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Abstract 

 

The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) is requiring schools 

to integrate students with disabilities into general education classrooms.  Many 

general education teachers do not have the experience or extensive knowledge of 

special education to fully include or modify instruction to accommodate a wide range 

of disabilities that may be present in one classroom.  Because of this requirement for 

full inclusion, many classrooms are now taught collaboratively by both a general and 

special education teacher.   

The purpose of this study is to determine if there is a statistically significant 

difference in academic performance if a low track, secondary mathematics class is 

taught by both a general and special education mathematics teacher.   

The sample consists of two tenth grade level Informal Geometry classes.  The 

control group was taught by a general education mathematics teacher.  The 

experimental group was co-taught by both a general and special education 

mathematics teacher.  Both classes used the same textbook, covered the same 

curriculum and had the same mathematics teacher.  A two-sample t-test was 

performed to initially determine that both the control and experimental groups were 

statistically equivalent.  The data from the studentôs midterm examinations were 

analyzed and compared to determine whether there was any significant difference 

between the two groups. The results of this study did not indicate that co-teaching 

increased student academic performance.  The results indicated that the control group 

outperformed the experimental group on their midterm examination.   
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Statement of Purpose 

 The purpose of this research was to investigate and examine the effects that 

co-teaching has on student academic performance in a lower track, secondary 

mathematics classroom.  The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) is 

requiring schools to integrate students with disabilities into general education 

classrooms.  Due to the growing need and requirement for full inclusion classrooms 

in elementary, middle and secondary schools, the number of students with physical 

and intellectual disabilities has increased in the general education classroom.  

Burstein, Sears, Wilcoxen, Cabello, & Spagna (2004) stated that ñSpecifically, in 

1998-1999, 47% of students with disabilities were educated for 79% or more of the 

school day in general education settings, which is almost double the percentage 

served in the 1984-1985 school yearò (p. 104).  Under No Child Left Behind (NCLB), 

students with disabilities are now required to take content area exams (Rice, Drame, 

Owens, & Frattura, 2007).  Many general education teachers do not have the 

experience or extensive knowledge of special education to fully include or modify 

instruction to accommodate the wide range of disabilities that may be present in the 

classroom.  This has, in turn, increased the need for collaborative teaching practices.  

General and special education teachers are now working together to collaboratively 

teach classes in many subject areas.  This study examines whether or not co-teaching 

has an effect on student academic performance. 
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Stated Hypothesis/Research Questions 

This study sought the answer to the questions: 

1. Does co-teaching improve student academic performance in a secondary 

mathematics class? 

2. Specifically, does the practice of co-teaching increase student grades? 
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Literature Review 

 This literature review consists of two sections.  The first section seeks to 

define the practice of co-teaching and the various models associated with co-teaching 

practices.  The second section is an examination of prior studies that relate the 

practice of co-teaching to student academic achievement. 

 Friend and Reising (1993) discuss the roots of co-teaching as starting in the 

1950ôs with the development of team-teaching.  As the years progressed, many 

variations of team teaching evolved and had become common practice in many 

subject areas in the 1970ôs.  In the 1980ôs, the practice was used as a way to 

mainstream students (Friend and Reising, 1993). 

 Inclusion is now a requirement that challenges many educators to deliver 

instruction to meet the needs of both general and special education students.  Co-

teaching is one such method to accommodate the needs of all students.  Friend & 

Reising (1993) offered the following definition for the practice of co-teaching that is 

now widely used in the profession: 

 Co-teaching  in special education is an instructional delivery approach in 

which a classroom teacher and a special education teacher (or other special 

services professional) share responsibility for planning, delivering and 

evaluating instruction for a group of students, some of whom have exceptional 

needs (Friend & Cook, 1992b).  Further, the instruction generally occurs 

within the context of a single classroom. (p. 6) 

Other terms associated with co-teaching are collaborative teaching, cooperative 

teaching and team- teaching.  Co-teaching is one type of instructional strategy that 
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delivers modifications and other special education instruction to students with 

disabilities within a general education classroom. 

 The State Education Resource Center (2007) in Connecticut offers six 

instructional approaches for co-teaching.  They are as follows: 

1. One teach/one observe.  One teacher delivers instruction while the other 

teacher observes specific students for a specific purpose.  This approach is 

used to collect data (State Education Resource Center, 2007). 

2.  One teach/one assist.  One teacher delivers instruction while the other 

teacher circulates among students to provide assistance (State Education 

Resource Center, 2007). 

3.  Station teaching.  The class is divided into three or more sections.  Both 

teachers deliver instruction at two stations with different objectives or 

materials.  The third station is for independent practice or enrichment.  

Students rotate through each station (State Education Resource Center, 

2007).   

4.  Parallel teaching.  The class is divided into two groups.  The teachers 

simultaneously deliver instruction to one of the groups.  Both groups have 

similar objectives but may not use the same materials (State Education 

Resource Center, 2007).   

5.  Alternative teaching.  One teacher delivers instruction to a large group 

while one teacher delivers instruction to a smaller group for pre-teaching, 

re-teaching, enrichment or assessment purposes (State Education Resource 

Center, 2007). 
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6.  Team teaching.  Both teachers deliver the same instruction at the same 

time (State Education Resource Center, 2007). 

The integration of these models into classroom instruction should benefit both 

general and special education students as they allow for small group activities, greater 

teacher attention and more individualized education (State Education Resource 

Center, 2007). 

The second section of this literature review focuses on research studies that 

relate co-teaching to student academic achievement.  Gerber and Popp (1999) 

conducted interviews of co-taught students and their parents at elementary, middle 

and high schools in Virginia.  They found that students with and without disabilities 

liked the collaborative teaching model.  ñThe students without disabilities liked the 

collaborative teaching model.  They recognized advantages both instructionally and 

behaviorally and they felt positive effects on grades and self esteemò (Gerber & Popp, 

1999, p. 290).  They also found that ñStudents with LD and other special needs liked 

the collaborative model and felt it enabled them to get better grades and receive more 

teacher help.  Positive effects were realized in their organizational skills and their use 

of learning strategiesò (Gerber & Popp, 1999, p. 291).   It is important to note that this 

study was conducted through interviews.  This study did not offer any type of 

analysis to support student academic achievement. 

Trent (1998) conducted an investigation of a collaborative teaching model to 

determine if there were benefits to teachers and students.  The case study centered on 

interviews with teachers of an eleventh grade U.S. History class.  The two teachers 

involved in the study ñbelieved that their students ï both with and without disabilities 
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ï benefited from their co-teaching.  The smaller student/teacher ratio provided more 

individualized attention for all the students, especially those with severe disabilitiesò 

(Trent, 1998, p. 507).  This study also used interviews as the means for gathering 

data.  This study did not offer any type of analysis of data to support student 

academic achievement.   

Boudah, Schumacher and Deshler (1997) conducted a study of the effects of a 

specific collaborative teaching model referred to as the Collaborative Instruction 

Model.  This model assigned roles to the teachers:  presenter and mediator.  The 

presenter presented content information while the mediator taught students learning 

strategies to master the content.  This model required the teachers to change roles 

several times throughout the lesson so that both teachers were actively involved in 

class instruction.  The results of the study relating to academic achievement indicated 

that test and quiz scores decreased slightly for students with mild disabilities.  Test 

and quiz scores for low- achieving students improved slightly.  Other test results 

indicated that rates of student engagement were low and only some strategic skills 

increased as a result of the Collaborative Instruction Model. The study indicates that 

these results may be related to the high percentage of time that teachers spent on non-

instructional activities such as behavior management.  In spite of the results, teachers 

expressed a high level of satisfaction with student understanding and performance of 

strategic skills (Boudah, Schumacher, & Deshler, 1997).   

Weiss and Brigham (2000) conducted a search for original research relating to 

co-teaching.  They initially found approximately 350 journal articles and 

approximately 350 dissertations about co-teaching.  Of all these documents, only 23 
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provided some type of evaluation or interpretation of data.  Of these 23 documents, 

only three presented data on student achievement.  The results of these three studies 

were mixed.  One study indicated that co-taught students outperformed students who 

were not co-taught.  This study, however, did not indicate whether the students were 

statistically equivalent at the start of the experiment or whether the differences in 

scores were statistically significant.  Weiss and Brigham (2000) stated the following: 

The studies in this review indicate that the effectiveness of co-teaching is 

supported by the personal impressions of participants but refuted by more 

stringent analysis of student outcome data.  Thus the answer to the question 

ñIs co-teaching effective for students with disabilities?ò depends on what is 

meant by effective.  In regard to achievement, the answer is no.  In regard to 

consumer satisfaction, the answer is sometimes. (p. 243) 

  Bean (2006) conducted a co-teaching study with middle school language arts 

and mathematics students in Connecticut.  The study sought to determine if co-

teaching affected student performance on the Degrees of Reading Power test and state 

mathematics and reading tests.  The second item that the study sought to determine 

was if there was a change in student attitudes toward learning after participating in a 

co-taught class.  The third item that the study sought to determine was if there was a 

change in teacher attitudes toward co-teaching and inclusion after participating in a 

co-taught class.  The results of this study indicated that there was no significant 

difference in reading and mathematics scores between students who were co-taught 

and not co-taught.  The study also indicated that there was not a significant difference 

in performance for either general or special education students.  The results indicated 
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that there were no significant changes in student attitudes toward learning in language 

arts and mathematics due to co-teaching although teachers reported changes in self-

esteem and confidence.  The results indicated little evidence of change in teacher 

attitude but all teacher participants expressed positive feedback in the co-teaching 

model.   All teacher participants felt that they benefited professionally and learned 

new instructional skills (Bean, 2006). 

This extensive search for literature relating co-teaching to student academic 

performance did not reveal many positive results. Through correspondence with Dr. 

Marilyn Friend, Professor of Education in the Department of Specialized Education 

Services at the University of North Carolina, it was determined that there is not much 

valid research about student academic performance.  Friend stated ñThe problem 

youôre having finding data concerning student outcomes in co-taught classes is a 

dilemma for the field.  There are so many variables to control in studying co-teaching 

that itôs difficult to obtain valid and reliable resultsò (M. Friend, personal 

communication, November 27, 2007). 
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Statement of Need 

 There is a growing need and requirement for full inclusion classrooms in 

elementary, middle and secondary schools.  The number of students with physical and 

intellectual disabilities has increased in the general education classroom which has 

increased the need for collaborative teaching practices.  General and special education 

teachers are now working together to collaboratively teach classes in many subject 

areas.  The purpose of this study was to investigate the effects that collaborative 

teaching practices have on academic performance in a lower track secondary 

mathematics class. There is a need for research to determine whether or not 

collaborative teaching increases academic performance for students. 

 There are many studies and research that define the practice of collaborative 

teaching (Friend & Reising, 1993) and describe the models (state Education Resource 

Center, 2007) but few provide evaluative or interpretive data (Weiss & Brigham, 

2000).  Many studies focused on teacher performance and satisfaction (Trent, 1998) 

and student and parent satisfaction (Gerber & Popp, 1999).  The small amount of 

valid research found representing student academic performance actually showed 

either no change (Bean, 2006) as a result of co-teaching or inconsistent results where 

the performance of students with mild disabilities worsened (Boudah, Schumacher & 

Deshler, 1997).    

 The requirement for fully inclusive classrooms and the growing demand for 

collaborative instruction in classrooms illustrates a great need for further research 

regarding student performance. 
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Procedures 

 The participants in the study were students in two Informal Geometry classes 

within the same suburban high school in Connecticut.  The class is a tenth grade, 

level 3 class where level 1 is the highest and level 3 is the lowest.  The students in 

each class were a mix of tenth, eleventh and twelfth grade students of varying 

abilities.  The classes were 55 minutes long and met on a rotating block schedule for 

three out of every four days.   

Students in the study had taken either Algebra and Statistics or Algebra I level 

3 prior to this Informal Geometry class.  Final examination scores from these classes 

were compared using a two-sample t-test to determine that both classes were 

statistically equivalent.  Students who did not take either of these two classes or who 

transferred into this school system were not included in the study due to a difference 

in prior background.  Students who were absent from class for 18 days or more were 

also excluded from the study. 

The control group was taught with one mathematics teacher and consisted of 

16 students, 6 special education and 10 regular education.  The experimental group 

was taught with the same mathematics teacher and one special education teacher who 

met approximately one hour per week for planning purposes.  The experimental 

group consisted of 13 students, 4 special education and 9 regular education.  Note that 

five students from this class were excluded from the study due to excessive absences 

and a dissimilar background.   Both groups used the same curriculum and the same 

textbook.   
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Both groups were taught using various methods of instruction including 

direct, discovery and differentiation.  Concepts for both groups were taught using 

hands-on, discovery and visual techniques whenever possible (see Appendix A for 

activities).  These activities included paper folding to learn about perpendicular 

bisectors, constructing and measuring vertical angles, paper folding and using a 

compass to learn about angle bisectors, using a protractor to measure angles, 

constructing and measuring angles formed when a transversal intersects two parallel 

lines. The class participated in a geometric scavenger hunt outside the school building 

to explore geometry in architecture and nature.  Miraôs were used to teach reflection 

and lines of symmetry.  Students in both classes used visuals to generate their own 

definitions for acute, right, obtuse, scalene, isosceles and equilateral triangles.  

Overhead projection was used to teach rotational symmetry.  Various shapes were 

projected onto the white board.  A transparency of the same shape with a line marked 

for the starting position was placed on top of the original shape and then rotated about 

the center in a clockwise direction.  The students were then asked to determine when 

the shapes overlapped and the angle of rotation.  From this, the students decided if the 

shape had rotational symmetry. Two students in the experimental group happened to 

be identical twins.  Their example was often used to explain congruency.  This 

example made it easier for the students to remember what congruency means.  

Differentiated instruction was used with both groups.  An example of this is 

when the class was learning and applying deductive reasoning skills.  Both classes 

worked in groups based on ability.  Each group was given a logic puzzle to solve that 

was appropriate for their level of skill and ability (see Appendix A for logic puzzles).  
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Differentiated instruction was also incorporated in the lessons by modifying 

instruction to include visuals and hands-on activities whenever possible. 

The control groupôs lessons included whole-class instruction and discussion as 

well as working in small groups.  The co-teaching models used to teach the 

experimental group were one-teach/one observe, one teach/one assist, station and 

alternative (State Education Resource Center, 2007) along with small groups within 

the classroom. 

The one teach/one observe model was mostly used to monitor student 

behaviors in the class.  The special education teacher often monitored students and 

issued a performance expectations grade once per week based on student participation 

in class discussions, asking and answering questions and preparation.  Students 

received a comment sheet with their performance expectations grade at the start of the 

next week.  In this aspect, this model directly benefited the students as they could see 

their grade as a reflection of their effort.  The one teach/one observe model was also 

used by the special education teacher to become familiar with the concepts and 

curriculum.  This model was occasionally used by the mathematics teacher to become 

familiar with various learning and teaching strategies to meet the needs of the 

students.  In this aspect, this model mostly benefited the teachers as it was used as 

more of a professional development opportunity to learn content as well as learning 

and teaching strategies. 

The one teach/one assist model was used during this study.  Usually the 

mathematics teacher led the discussion or lesson while the special education teacher 

assisted students with the classwork.  Sometimes roles were reversed with the special 
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education teacher leading the discussion or activity.  This method was useful to keep 

students focused on the lesson or activity.  If a student was off task, the assisting 

teacher would redirect the studentôs attention back to the lesson.  This kept behavior 

issues at a minimum.  This model impacted both teachers and students as it reduced 

behavior issues and allowed students to focus on the lesson.  This model was used 

often when introducing new material, reviewing homework and classwork 

assignments.   

The alternative teaching model was used often as a means to either re-teach 

concepts or to teach the concepts to students who were absent.  With this model, one 

teacher would lead most of the class with a lesson or activity while the other teacher 

would pull a small group of students aside to either re-teach or teach the mathematical 

concept.  One benefit of using this model is that it reduced the student/teacher ratio 

and allowed more one-on-one attention.  The benefit to some students was that they 

could learn or re-learn missed concepts within a small group setting and still 

participate in the activity.  The benefit to the teacher and other students is that the 

activity or lesson could be conducted without having to entirely re-teach the previous 

dayôs material.   

Station teaching was seldom used because teacher training with this model 

occurred late in the course of this study.  One lesson using this model focused on the 

concept of transversals.  The class was divided into three groups.  For this particular 

activity, the groups were predetermined based on their ability and behavior.  One 

group started at an independent station where they checked, corrected and discussed 

their previous homework assignment.  Another group started at a station led by the 
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mathematics teacher and worked on a challenging question asking students to draw 

two lines and a transversal.  The students were then asked to label the angles such that 

certain angles were corresponding and others were same-side interior angles.  The 

group discussed strategies to accommodate all of the requirements for the task.  The 

third group was led by the special education teacher.  Students randomly chose a 

written description of various types of angles formed by a transversal.  They then 

matched their chosen description with angles shown on a predrawn set of lines with a 

transversal.  After the groups completed their assignment, they rotated to the next 

station.  This process was repeated so that each student performed activities at each of 

the three stations.  This model impacted the students in many ways.  It offered many 

benefits as it promoted small group discussions, individualized attention and reduced 

the student/teacher ratio.  It allowed the students to check their assignments 

independently and discuss any corrections that they needed to make.  The model 

benefited the teachers by allowing them to teach smaller groups, offer individualized 

assistance and attention to the students and correct any mistakes or misconceptions 

about the mathematics.  The teachers were able to check every studentôs work within 

the group.  Both teachers agreed that this model should and would be used more often 

in their classroom in the future.   

Another method used often during the course of this study was small groups.  

The students were organized into predetermined groups of 3 or 4 and given a 

challenging task to complete.  Some of these tasks included logic puzzles, inductive 

and deductive reasoning questions and distance calculations.  The groups were 

sometimes assigned by ability while other times they were assigned as leadership 
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groups.  The teachers encouraged students to first seek help within their own group 

but also offered assistance to their assigned groups when necessary.  When the 

assignment was complete, the students participated in a whole-class discussion.  This 

method benefited the students as it reduced the student/teacher ratio as each teacher 

guided and worked with half of the class.  When organized by ability, this method 

allowed the teachers to offer more assistance to students who struggled or had 

difficulty with the task.  A group with a lower ability was sometimes assigned a 

simpler task while a group with a higher ability was sometimes assigned a more 

challenging task.  When the class was organized into leadership groups, the students 

assisted each other.  They were able to apply their skills while explaining the concept 

to their classmates.  When leadership groups were used, the teachers performed more 

observation as less student assistance was required.  

Students in the control and experimental groups were given the same midterm 

examination (see Appendix B for the midterm examination).  The midterm 

examination grades for both groups were compared through a two-sample t-test to 

determine if there was a significant difference in student academic performance.  



 19 

Results 

The studentôs final examination scores from their previous class were 

analyzed to determine if the control group and experimental group were statistically 

equivalent prior to the experiment (see Table C1 for individual student final 

examination scores).  The results of the two-tailed t-test shown in Table 1 indicate 

that both groups were statistically equivalent.  Since the p-value is not less than 0.05, 

the null hypothesis cannot be rejected.   

Table 1 

 

Two-sample t-test Comparison of Midterm Examination Scores for the Non Co-taught 

Group and the Co-taught Group 

 

Group         M    SD         N  df       t  p 

 

Non Co-taught     63.188 17.698        16 

 

Co-taught     66.538 16.616        13   

 

        26.38   -0.525        0.604 

 

 

 

After co-teaching occurred, the studentsô midterm examinations were 

analyzed to determine if there was an improvement in student achievement with the 

co-taught group (see Table C2 for individual student midterm examination scores).  

The results of the one-tailed t-test shown in Table 2 indicate that the mean score of 

the midterm examinations for the co-taught group was lower than that of the control 

group. Since the p-value was not less than 0.05, the null hypothesis cannot be 

rejected.  This indicates that co-teaching did not make a significant difference in 
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student academic performance.  Comparison of the mean scores indicated that student 

academic achievement actually decreased in the co-taught classroom.   

 

 

Table 2 

 

Two-sample t-test Comparison of Midterm Examination Scores for the Non Co-taught 

Group and the Co-taught Group 

 

Group         M    SD         N  df       t  p 

 

Non Co-taught     70.438 14.278        16 

 

Co-taught     63.385 12.339        13   

 

        26.87   1.426         0.917 
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Discussion 

 

The expectation for this study was that academic achievement would be 

higher in a co-taught environment.  The results did not indicate an improvement in 

achievement.  The results actually showed that student achievement decreased in the 

co-taught classroom.  It should be noted that the difference in scores may be due to 

differences in the general composition of the class.  Students were placed in the 

classes by school administrators.  The experimental group was selected for co-

teaching based upon the varying needs of the students enrolled.   

Differences in achievement may be due to limited student abilities and skill 

levels.  Differences in studentsô visual and spatial abilities may not be accounted for 

with the existing pre-test for this study as the pre-test focused on algebraic concepts.  

Algebraic concepts are usually more algorithmic while geometric concepts require a 

greater visual/spatial ability.  This type of difference may have affected the outcome 

of the experiment.   

Differences in the types of student disabilities in each class may have affected 

the outcome of the experiment. The control group included 6 special education 

students and 10 regular education students.  Of the 10 regular education students in 

this class, two can be considered low achieving based on their ability.  Others were 

placed in the class based upon their behavior and work ethic rather than their skill.  

Descriptions of the special education studentsô disabilities are: 

1. One special education student had difficulties with controlling impulses 

and focusing attention.  This student had weak problem solving skills, a 
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low average intellectual ability and performed better on tasks that did not 

involve language. 

2. One student required extended time for processing and struggled to recall 

information.  This student had poor reading comprehension and math 

reasoning skills. 

3. One student was diagnosed with Attention Deficit Disorder and had 

difficulty with organization and learning new information.  This disability 

did not seem to prevent this student from grasping concepts in this 

classroom. 

4. One student was diagnosed as being emotionally disturbed although this 

was not evident in this classroom.  This student consistently performed 

and behaved well in this classroom. 

5. One student was diagnosed with speech and language impairment.  This 

student had difficulties with problem solving and transferring information 

from one context to another. 

6. One student needed to be reminded to stay on-task and was allowed 

extended time for assessments.  

The experimental group included 4 special education students and 9 regular 

education students.  Three of the regular education students can be considered to be 

low-achieving.  The special education students have varying needs.  Descriptions of 

their disabilities are: 

1. One special education student in the experimental group was diagnosed 

with obsessive compulsive disorder.  This student had difficulties with 
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short-term memory, fluid reasoning, attention and anxiety along with 

understanding social cues.   He suffered from depression and an eating 

disorder and had a psychiatric breakdown during the study which greatly 

affected his course grades and his grade on the midterm examination.   

2. One special education student had extreme weaknesses in visual, spatial 

and perceptual reasoning as well as difficulty in comprehending abstract 

concepts.  This student experienced difficulties in learning new 

information, especially from reading.  This student learned best with 

repetition and a slower pace.  This student had a slower processing speed 

which made finishing work within time constraints difficult.   

3. One special education student had difficulties with attention and 

information retention.  This student had difficulty retaining information in 

memory while utilizing the learned information to complete tasks. 

4. One special education student was diagnosed with a learning disability.  

This student had difficulty grasping abstract concepts. 

In comparing the two groups, the control group consisted of a higher 

functioning group of students.  Their level of mathematical ability and skill was 

generally higher than that of the experimental group.  Students in the experimental 

group required a much slower pace to learn concepts.  The differences in the types of 

disabilities as well as the overall skill level of the groups may have affected the 

outcome of the study. 
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Due to the nature of this study, it is not possible to say whether students in the 

co-taught class would have reached the same level of achievement if they had been 

placed in a classroom with one mathematics teacher.    

A variety of hands-on, discovery and visual activities were used in both 

classes to enhance learning for all students.  Some of these activities allowed students 

to construct, measure, reflect, define and discover geometric concepts.   

Some of the models used during this study impacted the teachers while others 

mostly impacted the students.  The one teach/one assist and one teach/one observe 

models had more of an impact on the teachers.  The one teach/one assist model was 

used to keep students focused and on-task as well as to reduce behavior issues within 

the classroom.  The one teach/one observe model was used mostly as a professional 

development opportunity for the teachers.  In this respect, the teachers used it to learn 

mathematical content as well as learning and teaching strategies.  There were times 

when this model benefited students.  It was used to model student behavior for such 

things as preparation, participation, effort and focus throughout the lesson or activity.  

It resulted in an expectation grade and comments that were issued on a weekly basis.  

The students were able to see that their grade was a direct reflection of their effort.  

This helped the students to determine what part of their classroom behavior needed 

improvement. 

The teachers involved in this study agreed that working with the models that 

reduced the student/teacher ratio were a benefit to their students.  Using the 

alternative, station and small group models impacted the students by allowing the 

teachers to work with smaller groups of students while teaching the same 
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mathematical concepts.  The students were able to get individualized attention in a 

small group setting while the teachers were able to correct misconceptions and more 

accurately assess student understanding.   

The alternative teaching model directly benefited all students in the class.  

Students who wee absent were able to learn the missed material in a small group 

setting.  The remainder of the class was able to continue learning and working with 

the concept without being held back.   

When students worked in small groups, they were productive as they assisted 

each other while they learned.  When students worked in leadership groups, there was 

more student interaction and less teacher interaction among the groups.  When the 

class was divided into groups by ability, the teachers were able to assign tasks that 

were appropriate for the level of the group and assist as necessary.  The teachers plan 

to continue enhancing their instruction by using these models more often in their 

classroom.   

There were many benefits in using the co-teaching models including 

individualized student attention and fewer behavior issues.  Although these benefits 

exist, the literature review along with the data obtained from this experiment does not 

support the practice of co-teaching as a way to improve student academic 

achievement.  It is recommended that further research be done in this area with a 

tighter control of the variables including a comparison of the types of disabilities of 

the students.  

 

.   
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Limitations 

This research study had some limitations.  The study was based upon small 

class sizes.  This made it difficult to form a conclusion about the success of the 

experiment.  Another limitation was that the mathematics teacher and special 

education teacher had little training in using the collaborative models prior to the 

experiment.  

There was a limited amount of time allowed to conduct this study.  This time 

constraint prevented the comparison of final examination scores for the course.  The 

results were based upon midterm examination scores for the first half of the year.  

The time constraint is also a limiting factor because the general and special education 

teacher were still becoming accustomed to their roles in the classroom.  The special 

education teacher was still familiarizing herself with the subject content while the 

mathematics teacher was becoming familiar with learning strategies. 

Attendance issues were also a limiting factor.  Some students in the co-taught 

class were eliminated from the study due to excessive absences.  Other students in 

this group also had many absences which affected their performance on the midterm 

examination.   

Another limitation was the limited amount of academic performance research 

offered little assistance in planning the experiment.   
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Activities Used for the Co-taught and Not Co-taught groups 
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