). They were given in the Reauthorization of the Individuals with Disabilities 

Education Act (IDEA) and they noted again that the ideal place for students with disabilities is 

the regular classroom with their peers without disabilities (Magiera & Zigmond, 2005). It was 

concluded that such students cannot study in equal conditions with others peers without 
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disabilities, but still have to take all the assessments, written in the No Child Left Behind Act of 

2001 (United States Department of Education) (Magiera & Zigmond, 2005). In addition, in one 

of the studies, the researchers reviewed the recent studies about teaching students with learning 

disabilities and they found that the majority of students with learning disabilities should be 

taught in the general education classroom with their peers who are without disabilities in the 

most of the school day (Tonin, 2005). Due to the policy of inclusive education classroom which 

includes students with and without disabilities, teachers have embraced new instructional 

delivery models which are relied on structure of collaboration such that co- teaching (Tonin, 

2005). If there is a need to place students outside the general education classes for getting special 

education services, the evidence for doing so should be strong (Magiera & Zigmond, 2005). 

From these points, there was a need to implement models of instruction delivery such as co-

teaching in the classroom that would help both students with and without disabilities. In co-

teaching class, general and special education teachers should share responsibilities and embrace 

new roles until both educators can be able to meet the various needs for the learners (Stefanidis 

& Strogilos, 2015). Therefore, it is significant to identify teachers' perception regarding co-

teachers roles and responsibilities. This research would help to more understand regard how both 

general and special educators work together in co-teaching class. 

Although to increased implementation of co-teaching, there is an extreme lack in the 

studies about co-teaching, especially at the adolescent grades (Magiera & Zigmond, 2005). They 

also mentioned that in the literature (1986– 2003) there were only thirteen of studies that 

examined the effect of co-teaching on academic achievement and only seven of them pointed out 

the link between co- teaching and positive outcomes of students with disabilities (Magiera & 

Zigmond, 2005). To determine the effectiveness of a specific approach of instruction, the 
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student's academic success is considered as accepted standard to measure it (Hang & Rabren, 

2009). Therefore, it is significant to investigate the impact of co-teaching on students’ academic 

performance. Moreover, co-teachers face different challenges which are firmly related to sharing 

responsibilities that include planning, evaluation, teaching, and behavior management and these 

four components are viewed as fundamental to implement the co-teaching model effectively 

(Stefanidis & Strogilos, 2015). So, this study would be examining the perception of the 

participants regard these responsibilities. Finally, the researcher analyzed articles related to co-

teaching that were available in order to better determine whether co-teaching would be a relevant 

topic for conducting research in her country of Saudi Arabia. Co-teaching is still a relatively new 

idea that is not especially widespread, and might be a good potential topic of research in order to 

better understanding on how educate students with LD in Saudi Arab. 
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Review of Literature 

Review of Co-teaching  

Co-teaching is a popular model of instructional delivery for students with special needs in 

general education classroom. King-Sears, Brawand, Jenkins and Preston-Smith (2014) defined 

co-teaching as a model of instructional delivery that is implemented by two or more educators 

for a group of students who have varying abilities in the same classroom. Hang and Rabren 

(2009) highlighted components of co-teaching that should be present: certified teachers (One is 

general education teacher and another is special education teacher), diverse students including 

students with and without disabilities who are taught in the general education classroom, one 

classroom for both groups of students, and instructions are delivered by both educators. While 

there may be a general understanding of what co-teaching is in the classroom, there are a number 

of ways that it can implemented to best meet the needs of the students and to keep the classroom 

dynamic and engaging. For example, the researchers Yopp, Ellis, Bonsangue, Duarte, and Meza, 

(2014) mentioned six models of co-teaching that general and special teachers can implement in 

the classroom that includes students with and without disabilities: 1) one teach, one observe, 2) 

one teach, one assist or supportive teaching, 3) station teaching 4) parallel teaching, 5) 

alternative teaching, and 6) team teaching. Through these models, there are specific roles for 

each teacher to perform that allow both types of student access to content with their help and 

support if it is needed during the teaching process. Friend and Cook (1995) mention that co-

teachers choose the types of co-teaching depending on students personalities and needs, co-

teacher preferences, curricular expectations, and the space of the classroom. Many experienced 

co-teachers use more than one model during one lesson (Friend & Cook, 1995). More details 

about these deferent models are listed below. 
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One teach, and one observe. One teacher is as leader in the classroom because he is the 

primary responsible for presenting of instruction to whole class. The role of other teacher is 

observing students and co-teacher for collecting specific data that is agreed-upon with the other 

teacher. (Yopp et al., 2014)  

One teach, and one assist. In this model, one teacher provides instruction for entire 

class. As for other teacher, providing the support and help for students as needed. (Yopp et al., 

2014) 

Station teaching. In this model, students rotate to several stations, which include 

different instructions and activities. Each co-teacher is responsible for leading a station may be 

other stations where students work independently, or stations that are led by students. (Yopp et 

al., 2014) 

Parallel teaching. Students in this model are divided into two equal groups, and each 

teacher teaches one group the same content and uses the same materials at the same time. (Yopp 

et al., 2014) 

Alternative teaching. In this type of co-teaching, one teacher teaches the larger group of 

students while the other teacher instructs a smaller group of students and the small group is used 

for enriching or remediating instruction (Blednick, Wilson & Association for Supervision and 

Curriculum, 2011). Every co-teacher works on the same objectives, but uses different methods 

for instruction to meet the needs of students (Yopp et al., 2014). 

Team teaching. In this model of co-teaching, both teachers share the responsibilities of 

teaching and support the students and also support and teach each other. Each should have 

knowledge about content, instructional strategies, and effective techniques and each have own 

thoughts. (Blednick & Wilson , 2011) 
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Figure 1. Six models of that general and special teachers can implement in the inclusive 
classroom: 1) one teach, one observe, 2) one teach, one assist,3) station teaching 4) parallel 
teaching, 5) alternative teaching, and 6) team teaching. Adapted from “The Six Models of Co-
teaching,” by E. Lauren, D. Jones, T. Lloyd, and C. Panse, 2010, “Co-teaching Through 
Collaboration”, retrieved from https://epsy5121fall2010.wikispaces.com/Co-Teaching  

 
Some studies investigated the components that lead to achieve the co-teaching goal, and 

some of these occur outside the classroom before cooperative teaching and some occur during 

implementation time. According to Magiera, Lawrence-Brown, Bloomquist, Foster, Figueroa, 
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Glatz, and Rodriguez, (2006), there are four components critical to success of co-teaching. First 

is communicating between teachers effectively (Magiera et al., 2016). The second is flexibility 

among co-teachers, such as allowing for some changes in teaching style (Magiera et al., 2016). 

The third is the respect, such as understanding the differences among people and sharing of 

responsibilities (Magiera et al., 2016). Finally, the organization of the instruction which means 

both co-teachera work on the same objectives (Magiera et al., 2016).  

Bacharach, Heck, and Dahlberg (2008) showed also five critical components that make 

co-teaching effective through the co-teachers' view: each teacher plays role in leading classroom, 

joint planning for  teaching together, mutual respecting and trusting between teachers, 

communicating honestly  when they face challenges. Rytivaara and Kershner (2012) highlighted 

other components for the successful co-teaching such as the involvement of every teacher in the 

task of instruction. He/she has to share his/her actually work to get some success (Rytivaara & 

Kershner, 2012). Every teacher has to love his/her job to do it effectively (Rytivaara & Kershner, 

2012). All studies agreed on two components that lead to success of co-teaching that are 

effective communication between teachers and share teaching responsibilities as well .The types 

of Special Education models offered in the United States are designed to meet the requirements 

set forth by a federal law called IDEA (Individuals with Disabilities Education Act). The 

following section reviews that federal law. 
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Federal Law (IDEA Individuals with Disabilities Education Act) 

The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) (1990) intends to supply all 

students with disabilities with equal opportunities in education (Cataldo & Bullard, 2016). They 

are children between the ages of 5 and 18, and more frequently, between the ages of 3–5 and 18–

21 years of age as well (Cataldo & Bullard, 2016). IDEA act states that all students with 

disabilities should be accepted in public schools and the responsibility of school districts is 

providing free services that fit their needs (Cataldo & Bullard, 2016). It stress that those students 

should be placed in an educational setting which is close to the general education setting and also 

which meets their needs (Cataldo & Bullard, 2016). 

The aim of this act is to ensure that students with disabilities receive free and appropriate 

education in public schools that focus on special education and designing related services to meet 

the individual needs for the students (Colker, 2004). IDEA also helps the states to provide the 

effective education for all students with disabilities, and it also preserves the rights of students 

with disabilities and their parents or guardians (Colker, 2004).  

Prior to the passage of the Education for All Handicapped Children Act (1975) was 

enacted, a lot of students with disabilities had educational needs that were not completely met 

(Amendments to the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, 2004). There were reasons for 

this lack. Many children did not access suitable education and also there were children who were 

not totally accepted in public schools (Amendments to the Individuals with Disabilities 

Education Act, 2004). Furthermore, some students with disabilities did not get successful 

experiences in school because their disabilities were not diagnosed or because there were not 

enough resources within the public school system, so many families were forced to look for 

assistance outside of the public school system (Amendments to the Individuals with Disabilities 
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Education Act, 2004). However, this law succeeds to ensure all students with disabilities and 

their family access to free suitable education in public schools and educational outcomes of 

students with disabilities are improved (Amendments to the Individuals with Disabilities 

Education Act, 2004). 

There are several benefits of Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IEDA). One of 

these benefits is that IEDA contributed to increase the number students with disabilities in public 

education settings. Before this law, one out of five students with disabilities attended a public 

school, while the rest were disadvantaged due to their remaining in isolated settings (Cataldo & 

Bullard, 2016). In other words, the National Center for Learning Disabilities reported that due to 

the IEDA, there are more than six million children who receive education with help at public 

schools (Cataldo & Bullard, 2016). Other advantages can be received under IDEA include 

specialized equipment and materials that will help students with disabilities and meet their 

unique needs, for example, Braille books for students with visual disabilities and closed 

captioned video materials for the hard of hearing (Cataldo & Bullard, 2016). Moreover, 

according to the law (IEDA), teachers who are specialists in field of disabilities should be in the 

school in order to meet the needs of students with disabilities (Cataldo & Bullard, 2016). The 

IEDA states also that special education program for the student should be monitored constantly 

and the decision for student to place in or to stay in the special education program depends on the 

consent of parents and school together (Cataldo & Bullard, 2016). Finally, IEDA ensures 

keeping medical history of student privately because this law includes the provisions for 

confidentiality (Cataldo & Bullard, 2016). 

According to Amendments to the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (2004), 

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) consists of four parts, A through D. Part A 
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includes the general provisions of the act.  Part B includes assistance of children with special 

needs in education. Part C covers early years of children with disabilities (from birth to three 

years of age). Part D describes the national support of activities that are managed by the federal 

government.  

The IDEA consists of six general principles and practices, including: Free and 

appropriate education (FAPE), Individual Educational Program (IEP), Least Restrictive 

Environment (LRE), Appropriate Evaluation, Parent Participation, and Procedural 

Safeguards (Hulett, 2009). 

Free and Appropriate Public Education (FAPE). According to Hulett (2009), IDEA 

lines out four types of successful public education. It includes special education and related 

services, based on public expense, under public supervision and direction (Hulett, 2009). Free 

appropriate public education has to meet the requirements, determined by state educational 

agencies (Hulett, 2009). It has to provide students with appropriate education at the preschool, 

elementary, and secondary levels (Hulett, 2009). It has to be agreed with individual education 

programs, set by (Hulett, 2009). 

Individual Educational Program (IEP). The Individualized Education Program (IEP) is 

a document, created for every student with disability in order to provide him/her special 

education services (Individualized Education Program (IEP), 2009). There are several essential 

components of the IEPs that are clarifying the current academic level of the student achievement 

and the functional performance, special education programs and related services, supplementary 

aids and services, amount of time that student will spent out the general education classroom, 

annual measurable objectives, the academic assessments that are scheduled for a student at the 

state or district level, transition services, initiation date and projected duration of IEP, how 
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student’s progress toward annual goals will be measured, and the time when a report will be 

presented for parents (Individualized Education Program (IEP), 2009). Within 30 days of the 

date the decision that was taken on the child's eligibility for special education, the IEP team is 

required to meet for designing IEP (Individualized Education Program (IEP), 2009). This team 

consists of general educator, special educator, school psychologist, agency administrator, an 

individual who can interpret results, parent, and the child (if appropriate), who write the 

individual education plan based on student needs (Individualized Education Program (IEP), 

2009). 

Least Restrictive Environment (LRE). IEDA emphasizes that students with disabilities 

should receive education and related services in the least restrictive educational environment. In 

1990, the EHA legislation adopted a new version of the Individuals with Disabilities Education 

Act (IDEA) - the Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act of 2004 (IDEIA) 

classrooms (Alquraini, 2013). According to it students with disabilities should study in separate 

classes or schools only, if the level of their disorders is too serious to attend ordinary schools with 

other students without disabilities (Alquraini, 2013). 

Appropriate Evaluation. According to the IDEA, before receiving any special education 

services, student is required taking a comprehensive initial individual assessment (Hulett, 2009). 

In addition, the student must be received non- discriminatory evaluations and all proceedings 

must be nonbiased (Hulett, 2009). Based on the IDEA controls, the appraisal instruments must 

be technically or psychometrically sound (Hulett, 2009). Student's evaluation must be processed 

by qualified professionals who are "Individuals who are properly trained to perform these 

assessments and interpret the resulting data administer instruments"(Hulett, 2009, p.127).  
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Parents Participation. Special education in general and the IDEA in particular have 

been traditionally rooted in a productive partnership between parents and teachers (Hulett, 2009). 

Both the former and the latter use their expertise to educate children. While education is the 

cornerstone of successful economics, national politics reflect necessary principles of daily 

activities at school, as well as individual learning (Hulett , 2009). At the same time, parents have 

always been an integral element in implementing Public Law No. 94-142, as well as contributing 

to the development and realization of the IDEA since its introduction until now (Hulett , 2009).       

Statutory provisions concerning procedural safeguards are mostly concerned with 

protection of educational rights of children and their parents alike. In addition to these norms, the 

law ensures that the participants of the educational process are granted the right of consent and 

the ability to evaluate, reevaluate, use both public and private insurance, take part in the IEP, and 

other important parts of the learning process (Hulett, 2009).  

Procedural Safeguards. The IDEAs fundamental principle is provision of public 

education and relevant special services to children with special needs (Hulett, 2009). The law 

contains a number of vital safeguards providing an access to educational records, the right for an 

unprejudiced hearing and an impartial hearing officer, the right for mediation and assistance 

from an attorney, the right to be notified in advance, and the right to appeal (Hulett, 2009). The 

IDEA also pays extra attention to protection of parents, all students, irrespective of their state of 

health and its influence of academic performance, and school personnel (Hulett, 2009). The 

IDEA also focuses on keeping the balance between the general educational process and 

satisfaction of educational needs of children with disabilities (Hulett, 2009). It is necessary to 

keep in mind that the IDEA takes care not only of children with special needs but also of the 
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entire educational process and all of its participants by implementing all necessary measures to 

enable impartial educational process (Hulett, 2009).  

According to Gargiulo (2014) Individual with Education Disabilities Act (IEDA) 

identifies thirteen categories of disabilities that people are labeled in based on specific 

characteristics. The table below shows these categories of disabilities and their definitions. 
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Table 1 

Type of disabilities and their definitions 
Type of disability   Definition 

Intellectual disability Currently, the American Association on Intellectual, 

Developmental Disabilities and the Diagnostic, and Statistical 

Manual–Fifth Edition use this term “Intellectual disability” 

(Schalock & Luckasson, 2015).The other  term "disorders of 

intellectual development” is used by international Classification of 

Diseases–11th Edition’s (ICD-11) (Schalock & Luckasson, 2015).  

The American Psychiatric Association (APA), World Health 

Organization (WHO), and American Association on Intellectual 

and Developmental Disabilities lined out three standards for 

intellectual disability: clear deficiencies in mental function, clear 

deficiencies in adaptive behavior, and these symptoms appear at an 

early age before 18 (Schalock & Luckasson, 2015).  

Autism (ASD) According to IEDA (2004), autism is a disorder that affects the 

development of the individual. The characteristics of autism are 

deficits or lack in verbal and nonverbal communication, and social 

interaction. These demonstrations impact negatively on child’s 

learning and appear through the first three years of child’s life. 

There are some demonstrations that are often related to autism such 

that resistance to change of routine or place or engaging in 

repetitive activities. (Gargiulo, 2014)  
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Learning disabilities 

(LD) 

Hammill, Leigh, McNutt and Larsen (1987)___ writes  

Learning disabilities is a generic term that refers to a 

heterogeneous group of disorders manifested by significant 

difficulties in the acquisition and use of listening, speaking, 

reading, writing, reasoning or mathematical abilities. These 

disorders are intrinsic to the individual and presumed to be 

due to central nervous system dysfunction. Even though a 

learning disability may occur concomitantly with other 

handicapping conditions (e.g., sensory impairment, mental 

retardation, social and emotional disturbance) or 

environmental influences (e.g., cultural differences, 

insufficient/inappropriate instruction, psychogenic factors), 

it is not the direct result of those conditions or influences 

(p.109) . 

Deaf-blindness The significant visual and hearing impartment lead to difficulty in 

communication and the need for special services. The disability in 

these senses prevents children from participating in special 

education programs that are provided only for children with 

blindness or deafness. (Gargiulo, 2014) 

Multiple disabilities According to federal detention, this term includes individuals who 

have two or more primary disabilities excluding deaf-blindness  

such as having both blindness and intellectual disability, so, they 
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cannot be served in a single special education program (Gargiulo, 

2014). 

Orthopedic  impairment Significant orthopedic impartment with a serious negative effect on 

children’s academic performance includes disabilities resulting 

from congenital defects, accidents, and such diseases as 

poliomyelitis and the like. (Gargiulo, 2014)  

Other health  

impairment  

Chronic health problems of diseases such as asthma, a heart 

condition, hemophilia, attention deficit, etc., affect strength or 

alertness that impact negatively on an individual’s educational 

performance (Gargiulo, 2014).  

Traumatic brain injury   “An acquired injury to the brain caused by an external physical 

force, resulting in total or partial function disability or physical 

impairments, or both, that adversely affects educational 

performance”(Gargiulo, 2014, P.489).  

Developmental delay According to the definition provided by the CDC, the delay in any 

aspect of a child’s development, including physical, emotional, 

social, cognitive, and behavioral is called a developmental delay. 

Such delay may be caused by various reasons. (Frey& Caffre,2016) 

Hearing impairments  

 

The term of hearing impairments generally refers to any hearing 

disorder, including those people who are lost hearing abilities either 

wholly or partly. Although it includes both hearing impairments 

and deafness, the federal government prefers to use this term 

(Hearing impairments) to describe this category. (Gargiulo, 2014) 
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Speech or language 

impairments  

A communication disorder is defined as a defect in the ability to 

communicate, whether is concerns speaking, listening, or hearing, 

and this defect has an adverse impact on various aspects of the 

daily life (Gargiulo, 2014). 

Visual impairments 

including blindness 

Visual impairments include complete and partial blindness with 

each having a serious negative effect on children’s academic 

performance even with correction (Gargiulo, 2014).  

Emotional disturbance According to the classification of Emotional/Behavioral Disorders 

(2009), the category of people who are suffering from emotional 

disturbance is characterized by such common features as practicing 

extreme behavior, having constant chronic problems, and violating 

social and cultural norms and standards.  

 

The Growth of Co-teaching  

Before review co-teaching approach growth, the researcher would review the different 

educational settings that students with special needs attend and can receive special education 

services. According to Blednick el at., 2011), there are several types of educational settings for 

students with disabilities. See Table 2 for an overview of the types of educational settings. 

Table 2 

Types of educational settings 
Type of educational 

setting 

Description  
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 General education class In the general education class, students with disabilities learn 

together with their peers without disabilities. They also receive 

special educational services during pull-out meetings designed to 

address their individual needs (Blednick et al., 2011). 

Consultant teacher 

services 

Consultant teacher services include provision of direct and 

indirect services such as career and technical training to students 

with disabilities in the general classroom (Blednick et al., 2011). 

Resource room In the resource room, students with disabilities can receive 

necessary assistance and remediation (Blednick et al., 2011) 

Integrated co-teaching Integrated co-teaching is a specific type of instruction that is 

provided in the general classroom for a group of students with 

and without disabilities by general and special education teachers 

(Blednick et al., 2011). 

Separate class Separate class is designed for students with special needs being 

taught outside the general class (Blednick et al., 2011). 

Separate school A separate school enabling students with disabilities to get 

education separately from other students (Blednick et al., 2011). 

Residential facility This setting includes publically funded educational programs at 

residential facilities (Blednick et al., 2011). 

Homebound or hospital 

environment 

Homebound or hospital environment is designed for students with 

disabilities, wherein they spend the school day and receive 

special education and related services (Blednick et al., 2011). 
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The result of the reforms or the new legislations in special education in the United States 

was that co-teaching increased. Before 1975, the federal states were not responsible for 

educating children with special needs, so there were millions of children who could not attend 

public school because teachers felt that they are not able to meet these students’ individual needs 

(Blednick et al., 2011). In 1975 was the point of historic developing for educating children with 

special needs in the United States because the Education for All Handicapped Children Act was 

passed and it includes laws that stress all public schools are required to accept students with 

disabilities to be provided a free appropriate education (Blednick et al., 2011). As a result of the 

well-intentioned 1975 act, students with special needs were provided special education services, 

but were placed in separate educational settings that were sometimes located outside their 

neighborhoods and lacked access to peers without disabilities causing their social and academic 

performance to be negatively affected (Blednick et al., 2011). 

After that in the1986,"Regular Education Initiative" was introduced as the first piece of 

legislation that demanded reform with integrating students with special needs in public 

education, as part of what is now known as the “Inclusive Movement.” This initiative was 

released by Madeleine C. Will, former assistant secretary of education (Blednick et al., 2011). 

Resulting from these reforms, according to the Annual Report to Congress on the 

Implementation of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), more than 95% of 

pupils who are eligible for special education programs receive them at public schools (Walther-

Thomas, 1997). Additionally, the researcher noted that because of the national trend to place 

students with special needs in the regular classroom the length of school day, it is natural to find 

that many schools changed their system of delivering special education to be more inclusive 

(Walther-Thomas, 1997). At a glance on recent research on education of students with LD, the 
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authors concluded that most students with LD should spend much of their school day in general 

classroom with their peers. Therefore, co-teaching is now the most popular model that is applied 

in regular classroom for student with learning disabilities (Blednick et al., 2011).  

Students with Learning Disabilities 

According to Willingham, Ford-Martin and Frey (2011), the National Center for 

Learning Disabilities reported that there are fifteen million people, including children, teenagers 

and adults are labeled in the learning disabilities category. The researchers noted that there are 

other statistical indicated that learning disabilities appear in almost about 5% to 10% of the 

North American population (Willingham et al., 2011). In addition, the National Institute of 

Neurological Disorder and Stroke (NINDS) found that some types of learning disabilities are 

experienced by about 8% - 10% American children under the age of 18. The 50% of the 

population of people with LD have a reading disorder, which shows that reading disorder is the 

highest percentage among the other disorders that included by the Learning Disabilities category 

(Willingham et al., 2011). Moreover, some people have more than one LD such as 56% of 

students who have a reading disorder and also have weak mathematical skills (Willingham et al., 

2011). 

The number of males with learning disabilities is higher than the female at a ratio of 2:1 

or as high as 4:1 (Willingham et al., 2011). Children with LD are more likely to have behavioral 

and emotional problems (Willingham et al., 2011). Overall, these researchers concluded there are 

no accurate statistics in the United States and Canada because many people did not receive a 

diagnosis of any type of learning disorder (Willingham et al., 2011). 

Willingham, Ford-Martin and Frey (2011) define a learning disability as a specific type 

of developmental disorder that prevents or interferes with a person’s ability to learn. The 
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Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEA, 2004) describes LD as “using three broad 

components: achievement deficits, conditions included as LD, and conditions excluded from 

LD” (Maki, Floyd, & Roberson, 2015, p. 457). 

In the past, the resources room is the only place that provided the special education 

services for students with learning disabilities in the United States and Canada. According to 

Saint-Laurent, Dionne, Giasson, Royer, Simard and Pierard (1998), this model of special 

education services has been criticized for many reasons. First, the transition from the regular 

classroom to resources room may cause distraction for students with LD (Saint-Laurent et al., 

1998). Second, the presence of the student in the resource room may lead him/her to lose the 

lessons that progress in the regular classroom at the same time (Saint-Laurent et al., 1998). 

Third, Third, there is a negative impact of stigma on students with LD who receive instruction 

out of general education classes. (Saint-Laurent et al., 1998). Fourth, there is difficulty of 

generalization of skills and behaviors that students learned in the resource room (Saint-Laurent et 

al., 1998). Finally, the absence of coordination and cooperation between the general and special 

education teachers about instructions, content, materials, and terminology may lead to confusion 

of students with LD (Saint-Laurent et al., 1998). 

However, today, students with LD are placed in the inclusive classroom the most time of 

their school day. According to (Blednick et al., 2011) students both with and without special 

needs can attend the same classrooms in order to receive education from co-teachers (special and 

general education teacher) who can address their specific learning problems. 

The number of students in inclusive classroom is different, depending on the state 

policies. The class size is important in the co-teaching setting because the high proportion of 

students with disabilities in one classroom decrease some of its advantages, these advantages 
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come from interaction and learning with other students without disabilities (Blednick et al., 

2011). So, some districts have increased class size to avoid this problem and achieve one of the 

co- teaching goals.  

According to contemporary research in the inclusive education, there are three teaching 

models which are used in the inclusive classroom (Austin, 2001). The first is the consultant 

model, a special education teacher is as divisor for a general teacher in some aspects that are 

related to adapt lessons to fit in students with disabilities, addressing the limited skills, and 

modifying assessment (Austin, 2001). The second is the coaching model that is where a general 

educator and special educator teach each other in these areas of curriculum and instruction where 

they are each experts (Austin, 2001). The third is the teaming or collaborative model where both 

teachers co-plan, co- instructs, and co-assess equally (Austin, 2001). The co-teaching is 

considered by some researchers as more effective teaching model which allow for general and 

special teachers share tasks and responsibilities, and it was also recommended to use in inclusion 

setting more than other two teaching models (Austin, 2001).  

Roles and Responsibilities of Co-teacher 

It is most important to understand what the roles and responsibilities of special and 

general education teacher in co-teaching class. This understanding would lead to successful 

collaboration between them. According to the past studies, there is urgent need for the obvious 

functional description for the responsibilities of co- teachers so that there is no confusion in the 

teacher’s role and this confusion may affect the goals of the inclusive classroom (Fennick & 

Liddy, 2001). There are some descriptions of roles and responsibilities of co-teachers in the 

literature that would be reviewed.  
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Fennick and Liddy (2001) noted that the responsibilities of both general and special 

educator in some situations of collaboration do the same his/her traditional roles within the 

regular classroom because their roles and responsibilities are not specific. The general teacher is 

responsible for planning of the entire class, teaching, and assessment and special educator 

provides assistance for students or small group who are struggling with content of subject in 

general classroom (Fennick & Liddy, 2001). However, there is no support of this definition in 

literature that one teacher is in primary role and other teacher is in assist role, however, many 

school districts use this detention (King-Sears, Brawand, Jenkins, & Preston-Smith, 2014).   

These researchers also  indicate that most studies’ findings agree that despite that general 

and special teachers should share planning and teaching, general teacher is still the primly 

responsible for content instruction and special educator plays assistant’ s role to him. 

Weiss and Lloyd (2002) mentioned that special and general education teacher's roles in the 

inclusive classroom are different based on the objectives lessons and the needs of learners. 

Stefanidis and Strogylos (2015) noted that in some collaborative teaching programs, the both co-

teachers work together on planning curriculum, classroom management, instruction, and 

assessment for all students in the classroom. 

Rytivaara (2012) notes the factor affecting role and responsibilities, writing:  

open communication from the very beginning of the collaboration is essential for 

successful co-teaching experiences. This ensures that the responsibilities are shared 

equally and that both teachers, when necessary, can handle possible unexpected situations 

in the classroom. Yet, a teacher's work is highly individual and respect for this 

individuality, in addition to lack of problem-solving skills, can make it difficult for 



26 
 

another teacher to express disagreement. If one can overcome this obstacle, peer teachers 

can provide each other with strong mental support (p.183).  

Moreover, common planning time is considered as important to avoid the view of 

students which is general teacher who is only the real teacher (Stefanidis &  Strogilos, 2015). 

Also, common planning time helps to identify special educator roles and responsibilities in co-

teaching class (Stefanidis & Strogilos, 2015). The studies list below focus on some issues are 

related to co-teachers ‘roles and responsibilities.  

Harbort, Gunter, Hull, Brown, Venn, Wiley, and  Wiley (2007) investigated the roles and 

actions of regular and special education teachers at public high school. This research particularly 

focuses on the following issues: teachers' interaction either with each other or with their students; 

teaching formats; and the roles of co-teachers assigned to teach science classes. Researchers used 

a quantitative method to collected data, they used observation. The two teams of participants 

consisted of a general education teacher and special education teacher, and were videotaped 

teaching in three classrooms at high school. The findings showed that roles and actions were 

carried out by the regular education teachers were greater than which special education teachers 

carried out in the general class. Specifically, general teachers provided material to students in 

29.93% of observed intervals and special teacher exhibited material in under 1% of the intervals 

(Harbort al etc., 2007).  In addition, they noticed that general teachers conducted non interaction 

instruction tasks such as preparing for teaching 28.33% of interval (Harbort al etc., 2007). 

However, special educators did these tasks in 3.96% of observed intervals (Harbort al etc., 

2007).  

According to Hang and Rabren (2009), when special educators do not take equal roles 

with their general educator in a co-teaching setting, confusion about roles and responsibilities 
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would increase. The authors also mentioned that clear definition of roles and responsibilities is 

significant to avoids the dominance of regular teacher and limiting of simple roles that special 

educators engage, such as assistance or monitoring. 

Weiss and Lloyd (2002) conducted a study that explored and described the roles and 

instructional actions of only adolescent special education teachers in both co-teaching classroom 

and special education classroom. Co-teaching classroom that mean general education classroom 

including both students with and without disabilities and co-teaching model is implemented in by 

general and special educators. The setting of this research was at the secondary schools of a rural 

local education agency (LEA) in the mid-Atlantic region. The sample was six special education 

teachers. Three of them are high school teachers who provided services for students in co-

teaching classroom and special education classroom, and the other three are middle school 

teachers who co-taught with team and also taught in special education classroom. Data was 

collected by mixed method that including observations, interviews, and documents such as 

teachers 'journals.  

Weiss and Lloyd (2002) identified certain important and recurring patterns that provided 

an understanding of what the co-teaching definition is and compared it to the actions in special 

education classrooms. They found that special education teachers adopt a variety of roles when 

they co-teach and that these roles differed from those taken up when they taught in special 

education classrooms (Weiss & Lloyd, 2002). The researchers state that the differences in the 

roles of the educators when they co-taught and taught in special education classrooms stemmed 

from their own understanding of what co-teaching is and the pressures they perceived from the 

classroom environment, administration and the professional community (Weiss & Lloyd, 2002). 

When conducting co-teaching classes in a general education classroom, the special education 
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teachers may just offer support to the students (Weiss & Lloyd, 2002). They may also teach the 

same lesson in a private setting, teach another portion of the lesson in the classroom or teach 

along with the general education teacher (Weiss & Lloyd (2002).When co-teaching, the 

educators performed actions that assisted the learners to complete their assignments and follow 

the instructions provided to the whole class (Weiss & Lloyd, 2002). However, in a special 

education class setting, the special education teachers adopted different strategies and the same 

actions were performed in a more explicit manner (Weiss & Lloyd, 2002).   

The Effects of Co-teaching on Students with LD   

Through review of previous research, many studies support the integration of students 

with special needs in general or students with learning disabilities in particular in regular classes 

with their peers because of some reasons such as those students do not gain academically much 

from traditional education setting such as resource room. The  National Assessment of 

Educational Progress (NAEP; U.S. Department of Education, 2011a; 2011b) showed that 

students with disabilities along with their peers from other cultural and linguistic backgrounds 

and/ or from low-income families record low performance compared with their white 

counterparts in the all areas tested and through all grade levels (Barrocas & Cramer, 2014). The 

researchers believe the reason for this weakness that is the special education practices. So, from 

principle of social justice, they suggested that instructional practices must be re-examined. In 

addition, Saint Laurent,Dionne, Giasson, Royer, Simard and Pierard (1998) noted that there are 

many advantages of inclusion setting, greater coherence and cooperation between the general 

and special education teachers which lead to supporting and learning from each other. The 

students both with and without disabilities would benefit from this cooperation such as 
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improving self-esteem, more positive relationships with peers, and increases students' motivation 

toward school.  

Academic and behavior. According to Fontana (2005), the academic performance of 

students with LD is affected positively when both general and special educators collaborate. Co-

teaching is one of the special education practices that allow increasing this collaboration between 

the general and special education in order to teaching students with learning disabilities in 

general classroom with other peers without disabilities and access the same curriculums 

(Fontana, 2005). The several models of inclusive classroom focus on different instructional 

proceedings that are very effective for all students. The advantages of these educational 

procedures are helping students with disabilities and their classmates to be more effective and 

efficient as learners. Another advantage is that students are provided many structured chances to 

improve their communication, interaction with others, problem solving, and social skills. 

There is a body of research showed a positive correlation between academic achievement 

of students with LD and co-teaching model. For example, Fontana (2005) investigated the effect 

of inclusive (co-teaching) classroom design on academic performance and self-concept of 

students with LD. The researcher conducted the study in middle school (eighth grade). He used a 

control group and experimental group to compare between Math and English outcomes of 

students with LD who attended co-teaching classroom and the other students with LD who did 

not attend co-teaching classroom or those who only received special education services at the 

resource room. Fontana (2005) used a mixed method design to collect data including final 

grades, the Woodcock-Johnson-III Tests of Achievement, and the Student Self-Concept Scale. 

The result of the study indicated that the final grades of students with LD who attended the co-

teaching class were higher more than other group. Additionally, there was significant 
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improvement in self- concept of student with LD. As for test scores, students in the experimental 

group gained higher scores more than other group in math tests but no different in writing tests. 

There is a very similar study (Rea, McLaughlin and Walther-Thomas, 2002) that 

proved the positive relationship between co- teaching approach and the academic performance 

and behavior of students with learning disabilities. Rea, McLaughlin, and Walther-Thomas 

(2002) used a mixed method design to study the effect of co-teaching classroom on behavior, 

classroom grades, test scores and days attended, compared with pull-out model for students with 

LD (resource room). The participants were students with learning disabilities in eighth-grade 

from two middle schools. Chi-square analyses performed on data concerning student 

demography helped to compare the groups based on gender, chronological age, ethnicity, 

education level of the mother, socio-economic status, estimated intellectual capabilities, number 

of years spent in the present school district and the number of years spent in obtaining special 

education services. The researchers found that the academic performance of students with LD in 

co-teaching class was higher, with better tests grades and better grades. Furthermore, there were 

no more behavioral infractions, and students’ attendance was better more than the other group in 

pullout model. 

In addition, Tremblay and Philippe (2013) conducted the similar the above researches 

that prove effectiveness of co- teaching on academic achievement but on elementary school 

students instead of middle school students. The researchers made comparison study between two 

instructional models (co-taught class and solo-taught class) for students with learning disabilities, 

with a focus on the impact of these models on academic success and attendance. Participants of 

this two-year study consisted of 228 grade 1 students from nine special education classes and 

eight inclusion classes. This included 133 students without disabilities, 58 with LD in special 
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education classes and 37 with LD in inclusion classes. Similarly, 125 grade 2 students, from four 

inclusion and four special education classes, participated in the experiment. Off these, 62 did not 

have disabilities, 42 had LD and were in special education classes, and 21 students had LD and 

were in inclusion classes. In the first year (2007-2008), four grade 1 regular classes joined the 

co-teaching/joint inclusion experiment with students with disability. In the second year, along 

with these four classes, which were in grade 2 now, four more grade 1 classes were included. 

These classes comprised the experimental group. The control group was the special education 

classes.  

The instrument to determine the differences between them was a comparison of academic 

test scores between control groups and experimental groups that received instruction in the co-

teaching classroom. The result of this investigation indicated that there was a positive impact on 

outcomes in reading and writing, as well as, on attendance for students who attended co-teaching 

classes.  

While the majority of studies that the researcher found that co-teaching and inclusive 

classroom settings had a positive effect on academic achievement and esteem there are some 

researches included that there is no a significant effect of co-teaching on academic success of 

students with LD in elementary, middle, and high school, or that co-teaching is not effective 

without necessary training or resources for teachers; others went farther, stating that co-teaching 

did not appear to have an effect on achievement. For example, Barrocas and Cramer (2014) 

investigated if placement in inclusive and non-inclusive classrooms impacted the academic 

achievement in reading and math of Hispanic students, with and without specific learning 

disabilities, studying in two urban, low socio-economic middle schools recognized as institutions 

that required improvement in education quality. The study, spanning two consecutive years, 
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comprised of 160 participants from each school, 80 each in seventh and eighth grades in their 

corresponding placements. Reading and math class students were divided into four groups- 20 

students with disabilities in co-teaching class, 20 students without disabilities in co-teaching 

class, 20 students with disabilities in resource room, and 20 students without disabilities in 

regular class. The study found that the inclusive setting did not affect the academic performances 

of students in math and reading. Some significant difference in the overall performance was 

found between students with disabilities and those without the same. 

The similar study, Fore, Hagan-Burke, Burke, Boon, and Smith (2008) conducted a study 

on 57 students to investigate the impact of educational settings (inclusive and non-inclusive) on 

academic achievement of students with learning disabilities in secondary classroom. The 

inclusive setting consisted of students with and without disabilities, and the students were taught 

in a general education classroom mostly by general educators and sometimes by both general and 

special educators. The non-inclusive setting comprised of students with disabilities who were 

taught outside the general education class setting by special educators. Data concerning 

academic achievement was obtained through the Grade Level Short Form of the Multilevel 

Academic Survey Test (MAST). Results obtained revealed that academic performance of the 

students on the MAST tests were not significantly affected by grade level, class schedule, 

gender, and classroom setting (inclusive or non-inclusive). However, a significant difference was 

observed in the type of class taken between students studying literature in a general education 

class and those studying the same subject in a special education setting.  

Teachers’ perception 
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Roles and responsibilities. There are some studies in the literature that investigated 

teachers’ perception about their roles and responsibilities. For example, Keefe and Moore 

(2004), King-Sears, Brawan, Jenkins and Preston-Smith (2014), Fennick and Liddy (2001) and  

Stefanidis and Strogilos (2015) these studies  presented valuable information about co- teaching 

through investigating perceptions of general and special education teachers who collaborated in 

the inclusive classroom. All studies examined teachers' experiences in a co- teaching setting. The 

studies listed above focused on responsibilities of general and special teachers during 

cooperative teaching. The paragraph below review specific methods of research used in the 

studies listed above. 

Keefe and Moore (2004) and King-Sears, Brawan, Jenkins, and Preston-Smith (2014) 

conucted studies in high schools. However, Fennick and Liddy (2001) and Stefanidis and  

Strogilos (2015) conducted studies in public schools from kindergarten to high secondary. All  

researchers used quantitative methods to collect data except Keefe and Moore (2004); they used  

qualitative methods, in particular they used interviews with co-teachers to collect data.  King- 

Sears, Brown, Jenkins, and Preston-Smith (2014) used survey and direct observation, while  

Fennick and Liddy (2001) and Stefanidis and Strogilos (2015) used only surveys that were 

completed by both general and special teachers to identify teachers' perception.  Each sample 

study consisted of general and special education teachers. 

The results of both studies, Keefe and Moore (2004), King-Sears, Brawan, Jenkins and 

Preston-Smith (2014) agreed that the general teacher had more responsibility and interaction than  

the special education teacher in the inclusive classroom. However, Fennick and Liddy (2001) 

came to different conclusion. They concluded that teachers agreed their roles in the co-teaching  
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classes do not differ from the expected traditional classroom roles for each. In addition, each 

special and general educators agreed about who takes responsibility for planning an evaluation, 

but each group believed itself more responsible than the other for instruction and behavior 

management (Fennick& Liddy, 2001). Finally, Stefanidis and Strogilos (2015) concluded that 

there are different attitudes of general and special education teachers towards  

their responsibilities, and that would to effect negatively to develop collaboration in teaching  

students with and without disabilities in inclusion setting.  

In addition, Austin (2001) provided important information about co-teaching through 

teachers’ perspective. This study focused on the significant factors that impact on co-teaching.  

These factors are effective strategies that were both valued and used, the importance of teacher 

preparation and valued school-based supports. The researcher used mixed method to collect data; 

he used survey and interview in the study. The participants were 139 teachers from nine school 

districts in northern New Jersey. Those teachers taught in kindergarten through 12th grade, and 

they had experience in collaborative teaching at least one semester. The researcher selected the 

participants randomly to complete the survey that was developed by the researcher. Ninety-two 

of the participants completed the survey and selected twelve of them for the interview. The 

important result that is related to co-teachers’ role and responsibilities indicated that general 

education teacher is considered as a primary responsible for planning and  teaching class and 

special educators were more  responsible for students with disabilities. Even so, most 

participants who interviewed said they shared the major of their teaching responsibilities.  

Academic and other benefits. There is a body of research showing benefits of co-

teaching models on students with learning disabilities through teachers’ perception. For example, 

(Rabren & Hang, 2009) and (Walther-Thomas,1997), these studies examined general and special 
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education teachers' perception of co-teaching approach that implements in the inclusive 

classrooms for students with disabilities. Specifically, both studies focus on the benefits of co-

teaching on students with disabilities. 

The researchers conducted both studies in public schools, and they used mixed methods 

to collect data, but teachers’ perception was investigated through survey for the study of Rabren 

and Hang (2009) and semi structured interviews for the study of Walther-Thomas (1997). Both 

studies sample included general and special education teachers. The study sample of (Rabren & 

Hang, 2009) consisted of 45 co-teachers from first grader through tenth grader in seventh 

schools. As for (Walther-Thomas, 1997), the participants were 119 teachers and 24 

administrators who were from 23 school- based teams in 8 Virginia school districts. The 

researchers in both studies agree that there was a positive impact on academic and behavioral 

performance for students with special needs in co-teaching class such as improving self-esteem 

and self-confidence, and improving academic performance. Walther-Thomas (1997) also found 

other benefits which were stronger peer relationships and improvement of social skills. 

 Inclusion students. The research of Ornelles, Cook and Jenkins (2007) conducted an 

interesting study  to discover unexpected effects when inclusion students with learning 

disabilities in regular classroom through teachers' perception. The specific goal of the study was 

to investigate unexpected effects of inclusion environment on teachers' professional live, 

students with learning disabilities, and students without disablities. The researchers 

used Qualitative methods to collect data and they used interviews. The sample study consisted of 

teachers who have experience in inclusive classroom. The teachers were five general teachers in 

middle school. The researchers proved students with learning disabilities are succeeding with 

same content as other peers.  Other unexpected result is students with learning disabilities 
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motivate other students with and without disabilities. Finally, inclusion classroom lead general 

teachers to use many accommodations and these would also help student without disabilities. 
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Methodology 

Purpose 

The purpose of this quantitative survey study was to investigate the perception of special 

education teachers of Saudi Arabian middle and high schools about co-teaching. The researcher 

investigated the perception of special education teachers regarding sharing the responsibilities in 

co-teaching class between co-teachers and their opinions of the effectiveness of co-teaching on 

academic performance and behavior. The main objectives of the research are to answer the 

following questions: 

1) Do general and special education teachers share planning, evaluation, teaching, and behavior 

management during co-teaching? 

2) Do teachers perceive the co-teaching approach affect academic performance and behavior of 

students with learning disabilities? 

Step One: Find a Research Topic 

The researcher developed an interest in this topic through her study and reading in the 

field of special education. Trends in special education call for the integration of students with 

disabilities with their peers in a general education setting as much as possible in the school day, 

as these students benefit at the academic and social level. Therefore, teachers should employ 

instructional practices to meet the needs of the increasing number of students with disabilities 

who are placed in regular classes. Students with disabilities should be given the best educational 

opportunities that schools can give them. 

However, the researcher found through her experience in teaching in Saudi Arabia that 

there was a lack of implementation of this model, despite the demands that students with LD 

should receive special education services in their general education classes. In addition, the 

researcher found many students who were not eligible for special education programs struggle 
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alone in general classroom without any assistance, so this model of instructional delivery would 

meet those students who are studying in general classrooms. The researcher also found that there 

is no research about the perception and attitudes of teachers towards co-teaching in Saudi 

context. This research project would show the degree special education teachers and general 

teachers use co-teaching strategies in their classrooms and how effective they feel co-teaching is 

as a strategy for students with LD.  

Step Two: Conduct Literature Review  

The literature review analyzes what other researchers had found about teachers’ roles and 

responsibilities in co-teaching class, the effect of co-teaching on academic performance and 

behavior of students with learning disabilities in comparison with more traditional settings, such 

as in resource room, and teachers’ perceptions regarding these topics. The co-teaching model 

was also defined, including the five models of co-teaching (station co-teaching, supportive co-

teaching, etc). Moreover, the researcher reviewed American policies towards the rights of 

students with disabilities, such as the federal law IDEA (Individuals with Disabilities Education 

Act), as well as, the growth of co-teaching in the United States was reviewed.  She also 

researched and defined 13 categories of disabilities in the literature review.  

The articles and books incorporated into this literature review were found from the ERIC, 

Education Source Database, Gale Virtual Reference Library, and Google Scholar. Key words 

included: co-teaching, regular and special education relationship, students with learning 

disabilities, and after finding articles on these general term, the researcher expanded her search to 

include the effect of co-teaching on academic performance and behavior for students in middle 

and high school. She also used these keys for her search to be more specific: role and 

responsibility, elements of co-teaching, federal law IDEA, and teachers’ perception about co-
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teaching. The researcher found some articles for perspective teachers interested in co-teaching 

that were very useful in her research. 

Step three: Select Framework 

The researcher investigated co-teachers’ perception of their roles and responsibilities in 

four aspects: shared planning, evaluation, teaching, and behavior management.  These aspects 

were defined through the review of literature of co-teaching approach in the research. 

Researchers who included these aspects of co-teaching in their work included: Weiss and Lloyd 

(2002); Fontana (2005); Fennick and Liddy (2001); Stefanidis and Strogilos (2015); and 

Rytivaara (2012). These studies defined effective co-teaching as a process where general and 

special education teachers share planning, evaluation, teaching, and behavior management 

equally. The research will use this definition of co-teaching as the standard to measure for 

whether or not the participants in this study are truly co-teaching or whether they are using other 

methods. They assert that what often happens in the co-teaching classroom is that the general 

education teacher takes most of the responsibility for teaching the class and the special education 

teacher only acts as an assistant to work directly with the students with LD. However, in order to 

meet the definition of co-teaching classroom, “co-teaching requires METs and SETs to share 

responsibilities and adopt new roles in order to meet the diverse needs of their students” 

(Stefanidis and Strogilos, 2015, p. 394) 

According to the literature review, studies including Fontana (2005) and Rea, 

McLaughlin, and Walther-Thomas (2002) etc, concluded that there is a relationship between 

academic and behavioral success of students with learning disabilities in co-teaching classroom. 

Therefore, the researcher would discover through teachers ‘perception if co-teaching had a 

positive effect on academic performance and behavior of students with learning disabilities. 
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Step Four: Create a Survey 

This research followed a quantitative approach. This study used a survey to identify the 

perception of special education teachers regarding co-teaching responsibilities and the effect of 

co-teaching on students’ academic performance and behavior. The items of survey were adapted 

in order to suite the aims of this research from these studies: (Fennick & Liddy, 2001); (Hang & 

Rabren, 2009); and (King-Sears, Brawand, Jenkins & Preston-Smith, 2014). 

The survey instrument consists of sixteen items designed to investigate the participants’ 

perception about two major issues in co-teaching: classroom practices and effectiveness of co-

teaching on academic performance and behavior of students with learning disabilities. In 

addition, included with the instrument four questions to obtain demographic data of the 

participants to facilitate analysis. Demographic data in the first part of the survey that included 

these questions; whether the teacher was special or general education teacher, as well as, if those 

teachers have experience in co-teaching approach or not to ensure the participants have 

experience in co-teaching class. The following question was how many years of their experience 

if their response is yes. The last question is about the models of co-teaching that are implemented 

by teachers. The goal of this question is that teacher's response may be affected if only 

participants implement this model (Supportive Teaching). In this model, one teacher provides 

instruction for entire class. As for other teacher, providing the support and help for students 

(Yopp et al., 2014), so there is no any role of special education co-teacher who impalements this 

model in presenting new lesson. The second part of this survey is a key of definitions of terms 

such as co-teaching so that participants would know how it was being defined to the purpose of 

this research. 
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Table 3 

Definitions of terms used in survey 
Term   Definition 
Co-teacher “Co-teacher” includes both Special Education and General Education 

teachers who work together using the co-teaching model 

Co-teaching process where general and special education teachers share planning, 

evaluation, teaching, and behavior management responsibilities in the 

classroom to deliver instruction to all students in the same classroom 

IEP  a written document which defines the special education program and 

services the student is to receive  

The third part of the survey is the items that were divided into two sections (A&B). The 

first section, (Section A), was designed to investigate co-teachers’ responsibilities. It was 

adapted to investigate if co-teachers felt that they shared in the tasks of planning, evaluation, 

instruction, and behavior management. Section (A) was divided this into four parts, and each part 

includes two items: planning (Items 1&2) evaluation (Items 3&4) behavior management (Items 

5&6) instruction (Items 7&8). All items of Section (A) were adapted from this study (Fennick & 

Liddy, 2001). 

Table 4 

Co-teachers’ responsibilities 
Item No.    Statement 
A1          I Suggest goals & objectives for students with disabilities’ IEP with my co-teacher 

A 2         I plan lessons with my co-teacher  

A 3         I grade/evaluate all students with my co-teacher  

A 4         I work with my co-teacher to monitor progress of students with learning disabilities 

A 5         I collaborate with my co-teacher to set rules for student behavior  
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A 6       My co-teacher and I work together to solve behavior problems with students with LD 

A 7       I work with my co-teacher to present new content or conceptual lesson to the entire class  

A 8       I work with my co-teacher to teach learning strategies and study skills to the class  

 

The second section, (Section B), was designed to investigate the teachers’ perception of 

the effectiveness of co-teaching on academic performance and behavior for students with LD. It 

consists of eight items that were divided into two categories that were academic effect (items 1 to 

4) and behavioral effect (items 5 to 8). These items 1, 2, 5, 6, 8 were adapted from the research 

of Hang and Rabren (2009), however, items 3, 4, 7 were adapted from the research of King-

Sears, Brawand, Jenkins and Preston-Smith (2014). 

Table 5 
Academic and Behavior Effects of Students with LD 
Item No.   Statement 
B1 The support provided to students with learning disabilities in a co-taught classroom 

is insufficient 
B2 Students with learning disabilities learn more in a co-taught classroom than in a 

single-teacher general education classroom  
B3 Having two teachers makes student confused sometimes 
B4 Students with learning disabilities learn better with two teachers 
B5 Students with learning disabilities have difficulty adjusting to the higher 

expectations in the co-taught classroom 
B6 Students with learning disabilities in a co-taught classroom increase positive 

feelings about themselves as capable learners 
B7 Students seem to behave better when there are two teachers in this class 
B8 The behaviors of students with disabilities are worse in a co-taught classroom 

 

Finally, the survey was transferred into the Arabic that is the native language of the participants.  

Step five: Identifying Participants and Setting 

The researcher contacted the Planning and Development Administration at the Ministry 

of Education in Saudi Arabia to receive a letter that allows her to request information and 

statistics from Department of Special Education about teachers and schools that impalement co-
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teaching approach (see Appendix, A). The purpose of this step was to identify the co-teachers 

(special education teachers) who would participate in this study. Unfortunately, there is no any 

data about teachers who implement co-teaching. So, the researcher decided to send surveys in 

two ways. The first way was sending the online survey to every special education teacher in 

middle and high schools that includes Learning Disabilities Program in Riyadh region to invite 

them for participation. The second way was sending the survey to every school principle in those 

schools to invite their teachers who have experience in co-teaching. 

The participants in this study were special education teachers from every school that was 

identified by the Saudi Arabian Department of Special Education that has Learning Disabilities 

Program to educate students with learning disabilities in Riyadh region, Saudi Arabia. These 

schools were located throughout the Riyadh region, in all socioeconomic areas. The schools 

varied as to the number of students in the general student body and the number of special 

education students. However, each school had a resource room and used a co-teaching model. 

Saudi Arabia has gender segregated schools; the survey was conducted with both male and 

female participants. The teachers who participated in the study with at least Bachelor’s degree. 

Step Six: Human Subject Review Approval 

Before approval to conduct research in Saudi Arabia was requested, the researcher 

submitted her application to the Human Subject Review board at the State University of New 

York at Fredonia. In her application was a description of the participants, setting, and a copy of 

the survey instrument to be used in the research. Approval for this research project was received 

on 7-7-2016. A copy of the approval letter from the Human Subject Review board can be found 

in the Appendix (B). 
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Step Seven: Requesting Permission to Conduct Research 

The researcher submitted a copy of the research instrument to the Administration of 

Planning and Development at Ministry of Education in order to review the study and to approve 

the research proposal on 9/18/2016. After receiving a letter of the approval from this agency, the 

researcher was able to conduct her research study in public middle and high schools in Riyadh 

region. A copy of the approval letter from the Administration of Planning and Development can 

be found in the Appendix (C). The research also received a letter of approval to spread the 

survey electronically to teachers by the Information Technology Management Division of 

Department of Education. See the Appendix (C). 

Step Eight: Administering the Surveys 

The researcher transferred the survey items to Google Form, an online survey program 

that allows people to take surveys quickly, easily and anonymously through the internet. 

Included on the Google Form were the Key of Terms (See Table X, above) and a checkbox 

indicating that the teachers taking part in the survey understood that their participation was 

completely voluntary, their responses were anonymous, and that their answers would be used for 

research purposes. Surveys were submitted electronically by the Information Technology 

Management Division of Department of Education. This organization assists educators 

conducting research in Saudi Arabia. These surveys were sent to participants in Riyadh region on 

September 28, 2016. The surveys were submitted via cell phone message to selected participants 

in schools that were distributed throughout Riyadh region. After three weeks, all surveys were 

returned electronically through Google Form to the researcher. After receiving the survey 

responses, the useable responses were transferred into the English and were available for analysis 
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Step Nine: Coding 

In order to organize the data, the researcher coded the demographic data. The answer for 

type of teacher was coded in alphabetical symbols where G signifies general education teacher 

and S signifies special education teacher. While the answer for the years of experience was 

coded in number 1 signifies teachers who have one year or less of experience in co-teaching 

class and 2 signifies those have two years or more of experience. The type of co-teaching also 

coded in number from 1 to 6 to represent supportive teaching (1) , parallel teaching (2), 

alternative teaching (3), station teaching (4), team teaching (5), and other (6). 

Table 6 

Demographic data coding 

        Category Answer Code 

       Type of teacher General 

Special 

G 

S 

       Years of experience One year or less 

Two years or more 

1 

2 

       Type of co-teaching supportive teaching 

parallel teaching 

alternative teaching 

station teaching 

team teaching 

other 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

 

The second section, (Section B), was designed to investigate the teachers’ perception of 

the effectiveness of co-teaching on academic performance and behavior for students with LD. It 

consists of eight items that were divided into two categories that were academic effect (items 1 to 

4) and behavioral effect (items 5 to 8). These items 1, 2, 5, 6, 8 were adapted from the research of 
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Rabren and Hang (2009), however, items 3, 4, 7 were adapted from the research of King-Sears, 

Brawand, Jenkins and Preston-Smith (2014). 

Step Ten: Data Analysis space 

After all the survey responses were returned the researcher could analyze the data. Out of 

93 survey responses that were returned only 42 participants who had the experience in co-

teaching classes that was the requirement to participate in this study. The Likert-style survey 

answers were assigned a number value based on the degree of agreement they had with the 

statements, between 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Using Excel software, the 

researcher was then able to compile the survey data into table and figures to show the mean level 

of agreement for each item. The researcher was also able to compare the differences in 

agreement to the survey prompts among special education teachers, as well as, she could 

calculate the most frequent type of co-teaching model was implemented by the participants and 

inserted the data into semi chart. The following paragraphs explained more about how data 

analyzed. 

Analyze Items and Look for Trends 

After inserting the data into Excel software, the researcher calculated the average score 

per item for section (A&B) by using the Average function. Section (A) includes eight items that 

divided into four categories that are Planning, Evaluation, Behavior Management, and 

Instruction and each category includes two items. As for section (B), it included eight items that 

divided into two categories and each category included four items. Then, the average score for 

each item was inserted into the column chart on the same figure to compare the differences in 

agreement to the survey prompts among special education teachers. 
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Analyze categories and Look for Trends 

The researcher calculated the average score per category for section (A) by using the 

Average Function. Section (A) includes four categories that are Planning, Evaluation, Behavior 

management, and Instruction and each category includes two items. Then, the average score for 

each category was inserted into the column chart to look for trends. 

Analyze Items and Look for Frequencies 

As for section (B), the researcher calculated frequencies of the items B1, B2, B3, B4, B5, 

B6, B7, B8 to show distribution of participants' responses to each item. After inputting the data 

into Excel software, she inserted each item responses into a column chart to be easy reading the 

participants’ response. Section (B) includes eight items that divided into two categories that were 

academic effect and behavioral effect and each category includes four items. This section has 

reverse score items that are B3, B5, B6, and B8. 

Looking for the percentages of co-teaching models 

The goal of this question that was in the demographic data part of the survey was to 

determine what models of co-teaching were implemented by teachers who participated in this 

study. The model of co-teaching may affect co-teachers' practice that is “supportive teaching”. 

Co-teachers should not share all of teaching responsibilities if only implemented this type, so the 

responses may not agree with all the prompts of the survey. In addition, the researcher calculated 

the percentage of implementing of supportive co-teaching model and other models. 

Step Eleven: Report Results 

The goal of the results is to report the findings of the data analysis used to explore the 

participants’ perception about co-teaching in two issues: teachers’ practices, effectiveness of co-

teaching. The numerical results were presented in a figure such as column chart or a table in 

reporting the findings of the surveys. All these figures were formatted in APA style. 
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Step Twelve: Draw Conclusion 

The last section is the conclusion that included a synthesis of main points and some of 

recommendations for future research. It also included some points about limitations of the result 

of the survey. 
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Results 

The researcher used Excel software to analyze all data for this results section. It included 

three parts: teachers’ responsibilities, types of co-teaching model, and academic and behavioral 

effects. An analyzed data were shown in figures to easily interpret the findings. The following 

results section reported the findings in depth. 

Perceptions of Special Educators  

This study explored perceptions of special educators about the co-teaching approach 

implemented in the middle and high schools in Saudi Arabia. The survey divided into two 

sections A&B, and each section includes eight items that measured two different areas.   

Co-teachers ‘responsibilities. The average score for each item in Section (A) that is 

teachers ‘responsibilities was calculated. When looking to the average scores for this section (see 

figure 2), it was clear that the highest score was for item A4 which was “I work with my co-

teacher to monitor progress of students with learning disabilities. These means the general and 

special education teacher work together as equal and share this responsibility for students in co-

teaching class. On the other hand, the lowest average score was for items A3 and A7. The item 

A3 was “I grade/evaluate all students with my co-teacher” that belongs to the evaluation 

category. The item A7 was “I work with my co-teacher to present new content or conceptual 

lesson to the entire class.” That means teachers do not share much presenting new lesson and 

grade all students. For reminding, the researcher displayed the survey items again in the below. 

 

 

 

 

 



50 
 

Table 7 

Co-teachers’ responsibilities 
Item No.    Statement 
A1   I Suggest goals & objectives for students with disabilities’ IEP with my co-teacher 

A 2   I plan lessons with my co-teacher  

A 3   I grade/evaluate all students with my co-teacher  

A 4     I work with my co-teacher to monitor progress of students with learning disabilities 

A5 I collaborate with my co-teacher to set rules for student behavior  

A 6       My co-teacher and I work together to solve behavior problems with students with LD 

A 7       I work with my co-teacher to present new content or conceptual lesson to the entire class  

A 8       I work with my co-teacher to teach learning strategies and study skills to the class  
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Figure 3 shows the average scores for the four categories in Section (A) that are planning, 

evaluation, behavior management, and instruction. It is obvious that the highest average score is 

the evaluation category that includes the items A1&A2. However, the lowest average score is the 

instruction category that includes the items A7&A8 and this means teachers did not share the 

responsibilities of instruction in the co-teaching class very well. 

Types of co-teaching models. Types of co-teaching model were calculated to determine 

what type of co-teaching was implemented more and less. As that was clear in Figure 2, the 

highest percentage was 43% for supportive teaching. In addition, the team teaching was the 

second type of co-teaching that was implemented more than others. However, the lowest 

percentage was 0% for alternative teaching. There was no teacher who participated in this study 

had experience with this model at all.  
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models of co-teaching (e.g. implemented team teaching and supportive teaching) or they 

implemented one other type of co-teaching only (e.g. implemented team teaching only).  

Effectiveness of co-teaching. The bar chart and column charts below presented the 

average scores and frequency of the items from B1 to B8. In the section (B), the items divided 

into two categories that were academic performance and behavior and each category included 

four items and some of them reverse score items. Analysis of frequencies of this category 

“academic performance” scored the highest responses of “agree” in the itemB1 that was “The 

support provided to students with learning disabilities a co-taught classroom is insufficient”. 

However, it scored the highest responses of “disagree” in the item B3 that was “Having two 

teachers makes student confused sometimes” (see Figure 7&9). 

As for other category “behavior” analysis of frequencies for its items scored the highest 

responses of “agree” in the item B6 was “students with learning disabilities in a co-taught 

classroom increase positive feeling about themselves as capable learners” while scored the 

highest responses of “disagree” in the item B8 that was “The behaviors of students with learning 

disabilities are worse in a co-taught classroom. Figure 12 represents the responses to the item B6 

and Figure 14 represents the responses to the item B8. 
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Figure 6 shows the mean level of agreement for all the items in Section (B) that examined 

the effect of co-teaching on academic performance and behavior for students with learning 

disabilities. It is obvious that there are three items that its average scores begin from 3.5 to above 

while there are five items are 3.2or below. That means the answers of these items were 

“disagree”. 
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Figure 7 shows the frequency of the item B1 of participants' responses. Most of them 

believe that the support that provided in co-teaching class is not enough. This may indicate 

students with learning disabilities need more services such as recourse room beside co-teaching 

class. 

 

In Figure 8, 28 of the participants believed the co-teaching class impacts positively on the 

learning of the students with learning disabilities while 13 of the participants disagree with them 

on this. As for the rest of participants, 15 did not agree nor disagree. This means they did not 

have clear vision about the effect of co-teaching on the learning of students with LD. 
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Figure 9 shows that the responses of disagree were 15 while the responses of strongly 

agree were 13.This means there was no difference between respondents who disagree on item B3 

and those who strongly agree. 
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Figure 10 showed that the highest responses were “neither agree nor disagree” while the 

lowest responses were “strongly agree”. It is also showed that there is a sharp difference between 

the respondents who chose “agree” and those chose “neither agree nor disagree” 

 

It is clear in Figure 11, there is a sharp difference between the highest number of the 

responses to item B5 that are “agree” and the lowest number of the responses that are “strongly 

disagree”.  
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Figure 12 presented that the most answers to item B6 were “agree”. It is clear; the most 

teachers believe that students with learning disabilities feel they are capable learners in co-

teaching classes, although some of teachers did not agree. 

 

Figure 13 showed the frequencies of the responses for item B7. By looking at this figure, 

it appears that twenty of participants agreed about students’ behavior were better in co-teaching 

classroom, four participants strongly agreed about this, and fifteen of them chose “neither agree 

nor disagree. However, twelve participants did not agree about that behaviors of students with 

LD were best in co-teaching class, and five of the respondents strongly disagree about the 

positive effect of exist two teachers in the same class on student’s behavior. 
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Figure 14 presented the frequencies of the responses for item B8. At glance, it appears 

that most of participants did not agree that students’ behaviors were worse in co-teaching 

classroom. This item shows a positive relationship between behaviors of students with learning 

disabilities and co-teaching class. 
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Discussion 

The purpose of this study was to examine special education teachers’ perception about 

co-teaching at middle and high schools in Saudi Arabia. The researcher investigated the 

perception of special education teachers regarding sharing the responsibilities with co-teachers 

who are general education teachers in co-teaching classes and their opinions of the effectiveness 

of co-teaching on academic performance and behavior.  

Research Questions 

1) Do co-teachers share planning, evaluation, teaching, and behavior management during co-

teaching? 

2) Do teachers perceive the co-teaching approach affects academic performance and behavior of 

students with learning disabilities? 

Models of Co-teaching 

For demographic data, the researcher asked participants what type of co-teaching they 

implemented in co-teaching class. The reason of this question was if co-teachers who 

participated in the study only implement the supportive teaching that is one of co-teaching 

models in their experience that may affect their answer specially on the instruction category, so 

this question was important to justify their answer if they do not share instruction and supportive 

teaching defined in the literature as one teacher has the primary responsibility for teaching while 

the other acts as assistant (Yopp et al., 2014). 

The result of this question was the 43% of co-teacher who participant in this study 

indicated “Supportive teaching” that one person is the primary leader of instruction and the other 

aids students. The second most common type was team teaching in which both teachers share 

teaching responsibilities and support the students as well as each other at the same time 

(Blednick et al., 2011). Each should have their own knowledge and thoughts about content, 
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instructional strategies, and effective (Blednick et al., 2011), it was used by 38% of the 

participants. The ten percent indicated “Parallel teaching” and 4% implemented “Station 

teaching”. Another 4%of the respondents used all these types of co-teaching that mentioned in 

the survey, as well as, 4% mentioned that they used other type of co-teaching as “Observing 

teaching”. None of respondents have experience in Alternative teaching”. In this type of co-

teaching, one teacher works with the larger group of students while the other teacher instructs a 

smaller group of students (Blednick et al., 2011). Every co-teacher works on the same objectives 

but uses different way to meet the needs of all students (Yopp et al., 2014). 

Co-teachers’ Responsibilities 

Eight teacher responsibilities were developed to measure each common groups of 

teaching tasks as described in the literature on co-teaching practice that includes planning (2 

items), evaluation (2 items), behavior management (2 items), and instruction (2 items). 

The result of Section (A) of the survey clarified that if co-teachers share responsibilities that 

reflect common group of co-teaching tasks that are planning, teaching, evaluation, and behavior 

management or not. The findings in general indicated that the co-teachers at middle and high 

schools in Riyadh region of Saudi Arabia implemented co-teaching approach similar to best 

practices of co-teaching described in the literature in two aspects: behavior management and 

assessment. The results of first category indicated that the co-teachers did not ensure if they 

share planning responsibilities and the average scores of the planning category was 3.4. 

According to the result of item A1, special education teachers suggest goals & objectives for 

students with learning disabilities’ IEP with general teachers while the result of item A2 inducted 

that participants neither agree nor disagree about co-teachers plan lessons together. Moreover, 

the participants in this study believed that there was not participation between co-teachers to 
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grade all students with their partners. However, they believed that co-teacher work together to 

monitor the progress of students with learning disabilities in co-teaching class. In addition, the 

special education teachers agreed that the general and special education teachers shared the 

responsibilities of behavior management. On other hand, the respondents did not agree that co-

teachers are both responsible for instruction in co-teaching class. The findings of this study were 

inconsistent completely with the definitions of co-teaching in the literature and that is the 

responsibilities of co-teachers include planning curriculum, management behavior, instruction, 

and evaluation. In the true co-teaching, both special and general educators must be present and 

involved in the classroom during the teaching of the lesson (Weiss & Lloyd, 2002). Stefanidis 

and Strogilos (2015) indicated that if only one co-teacher is responsible for any issue, then it 

would not lead to shared accommodations for all students, thus creating inconsistencies in 

classroom practice. 

The difference between the perceptions of Saudi co-teachers and the best practices of co-

teaching was in the planning and instruction tasks, for instance, the respondents did not agree 

that co-teachers share presenting new content or conceptual lesson to the entire class and co-

teachers did not share to teach learning strategies and study skills to the class. That means the 

most of the participants did not share the responsibilities of instruction in co-teaching class. 
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Effects of Co-teaching 

The findings of Section (B) of the survey indicated if there were positive effects on 

academic performance and behavior for the middle and high school student with learning 

disabilities in Riyadh region of Saudi Arabia or not. 

Academic performance. Analyzing the collected data through investigating the average 

score and frequency of the effects of co-teaching on academic performance for students with 

learning disabilities revealed that there were academic benefits. Although the participants agreed 

that the support provided to students with LD in a co-taught classroom is insufficient, the 

students learn more in co-teaching class than a single teacher class. In addition, the participants 

disagreed that having two teachers make students confuse sometimes. The participants also 

believed students with learning disabilities learn better with two teachers. This result is similar to 

Fontana (2005).  This study was to examine the influence of co- teaching on academic 

performance and self-concept for eighth graders with learning disabilities. The study used a 

control group and experimental group to compare between the outcomes of students who attend 

co-teaching and those who did not or only received special education services in resource room. 

The findings indicated that the final average of students who received the co-teaching treatment 

were higher than those who did not attend or who were placed exclusively in source room. 

Additionally, there were improvements in self- concept and math scores for this group.  

Behavior. The special education participants felt co-teaching benefits students with 

learning disabilities in areas of behavior such as self-concept. This result is consistent with these 

studies (Fontana, 2005) and (Hang & Rabren, 2009).  Hang and Rabren (2009) investigated the 

perspectives of co-teachers and students with disabilities about co-teaching models and its 

effectiveness. There were 45 co-teachers and 58 students who participated in this investigation. 
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None of the participants were familiar with co-teaching before the study. Data was collected 

from teachers and students through interviews, surveys, and observations throughout the year. 

Hang and Rabren (2009) concluded that there was a positive impact on academic performance 

and behavior such improving self-esteem for students with disabilities through comparing their 

performance between the year before co-teaching and the year of co-teaching. In addition, the 

teachers’ perspective was positive about this approach. 

Recommendations 

Based on the findings the researcher would like to recommend the following: 

● Special and general education teachers must spend the time to plan for co-teaching model 

because teachers in the planning time plan and discus many issues such as objectives, lessons, 

curriculum, materials, strategies, evaluation tools …etc. These issues are related to the success of 

co-teaching practice. 

● Special and general education must share the instruction responsibilities because when one 

teacher act as assistant that does not reflect real co-teaching, thus students would not benefit of 

both qualified teachers. 

● Co-teachers should not apply one method of co-teaching because the models of co-teaching 

should be implemented based on the objectives and the type of students. 

Limitations 

This study contained three limitations that should be mentioned. The first limitation was 

the type of teacher who participated in the study. The researcher planned to conduct her study on 

general and special education teachers who have experience in co-teaching because there are any 

data about school that apply co-teaching, the researcher did not receive more than one survey 

from a general teachers. So, data was collected only of the special education teachers and the 
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perceptions about co-teachers’ practices in the Saudi middle and high schools reflected only 

special co-teachers. 

The second limitation was a contradiction between teachers disagreeing with both item 

B7 (Students seem to behave better when there are two teachers in this class) and item B8 (The 

behaviors of students with disabilities are worse in a co-taught classroom).The average score of 

item B7 was 3.2 that the special education participants believed that the behavior of students 

with LD are not better in co-teaching class while they disagreed that the behavior of students 

with LD are worse in co-teaching class. Based on this confused, the validity of the result would 

be affected. However, the participating teachers may mean there is no difference about students’ 

behavior either in a single teacher classroom or the co-teachers classroom. 

The third limitation was the findings of this study cannot be generalized on the high 

schools in the Riyadh region because there are 19 high schools that have Learning Disabilities 

Program, as well as, the number of co-teachers from these schools who responded on the survey 

were not known. 

Suggestions for Future Research 

Because this study investigated the effect of co-teaching on the academic performance 

and behavior through the perceptions of teachers, further research studies can be conducted to 

examine the perceptions of student about the effects of co-teaching in the academic progress and 

behavior, as well as, further research can be conducted to examine the benefits of co-teaching on 

different areas such as social benefits. In addition, further research to examine the perceptive of 

general and special co-teachers about their experience. Overall, since the lack of the research 

about co-teaching in the Saudi context, Saudi researcher should focus on this topic and cover all 

aspects the related to it.  
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