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ABSTRACT 

Co-teaching is a practice in which “two professionals co-plan, co-instruct and co-assess a 

diverse group of students. Both teachers provide substantive instruction to all students on a daily, 

consistent basis. Neither is considered the main teacher of the class; they are equals” (Murawski, 

2008, p. 29). Unfortunately, co-teaching in practice is often characterized by one teacher handling 

most of the instruction and the other operating in an assistant role (Murawski & Lochner, 2009, 

2010; Volonio & Zigmund, 2007). Co-teaching should also be characterized by the use of multiple 

models that facilitate small group instruction, which should increase student to teacher interaction 

and student engagement (Friend, 2014).  

A way to address these gaps is to provide co-teachers with ongoing coaching support (CEC, 

2012). The goal of this study was to increase the quality of co-teaching through different levels of 

coaching to facilitate small group instruction through parallel teaching and increase student 

engagement. This study used a MTSS model with a multi-probe design to respond to the level of 

support co-teachers need, starting with peer coaching, then traditional coaching, and finally bug in 

ear (BIE) coaching.  

There were three sets of co-teaching pairs who participated. There was an intervention 

effect for all three pairs of teachers with peer coaching, the first tier of the intervention. Therefore, 

the other two levels of support were not needed as all participants met criteria in peer coaching. 

Additionally, there was an effect in increasing student engagement with peer coaching. These 

procedures can be used and adapted for future research in coaching co-teachers to improve their 

practices.  
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 

 Co-teaching is a common practice for educating students with disabilities. However, there 

is a clear gap between best practices for co-teaching identified in research and actual co-teaching 

practices in schools (Friend, 2014; Magiera & Zigmond, 2005; Murawski & Swanson, 2001; 

Volonio & Zigmund, 2007; Weiss & Brigham, 2000; Zigmond & Matta, 2004). Too often, co-

teaching involves the general education teacher leading instruction with the special education 

teacher (SET) assisting (Boudah, Schumaker, & Deshler, 1997; Magiera & Zigmund, 2005; 

Murawski & Swanson, 2001; Weiss & Brigham, 2000; Zigmund & Matta, 2004). Yet, research 

shows that when both teachers work together to provide more small group instruction, teacher-

student interactions improve (Dieker, 2001; Friend, Cook, Hurley-Chaberlain, & Shamberger, 

2010; Volonio & Zigmund, 2007) and teachers are able to build on their professional strengths 

(Friend, 2014). This disconnect between research and practice is likely due to shortages in highly 

qualified teachers in special education and a lack of quality evaluation and professional 

development opportunities for co-teaching. Improvements to teacher professional development in 

co-teaching could improve the overall quality of co-teaching, decrease the research to practice gap, 

and improve student outcomes (Duchaine, Jolivette, & Fredrick, 2011; Harris, Pollingue, & 

Hearington, 2014; Hasbrouck & Christen, 1997; Kennedy & Lees, 2015; Miller, Harris, & 

Watanabe, 1991; Mullan, 2015; Myers et al., 2011; Pierce & Miller, 1994; Ploessl & Rock, 2014; 

Scheeler, Congdon, & Stansbery, 2010; Tschantz & Vail, 2000; Winton, 2010).  

Each student receiving special education services has supports and services in place 

through their Individualized Education Program (IEP) that can cover a wide continuum of services. 

Students with disabilities can be educated in the general education setting, special education setting 

or some combination as determined by their IEP. This creates multiple settings in which SETs can 

teach, whether it is a general education environment, or a special education environment geared to 

meet the specific needs of the students in the classroom. As part of IDEA (2004), there is an 

expectation that students with disabilities be educated in their least restrictive environment (LRE), 

which has caused a greater push for students with disabilities to be education in inclusive settings 

(Murawski & Lochner, 2010). A common practice for teaching students with disabilities is co-

teaching, where a general education teacher and a SET work together to teach a classroom of 

students with disabilities and their typically developing peers (Murawski & Lochner, 2010).  
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What is Co-teaching? 

Co-teaching has been defined as a practice in which “two professionals co-plan, co-instruct 

and co-assess a diverse group of students. Both teachers provide substantive instruction to all 

students on a daily, consistent basis. Neither is considered the main teacher of the class; they are 

equals” (Murawski, 2008, p. 29). During co-teaching lessons, there are six different teaching 

models the co-teaching pair can employ to meet the needs of all students and make use of two 

teachers in the classroom (Friend & Bursuck, 2009). 

1. One-teach, one-observe in which one teacher leads large-group instruction while the other 

gathers academic, behavioral, or social data on specific students or the class group;  

2. Station teaching, in which instruction is divided into three non-sequential parts and 

students, likewise divided into three groups, rotate from station to station, being taught by 

the teachers at two stations and working independently at the third;  

3. Parallel teaching, in which the two teachers, each with half the class group, present the 

same material for the primary purpose of fostering instructional differentiation, increasing 

student participation and facilitating more teacher-student interaction;  

4. Alternative teaching, in which one teacher works with most students while the other works 

with a small group for remediation, enrichment, assessment, pre-teaching, or another 

purpose;  

5. Team teaching, in which both teachers lead large-group instruction by both delivering 

instructional content, representing opposing views in a debate, illustrating two ways to 

solve a problem, and so on; and  

6. One-teach, one-assist, in which one teacher leads instruction while the other circulates 

among the students offering individual assistance, managing student behavior, and 

providing any other assistance necessary to the students or their co-teacher.  

Beyond daily instruction, co-teaching involves shared responsibility in planning and 

assessment, as both teachers are responsible for all students, not just a specific group of students 

based on expertise or licensing (Friend et al., 2010; Kamens, Susko, & Elliot, 2013; Murawski & 

Lochner, 2010). Although there is a belief that both teachers in a co-teaching partnership share 

responsibility equally, SETs often are relegated to an assistant role and not actively involved in 

the full teaching process (Murawski, 2009; Murawski & Lochner, 2010; Walther-Thomas, 1997). 
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This is problematic because the general education teacher is often perceived as the “real teacher,” 

which can create an unsatisfactory power dynamic between co-teaching partners in which the SET 

does not have an equal voice in planning, instructing and assessing (Murawski, 2009; Murawski 

& Lochner, 2010; Volonio and Zigmund, 2007). Additionally, this could be also seen as a misuse 

of resources when a SET is assigned to a co-taught classroom, and he or she is not fully involved 

in all aspects of co-teaching by acting in an assistant role when the SET could offer much more. 

A school could assign a paraprofessional to act as an assistant in the same classroom, using fewer 

resources, yet essentially fulfilling the same role as a SET who is relegated to an assistant role. 

Co-teaching that primarily occurs through the one teach, one assist model often utilizes the SET 

as the assistant and this can create a perception that the general education teacher is the “real 

teacher” and the SET is an assistant. The SET can be perceived as being there to help only students 

with disabilities, deal with problem behavior, and provide assistance during independent work 

time.  

What is Quality Co-Teaching? 

Some common features of quality co-teaching are shared responsibility for all students by both 

co-teachers (Bouck, 2007; Dieker, 2001; Friend et al., 2010; Little & Dieker, 2009), rather than 

the idea that the SET only supports students with disabilities and the general education teacher is 

only responsible for general education students (i.e. Levenson, 2011). A common characteristic of 

quality co-teaching is the use of multiple models of co-teaching, which allows for small group 

instruction and more teacher-student interaction (Dieker, 2001; Friend et al., 2010; Volonio and 

Zigmund, 2007). If multiple models, such as parallel and station teaching, are used there will 

inherently be more small group instruction because both teachers are leading instruction to smaller 

groups. This should result in more teacher-student interaction, as opposed to one teacher leading 

the instruction in the commonly used one teach, one assist model. A third characteristic of quality 

co-teaching is the engagement of all learners (Bouck, 2007; Dieker, 2001; Volonio & Zigmund, 

2007; Zigmund & Matta, 2005), through the use of differentiation, universal design for learning 

(UDL), effective classroom management, and effective communication and planning between the 

co-teachers. 

Although there are clear characteristics of quality co-teaching, there is commonly a lack of 

small group instruction and overall use of the multiple models of co-teaching in practice (Volonio 
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and Zigmund, 2007). Boudah, Schumaker, and Deshler (1997) showed high school students in co-

taught classes had little opportunity for academic engagement and achievement for students with 

LD decreased. The multiple models of co-teaching are frequently discussed and defined with 

examples of how to employ them in the literature, but there is little evidence of multiple models 

in practice (Murawski & Swanson, 2001; Weiss & Brigham, 2000). For example, Zigmund and 

Matta (2004) observed 41 co-taught classrooms for 201 lessons in 14 high schools, and there were 

only two lessons with more sophisticated co-teaching practices like station or parallel teaching, 

with the vast majority of co-teachers relying on the one-teach, one-assist model. Magiera and 

Zigmund (2005) found that co-taught classroom did not change the instructional experience in 

ways that would likely enhance achievement (e.g., more small group instruction, improved 

engagement, more teacher-student interaction). Zigmond (2006) replicated these results, and in a 

qualitative study, Zigmond and Matta (2005) found that “SETs did not provide explicit strategic 

instruction to facilitate learning or memory of the content material.” The implication here is that 

co-taught classes should look different than a typical general education class by employing more 

small group instruction and allowing for more teacher-student interaction with two teachers, thus 

increasing engagement (Friend, 2014). 

Friend (2014) argues that parallel and station teaching should be used frequently for direct 

instruction because these models naturally get students into small groups for direct instruction 

and/or practice of skills, which results in more teacher-student interaction. Each of these models 

have their own benefits as parallel teaching is ideal for introducing new content, whereas station 

teaching can be used to review skills and concepts for short periods of time. Instead of relying on 

a co-teaching model like one-teach, one-assist as is often the case (e.g. Magiera & Zigmond, 2005; 

Zigmond & Matta, 2004), co-teachers should make use of co-teaching models like parallel and 

station teaching more frequently to benefit from small group instruction and increased teacher-

student interaction (Friend, 2014). 

How Does Co-Teaching Affect Student Outcomes? 

When considering the effectiveness of co-teaching in using multiple models of instruction 

and engaging students in small group instruction, one must consider how co-teaching affects 

student outcomes for all students in academic performance and in reducing problem behavior. The 

research literature is mixed on how co-teaching affects student outcomes in practice, and these 
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mixed results are likely a result of the gap in identified best practices in co-teaching and what 

actually happens in co-taught classrooms.  

In a financial analysis of one district’s implementation of special education services, 

Levenson (2011) asserted that “push-in” (inclusionary practices which include co-teaching) 

provide the least return on investment due to the limited amount of students that a special education 

teacher can service during a general education class. This perspective seems to be flawed because 

there were small numbers of students with disabilities in many of these classes (as few as three), 

and the author had the assumption that the special education teacher was only able to support the 

students with disabilities and the general education teacher would only support typically 

developing students. Also, this did not consider the quality of the co-teaching or other instruction 

for all students and how each professional impacted these outcomes. The study only focused on 

standardized test results and growth in comparison to the cost associated with the service.  

Johnson (2013) found that 9th grade general education students performed better in general 

education math classes than in co-taught classes. Beyond these studies, there is not adequate data 

to definitively support the notion that students with disabilities are greatly benefiting from co-

teaching as opposed to instruction in special education environments (Weiss & Brigham, 2000; 

Welch, 2000; Zigmond, 2003).  

 While these are some examples where co-teaching was not effective in improving student 

or teacher outcomes, there are other studies with positive results. In Welch (2000), co-teaching 

pairs used descriptive analysis to reflect on their planning, implementation and assessment as a 

pair in two elementary school classrooms where there were improvements in reading fluency in 

one classroom and reading comprehension, vocabulary, spelling, and word recognition in the 

other. These findings also support the improvements in math and language standardized test results 

for students with learning disabilities in co-taught settings from Rea, McLaughlin, and Walter-

Thomas (2002). The co-teaching pairs were required to spend at least 30 minutes reflecting on 

their practice and preparing for their next lesson during planning and assessment sessions. The 

participating teachers indicated more positive perceptions of co-teaching, improved relationships 

with their co-teachers and more positive relationships with students in their classrooms. However, 

both co-teaching pairs indicated they wanted more time for planning and reflection. 

 Wichnowski, Salmon and Eaton (2004) studied co-teaching in a rural school district in 

New York for two years to determine the effectiveness of co-teaching in the elementary and middle 
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school levels. This study examined many outcomes such as student achievement, access to 

accommodations and supports, behavior, and perceptions of various stakeholders. There were no 

significant differences in academic performance for students with disabilities in either the inclusive 

or special education environment, and all stakeholders indicated a positive perspective of including 

students with disabilities through co-teaching. While this study does not demonstrate that co-

teaching is clearly a better alternative than educating students in more restrictive environment, the 

comparable results are encouraging when there are some studies when students with disabilities 

have worse academic achievement in inclusive environments (i.e., Levenson, 2011).  Furthermore, 

it may be possible that if the quality of co-teaching is improved, then there could be an improved 

difference in student outcomes for students with disabilities in co-taught classrooms as opposed to 

more restrictive environments (Friend, 2014).   

Potential Causes of the Research to Practice Gap 

 The mixed results in the research about co-teaching’s effectiveness can be attributed to a 

number of different factors like lack of training and professional development in co-teaching 

practices or over-reliance on one or a few co-teaching models, but one factor may be the overall 

shortage of licensed teachers, particularly in special education. Ensuring teacher quality, 

professional development, and retention are pressing issues due to issues with teacher turnover 

and shortages. While teacher turnover within the first five years of entering the profession are often 

reported as high as 50%, these figures are actually 17% (Aragon, 2016). This discrepancy is due 

to teachers leaving the profession temporarily (e.g., pregnancy, rearing of children, involuntary 

transfers), but even with less teacher turnover than often reported, there are still shortages within 

specific subject areas (i.e., math, science and special education) and in certain demographic and 

geographic areas (i.e. urban, rural, high-poverty, high-minority, and low-achieving schools; 

Mason-Williams, 2015). This shortage of qualified special education teachers could be an 

explanation of why co-teaching in practice often overly relies on one co-teaching model and does 

not exemplify the characteristics of quality co-teaching in the literature. If there were more 

qualified and trained special education teachers and those teachers stayed in the profession longer, 

there may be more consistent use of multiple co-teaching models other than one teach, one assist. 
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SET Evaluation and Professional Development 

When considering teacher retention, the issue of teacher evaluation and professional 

development is crucial because evaluation can be used to help support teachers in their practice, 

instead of what could be a negative connotation. Evaluation of teachers, SETs is especially difficult 

because there are no standards in place (Brownell & Jones, 2015; Holdheide, 2015). SETs have 

many other responsibilities (e.g., writing and implementing IEPs, as well as collaborating with 

families, service providers and general educators, co-teaching) beyond typical academic 

instruction that make standard observation practices less valid for performance evaluations 

(Benedict, Thomas, Kimerling, & Leko, 2013). 

In the position paper presented by the Council for Exceptional Children (CEC, 2012), it is 

clear that a structured, collaborative integration of professional development and evaluation is 

important in evaluating SETs. By providing regular feedback to teachers and providing them 

opportunities and resources to improve in instrumental areas and skills, the evaluation process can 

be more focused on growth. This focus on growth can enhance the role of special education 

teachers within the teaching profession, and may have positive impacts on teacher retention 

through such support. 

The role of co-teaching for SETs can greatly benefit from this type of ongoing support. An 

issue in supporting co-teachers is that there is not a common tool specific to evaluating co-teaching 

performance, as co-teachers are typically evaluated on the same tool that evaluators use for all 

other teachers (Kamens et al, 2013). Without a unique observation or evaluation tool, it could be 

more difficult to match specific professional development needs and opportunities for co-teachers 

as the feedback may not be the most reflective of the co-teachers’ performance as opposed to 

evaluating one teacher with the same tool. One particular evaluation tool for co-teachers that has 

some promise to be standardized is the Co-Teaching Core Competencies Observation Checklist 

(Murawski & Lochner, 2017), in which co-teachers are evaluated based on items observers “ask 

for” (e.g., lesson plans, syllabi, behavior documentation, class notes, accommodated assignments), 

“look for” (e.g., shared responsibility, communication, variety of instructional approaches), and 

“listen for” (e.g., collaborative language, higher ordered thinking questions, “we” language). This 

tool includes a numerical rating for each individual domain from 0 (not observed) to three (done 

well) with specific criteria for each level of performance in each domain, translating to a final 

numerical rating to assess the level of co-teaching expertise the partnership currently has. The tool 



 

17 

is designed to be used repetitively to facilitate growth, as the authors state that the aim of the tool 

is to “provide specific items for administrators to ask for, look for, and listen for when observing 

co-teachers to assess their collaborative activities and, more importantly, to help guide them in 

their efforts to shape and improve their teaching” (Murawski & Lochner, 2010). Also, the 

observation literature shows that feedback to teachers is best when it is descriptive and supports 

continuous improvement, rather than simply being evaluative (Darling-Hammond, 2014; Friend 

& Cook, 2007). By using a tool such as the Co-Teaching Core Competencies Observation 

Checklist in an ongoing manner to provide descriptive feedback, co-teachers can apply what others 

observe to improve their practices and hopefully improve student outcomes. This ongoing cycle 

of feedback that is non-evaluative and specific to a SET’s placement also satisfies some of the 

components of effective SET evaluation per the CEC (2012) position paper, particularly if there 

are opportunities for professional development in this feedback cycle. 

In co-teaching, professional development should include collaboration between 

administration (or alternative support personnel) and the co-teachers themselves (Friend et al., 

2010). Unfortunately, co-teaching training is often unrealized because it is too brief and limited 

(Fennick & Liddy, 2001). Professional development for co-teachers should include training and 

feedback in realistic situations (Croft, Coggshall, Dolan, & Powers, 2010). Co-teachers often over 

rely on the one-teach, one-assist model of co-teaching (Moin, Magiera, & Zigmond, 2008; 

Murawski, 2008; Scruggs, Mastroieri, & McDuffie, 2007) or the SET often focuses exclusively 

on behavior management (Harbort, Gunter, Hull, Borwn, Venn, Wiley, & Wiley, 2007; Weiss & 

Lloyd, 2002; Zigmond & Baker, 1995), which highlights the need for training in how to employ 

multiple models of co-teaching and shared responsibility in classroom management. 

One way that administrators can provide individualized support to meet the diverse needs 

of co-teachers is through a multi-tiered system of supports (MTSS) approach (e.g. Kennedy & 

Lees, 2015; Mullan, 2015; Myers et al., 2011). MTSS can be applied to professional development 

for teachers by implementing multiple tiers or levels of supports, starting at a broad level of support 

for all teachers (typically a training session), depending on the needs of teachers and how they 

respond to the first level of support, more intense and individualized levels of support are employed 

as needed. For example, in Myers et al. (2011), teachers attended a training on the use the school’s 

positive behavior support system, specifically targeting the use of behavior specific praise of 

students. The four teachers in this study were a mix of general and special education teachers and 



 

18 

taught grades 5-7.  For teachers who were not responsive to this training in increasing their use of 

behavior specific praise, the researchers implemented weekly targeted training for individual 

teachers where the teachers’ data were shared and the researcher gave praise to the teacher, a 

second tier of support. If a teacher did not reach criteria in the second tier, a third tier was 

implemented, in which a teacher was observed more frequently with a coaching session following 

each lesson to review the data and receive praise from the observer. All four teachers included in 

this study improved their use of behavior specific praise, but the teachers responded differently at 

the different tiers of support This suggests that a MTSS approach with professional development 

for teachers has promise for appropriate support of teaching practices, rather than the typical 

reliance on group training sessions with little follow-up and reliance on administrator evaluations 

(Myers et al., 2011). Other studies have shown similar results in changing teacher behavior at 

different levels of support, targeting the use of discrete trial training in early childhood special 

educators (Mullan, 2015) and to improve the use of developmentally appropriate interactions 

between preservice teachers and preschool students during practicum experiences (Kennedy & 

Lees, 2015). A gap in this research is the lack of student outcomes as a result of this training. 

Further research should consider the student effects of an MTSS approach to teacher support. 

If MTSS were applied to co-teaching, then different levels of training and support offered 

to co-teachers based on their needs and level of expertise. A co-teaching pair that has little 

experience co-teaching, has difficulties with classroom management, and rarely uses a co-teaching 

model other than one teach, one assist will need more support than a co-teaching pair with more 

experience and fewer issues. For example, a tier one practice could be a large group professional 

development training session on how to use the multiple models of co-teaching, a second tier with 

targeted supports like explicit feedback and recommendations on lessons, and a third tier where 

there is more intensive support like the use of an improvement plan with greater frequency of 

observation and feedback. This was the structure of the MTSS in Myers et al. (2011) to support 

preservice co-teachers’ development in early childhood classrooms.  

There has been little use of MTSS with co-teachers in the literature, although there is 

evidence of effectiveness for this model with teachers to increase behaviors like increase use of 

praise (Codding, Feinberg, Dunn, & Pace, 2005; Codding, Skowron, & Pace, 2005; Colvin, 

Flannery, Sugai, & Monegan, 2009; DiGennaro, Martens, & McIntyre, 2005; Mullan, 2015; Myers 

et al., 2011; Leblanc, Ricciardi, & Luiselli, 2005; Matheson & Shriver, 2005; Mortensen & Witt, 
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1998; Noell et al., 2000). For example, in Myers et al. (2011), upper elementary and middle school 

special and general educators participated in a large group training focused on the use of the 

school’s positive behavior support plan. Four teachers were included in this study and the 

researchers measured participating teachers’ use of behavior specific praise in observed lessons. 

The large group training was tier one, then if teachers did not increase their use of behavior specific 

praise for three consecutive lessons to six uses of behavior specific praise and at least a 4:1 positive 

to negative interaction ration between teacher and students, then the teacher would move into the 

second tier of support, a weekly, targeted training session where the teacher and researcher who 

observed the lesson would review the data from the previous lesson and the researcher would 

praise the teacher for their performance. If the criteria were not met with this second tier of support, 

then a third tier of more frequent observation and coaching from researchers would be 

implemented. All four teachers in this study increased their use of behavior specific praise, with 

two teachers meeting criteria at the second tier and the other two teachers needed to move into the 

third tier to meet the criteria. The use of MTSS to provide the level of support co-teachers need to 

develop and improve in their teaching practices seems to be a worthwhile undertaking to address 

the mixed results for students and the research to practice gap for use of effective co-teaching 

strategies and models.  

Previous research related to coaching co-teachers can help focus how to apply support to 

co-teachers using this MTSS model. By identifying practices that have been effective in improving 

teacher performance and identifying areas that need further inquiry, this study can have more focus 

to improve the quality of co-teaching.  

Statement of the Problem 

 Co-teachers in practice often over rely on the one teach, one assist model, while the 

literature is clear that other models should be used. Co-taught classrooms should be characterized 

by small group instruction, with equitable roles between the co-teachers, with higher levels of 

student engagement. Co-teachers need professional development and other supports to help them 

move beyond the one teach, one assist model. 
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Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this dissertation is to expand the literature in professional development of 

co-teaching by designing and evaluating a multi-tiered system of supports model to coach co-

teachers to improve their use of the parallel teaching model that will increase the amount of small 

group instruction, teacher-student interaction and student engagement. After further examining the 

research literature for practices of coaching co-teaching are identified, the focus shifts to 

implementing the multi-tiered system of supports model to coach co-teachers to improve their use 

of the parallel teaching model that will increase the amount of small group instruction, teacher-

student interaction and student engagement.  

Research Questions 

 This study seeks to understand how coaching co-teachers can support the use of parallel 

teaching and affect student engagement. Also of interest are the perceptions of acceptability and 

likelihood of continued use of the co-teachers who participate. 

1. How does peer coaching affect the quality of co-teachers’ use of parallel teaching? If not 
responsive to peer coaching, is more intensive coaching within MTSS necessary using first 
traditional coaching then BIE coaching? 

2. Does co-teaching coaching lead to changes in student engagement? 

3. How acceptable do participants find the use of a MTSS for coaching co-teachers in parallel 
teaching? 

4. How likely are participants to continue to use peer coaching with their co-teacher after the 
conclusion of the study? 

Significance 

 This study aims to apply an MTSS model of professional development specifically with 

practicing co-teachers to improve their co-teaching practices (specifically using parallel 

teaching) and increase student engagement. No other study has addressed a specific model of co-

teaching through coaching, and no other study has used an MTSS approach to coaching 

practicing co-teachers. This novel approach aims to address gaps from research to practice 

related to the overreliance on the one teach, one assist model of co-teaching. This study is unique 
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as it focuses on parallel teaching, which inherently creates more equal roles between co-teachers, 

uses small group instruction and should increase student engagement. The hope is that this study 

will provide practical, cost-effective, and responsive options for professional development for 

co-teachers, and will provide avenues for future research to improve co-teaching practices and 

address gaps from research to practice. 

Definition of Terms 

Co-teaching - When a special education teacher and general education teaching work together in 
the same general education classroom with a mixed group of students with disabilities and their 
peers to co-plan, co-instruct and co-assess all students. 

Multi-Tiered System of Supports (MTSS) - “a prevention based framework of team-driven data-
based problem solving for improving the outcomes of every student though family, school, and 
community partnering and a layered continuum of evidence-based practices applied at the 
classroom, school, district, region, and state level” (Colorado Department of Education, 2016). A 
system aimed at applying different levels or tiers of support based on the needs of a student to 
help them learn or improve academic or behavioral skills to better access the general education 
curriculum. 

Special Education Teacher (SET) - An individual who is licensed to teacher students with 
disabilities and who instructs students with disabilities anywhere in the broad continuum of 
services within special education. 

Individualized Education Program (IEP) - the legal document that details the present level of 
academic and functional performance of a child with a disability, the child’s goals, any services, 
accommodations, modifications, or any other supports necessary to help the child access the 
general education curriculum to the greatest extent possible for him or her. 

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) - The federal special education law in place 
that guarantees educational rights for children with disabilities in the United States. 

Alternate Route to Certification (ARC) - teacher preparation programs for individuals who have 
already earned a bachelor’s degree in a field outside of education and decide to pursue education, 
often as a Transition to Teaching license. 

Council for Exception Children (CEC) - The leading special education professional organization 
in the United States. 

What Works Clearinghouse (WWC) - A division of the Institute of Educational Sciences (IES) 
that aims to support educators by evaluating the quality of research to define and identify 
evidence-based practices. 
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Parallel Teaching - A co-teaching model where the class is split into two relatively equal groups, 
and both the general education teacher and SET each lead his or her respective group in 
instruction and classroom management. 

Bug in Ear (BIE) - A form of educational coaching during live lessons, where the teacher wears a 
listening device in his or her ear and an instructional coach speaks into a microphone to provide 
auditory feedback during the lesson to the teacher. 

Behavior Specific Praise (BSP) - Giving verbal reinforcement specifically for engaging in a 
desired behavior as opposed to giving general praise. For example, “thank you for raising your 
hand and waiting quietly to be called on,” instead of “thank you for meeting expectations” or 
“good job.” 

Parallel Teaching Observation Scale (PTOS) - a specific co-teaching evaluation tool for 
providing feedback to co-teachers when they use parallel teaching. 

Treatment Acceptability Rating Form (TARF) - a survey to be completed by participants on a 
Likert scale that is used to determine the social validity of a study. 
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CHAPTER 2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

There is a great need to better understand how to support co-teachers as there is high 

turnover and consistent shortages of highly qualified teachers, particularly in low income urban 

and rural areas (Mason-Williams, 2015). SETs have unique responsibilities (i.e. co-teaching) in 

which require specific professional development and support different from support for typical 

classroom instruction (Brownell & Jones, 2015; Holdheide, 2015). The CEC (2012) position paper 

on SET evaluation calls for ongoing, formative support in the evaluation process that highlights 

and offers professional development specific to the needs of the teachers. Coaching is one way 

that SETs can get support specific to co-teaching in an ongoing, formative fashion. Such a model 

that aligns with the CEC position through coaching co-teachers as opposed to a formal evaluation, 

and this could be helpful in providing SETs with the support necessary to increase retention in the 

field and hopefully reduce the shortage of SETs.  

In surveying the literature related to coaching co-teachers, the author first reviewed studies 

that employed coaching co-teachers to identify different methods of coaching and how this 

coaching affects co-teacher performance. Also, it is of interest to see what studies targeted specific 

models of co-teaching or aimed to increase the number and/or quality of the co-teaching model 

used. Although the author was primarily interested in co-teacher performance and improving the 

quality of co-teaching, any student related outcomes were also of interest, as these may shed more 

light on the effectiveness of co-teaching.  

In order to survey the related literature to this area, the reviewed studies included 

participants who were either practicing special educators or pre-service special educators engaged 

in co-teaching with a general education teacher or a cooperating teacher. The co-teaching must 

take place in an inclusive classroom serving students with disabilities and their typically 

developing peers. The independent variable must be some sort of coaching aimed at improving co-

teaching practice. This includes, but is not limited to peer coaching (where co-teachers provide 

feedback to one another), eCoaching (a lesson is observed by a coach not present who watches the 

lesson via some sort of video technology and gives feedback during or after a lesson), and 

traditional coaching (a third party is present in the classroom to give feedback to both teachers 

after a lesson). There may be other dependent variables than teaching practices, but improving 

teaching practices in some way were at least one of the dependent variables. This included 
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increasing the number of co-teaching models used, improvement on an evaluation tool, 

improvement in a specific behavior the study identifies as an important classroom practice, or any 

other teacher behavior a study aimed to increase or reduce that would increase the quality of the 

co-teaching. These studies included teachers of P-12 students, so adult vocational training and 

university co-teaching were not considered, as this is not co-teaching as defined by this study. 

Studies were published from 1990 to the present to reflect the application of the Individuals with 

Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) and its subsequent reauthorization in 2004 for those studies 

conducted in the United States. International studies could be included, but most of the literature  

Summary of Research 

Types of coaching 

There were five studies that utilized peer coaching as its independent variable to affect co-

teaching practices (Hasbrouck & Christen 1997; Kennedy & Lees 2015; Pierce & Miller 1994; 

Scheeler et al., 2010; Tschantz & Vail, 2000). In these instances, peer coaching was defined as co-

teachers who worked together in the same classroom provided teaching feedback to each other 

based on a pre-determined rubric or observational tool. What was unique here was that there were 

two distinct ways in which peer coaching was used based on population of teachers. Hasbrouck 

and Christen (1997), Scheeler et al. (2010) and Tschantz and Vail (2000) made use of peer 

coaching between two in-service co-teachers, while Kennedy and Lees (2015) and Pierce and 

Miller (1994) used peer coaching among pre-service teachers as a way to provide each other more 

feedback in lieu of relying on just university supervisors for observational feedback. Pierce and 

Miller (1994) involved 32 pre-service SETs where one group engaged in traditional coaching and 

the other in peer coaching. This study found that both of these coaching methods are equally 

effective for increasing desired teacher behaviors (i.e. maintaining open communication with 

students, expresses ideas clearly and concisely, providing meaningful feedback) and decreasing 

undesirable behaviors (i.e. inconsistency in classroom management, inflexibility, lack of initiative). 

One unique feature of peer coaching among these studies was that Scheeler et al. (2010) used peer 

coaching during lessons with one co-teacher giving their partner feedback with BIE technology. 

 Both Ploessl and Rock (2014) and Scheeler et al. (2010) used some form of BIE coaching 

to improve co-teaching practices. BIE coaching was when a coach can speak directly to a teacher 
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or teachers during lesson through a device placed in the teacher(s)’ ear. Ploessl and Rock (2014) 

used eCoaching to provide support during both planning and instruction related to the use of 

different co-teaching models, specific student accommodations/modifications, and 

implementation of positive behavior intervention supports (PBIS). The study used video 

conferencing during planning sessions to provide encouragement, support, ask and answer 

questions related to the independent variables and provide BIE support during instruction. Each 

co-teacher alternated wearing the BIE device from one lesson to the next. This use of BIE was of 

note because the coach had prior exposure and input to the content of the lesson and how it would 

be taught through the eCoaching during planning. This allowed for more specific feedback as 

opposed to a coach observing a lesson without the context of a planning session. The results of 

this study was in increase in participants’ use of varied co-teaching models and student-specific 

accommodations through the use of BIE coaching. 

In Scheeler et al. (2010) the focus was on BIE corrective feedback during instruction to 

support co-teachers’ completion of a three term contingency (TTC) trial. The TTC is where one 

co-teacher poses a question to the class, a student responds to the question, and the co-teacher 

gives specific feedback based on the response of each individual student. The TTC is completed 

by either affirming that a response is correct, rather than moving on to the next question, or by 

staying in the line of questioning with a student if he or she answers incorrectly, rather than asking 

a different student after an incorrect response. Each co-teacher in the three co-teaching pairs in 

this study met the criteria for completing the study in three sessions, maintained the behavior at 

high levels in maintenance, and generalized the behavior to another setting without the coach being 

present. 

How coaching affects co-teaching quality 

Use of praise and feedback 

While giving behavior specific praise (BSP) to students was better than generically giving 

praise (i.e. “good job), it was not an exclusive quality of co-teaching. Six studies included the use 

of BSP or quality feedback as one of their dependent variables (DV) when co-teaching co-teachers 

as each study identified this as good teaching practice (Duchaine et al., 2011; Kennedy & Lees, 

2015; Miller et al., 1991; Ploessl & Rock, 2014; Scheeler et al., 2010; Tschantz and Vail, 2000). 
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Duchaine et al. (2011) used written performance feedback from a coach to secondary math co-

teachers about their use of BSP statements to their students. BSP phrases included specific 

language about the behavior being praised (i.e., “I like how you followed the steps to solve the 

equation”) rather than a general praise statement (i.e., “good job”). During baseline, the three 

teachers used little to no BSP statements, then received training on BSP from the intervention 

agent, set a goal for the use of BSP, and two of the three participants met their goal, even though 

all three participants demonstrated an effect from baseline to intervention. Additionally, the 

researchers tracked on-task behavior of the students in the class, but there was no clear effect for 

this DV. 

Ploessl and Rock (2014) also included BSP as one of the DV’s in their study. They 

specifically tracked whether or not eCoaching with BIE support during planning and instruction 

could increase the number of BSP statements and reduce the number of behavioral redirections 

that co-teachers provided in a lesson. While there was not a clear effect on increasing the number 

of BSP statements and reducing behavioral redirections in the data, there was an increase in BSP 

statements and a decrease in teacher-provided redirections. It was difficult to show a clear effect 

because each of the three dyads had a high number of BSP statements during the baseline phases, 

but on average, BSP statements increased and redirections decreased. Also, in Scheeler et al. (2010) 

there were some components of the use of BSP in the TTC trials, specifically that co-teachers 

would provide BSP when giving feedback to students’ verbal responses to questions. The focus in 

this study was for co-teachers to give appropriate feedback to either correct or incorrect responses 

to verbal questions, and while it was not necessary to give behavior-specific feedback, to complete 

the TTC trial, the co-teacher had to verbally respond that the answer was correct or incorrect 

instead of ignoring the response and/or moving on to the next question or student, with BIE support. 

This study demonstrated that when giving specific feedback to students is targeted with support, 

the amount and quality of BSP can be improved. 

Kennedy & Lees (2015) targeted improving age-appropriate interactions between the pre-

service teachers and their early childhood special education students through video-based peer 

coaching and tiered supports based on the Classroom Assessment Scoring System (CLASS). One 

of the domains of the rubric in which participants were evaluated included a rating of quality 

feedback to students, which was similar to the idea of BSP. The results of this study showed that 

all participants were able to improve their ratings on the rubric. Likewise, the six participants in 



 

27 

Miller et al. (1991) increased their use of specific praise and decreased their use of general praise 

as measured by the Florida Performance Measurement System (FPMS). The participants were able 

to maintain and generalize these changes in their behavior as well. 

Tschantz and Vail (2000) targeted co-teachers’ responsiveness to students which includes 

BSP, giving choices, prompting and modeling. Each of the three teachers demonstrated a strong 

effect in increasing their use of responsiveness statements as a result of peer coaching from their 

special education co-teacher.  

Other aspects of quality co-teaching 

Other than praise and feedback, there was little overlap across the included studies in terms 

of dependent variables. Two studies’ purpose was to increase the availability and use of 

accommodation for students with disabilities (Hasbrouck & Christen, 1997; Ploessl & Rock, 2014). 

While all three teachers in Hasbrouck and Christen (1997) indicated peer coaching was helpful to 

them in their practices, only one teacher increased their use of accommodations to adapt 

curriculum based on the needs of students with disabilities in their class based on the data 

collection. Ploessl and Rock (2014) demonstrated an effect in all three co-teaching dyads when 

trying to increase the use of accommodations for students with disabilities, and two of these dyads 

demonstrated a strong effect. 

 Harris et al., 2014 sought to increase pre-service teachers’ familiarity with math vocabulary 

that they would later teach independently. Through an initial training on their protocol with 

ongoing coaching on teaching math vocabulary, there was a significant increase in participants’ 

ability to explain the vocabulary from pretest to posttest, z = 6.357, p < .005, with a large effect 

size, r = 0.82. Lastly, Hasbrouck and Christen (1997) sought to improve co-teachers’ classroom 

management, but only one of three co-teachers demonstrated an effect. 

Coaching specific co-teaching models 

Only one included study focused on increasing the number of co-teaching models its 

participants used (Ploessl & Rock, 2014). This study used eCoaching during planning sessions to 

help co-teachers plan to implement more models of co-teaching based on their content and tracked 

fidelity use for the planned models of co-teaching during the lesson. Only one of the three co-
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teaching dyads in this study increased their use of co-teaching models as a result of the eCoaching. 

Not only was Ploessl and Rock (2014) the only included study that tried to increase the number of 

co-teaching models, it was the only study that focused on the different models in any way. 

Gaps in the Research 

With few number of studies in this body of literature there is a real need for inquiry to 

further explore these practices. In looking to apply interventions like peer and BIE coaching in 

future research, one may want to consider the use of a tiered system of supports to align to each 

pair of co-teachers need. A multi-tiered system where there are options of increased support at 

different levels based on a co-teaching pair’s needs. For example, in tier one all co-teachers attend 

a professional development session highlighting different aspects of high quality co-teaching. 

After observations, if co-teachers do not show the level of desired performance, they would enter 

the next tier with more support offered in the form of coaching. More levels of support are available 

to promote improvement and performance if needed. This requires ongoing observation and 

reflection by the co-teachers themselves and a third party like an administrator. By implementing 

a multi-tiered system, a co-teaching pair will get the least invasive and more individualized support, 

which aligns with CEC (2012) recommendation for teacher evaluation. Also, there is a consistent 

finding in the research that co-teaching often relied on one co-teaching model, when the research 

clearly shows the advantages of using multiple models (Dieker, 2001; Friend, 2014; Friend et al., 

2010; Murawski & Swanson, 2001; Volonio and Zigmund, 2007). Considering this, there should 

be a focus on increasing the number of and quality of implementation of these models when 

coaching co-teachers. Such support could lead to overall better quality of co-teaching, 

characterized by the use of multiple co-teaching models, more small group instruction, more equal 

partnerships among co-teachers, and higher levels of student engagement. 

Tiered system of supports 

Kennedy & Lees (2015) made use of a multi-tiered system of supports for the pre-service 

teachers who participated in their study that responded to the level of performance throughout the 

study, and provided additional support through targeted and intensive support to those who did not 

meet specific criteria throughout the study. This use of multi-tiered systems of support (MTSS) is 
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reflective of the approach schools are supposed to take in supporting students through universal 

support of high quality instruction in general education settings. Then, adding additional layers of 

support for students who need assistance beyond what is happening in whole group general 

education settings by implementing research-based practices and interventions, with an emphasis 

on data collection and progress monitoring (NECTAC, 2012). MTSS principles show promise 

when applied to professional development for teachers (i.e. Winton, 2010). In these instances, 

professional development for teachers targeted the use of a specific strategy (i.e. praise), provided 

training to the teachers, then intensive individualized supports were put in place when teachers did 

not meet criteria to support their improvement with the strategy.  

In terms of coaching co-teaching, the literature may provide a basis in which to apply a 

multi-tiered system of supports. The interventions within the literature have varying levels of 

invasiveness that could be applied to such a multi-tiered system. Peer coaching is used multiple 

times in the included studies, and part of the basis for using this type of coaching is that logistically 

it is easier as a coach, supervisor or administrator cannot always be present. There is no need for 

an outside person to come observe when a peer or co-teacher is present and is able to give feedback 

to their partner more often through peer coaching. Such an approach would require some training 

on what and how to provide feedback, but once there is training, co-teachers could give one another 

feedback on a consistent basis that is likely unrealistic for an outside individual and would be less 

invasive to the co-teachers and the classroom. Next, traditional coaching where an observer is 

present and gives feedback to the co-teachers could be implemented if the co-teachers are not 

improving enough in their performance with peer coaching. This is more of a business as usual 

approach to coaching, but it provides a way in which the co-teachers can ask specific questions, 

role play, and potentially gain a more objective view of their teaching as the feedback is not coming 

from a peer. The most intensive intervention in the included studies is the use of BIE. While the 

participants in the two studies that used BIE (Ploessl & Rock, 2014; Scheeler et al., 2010) reported 

that they found the intervention acceptable, the idea of having someone talking to you through a 

device while teaching is much more invasive than coaching sessions after a lesson. This is also 

more cost with BIE as there is technology needed whereas the other interventions do not require 

any special materials during the observations. While these different types of coaching exist in the 

research literature, there is not a consideration to adapt these different coaching methods as tiers 

to support co-teachers that match the level of need. By implementing this multi-tiered system of 
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supports, there is a clear progression of invasiveness as well as the commitment of resources that 

a school or university could apply to supporting teachers. 

Coaching specific models of co-teaching 

While there are multiple co-teaching models allowing for more small group instructional 

options, the research in this area shows there is not enough use of these models to increase the 

amount of small group instruction, teacher-student interaction, and student engagement (Boudah, 

Deshley, Schumaker, Lenz, & Cook, 1997; Magiera & Zigmund, 2005; Murawski & Swanson; 

Weiss & Brigham, 2000; Zigmond, 2006; Zigmond & Matta, 2005). Essentially, co-teachers are 

often just using the one-teach, one-assist model, wherein the general education teacher leads 

instruction, and the special education teacher assists students and manages behavior during the 

instruction.  

Ploessl and Rock (2014) aimed to support co-teaching dyads in increasing the number of 

co-teaching models planned for and used in lessons. There was only a clear effect in improving 

the number of co-teaching models in one of the three dyads, although the fidelity of using the 

planned models of co-teaching in a lesson increased in all three dyads. The authors think that there 

was a ceiling effect since participants knew that they were participating in a co-teaching study that 

they may have intentionally implemented more models. Also, there were not model-specific 

criteria for rating performance. Although the dyads were trained on the different models and 

coached on how to use them, there was not a measure of how well the models were used, although 

the study tracked the use of accommodations, modifications and the use of PBIS strategies. Instead 

of focusing on the number of models used, it may be helpful to focus on a specific model that 

makes use of small group instruction, increases student-teacher interaction and engagement, and 

measure the quality of how the co-teachers implement the model. 

Lack of student outcomes 

One included some sort of student outcome as one of its dependent variables (Duchaine et 

al., 2011). The outcome in this study was tracking on-task behavior as the coaching focused on 

increasing the use of BSP of the co-teachers. Unfortunately, there was not a clear effect for 

improving on-task behavior as a result of the coaching. With only one study tracking this, there 
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should be more inquiry to identify if there is a connection between supporting co-teachers through 

coaching and improving outcomes for student behavior. Also, it is worth noting that this only 

considers student behavior and not academic outcomes. While academic outcomes are crucial, 

student behavior likely has a direct relationship with academics. If students are disengaged, they 

are less likely to learn and could be a distraction for their peers, further prohibiting learning. 

Additionally, the research on co-teaching supports the claim that quality co-teaching supports 

student engagement (Bouck, 2007; Dieker, 2001; Volonio & Zigmund, 2007; Zigmund & Matta, 

2005). Therefore, it is worth considering how coaching co-teachers also affects students’ level of 

engagement. 

Conclusion 

After reviewing the literature related to coaching and co-teaching, there is a need for 

additional rigorous research to determine which interventions are most effective in improving co-

teaching practices. There is a consistent gap between the literature in recommending varied use of 

the multiple models of co-teaching and in practice where co-teachers often use the one teach, one 

assist model (Friend, 2014; Murawski, 2009; Murawski & Lochner, 2010; Walther-Thomas, 1997).  

This model does not take full advantage of having two professionals in the classroom to increase 

small group instruction, improve student engagement, and increase teacher-student interaction 

(Magiera & Zigmund, 2005).  Additionally, overuse of this model can lead to perceptions of 

inequality of co-teachers by students as typically the special educator is in the assist role and is not 

viewed as the “real teacher” (Friend, 2014). A model that co-teachers should use more frequently 

to engage in more small group instruction and potentially increase student engagement and 

student-teacher interaction is parallel teaching (Friend, 2014). Parallel teaching involves dividing 

the class into two groups where each teacher leads instruction with his or her respective group, and 

the content of these groups is similar in that students learn and practice the same skills or standards, 

with some room for differentiation either individually or between groups (Friend, 2014; Friend & 

Bursuck, 2009). It is recommended that this model be used frequently because it engages students 

in more small group instruction, helps to promote equity between co-teachers as both individuals 

are leading instruction, and allows for more opportunities for differentiation than one teach, one 

assist (Friend, 2014). 
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Additionally, there is some promise in the application of a multi-tiered system of supports 

(MTSS) or Response to Interventions (RTI) approach (NECTAC, 2012) of providing an 

appropriate amount of support to teachers based on their needs through a MTSS that targets areas 

of professional development (Kennedy & Lees, 2015; Winton, 2010). This MTSS is applied first 

through a universal support, then targeted training and in some cases, intensive individualized 

supports are applied when there is not progress or growth on the targeted area (see figure 2). Based 

on the review of the literature in coaching co-teaching, a good option for universal support or tier 

one is peer coaching, where co-teachers are trained in how to give each other feedback on their 

teaching practices (Hasbrouck & Christen 1997; Kennedy & Lees, 2015; Pierce & Miller 1994; 

Tschantz & Vail, 2000). This is a universal support largely because it is not invasive to the co-

teachers, and can be easily carried out if there is not someone available to observe and provide 

coaching support. To utilize peer coaching, those who engaged in this type of coaching attended 

or received some training on how to evaluate and provide feedback to their co-teacher. This type 

of coaching has shown some positive effects in increasing behaviors like providing BSP or 

improving classroom management (Kennedy & Lees, 2015; Pierce & Miller, 1994; Tschantz & 

Vail, 2000), and is seen as highly acceptable by those engaged in coaching one another (Hasbrouck 

& Christen, 1997). This type of coaching can be easily rolled out to co-teachers, but there is a 

possibility that peer coaches may be lenient on evaluating or not give as specific of feedback as a 

third party.  

Considering invasiveness to the co-teachers and their classrooms, the next tier is traditional 

coaching by an observer. This directly involves another individual who needs to be present to 

observe (or watch via video feed or recording) the lesson. After the lesson, the coach and co-

teachers review the rating of the coach and discuss how to improve in targeted areas based on the 

evaluation. This is a typical model for coaching and evaluation of teachers and has some promise 

in improving teacher behaviors like BSP, classroom management, and adapting curriculum 

(Duchaine et al., 2011; Hasbrouck & Christen, 1997; Miller et al., 1991; Pierce & Miller 1994). 

This requires additional logistics of planning to have three individuals present to debrief the 

observed lesson and engage in coaching, not to mention that this would need to be ongoing and 

the observer would need to observe multiple lessons to help facilitate improvement in teaching 

practices. Also, this type of coaching is focused on discussing issues after they occur, with the 

hope that the co-teachers can apply feedback and improve in their next lesson. If peer coaching 
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and traditional coaching are not effective in improving teaching practice, then an intensive 

intervention is likely necessary.  

The use of BIE technology is used in the literature as a more invasive intervention by a 

coach observing a lesson (in person or via a video stream) and talking directly to the co-teachers 

to provide them feedback on targeted behavior(s) (Ploessl & Rock, 2014; Scheeler et al., 2010). 

These studies showed some promise for increasing co-teaching behaviors like number of co-

teaching models used, use of accommodations and modifications, and BSP. While these studies 

report that participants indicated they were comfortable using the BIE technology, it is much more 

invasive that peer or traditional coaching. It is possible that teachers and students could be 

distracted by someone speaking directly to the teacher with a BIE device, particularly if the coach 

is physically present in the room. Also, there are potential issues and costs associated with using 

technology like a BIE device. 
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CHAPTER 3. METHOD 

The purpose of this study is to determine the effectiveness of an MTSS model of coaching 

for co-teachers in their application of parallel teaching and student engagement. By applying an 

MTSS to support co-teaching practice in quality application of parallel teaching, the research 

questions for this study are: 

1. How does peer coaching affect the quality of co-teachers’ use of parallel teaching? If not 
responsive to peer coaching, is more intensive coaching within MTSS necessary using first 
traditional coaching then BIE coaching? 

2. Does co-teaching coaching lead to changes in student engagement? 

3. How acceptable do participants find the use of a MTSS for coaching co-teachers in parallel 
teaching? 

4. How likely are participants to continue to use peer coaching with their co-teacher after the 
conclusion of the study? 

Design 

 A single case multi-probe across dyads design (Kennedy, 2005) was used for this study. 

The multi-probe design allowed for experimental control by moving one dyad at a time into the 

intervention phase, while reducing the intrusion of being observed in co-taught classrooms for an 

extended amount of time without any support offered. In order to meet WWC standards without 

reservation, each phase included at least five sessions of data. Specifically, for the multi-probe 

design there were at least three consecutive probe points during baseline prior to the introduction 

of the intervention, and each dyad still in baseline must have a probe point when a new dyad enters 

intervention. Additionally, at the beginning of the study, all dyads were observed five times in 

baseline prior to moving any dyad into intervention. Once each dyad entered intervention, the dyad 

experienced at least five sessions at that level of intervention. After five sessions, if there were not 

at least three sessions with a rating of 11 out of 14 possible points on the PTOS with a positive or 

stable trend, the dyad moved into the next tier of the intervention. If the dyad met the criteria of at 

least three sessions of at least 11 out of 14 points on the PTOS with a positive or stable trend and 

an intervention effect, based on visual analysis, the study ended for the dyad as they received the 

level of support they needed to improve their practice (see Figure 6 for example of potential data). 
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Dependent variables and measures 

In order to have a tool to evaluate the performance of co-teachers specific to parallel 

teaching, the Co-Teaching Core Competencies Observation Checklist (Murawski & Lochner, 2017) 

was adapted with unique aspects of parallel teaching (Friend, 2014; Friend & Bursuck, 2009) to 

develop the PTOS. When using the PTOS, the author was present in the classroom and marked 

each criterion on the scale as met or not met (see Table 5 for coding appendix).  

Co-teacher performance on PTOS. To evaluate (criterion 1) that the teacher is in the same 

classroom the entire time the observer noted if each teacher is in the classroom when class and/or 

the observation session begins and ends, as well as all instruction taking place within the classroom. 

This criterion was coded as partially met if all instruction took place in the classroom, but if the 

teacher was not in the classroom the entire observation.  

To evaluate (criterion 2) that there is evidence of intentional grouping, there needs to be a 

way to divide students beyond just arbitrarily splitting the class in half. Ideally, this would be done 

through data analysis, skill level, or some other intentional means to put students into groups, and 

this may not always be clear during a lesson. If there were predetermined groups, then the co-

teachers met this criterion. If it was unclear how co-teachers decided to create their groups, the 

observer asked after the lesson to clarify, and if there was prior planning to the grouping, the co-

teachers marked this criterion as satisfied. There is no partially met option for this criterion as 

teachers either did intentional grouping or not.  

To evaluate whether (criterion 3) both teachers engaged with and assisted all students in 

their group, the observer tracked that there was at least one teacher-student interaction between the 

co-teacher who led the group and each student in the group through asking a question, providing 

one on one assistance, checking the work of a student, or any other direct interaction between the 

teacher and the student. The criterion was partially met if at least half of the students in the group 

had an interaction with their teacher during group instruction but not all students had such an 

interaction. The criterion was not met if fewer than half of the students in the group had a one-on-

one interaction with the teacher.  

To meet both teachers engage in classroom management strategies (criterion 4), both 

teachers must have engaged in addressing misbehavior in the classroom, provided praise for 

meeting behavioral expectations, reminded students of behavioral expectations, or any other 

practice related to classroom management within his or her own group. There should not be one 
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teacher who handled all misbehavior. The criterion was partially met if both teachers engaged in 

some classroom management strategies, but one teacher handled the majority of the classroom 

management responsibilities for the whole class. The criterion was not met if one teacher handled 

all classroom management responsibilities for the entire class.  

To meet the questioning at different levels criterion (criterion 5), each teacher must have 

asked questions beyond simple recall or asked for answers to a math problem. If the teacher asked 

four or more questions where students are asked to explain or defend their answer, apply a concept 

beyond the question or problem presented, make predictions, or anything beyond just answering 

base level questions of recall, the next step, or an answer to a math problem, the criterion was met. 

If the teacher asked between one and three questions where students are asked to explain or defend 

their answer, apply a concept beyond the question or problem presented, make predictions, or 

anything beyond just answering base level questions of recall, the next step, then the criterion was 

partially met. Asking no such questions did not meet criteria. 

To meet the evidence of prior planning between co-teachers (criterion 6), both teachers 

must have operated independently of one another during their parallel teaching. If the teachers 

were able to independently teach within their groups, then the criterion was met. If the co-teachers 

stopped to confer with each other one or two times during the lesson, the criterion was partially 

met. If the co-teachers conferred with each other three or more times during the lesson, the criterion 

was not met.  

The next criterion was met if the co-teachers used parallel teaching for at least 15 

consecutive minutes during a lesson (criterion 7). Co-teachers must have divided the class into two 

groups where there was instruction, review or practice of the same or very similar content between 

the two groups. If the co-teachers used parallel teaching between 10:00 and 14:59, the the criterion 

was partially met. The criterion was not met if parallel teaching was used for 9:59 or less. Any 

time transitioning into parallel teaching groups counted towards meeting this criterion. 

Student engagement 

On-task behavior was defined as a student engaging in an active task like writing, reading, 

verbally answering a question, talking with classmates about their assignment (group work), 

volunteering to answer a question during a lesson, looking at their teacher or their assignment, but 

was not engaged in an activity like writing, reading, verbally answering a question, talking with 
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their classmates about an assignment (group work), and/or volunteering to answer a question 

during a lesson. Off-task behavior was defined as a student not looking at the teacher or their 

assignment, but not engaged in conversation with others, was sitting in their seat or remaining in 

their assigned area, was actively talking to other students about something other than their 

assignment, and/or was out of their seat or assigned area for purposes other than engaged with the 

lesson (See Table 4). Momentary time sampling (Kennedy, 2005) at the end of each minute in the 

lesson was used to determine if a randomly selected student was on task for that interval. For 

example, at 1:00 during the lesson, the observer(s) would watch a previously randomly selected 

student then code his or her level of on task behavior. The students were randomly selected by the 

author before each observation. When a secondary observer was present, the author shared the 

randomly selected 15 different students, so that both observers were coding the same student at 

the end of each minute throughout the lesson. The reason for the momentary time sampling and 

the random select is twofold. First, this allows for a sampling of students to reduce the likelihood 

of skewing the student engagement data. By randomly selecting a student for each of the 15 

intervals, it is likely more representative of the whole class’s behavior. Second, this simplified the 

IRB approval process as this random selection of students prevents any way to tie the student 

engagement data to any particular student, which was deemed adequate in not requiring participant 

consent and assent forms for students in these classrooms and their parent(s)/guardian(s). 

Inter-Observer Agreement 

In order to establish agreement in rating on the PTOS between the two observers prior to 

intervention, any secondary observers were trained by the author on the coding procedures, then 

each secondary observer watched a 15-minute video of parallel teaching and independently rated 

the co-teachers on the PTOS. The rating of each secondary observer was compared to the author’s 

rating of the same video. There must be 90% agreement or better between the ratings in order for 

the secondary observer to provide reliability data during the study. If the secondary observer had 

below 90% agreement with the author, the author discussed areas of disagreement with the 

secondary observer, then repeated the process of rating a different video of parallel teaching. This 

cycle continued until the secondary observer had 90% agreement or better in order for the 

secondary observer to provide inter-observer agreement (IOA) data during the study. Likewise, to 

establish reliability on student engagement data, the secondary observers were trained on the codes 
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for student engagement, then independently rated the same 15-minute video but focusing on 

student engagement with momentary sampling at the end of each minute of the video (i.e. 1:00, 

2:00) and rated the level of engagement of each student. Then, the secondary observers’ ratings 

were compared to the author’s ratings, and if a secondary rater had 90% or higher agreement with 

the author, he or she was able to provide reliability data for the study. If not, the disagreements 

were discussed, the codes clarified, and the process repeated until there was 90% or greater 

agreement between the two ratings. 

Social validity 

To establish the social validity of this MTSS with the co-teachers, the co-teachers who 

participated completed a modified version of the Treatment Acceptability Rating Form (TARF; 

Reimers & Wacker, 1988; see Figure 3) at the conclusion of the study. By completing this 

questionnaire, the co-teachers gave a sense of the acceptability of their participation in the study, 

their willingness to continue to use these practices, and the likelihood that they would recommend 

to other co-teachers to either participate in such a study or use these coaching practices themselves.  

Prior to the study, the author interviewed the participants to learn about their previous experience 

in co-teaching, and training and professional development they received specific to co-teaching. 

 



 

39 

 
Figure 1 Adapted Treatment Acceptability Rating Form (TARF) 

Participants 

There were three co-teaching dyads, one a SET and the other a general education teacher. 

All classrooms in which the observations took place were general education classrooms (where 

most of the students were not identified as a student with a disability) with a minority of the class 
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enrollment being students with disabilities. With the majority of students enrolled in these 

classrooms not identified with a disability, this was considered a general education setting. 

Participants were recruited by first receiving consent from district or school administration to 

contact co-teachers regarding the study. Administrators made recommendations of co-teachers to 

participate, but a teacher’s decision to participate had no bearing on his or her formal evaluation, 

decisions for promotion or retention, and data from the study was not shared with any member of 

administration to protect the participants. Any co-teacher who participated had to give their written 

consent separately from their co-teaching partner, and both co-teachers had to consent in order to 

be included in the study. Participants were allowed to revoke their consent and no longer 

participate at any time in the study without fear of any consequences. During recruitment, 

participants were told this was a co-teaching coaching study to help them improve their practices 

with ongoing support. There was no training provided prior to the study, nor were participants 

exposed to any instruments used to measure their performance or student engagement. This was 

to reduce the likelihood of behavior changes in baseline due to such exposure.  

Dyad one co-taught kindergarten in a large, urban district in the Midwest. Enrollment in 

this school was 773 students, where the racial demographics were 51.1% Latino, 26.3% Black, 

18.9% White, 2.7% Multiracial, and 0.5% Native American. Regarding socio-economic status, 

81.5% of students received free or reduced lunch. Regarding special populations, 10.9% of 

students received special education services and 39.5% of students were English Learners. The 

general education teacher, Katie was in her 11th year of teaching, and in her third year of co-

teaching. She holds a bachelor’s degree in elementary education and a license in elementary 

education. The SET, Penny was in her fourth year of teaching, but her first year as a co-teacher. 

She holds a bachelor’s degree and licenses in elementary education and special education for 

students with mild disabilities. This pair was teaching together for the first time this school year, 

but they were together the entire school day in the same classroom. Katie indicated she has been 

trained in co-teaching by district personnel with observations of her and previous co-teachers, as 

well as professional development sessions on co-teaching. According to Penny, she has had no 

specific training about co-teaching.  

Dyad two co-taught 5th grade in a large, urban district in the Midwest. Dyad two was in the 

same school as dyad one (school demographic information previously discussed). The general 

education teacher, John was in his fifth year of teaching with this as his first year co-teaching. He 
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holds a bachelor’s degree with a license in elementary education, focused on English Language 

Arts. The SET, Daniel was in his 14th year of teaching, but this was also his first year as a co-

teacher. He holds a bachelor’s degree with a license in special education to service students with 

mild disabilities. John has had no training before about co-teaching, and Daniel has received 

professional development trainings in the past on the different models of co-teaching. 

Dyad three co-taught high school algebra (9th grade students) in an urban high in the 

Midwest. In this school, enrollment was 695 students, where the racial demographics were 46% 

White, 28.6% Black, 15.4% Latino, 7.8% Multiracial, and 2.2% Asian. Regarding socio-economic 

status, 100% of students received free or reduced lunch. Regarding special populations, 21% of 

students received special education services and 8.9% of students were English Learners. The 

general education teacher, Allan was in his first year teaching and is a member of Teach for 

America (TFA). His bachelor’s degree is in chemistry and political science, and he has a transition 

to teaching license as part of his transition to teaching program. The SET, Isaac was in his third 

year of teaching, and was a member of TFA, but he has completed that program. He earned a 

master’s degree in special education, which was part of the requirements for TFA Corps Members 

in this region. His license is in special education for students with mild disabilities. Isaac has co-

taught during all three years of his teaching career, but this is his first year as a co-teaching partner 

with Allan. Both have had some training in co-teaching, with Isaac having more experience and 

training as part of his master’s program with a course on collaboration, which focused on co-

teaching.  

Setting 

Observations took place in the participants’ classrooms, and then feedback from the 

observation occurred either in the classroom or somewhere else in the school building, depending 

on convenience and availability for the participant. Each individual school/district gave permission 

before conducting sessions. Each observation session focused on 15 minutes of the participants 

using the parallel teaching model. This 15-minute observation ensured that parallel teaching was 

used for some extended amount of time during the lesson, but did not restrict the participants to 

just this model of co-teaching when being observed. During intervention, a session was not 

complete until after the coaching session. This meant co-teachers were not observed until they 
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received feedback and coaching from the previously observed lesson. There were no more than 

five sessions per week for each dyad and no more than two per day. 

Materials 

The rubric for student engagement (adapted from Junod et al., 2006) allowed for observers 

of lessons to code the level of engagement at active engagement, passive engagement, passive 

disengagement, or distraction for each student present using momentary time sampling.  

Table 1 Student Engagement Data Chart 

On Task- student engaging in an active task like writing, reading, verbally answering a 
question, talking with classmates about their assignment (group work), volunteering to answer 
a question during a lesson, looking at their teacher or their assignment, but is not engaging in 
an activity like writing, reading, verbally answering a question, talking with their classmates 
about an assignment (group work), and/or volunteering to answer a question during a lesson. 
	
Off Task- student is not looking at the teacher or their assignment, but is not engaging in 
conversation with others, is sitting in their seat or remaining in their assigned area, actively 
talking to other students about something other than their assignment, and/or out of their seat 
or assigned area for purposes other than engaging with the lesson. 
	
Record the total number of students each minute at the different levels of engagement. 
	
Time On Task Off Task   
1:00     
2:00     
3:00     
4:00     
5:00     
6:00     
7:00     
8:00     
9:00     
10:00     
11:00     
12:00     
13:00     
14:00     
15:00     
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The training protocols for peer coaching educated participants on the Parallel Teaching 

Observation Scale (PTOS) and how to rate a lesson.  

Table 2 Parallel Teaching Observation Scale (PTOS) 
Observer: ___________________ Date: _______  Co-Teacher Observed:__________________ 

 Not Met (0) Partially Met (1) Met (2) 

1. The teacher is 
in the same 
classroom the 
entire lesson. 

Any instruction takes place 
outside of the classroom. 

Both teachers may not be in 
the same classroom the entire 
time, but all instruction for all 
students takes place in the 
same classroom. 

When class begins, both 
teachers are in the classroom. 
Both teachers remain in the 
same space for the entire 
lesson, so there are no pull 
out services. 

2.  Evidence of 
intentional 
grouping. 

No evidence of intentional 
grouping. Teachers 
arbitrarily divide class in 
half. 

NA Groups have been determined 
in advance (e.g. numbering 
of students, any 
predetermined organizational 
system for grouping) 

3. The teacher 
engages with and 
assist all students 
in their group. 

The teacher has an 
interaction with fewer than 
half of the students in 
his/her group. This can be a 
verbal interaction (e.g. 
asking and answering 
questions) or the teacher 
checks in with each student 
during practice time 
(Whole group instruction 
does not count as an 
interaction with individual 
students). 

The teacher has an interaction 
with at least half of the 
students in his/her group but 
not all. This can be a verbal 
interaction of asking and 
answering questions, or the 
teacher checks in with each 
student during practice time 
(Whole group instruction does 
not count as an interaction 
with individual students). 

The teacher has an 
interaction with every student 
in his/her group. This can be 
a verbal interaction of asking 
and answering questions, or 
the teacher checks in with 
each student during practice 
time (Whole group 
instruction does not count as 
an interaction with individual 
students). 

4. The teacher 
engages in 
classroom 
management 
strategies. 

One teacher handles all 
classroom management 
responsibilities (i.e. 
addressing problem 
behavior, establishing 
behavioral expectations, 
rewarding students for 
meeting behavioral 
expectations) 

Both teachers engage in some 
classroom management 
strategies(i.e. addressing 
problem behavior, establishing 
behavioral expectations, 
rewarding students for 
meeting behavioral 
expectations), but one teacher 
handles the majority of 
classroom management 
responsibilities for the whole 
class. 

Both teachers engage in 
classroom management 
strategies (i.e. addressing 
problem behavior, 
establishing behavioral 
expectations, rewarding 
students for meeting 
behavioral expectations) in 
their respective groups with 
minimal classroom 
management strategies 
outside of each teacher’s 
respective group. 
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Table 2 continued 
5. The teacher 
engages students 
in questions at a 
high level. 

The teacher does not ask 
questions in which students 
are asked to explain or 
defend their answer, make 
a prediction, and/or make a 
connection to another 
topic. 

The teacher asks one to three 
questions in which students 
are asked to explain or defend 
their answer, make a 
prediction, and/or make a 
connection to another topic. 

The teacher asks four or more 
questions in which students 
are asked explain or defend 
their answer, make a 
prediction, and/or make a 
connection to another topic. 

6.  There is 
evidence of prior 
planning 
between co-
teachers by the 
pace of the 
lesson and the 
familiarity with 
the content. 

The teachers stop to confer 
with each other three or 
more times during the 
lesson. 

The teachers stop to confer 
with each other one or two 
times during the lesson. 

The teachers do not stop to 
confer with each other at any 
point in the lesson. 

7. Use of parallel 
teaching model. 

Co-teachers use parallel 
teaching for 9:59 or less. 
Transition time to groups is 
considered parallel 
teaching time. 

Co-teachers use parallel 
teaching between 10:00 and 
14:59. Transition time to 
groups is considered parallel 
teaching time. 

Co-teachers use parallel 
teaching for entire 15:00 
observation period. 
Transition time to groups is 
considered parallel teaching 
time. 

 

The inter-observer agreement (IOA) protocol addresses ensuring that other observers were 

able to observe a lesson and provide a reliable rating on the PTOS and for student engagement. 

First, observers were trained on the PTOS, then they watched a 15-minute lesson of parallel 

teaching and rated the lesson on the PTOS. 
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Table 3 Parallel Teaching Coding Appendix 
Criteria Conditions to Meet Criteria 

1. Both teachers remain in the 
same space. 

Both teachers must remain in the classroom for the 
entirety of the lesson. If one group leaves the space or 
classroom at any time, the criteria is not met. 

2. Evidence of intentional 
grouping. 

If during or after lesson there is any indication of pre-
determined groups, the criteria is met. 
  

3. Both teachers engage with and 
assist all students in their group. 

There must be at least one teacher-student interaction 
with each student in a co-teacher’s respective group. This 
can be talking specifically to a student during instruction 
or checking in with a student while students work in 
groups or independently. 

  
4. Both teachers engage in 

classroom management 
strategies. 

Both co-teachers should be active in classroom 
management practices. To meet this criterion, both 
teachers must address problem behavior, provide praise 
for meeting or exceeding behavioral expectations, set 
behavioral expectations, or any other practice related to 
classroom management. If one teacher handles all 
problem behavior or classroom management issues, the 
criterion is not met. 
 

5. Both teachers engage students in 
questions at a variety of levels. 

Both teachers must ask questions beyond simple recall or 
asking for answers to a question. If both teachers ask 
questions where students are asked to explain or defend 
their answer, apply a concept beyond the question or 
problem presented, make predictions, or anything beyond 
just answering base level questions of recall, the next 
step, or an answer to a question, the criterion is met 
 

6. There is evidence of prior 
planning between co-teachers by 
the pace of the lesson and the 
familiarity with the content. 
 

7. Parallel Teaching is used for at 
least 15 minutes during the 
lesson to provide instruction, 
review, and/or assistance to 
students while they practice a 
skill. 

	

Both teachers are able to operate independently in his or 
her respective group without having to ask questions or 
clarify with their partner during the lesson.  
 
 
Co-teachers must divide the class into two groups where 
there is instruction, review or practice of the same or 
very similar content between the two groups for a 
minimum of 15 minutes. 
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 If there was not 90% agreement, the observers did this for additional lessons until there is 

90% agreement. Likewise, the observers were trained on how to rate student engagement using 

the four levels of engagement and momentary time sampling. This process repeated until there was 

90% agreement as well. Additionally, the protocols for the different types of coaching are included 

(see Figure 5). By using specific protocols, implementation fidelity could be tracked at each point 

throughout the study, to improving the quality and results of this study, while increasing the 

likelihood and ease of replicating and building upon this work. The adapted Treatment 

Acceptability Rating Form (TARF, Reimers & Wacker, 1988; see Figure 3) helped determine the 

social validity of this study in the eyes of its participants by asking them directly about the 

acceptability of these procedures and the likelihood that they would continue using these practices. 

Procedure 

During this study, observers used the PTOS (adapted from Friend & Bursuck, 2009; 

Murawski & Lochner, 2017), the rubric for rating student engagement (adapted from Junod et al., 

2006), the training protocols for peer coaching and IOA, the protocol for traditional coaching, the 

protocol for implementing BIE coaching during lessons, and the adapted Treatment Acceptability 

Rating Form (TARF, Reimers & Wacker, 1988). The PTOS included aspects of co-teaching from 

the Co-Teaching Core Competencies Observation Checklist (Murawski & Lochner, 2017) that are 

considered good co-teaching practices regardless of the co-teaching model. 

Baseline 

During baseline, the co-teachers were rated on their co-teaching practices on the PTOS 

regardless of the co-teaching model they employed. The co-teaching models that the dyad used 

were recorded for observational notes. A ceiling effect in the intervention was possible if the co-

teachers knew specifically they were being rated on their use of one co-teaching model as they 

may have adjusted their typical teaching to use parallel teaching, which would not have been an 

accurate representation of their performance prior to intervention, so the co-teachers did not know 

what co-teaching model was the focus prior to or during baseline. For each baseline session, co-

teachers were observed and rated on the PTOS without any coaching or feedback. After a minimum 

of five baseline sessions, if the data were stable or there was a negative trend, the dyad moved into 
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the peer-coaching phase. If the data was not stable or negative trend, data collection in baseline 

continued. Each dyad had at least three consecutive baseline sessions prior to entering intervention, 

and each dyad not yet in intervention had one baseline session that coincides with when a new 

dyad enters intervention. 

Intervention procedures 

After a dyad completes the baseline phase of the study, the co-teachers were trained on the 

PTOS by the author and how to utilize parallel teaching in their classrooms. This training lasted 

approximately 15 minutes for each dyad. After explaining the different criteria on the PTOS, each 

dyad had the opportunity to ask any clarifying questions about how they will be rated. The author 

made it clear that after each observed lesson, the co-teachers were to rate their own performance, 

then they would compare their ratings with their partner.  
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Figure 2 Tiers of Intervention 

Peer coaching 

During the first tier of the intervention, each co-teacher rated the observed lesson and 

engaged in a peer coaching session where both co-teachers discussed why they rated the lesson as 

they did, particularly discussing any areas of disagreement with their co-teacher or areas in which 

they did not satisfy a criterion, although these peer ratings were recorded, the official rating of the 

lesson was the author’s. For example, if one co-teacher rated the lesson as showing evidence for 
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intentional grouping and the other did not, then the co-teachers discussed why each rated this 

differently and how to be sure to use intentional grouping in the future. If both agreed that there 

was not intentional grouping, then the co-teachers discussed how they would satisfy this criterion 

in the future. During these peer coaching sessions, the rating of the lesson was not shared with the 

participants and only clarifying questions about the observation scale were answered. After a 

minimum of five sessions in the peer coaching phase, if the rating was not 11 out of 14 on the 

PTOS for three or more sessions with a stable or positive trend, the dyad moved into the traditional 

coaching phase. The criteria of 11 out of 14 was decided upon by the author as it allows the 

participants some flexibility on what is an acceptable level of performance. This not an 

unreachable standard, yet it requires each co-teacher to fully meet at least four of the seven criteria 

on the PTOS with three partially met criteria. With only a 15-minute window of observation, it 

may be difficult to fully meet each of the seven criteria, but a score of 11 or higher shows that the 

majority of the criteria were fully met. 
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Figure 3 Intervention Procedures for Implementation Fidelity 
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Traditional coaching 

The second tier of the intervention was traditional coaching. In traditional coaching, the 

author’s rating was added to the co-teachers’ self-ratings. Each coaching session took place after 

every observed lesson, either in the classroom where the lesson took place or another space in the 

co-teachers’ school. These sessions lasted no more than 30 minutes, and the session began by 

reviewing the rating of the lesson by the author and co-teachers. Any disagreements between the 

three parties or unsatisfied criteria from the author’s rating was discussed with opportunities to 

improve performance on these criteria in future lessons. For each of these disagreements or 

unsatisfied criteria, the co-teachers were asked if they have any questions about how the criterion 

was rated. Second, the co-teachers were asked how they think they can satisfy this criterion in the 

future, and they received feedback based on their description if their solution would satisfy the 

criterion or not and offer any relevant suggestions. Third, the co-teachers were asked to engage in 

a brief role play of how this would look in their classroom. For example, if the co-teachers were 

struggling with asking questions at different levels from recall to higher ordered thinking, the co-

teachers selected a future math problem and practice asking questions about the problem at these 

different levels. One co-teacher acted as the student in these role plays, then the author and co-

teachers debriefed after with feedback on the co-teacher’s performance as it would be rated on the 

PTOS. After a minimum of five sessions in the traditional coaching phase, if the rating was not 11 

out of 14 on the PTOS for three or more sessions with a stable or positive trend, the dyad moved 

into the BIE phase (See Figure 4 for task analysis and example of coaching session). 

Bug in Ear Coaching 

During the third tier of the intervention, co-teachers received coaching feedback as they 

were teaching. This extra layer of support was added to the ongoing coaching sessions that would 

continue to happen as in the traditional coaching phase. All feedback was specific to teacher 

behavior related to the PTOS. The focus was to provide the co-teachers with BSP as they satisfied 

criteria on the PTOS. Using BSP with BIE for co-teachers showed some promise in Ploesl & Rock 

(2014), so focusing on providing praise for satisfying criteria during the observation was this 

study’s tier three intervention. Additionally, if the co-teachers identified any specific area(s) they 

wanted BIE feedback in lessons from the previous lesson’s coaching session, there was specific 
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feedback on this during BIE coaching. For example, if one teacher tended to manage all of the 

behavior challenges in the classroom and the co-teachers needed a reminder that both co-teachers 

should be doing this, when a behavior that needed to be addressed occurred, the feedback was 

something like, “remember, both of you need to engage in classroom management.” If the co-

teachers acted on this feedback and demonstrated that they both are engaging in classroom 

management, then the coach provided BSP saying, “nice work, you have satisfied the classroom 

management criterion.” After a minimum of five sessions in the BIE phase, if the rating was not 

11 out of 14 on the PTOS for three or more sessions with a stable or positive trend, the intervention 

continued with ongoing visual analysis to determine if there was a stable or positive trend during 

this phase. Once there was a positive or stable trend or if there was not an effect after progressing 

through these three tiers of intervention, the study ended for this dyad. 
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Figure 4 Coaching Task Analysis and Example 
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Figure 4 continued 
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Figure 4 continued 

 
 

Data Analysis 

 All the data collected was analyzed through visual analysis. As the primary dependent 

variable, the participants’ ratings on the PTOS determined if there were to be a phase change or 

completion of the study. The criteria of a rating of 11 out of 14 or higher for three or more sessions 

with a positive stable trend was set as the completion criteria. The use of visual analysis allows for 

some flexibility to continue in a phase prior to ending the study or a phase change, as long as there 

are at least five data points in a phase. This analysis was done by the author and the dissertation 

committee chair. Both individuals had to agree prior to any decision relating to phase change or 

completion of the study. Additionally, Tau-u calculations were done for both PTOS and student 

engagement data. This allows for more specific analysis of the data beyond visual analysis between 

phases. 
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Inter-Observer Agreement 

In order to meet WWC standards, IOA data was collected for at least 20% of sessions in 

each phase for each dyad and for student engagement. This was the minimum, so whenever a 

trained secondary observer was available to attend a session, IOA was collected. Agreement was 

calculated by dividing the number of agreement by the sum of the number of agreements and 

disagreements and multiplying by 100 to get a percentage. An acceptable level of agreement was 

80% or higher. 

Implementation fidelity 

To meet CEC (2014) Standards for Evidence-Based Practices in Special Education, 

implementation fidelity data was tracked for at least 20% of all coaching sessions for each dyad in 

each phase to ensure that the intervention procedures were followed as written. A secondary 

observer verified that interventions were implemented with 100% fidelity for at least 33% of 

sessions within each tier of the intervention (see Figure 5). 
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CHAPTER 4. RESULTS 

There were a total of four research questions in this study.  

1. How does peer coaching affect the quality of co-teachers’ use of parallel teaching? If not 
responsive to peer coaching, is more intensive coaching within MTSS necessary using first 
traditional coaching then BIE coaching? 

2.   Does co-teaching coaching lead to changes in student engagement? 

3. How acceptable do participants find the use of a MTSS for coaching co-teachers in parallel 
teaching? 

4. How likely are participants to continue to use peer coaching with their co-teacher after the 
conclusion of the study? 

The primary dependent variable was teacher performance on the PTOS. Using a multi-

probe design, all dyads experienced five sessions of baseline at the beginning of the study. After 

this, dyad one began intervention, and the interventionist and secondary observers collected a 

baseline data point for the other two dyads to coincide with dyad one beginning intervention. Prior 

to each dyad beginning intervention, there were three consecutive baseline data points. Due to the 

timing of participation withdrawal of one dyad, dyad three began intervention on session 14 rather 

than session 12 because dyad three needed three consecutive data points before beginning 

intervention. 

Impact on Quality of Co-Teachers’ Use of Parallel Teaching 

 In Figure 7, the rating on the PTOS corresponds to the y-axis, with each observation session 

corresponding to the x-axis. Classroom observations of co-teaching were conducted prior to 

baseline for all teachers. Dyad one was observed by the first author to engage in station teaching 

and one-teach-one-assist during the five baseline sessions. Both teachers in dyad one had the same 

ratings during these five sessions with a mean of 4 (range 3-6). After five sessions, the data were 

stable, since the rating never exceeded the score of 6 from session two.  Dyad two was observed 

by the first author using the one teach, one assist model in all baseline sessions. Ratings during 

baseline were a mean of 3.75 (John; range 0-6) and 3.875 (Daniel; range 0-6). The data were stable 

after eight sessions as each teacher earned a rating of 6 in session six, then for the two sessions 

immediately following, both teachers earned a rating of 4.   
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Figure 5 Co-teachers’ Performance on Parallel Teaching Observation Scale 
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Dyad three used a one teach, one assist model during all baseline sessions, with a mean of 2 (Isaac; 

range 1-2) and 1.9 (Allan; range 1-2). The baseline data were stable with the rating of 1 or 2 for 

each session. There were 10 baseline sessions with this dyad as it was the last to enter intervention 

based on the multi-probe design. After these baseline sessions, each dyad received training from 

the first author on the PTOS and how to implement parallel teaching in their classroom. 

 Upon implementing peer coaching, dyad one increased their performance on the PTOS, 

with a mean of 13 (Katie; range 11-14) and 12.6 (Penny; range 11-14). Both teachers in dyad one 

demonstrated and intervention effect and stable trend. There was an immediate increase to a rating 

of 13 and 12 respectively. In session eight, both teachers earned a rating of 11, a decline from other 

intervention sessions, but both teachers earned ratings of 13 or 14 in the final two sessions to 

stabilize. Both teachers met or exceeded the criteria of 11 out of 14 on the PTOS each of the five 

sessions, when the criteria for completion was an 11 or better in at least three sessions. The Tau-u 

score between baseline and intervention was 100%. 

For dyad two, there was an immediate effect upon introducing peer coaching as both 

teachers earned a rating of 12. During this phase, the mean ratings were 13 (John; range 12-14) 

and 12.67 (Daniel; range 12-14). The data were stable for both teachers as the rating never dropped 

below the first intervention data point, and both teachers earned a rating of 14 in the fifth 

intervention session after a rating of 12 for both in the fourth intervention session. Both teachers 

exceeded the criteria for completion by earning a rating of 11 or higher in all five sessions. The 

Tau-u score between baseline and intervention was 100%. 

For dyad three, there was an immediate effect upon introducing peer coaching as both 

teachers earned a rating of 12. During this phase, the mean ratings were 12.4 (Isaac, range 12-13) 

and 12.6 (Allan; range 12-13). The data were stable as there was a slight positive trend, increasing 

ratings from 12 to 13 with no regression. The dyad exceeded the criteria for completion of the 

study as each teacher earned a rating of 12 or 13 in all intervention sessions. The Tau-u score 

between baseline and intervention was 100%. 

The overall Tau-u score for all three dyads between baseline and intervention was 100%. 

Co-teachers’ peer coaching ratings 

 As part of the peer coaching intervention, each teacher rated their own performance on the 

observed lesson, then discussed with their partner areas of disagreement or when they did not meet 
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the criteria on the PTOS to identify how to meet the criteria in the following observation. In 

comparing the teachers’ ratings with the author’s, there was a high degree of agreement. For each 

rating, the number of agreements were divided by the number of ratings, then multiplied by 100 

to get a percentage of agreement between the teacher’s self-evaluation and the first author’s. For 

Katie, there were three disagreements out of the 35 ratings, resulting in 91.4% agreement. For 

Penny, there were four disagreements out of the 35 ratings, resulting in 88.6% agreement. For John, 

there were three disagreements out of the 42 ratings, resulting in 92.6% agreement. For Daniel, 

there were five disagreements out of 42 ratings, resulting in 88.1% agreement. For Allan, there 

were two disagreements out of 35 ratings, resulting in 94.3% agreement. For Isaac, there was one 

disagreement out of 35 ratings, resulting in 97.1% agreement. 

Impact of Coaching Co-Teachers on Student Engagement  

 The second dependent variable is student engagement, to determine if there is a relationship 

with teacher performance and the level of student engagement. Students were rated as either on-

task or off-task during observations. A random student was selected each minute, and using 

momentary time sampling (Kennedy, 2005) the level of engagement was coded at the end of every 

minute. Unlike teacher performance, there is only data set per dyad, not separated by teacher. Since 

every observation was 15 minutes long, the highest possible rating for student engagement is 15 

students on-task. 

 During baseline, dyad one’s mean for student engagement was 8.8 (range 7-11). The data 

had a negative trend, with the first session having the highest rating, then stabilizing at 8 in the 

fifth session. Dyad two’s mean was 7.5 (range 3-10). The data were stable after eight sessions. In 

the final four sessions, the student engagement rating was 8 each time. Dyad three’s mean was 8.7 

(range 4-15). These data were less stable than the other dyads with the large range of ratings, and 

the higher ratings. After 10 baseline sessions, the ratings were somewhat stable with at 7 with two 

consecutive sessions at this rating. 

  



 

61 

 

Figure 6 Student Engagement Data 
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 After implementing the peer coaching intervention, dyad one increased student 

engagement to a mean of 13.2 (range 11-15). There was a positive trend in the intervention phase, 

and the data stabilized in the final two sessions with a rating of 14 each time. Between baseline 

and intervention there was a Tau-u score of 96%. After intervention, dyad two increased student 

engagement to a mean of 12.67 (mean 12-14). The data were stable after the six intervention 

sessions as all data was within a range of three and did not continue decreasing in the sixth session, 

after a decrease in the fifth session. Between baseline and intervention, there was a Tau-u score of 

100%. After intervention, dyad three increased student engagement to a mean of 14 (range 13-15). 

The data were stable after five sessions as there was a range of three, and the rating rose to 14 in 

the fifth session after a rating of 13 in session four. There was a Tau-u score of 80% between 

baseline and intervention. Overall for all three dyads, there was a Tau-u score of 91.8%. 

Inter-Observer Agreement  

On the PTOS, inter-observer agreement data were collected for each teacher in each phase 

for a minimum of 33% of sessions. These sessions were to exceed the WWC research standards 

criteria of a minimum of 20% of sessions in each phase. Whenever a secondary observer was 

available, he or she came and collected IOA data. The number of agreements were divided by the 

number of ratings, then multiplied by 100 to get an agreement percentage. For dyad one, IOA was 

collected for 60% of baseline sessions with 95.2% agreement for both teachers. In intervention, 

IOA data was collected for 40% of sessions with 92.8% agreement for Kelly and 100% agreement 

for Penny. For dyad two, IOA data was collected for 37.5% of baseline sessions with 95.2% 

agreement for both John and Daniel. In intervention, IOA data was collected for 33% of sessions 

with 92.8% agreement for both John and Daniel. For dyad three, IOA data was collected for 60% 

of baseline sessions with 100% agreement for both Allan and Isaac. In intervention, IOA data was 

collected for 40% of sessions with 100% agreement for both Allan and Isaac. 
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Table 4 Inter-observer Agreement on PTOS Data  
PTOS IOA Teacher Baseline 

Reported 
Agreement Range Intervention 

Reported 
Agreement Range 

 
Dyad 1 

Kelly 60% 95.2% 85.7% - 
100% 

40% 92.8% 85.7% - 
100% 

 Penny 60% 95.2% 85.7% - 
100% 

40% 100% 100% 
 

Dyad 2 John 37.5% 95.2% 85.7% - 
100% 

33% 92.8% 85.7% - 
100% 

 Daniel 37.5% 95.2% 85.7% - 
100% 

33% 92.8% 85.7% - 
100% 

Dyad 3 Allan 60% 100% 100% 40% 100% 100% 
        
 Isaac 60% 100% 100% 40% 100% 100% 

 

 For student engagement, inter-observer agreement data were collected for each teacher in 

each phase for a minimum of 33% of sessions. The number of agreements were divided by the 

number of ratings, then multiplied by 100 to get an agreement percentage. For dyad one, IOA was 

collected for 60% of baseline sessions with 97.7% agreement. In intervention, IOA data was 

collected for 40% of sessions with 100% agreement. For dyad two, IOA data was collected for 

37.5% of baseline sessions with 97.7% agreement. In intervention, IOA data was collected for 33% 

of sessions with 93.3% agreement. For dyad three, IOA data was collected for 60% of baseline 

sessions with 100% agreement. In intervention, IOA data was collected for 40% of sessions with 

100% agreement. 

Table 5 Inter-observer Agreement on Student Engagement Data 

Student 

Engagement 

IOA 

Baseline 

Reported 

Agreement Range Intervention 

Reported 

Agreement

  

Range 

Dyad 1 60% 97.7% 93.3% - 

100% 

40% 100% 100% 

Dyad 2 37.5% 97.7% 93.3% - 

100% 

33% 93.3% 86.6% - 

100% 

Dyad 3 60% 100% 100% 40% 100% 100% 
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Treatment Fidelity 

 During intervention, treatment fidelity data were collected to ensure that peer coaching 

intervention procedures were followed. For dyad one, treatment fidelity data was collected for 40% 

of sessions with 100% fidelity. For dyad two, treatment fidelity data was collected for 33% of 

sessions with 100% fidelity. For dyad three, treatment fidelity data was collected for 40% of 

sessions with 100% fidelity. 

 
Table 6 Treatment Fidelity Data 

Dyad Teacher Treatment 

Fidelity 

(percentage 

of sessions) 

Treatment 

Fidelity 

Dyad 1 Kelly 40% 100% 

 Penny 40% 100% 

Dyad 2 John 33% 100% 

 Daniel 33% 100% 

Dyad 3 Allan 40% 100% 

 Isaac 40% 100% 
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Social Validity 

 Social validity data was collected to answer the research questions pertaining to the 

acceptability and the likelihood of continued use of these coaching interventions after the 

conclusion of the study. At the conclusion of the study, each of the six teachers who participated 

completed a TARF rating form adapted for this study (see Figure 3). A Likert scale allowed for 

ratings between 1 (not at all) to 7 (very much) on the various questions. The form included 

questions about the likelihood of continued use for traditional and BIE coaching. Since no dyad 

progressed to these tiers of coaching, those questions were removed.  

 Participants responded positively to the following questions: (a) “How clear is your 

understanding of the coaching procedures from the study?” (M = 6.67); (b) “How acceptable do 

you find the procedures in coaching you to be a better co-teacher?” (M = 6.67); (c) “How 

reasonable do you think it was to participate in this study?” (M = 7); (d) “How likely are you to 

use peer coaching with your co-teacher in the future?” (M = 5.83); (e) “How likely would you be 

to recommend to another teacher to implement the coaching strategies from this study?” (M = 

6.67). With seven as the highest possible rating for all of these questions, participants indicated 

positive feelings toward the acceptability, how reasonable participation was, likelihood of 

continued use, and likelihood of recommending the intervention to colleagues. The participants 

indicated low levels of agreement with the following questions: (a) “How costly would it be to 

implement coaching like this in your school?” (M = 2.67); (b) “How disruptive was participation 

in this study to your class?” (M = 1.33); (c) “How much discomfort did you experience in 

participating in this study?” (M = 2.33). With a rating of one as the lowest possible response, the 

participants indicated low levels of perceived cost, disruption, and discomfort. 
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CHAPTER 5. DISCUSSION 

Impact of Peer Coaching on Co-Teacher Performance 

The purpose of this study was to determine how effective different models of coaching 

were in affecting co-teacher performance by applying different tiers of support based on co-

teachers’ needs. Also of interest was how this coaching affected the level of student engagement. 

Lastly, the level of acceptability and the likelihood of continued used of the coaching was of 

interest. This study is unique in that it addresses the research to practice gaps related to overreliance 

on the one teach, one assist model by focusing specifically on parallel teaching. This focus on 

parallel teaching was because this model highlights aspects of quality co-teaching, forcing small 

group instruction and facilitates more student to teacher interaction, which should increase student 

engagement (Bouck, 2007; Dieker, 2001; Friend et al., 2010; Little & Dieker, 2009; Volonio & 

Zigmund, 2007; Zigmund & Matta, 2005). Additionally, this was the first study to implement an 

MTSS model for coaching specifically with practicing co-teachers of P-12 students. The MTSS 

model was adopted for tiers of coaching support to be as minimally invasive as possible and 

provide co-teachers the appropriate level of support. The three tiers of support were first peer 

coaching, then traditional coaching, and finally BIE coaching. If co-teachers did not meet criteria 

on the PTOS, then they would move to the next tier of coaching support. Fortunately, all three 

pairs of co-teachers met criteria for completion in tier one, peer coaching, showing a strong effect 

(Tau-u = 100%). Additionally, there was an effect on student engagement (Tau-u = 91.8%), and 

the co-teachers indicated high levels of acceptability and likelihood of continued use of peer 

coaching. The results of this study show some promise in using peer coaching as a method to 

improve teacher performance, specifically for co-teachers.  

The findings from this study support the findings of previous research in terms of the 

effectiveness of coaching practices to improve teacher performance. Kraft, Blazer, and Hogan 

(2018) conducted a meta-analysis of 60 randomized controlled trials and found coaching to 

produce positive effects on instructional practices (pooled effect size of .49) and student academic 

achievement (pooled effect size of .18). Most of the included studies in the analysis focused on 

literacy coaching in elementary schools, with some studies examining the coaching effects on 

classroom management and universal instruction practices related to student outcomes (Fabiano, 
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Reddy, & Dudek, 2018; Reddy, Dudek, & Lekwa, 2017). These positive findings regarding 

instructional coaching in the research literature are consistent with the results of this study as there 

were effects on both instructional practices and classroom management.  

A challenge of implementing instructional coaching is that it can be difficult logistically 

for administrators to fit this in their schedule, or schools create positions specifically for 

instructional coaches. Instead of relying on someone outside of the classroom, a major benefit of 

the results in this study is that co-teachers were able to coach each other on how to improve their 

practices. From the interventionist perspective, all that took place was educating the co-teachers 

on the PTOS and facilitating the peer coaching. The co-teachers who participated were able to 

meet and exceed the criteria of the PTOS with this level of coaching only. This is encouraging for 

the ability of teachers to coach each other, rather than labor-intensive coaching, which may not 

always be feasible in practice. By teachers coaching each other, there is more opportunity for 

feedback than what would be typical for coaching and evaluation practices. If both teachers are 

fully engaged in co-teaching (co-planning, co-instructing and co-assessing), then one could assume 

that reflecting on their teaching practices would be a normal practice. By providing some co-

teaching specific guidance (i.e. PTOS), peer coaching within the co-teaching partnership could 

have more impact on teacher performance. The participants in this study had minimal training and 

knowledge of co-teaching models and practices, so the PTOS set the expectation for what co-

teachers would do in terms of using parallel teaching, interacting with students in groups, and 

asking higher ordered thinking questions. Based on this results in the study, one can infer that this 

had an effect on improving teacher performance, which may have more of a benefit than a 

traditional workshop on co-teaching models and practices. 

Something to consider about the effectiveness of this intervention is the role of the PTOS 

as the mechanism for the effect. The PTOS was not introduced to participants until the training 

after baseline. Since the participants were unaware that they were specifically being evaluated on 

their use of parallel teaching. Had they known this, they may have changed their behavior in 

baseline. This was intentional in the design so that the baseline phase would represent “business 

as usual” in these classrooms. All dyads used the one teach, one assist model in baseline, with 

dyad 1 using some station teaching. Additionally, the PTOS sends a clear message about what is 

important to the observer. This may mean that the rubric itself caused the change in behavior, not 
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necessarily the peer coaching aspect where co-teachers reflected on the lesson. By providing these 

co-teachers with a rubric, they had opportunity to self-monitor their goals based on the criteria. 

These criteria can also function as a prompt or reminder for teachers. For example, if the co-

teachers were working on higher ordered questioning, they now had a common language and 

understanding of this criterion which may differ from other evaluation tools or expectations from 

administration. 

Application of MTSS Model in Instructional Coaching 

The intent of this study was to test MTSS for coaching co-teachers. Results show 

improvement with tier 1 support (peer coaching). While this study did not require the use of the 

MTSS system, there may be instances where co-teachers would not improve their performance to 

the same degree with only peer coaching. All the co-teachers who participated in this study were 

able to meet the criteria for completing study with peer coaching only. This is largely due to the 

eagerness of all participants to understand and apply the PTOS.  

Instructional coaching has become a popular professional development approach for 

administrators to employ since it has advantages over traditional workshop-based professional 

development and the limitations of this model in transferring knowledge and skills to the classroom 

(Denton & Hasbrouck, 2009; Gulamhussein, 2013). The research cites a consistent gap between 

what should be happening in co-taught classrooms and what is actually happening. Instead of 

multiple models of co-teaching with a focus on small group instruction and high levels of teacher-

student interactions, there is consistently a reliance on the one teach, one assist model (Friend, 

2014; Murawski, 2009; Murawski & Lochner, 2010; Walther-Thomas, 1997). This study shows 

that co-teachers can utilize peer coaching to encourage the use of parallel teaching specifically, 

which was chosen because it inherently requires small group instruction and more equal roles 

between co-teaching partners. In these three classrooms, the co-teachers were trained on how to 

utilize the PTOS and empowered to close this research to practice gap. Each co-teaching pair 

quickly internalized the PTOS and began using parallel teaching immediately in the intervention 

phase.  

What is interesting about how the different co-teachers internalized and applied the PTOS 

is that the participants represent different types of training and experience. Dyads one and two are 

represented by traditionally trained teachers, with two teachers with over ten years of experience 
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and two with five or fewer years of experience. Then, dyad three is completely different with two 

teachers with ARC backgrounds, one a teacher in his first year and the other in his third year. All 

of these co-teaching pairs were in their first year of co-teaching with their partner as well. Given 

the various levels of experience, type of training, and inexperience in co-teaching with their 

respective partners, the fact that all three dyads demonstrated an effect is quite promising.  

Past research has supported the use of peer coaching as an alternative to traditional 

coaching (Brengelman, Gertsen, & Morvant, 1995; Goor & Schween, 1997; Nierengarten, 2013; 

Villa, Thousand, & Nevin, 2008). Co-teachers should observe other co-teaching teams, meet to 

discuss what they observed and brainstorm ways to try new strategies and techniques (Goor & 

Schwenn, 1997). The advantage of doing peer coaching with co-teachers is that partners can 

engage in feedback and reflection with each other, although if other teachers can observe and 

provide feedback, this is also encouraged. By pushing some of the responsibility for professional 

development on the co-teachers themselves, they have opportunity to set their own professional 

development goals and receive support, feedback and encouragement from one another (Villa, 

Thousand, & Nevin, 2008).  

 Additionally, there is the consideration that SETs professional development should be 

differentiated based on their specific role, with an emphasis on ongoing formative feedback, as 

voiced by the CEC’s (2013) position paper on SET evaluation. By utilizing peer coaching or other 

forms of coaching based upon a co-teaching specific rubric, these recommendations would be 

satisfied. A rubric such as the PTOS or a similar instrument would be helpful in evaluating the 

performance of co-teachers as opposed to using the same teacher evaluation tool as one would use 

for a classroom teachers working alone. Coaching puts a focus on growth and professional 

development, rather than a summative evaluation, which is the common practice in teacher 

evaluation.  

In future research or in practice, co-teachers may need more support in the form of 

traditional or BIE coaching. This is why, even if co-teachers are engaged in peer coaching, there 

should be additional accountability to provide some validity to the way co-teachers are evaluating 

their performance. It is possible that co-teachers may think they are employing the co-teaching 

model and/or satisfying other criteria, but an impartial observer like an instructional coach, 

colleague, or administrator should conduct observations in case more intensive coaching support 

is needed.  
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 BIE coaching was not needed in this study since all participants met criteria in peer 

coaching, but BIE coaching is a well-researched method to support teachers. While BIE may seem 

invasive, those receiving this type of coaching typically have positive attitudes toward the 

coaching and improve their performance (Leko, Brownell, Sindelar, & Kiely, 2015; Rock, Gree, 

Ploessl, Maughn, Gable, & Zigmond, 2009; Scheeler, McAfee, Ruhl, & Lee, 2006). Also, there is 

an opportunity to employ eCoaching when logistics are challenging, utilizing the capabilities of 

technology to provide BIE coaching at a distance (Dieker, Kennedy, Smith, Vasquez, Rock, & 

Thomas, 2014). BIE coaching is something that should be considered when co-teachers need more 

immediate feedback than one would get in peer or traditional coaching.  

Impact of Peer Coaching on Student Engagement 

While there was not as drastic of an intervention effect on student engagement, there are 

topics that warrant further exploration. Based on the socioeconomic status (SES) of the students 

in the participants’ schools, poverty emerged as a key discussion point as it relates specifically to 

classroom management. Along with this, classroom management can be challenging, especially 

for beginning teachers, as managing student behavior is often cited as a common reason teachers 

leave the profession (i.e. Gonzalez, Brown, & Slate, 2008). By providing ongoing coaching 

support, co-teachers can adjust their teaching models to increase student engagement. The results 

in this study support the claims of others that use of various co-teaching models to facilitate small 

group instruction will increase student engagement (Bouck, 2007; Dieker, 2001; Volonio & 

Zigmund, 2007; Zigmund & Matta, 2005). 

 

 There is a well-documented relationship between SES and school achievement. A 

longitudinal study of 25,000 eighth graders found that income level was a significant predictor of 

student achievement (Grissmer, Flanagan, Kawata, Williamson, LaTourette, 2000). This study 

examined the National Assessment of Education Progress (NAEP) and found that SES at the state 

level explained 75% of the variation across states. Other studies have shown that students from 

families with low SES are less likely than more affluent peers to become proficient in reading or 

math (Aikens & Barbarin, 2008; Braswell, Lutkus, Grigg, Santapau, Tay-Lima, Johnson, 2001; 

Denton & West, 2002; Donahue, Finnegan, Lutkus, Allen, & Campbell, 2001; Lee & Reeves, 

2012). Hirn, Hollo and Scott (2018) compared teacher practices between high performing schools 
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and low performing schools, and found more frequent use of opportunities to respond (OTR) to 

prompts and questions and more feedback from teachers to students. In comparing the SES of 

students in these schools, generally the lower performing schools have higher rates of poverty. The 

researchers assert in these environments, it is especially critical for teachers to use empirically 

supported strategies that will maximize student engagement. 

Teachers can increase student engagement through active instruction (Bransford, Brown, & 

Cocking, 2000; Hattie, 2009). Also, by providing high rates of academic prompts and feedback to 

students, teachers can decrease disruptive or off-task behavior (Haydon et al., 2010; Harbour, 

Evanovich, Sweigart, & Hughes, 2015). The increase in academic prompts and feedback are much 

easier to accomplish when the teacher-student ratio is lower, and since the participants knew they 

were rated on interactions with students, this likely contributed to the increase in engagement. 

With the expectation that co-teachers would use parallel teaching, they engaged in this model that 

naturally addresses the shortcoming of depending on the one teach, one assist model. This model 

does not utilize both co-teachers in a way to promote small group instruction, thus reducing student 

engagement and teacher-student interactions (Magiera & Zigmund, 2005). While using the 

momentary time sample of students may have some shortcomings in measuring student 

engagement, it did show that students were overall more engaged when the co-teachers began 

using peer coaching where parallel teaching was always used. 

Limitations 

The first limitation of this study is the small sample size. With single-case research designs, 

there are inherently fewer participants, and this study employed the minimum to show an effect 

with three pairs. The primary reason for this was that many administrators and teachers were 

hesitant to take on such a commitment of time as participation required. The requirement of 

frequent observations and coaching sessions between each observation once intervention began 

was a factor in the low numbers of participants. One thing to consider, however are the responses 

of the co-teachers who participated related to social validity. The participants all gave the highest 

possible response (M = 7) for how reasonable participation was in the study. Additionally, there 

were responses related to high levels of acceptability (M = 6.67), likelihood of continued use (M 

= 5.87), and lower levels of agreement related to discomfort (M = 2.33), disruption (M = 1.33), 
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and cost (M = 2.67). While this type of approach may not be the norm, with some coaching, it is 

feasible to implement. The adoption of the MTSS approach to instruction can reduce the 

invasiveness and disruption by providing an appropriate and responsive amount of support based 

on teacher performance. Along with this issue, there is a limitation that two of the pairs are 

elementary co-teachers and one at the secondary level. Ideally, all of the co-teachers would have 

been teaching at the same level to allow for an easier comparison across pairs, but this issue was 

due to the intensive nature of the study and the hesitancy of administrators to allow teachers to 

participate and for co-teachers to consent. A final limitation related to the participants is the 

difference between traditionally trained teachers and ARC teachers. With the secondary co-

teachers both coming from ARC programs, this is a notable difference of training from the co-

teachers in the other two dyads. 

The design of this study was to use a MTSS approach with multiple tiers of interventions 

as needed. While one can view this in a positive way, since all three dyads met criteria for 

completion with the first tier, tier two and three interventions were unnecessary. The issue here is 

that this study only supports the use of peer coaching, when it set out to offer a responsive approach 

to professional development for co-teachers to match the level of support they needed. What is not 

clear is if the three dyads of co-teachers are exceptions and only required the first tier because of 

their skill and willingness to participate or if peer coaching would have these types of results for 

all co-teachers. This is not to say that traditional and BIE coaching are ineffective, it is just that 

they were not needed in this study. 

Momentary time sampling was the method used for collecting student engagement data. 

This method could have some limitations because it inherently only examines a student’s behavior 

for a brief moment (Meany-Daboul, Roscoe, Bourrey, & Ahearn, 2007). That means a student 

could have been off task for 59 seconds, then, at the precise moment, he or she was on task at the 

moment of coding the student’s behavior, showing an instance of on task behavior. While there 

are other ways of measuring student engagement, the reason for this method is that it allows for a 

random selection of students in the class to get a sense of engagement, and it allows the focus to 

remain on teacher performance as this was the primary dependent variable. 

 Another issue to consider is the setting in which this study and all co-teaching takes place. 

The push for inclusion of students with disabilities with their typically developing peers means 

that this instruction takes place in the general education setting. What is likely an unforeseen 
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circumstance is that this setting may contribute to the unequal roles between the general education 

teacher and the SET. Since the SET is coming into the general education classroom, there is a 

strong possibility that the general education teacher views this classroom as his or hers, shifting 

the balance of power toward the special education teacher. This power dynamic could shift if co-

teaching were to take place in the SET’s classroom, since that is their space. The overreliance on 

the one teach, one assist model could be a byproduct of the SET not wanted to overstep on the 

general education teacher’s space, making it easier to act in an assistant role. The PTOS does not 

require that all instruction take place in the general education classroom, just the same classroom. 

Therefore, if co-teaching were to take place in the special education classroom and both teachers 

were present and all instruction took place there, these criteria would be met and all other criteria 

would not be affected either. 

A final limitation of this study is the lack of any academic outcomes for the students in 

these classes. The only student outcome recorded was student engagement, so that there was some 

measure of the impact the intervention had on students. This was primarily because of the 

literature’s focus on how small group instruction in a co-taught class should increase student 

engagement (i.e. Friend, 2014). One could argue, however that it would be more appropriate to 

determine the effectiveness of the co-teachers’ performance with some sort of academic outcome 

for the students. While this is a valid observation, and one that should be considered in the future, 

the scope of this study focused on the relationship between co-teachers using parallel teaching and 

how that impacted student engagement.  

Implications for Practitioners 

Peer coaching is something that schools can employ as a professional development tool for 

little to no cost. As used in this study, the co-teachers were trained on the PTOS, then they gave 

feedback to each other by rating themselves on the PTOS on an observed lesson. The participants 

in this study never saw how the interventionist or a second rater rated their lesson until after they 

completed the study. The primary role of the interventionist in the coaching sessions was to only 

clarify the PTOS based on questions from the co-teachers, and to ensure that the co-teachers 

followed the steps of discussing any areas of disagreement or where a criterion was not met. 

Schools and districts could make use of this practice with co-teachers and provide them with the 

PTOS or some co-teaching specific rubric, some training on understanding the rubric, then walking 
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them through how to rate themselves and discuss after a lesson. This does not require a third party 

to come and observe lessons, which would likely be appealing to administration and potentially 

less stressful for co-teachers. 

 A major reason for highlighting parallel teaching in this study is that it requires co-teachers 

to employ small group instruction and for both teachers to be prepared to lead instruction (implying 

some sort of co-planning). With the predominate model of co-teaching in practice being one teach, 

one assist, and the consistent recommendation in the literature to use more small group instruction 

in co-teaching, the procedures of this study helped to close the research to practice gap in these 

classrooms. The hope is that schools could use these procedures and have similar results to address 

this research to practice gap. 

Since there are various levels of experience, types of training, and all co-teachers were in 

their first year co-teaching with their partner, there is potential widespread application of these 

procedures in practice. If peer coaching with a co-teaching specific rubric (PTOS) was able to 

facilitate this type of effect, then practitioners should consider employing these procedures for any 

pair of co-teachers who want to implement more parallel teaching and/or small group instruction 

in their classrooms. 

Directions for Future Research  

In future research, it would be beneficial to do some sort of replication of this study. With 

only three dyads, there are only three replications of an effect. Either multiple studies or a study 

with many more participants would be helpful to determine if these results can be replicated, 

shedding light on the viability of these intervention procedures. There are measures of co-teaching 

that would be beneficial to capture, specifically the co-planning and co-assessing/reflection 

process. This study focused on the co-instructing process with some reflection afterwards with 

coaching. Since true co-teaching addresses the full instructional process of co-planning, co-

instructing, and co-assessing, it is worth considering this in experimental design to capture the full 

process and trying to impact these other areas. Another future variable to consider in research with 

co-teaching would be the group dynamics as co-teachers engage in small group instruction. This 

study asked co-teachers to engage in intentional grouping, meaning if groups were predetermined, 

then they met the criterion. It may be worth investigating this further with more intentional 

grouping and the impact of the group members on both teacher and student behavior. Also, one 
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may want to consider more than the parallel teaching model of co-teaching and modify the PTOS 

or create different rubrics to rate different co-teaching models. The reason for this is that one co-

teaching model should not necessarily be used all the time, so providing some flexibility to co-

teachers for the type of model they use based on the lesson may be helpful and more realistic. The 

inclusion of some sort of academic outcomes for the students in these classes would be very 

beneficial to determine if students are benefitting from this type of instruction beyond their 

engagement. If the ultimate goal of co-teaching is learning, then there should be some 

consideration of how these different methods affect student learning.  

 Another group to consider in terms of research are school and district administrators 

(principals, other administrators, special education directors). The findings of this study can help 

to improve research and practice for these groups as they work to train, supervise and evaluate 

co-teaching in schools. By working with these groups who are responsible for making major 

decisions on how to implement best practices and adhere to state and national laws in their 

schools and districts, much can be learned on how to best support co-teaching practices, the 

learning of all students in inclusive environments, and how to appropriately and fairly evaluate 

co-teaching as it is inherently different than a classroom with one teacher.  
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