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THE ROLE OF THE PARAEDUCATOR IN THE GENERAL
PHYSICAL EDUCATION ENVIRONMENT

1 Introduction

In the past decade the use of paraeducators irmgdudas grown tremendously as
more students with disabilities are integrated g#aeral education classrooms
(Giangreco, Edelman, Boer, & Doyle, 2001). Thedneeextend the support of the
special education teachers to multiple general &tluaal settings has grown
including the physical education environment (Washones, 2004).

The increased use of paraeducators has riampenitant questions such as,
are they trained for their roles? Are the rolegrapriate? What effects do they
have on the students they work with (Giangreco/rade, Boer, & Doyle, 2001)?
Other concerns from the literature have included\ar-reliance on paraeducators
and the double standard this creates for studetitsigabilities to access trained
“highly qualified teachers” a term linked to No @hLeft Behind, NCLB (2001).
Professionals and parents have been concerned thiecarnount of time special
education students spend with a paraeducator iagdive majority of their
instruction. The double standard is that of stislenth the greatest educational
needs are being educated primarily by the leaistetieand lowest status staff thus
having less access to trained teachers than treraesducation student (Giangreco,
Halvorsen, Doyle, & Broer, 2004; French & Chopra99). Another concern has
been defining if paraeducators are assistantsidests or if they are assistants of

teachers (French, 1998; Downing, Ryndak, & ClagQ®.



As a result of many of these concerns the fedgratrnment placed
standards on paraeducators (IDEA 1997, & NCLB, 200he No Child Left
Behind (NCLB) Act (2001) defined the role of theg@aducator as an individual who
is employed in an educational environment undestipervision of a certified or
licensed teacher. The NCLB Act put minimum requeats on paraeducator
positions for example those with instructional dstmust have completed two years
of college, an associates degree, or they mustgpagerous state or local
assessment demonstrating their ability to asssstuation in writing, reading and
math. All paraeducators must have a high schgbunhia or its equivalent
(Ashbaker, 2004).

The requirements made under the Individuals widabilities Act, known as
IDEA (1997) are similar and both have left it upthe states and local education
agencies (LEA) to provide their own standards lier training of paraeducators.
However, few states have done more than use theBN€quirements as their own

(Pickett, Likins, & Wallace, 2003).
1.1 Multiple Roles of Paraeducators

Paraeducators are known to have many roledueating students with
disabilities. Not all the roles they take on agpprapriate and are oftentimes
detrimental to students. French and Chopra (1888ribed four primary roles that
parents reported for paraeducators. The four ree connector, team member,
instructor, and caregiver/health service providene role of connector was
described by parents as the most important and fiwele of the paraeducator.

The role was primarily described as keeping themtarlinked with the school.



3

Parents often reported that they were more likelye in contact with their child’s
paraeducator than with the teacher. However, qmarents also mentioned how the
role of connector failed because of the paraedutatiog a barrier to their child
with peers and general education teachers.

The second role parents described was teambers. Parents felt that
paraeducators needed to be an equal part of threlieeause their input was
valuable. A few parents mentioned the paraedusatde as being more valuable
then the teacher’s role because of the amouningf the paraeducator spent with
their child and how the paraeducator should be mespected as a team member.
Role three was described as instructor. Althoumjlemts knew that their child was
being instructed by paraeducators, they were cdatfta when they perceived the
paraeducator was doing a good job, being superbgéke teacher, and lessons
reflected the IEP goals. On the other hand separants were concerned that
paraeducators were the ones adapting curriculuhrowitsupervision.

The fourth role of caregiver had similar concesteged by parents in that
paraeducators were often doing things they weré¢ramted to do. With the
caregiver role parents also had concerns in redardignity and privacy for their
children. The roles parents defined are similat a&ith similar concerns to the roles
students have described for themselves espeanatbgard to friend and primary
teacher.

Broer, Doyle, & Giangreco (2005) found ingntiews of students with
intellectual disabilities that paraeducators takelee roles of mother, friend,

protector, and primary teacher which included theofeexclusion from peer
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relationships (friend), embarrassment (motherynséi and bullying (protector) and
invisible to general education teachers (primaagier). Overwhelmingly present
in the interviews was the denial of opportunityd&velop peer relationships creating
the role of friend in the paraeducator due to aasity.

Causton-Theoharis & Malmgren (2005a) lookexerclosely at the
unintended consequences of the increased sodiatitsoof students with
disabilities and acknowledged the fact that paraathus were considered to be a
physical barrier to peer interactions. Teachersezhatational team members have
also reported similar concerns in the proximity andruse of paraeducator support.
However, they did find that through interventiorddraining, paraeducators were
able to facilitate and increase interactions anmgingents with and without
disabilities dissolving the inappropriate role oéhd in the paraeducator (Causton-
Theoharis & Malmgren, 2005b).

In a qualitative study examining the proximitypEfraeducators through the
observations and interviews of 134 instructionahtenembers, eight themes
emerged (Giangreco, Edelman, Luiselli & MacFarla887). The themes included;
interference with ownership and responsibility lepgral educators, separation from
classmates, dependence on adults, impact on geeagtions, limitations on
receiving competent instruction, loss of persomwaltiol, loss of gender identity, and
interference with instruction of other student$e3e eight themes are examples of
the issues relating to the “hovering” of paraedorsatind the importance of
examining the policies regarding paraeducator supfgacher supervision and the

collaboration of educational teams.



Chopra, Sandoval-Lucero, Aragon, Bernal, BeegBalderas, & Carroll
(2004) studied how paraeducators perceived thigra® a connector to the
community through interviews. They found that tbke of the paraeducator is often
to connect the parties involved. The paraeducdgtrthey were the connector of
students to teachers, parents to teachers, paoestisdents, and students to peers.
As a connector they also described their role ablpmatic in the areas of respect,
trust and appreciation (Giangreco, Edelman, & Bra@01). They also stated that
often times their roles were unclear or undefined.

1.2 Collaboration

Inclusion is an educational philosophy abadegtance that advocates for the
placement of students with disabilities to be pathe general education classroom
with their non disabled peers with all support ggs necessary. In order for
inclusion to be successful the following conditioreed to be in place, a) positive
attitudes and commitment to change, b) honoringdi¥idual differences, c)
collaborative planning, and d) administrative supBlock, 1999).

From the very beginning of the inclusion maeat collaborative planning
was described as a process that must take plaoee\t¢r, many teachers were not
trained to work with other adults, they were traine be in charge of their own
classrooms. Therefore, many “inclusive” prograrmgehlacked planning between
general education teachers, special educationgesgbaraeducators, and
administrators. Most educators have been traim@dsegregated model creating a

need for information about a) purposes and benefiitsclusive placements, b)



description of what their new roles look like, arjdvhat types of supports are
available to them (Givner & Haager, 1995).

Issues relating to training deal with theerof the paraeducator to be a “jack
of all trades”. They often accompany studentssgish in Math, English, Reading,
and Physical Education. More and more, paraedischtove multiple roles across
all curricular areas to provide support for studantareas without sufficient
training. To complicate the lack of training farpeducators in different academic
areas teachers often report being unprepared lbooate with paraeducators. This
often results in a lack of communication betweemltgoarties, and an inappropriate
shift of responsibility for the students with didaies.

According to NCLB (2001) paraeducators amgpssed to be under direct
supervision of the special education teacher whewiging instruction, Yet it is not
understood how this takes place in the physicataiiton environment. Therefore, it
is important to examine the role of the paraedudatphysical education from the
perspectives of the physical education teacherspleeial education teacher and the
paraeducator to determine where in lays the “corumtin this collaborative
relationship (Giangreco & Broer, 2003). An exantim of what is happening in the
physical education environment regarding the pare&dr support of students with
disabilities will help determine the needs for fattraining to increase effective

collaboration between teachers and paraeducators.
1.3 Theoretical Framework

The procedures used to answer the researdhigueproposed in this study were

qualitative in nature and based on the theorepieepective of phenomenology.
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The phenomenological perspective seeks to detertinénstructure and fundamental
nature of particular phenomena for people. The phmemological approach is
explained by Spinelli (2005) in three steps. Ting tep is known as the rule of
Epoché which asks the researcher to set asideshisidses, and suspends
assumptions and expectations in order to have a ofmen mind, and to focus on the
immediate data of one’s experiences. The secapdisthe rule of description.
Spinelli (2005) says the essence of this rule mewcribe not explain, and not make
speculations or theoretical explanations, but syrdpiscribe the intentional variables
that make up the experience. Third is the equadizaule that further urges the
researcher to avoid placing initial significancetémns, but instead asks that each
description initially have equal value (SpinellQds).

According to Patton (2002) phenomenology focusesxploring how
individuals make sense of experience and exchaxggrience into consciousness,
both as individual and shared meaning.

Phenomenology can be further described as

...the attempt to understand more adequately the hwaradition as it

manifests itself in lived, concrete, experiencéisTincludes not only the

observable behavioral outcomes of experience Bottak entire range of
inter-relationally interpreted states of being uttihg such instances as
moments of joy, absurdity, anxiety, confusion, ffetences and so forth. In
other words, phenomenological investigation inctidk possible
experiences available to human reflection. Phemoiogy attempts to
establish a more adequate set of criteria forrtkiestigation of phenomena as

we actually live them out and experience them.r(8fj 2005, pg. 131)

The focus of the study was to examine hovi gecticipant described the

role, supervision and standards for the paraedueatthey relate to delivering

physical education to students with disabiliti&€ach participant held his/her own
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reality about the role of the paraeducator. Ireotd understand the paraeducators’
role in physical education as a whole, the phenahogical approach was used to
obtain the reflections and perspectives specifibéir daily interactions and to guide
the observable events as they took place. Thetioteof the phenomenological
approach was to identify and describe the subje@xperiences (Patton, 2002) of
the teachers and paraeducators who participatidu istudy.

The phenomenological approach is concerned wiglméxing things from
many perspectives (Moustakas, 1994) as in thisttesparaeducator, the special
education teacher, the general physical educatiacher and the adapted physical
education specialist. The approach is also corachitt the description of
experiences and in which the researcher has ar@risterest to sustain inquiry for
future interest and concern (Moustakas, 1994)Xanle, to provide more adequate

training for teachers and paraeducators surrouraliygical education.
1.4 Purpose

The purpose of this study was to examine the rbteeoparaeducator in the
physical education environment and to explore thedards of supervision from the
perspectives of special education teachers, pHysilcecation teachers, adapted
physical education teachers, and paraeducators.sighificance of the role of the
paraeducator is related to legislation in No Chidt Behind NCLB (2001) and
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act IDEA 997). As more students with
disabilities are being educated in the general &ttut environment, more support
services are needed. Paraeducators are such pelrpooviding extra support,

however much of the current research has showinmdettal effects in the over
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reliance on paraeducators, along with a lack opettpsupervision, and clear role
definition. Their role is even more unclear azlates to the physical education
environment. There has been little to no resegggharding the role of the
paraeducator in physical education.

In the following two manuscripts, descriptive infwation about the
paraeducators role in the general physical edutatiwironment, the standards of
supervision, and training needs are provided. grbgect is important for at least
two reasons. First, it is critical to understand tole of the paraeducator in physical
education from the perspective of all team memtzegain greater insight into what
standards and supervision exist for staff, and yphasible training needs are
described. Second, results of this project aienpbrtance to Physical Education
Teacher Education (PETE) and school districts toenedfectively prepare teachers
and paraeducators to ensure better support foestsithcluded into general physical

education environments.
1.5 Under standing the Study Design

A qualitative design approach method was used. ré&s@arch questions
warranted the use of qualitative methods. Thergesm of the paraeducators role,
the standards for supervision and training need$egin to be understood by using
the phenomenological perspective. A variety ohdaturces were used to
understand the realities of the paraeducator rolee general physical education

environment and for triangulation.
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The intent was to see how the role of the parasduin the general physical
education environment was described by educatieaah members and what
standards for supervision and training needs wgpeessed. The findings from the
study are presented in the two following manussripgthe manuscripts were written

with the intent to publish separately.

2 The Role of the Paraeducator in the General Physical Education
Environment

Over the past decade the need to extend the sufpécial education teachers to
multiple general education settings has grown trefoasly as students with
disabilities are integrated into general educasiettings (Walsh & Jones, 2004). As
a result the use of paraeducators has increassedhas mechanism for such
support. Many of the demands placed on paraedscate considered to be
unrealistic and burdensome particularly on untréimelividuals (Beale, 2001).
Many of the demands include assisting student#fierent educational curricula,
personal care, as well as in implementing diffetesttavior management strategies
(Giangreco & Doyle, 2002). Paraeducators ofteriuecvery little reinforcement
for the many roles they fill and are often underapjated. For a paraeducator the
realities of their frequently undefined roles, ipagpriate responsibilities, lack of
appreciation and reinforcement by others affeas terceived competence in their
abilities to assist students with disabilities inaaeas (Giangreco, Edelman, and
Broer, 2001). The role of the paraeducator hagamd@d inappropriately in large
part as a result of a decrease in special educamiers. This decrease can be

attributed to the high turnover rates due to adversrking conditions including
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large caseloads, paperwork, and lack of adminig&aupport (Giangreco, Edelman,
Boer, & Doyle, 2001). These issues also highlighteakdown in communication
and collaboration among teachers and paraeducatich are essential in the
current delivery models of special education wistnelents are integrated into the
general education environment more often (Fren€@h&pra, 2006), especially in
environments such as physical education. As ntadests are included more
support personnel and collaborative practices eeeled. However, the specific
roles and responsibility of the paraeducator ifed#nt classes, especially the
physical education environment remains unclear.

The roles of the paraeducator have not alwaysfeared to the physical
education environment. Often paraeducators haste [geysical education as a time
for a break or a planning period (Block, 2000).isTias been due to a lack of
expectation to assist in general physical educatind undefined roles when
positions of employment were accepted (SillimamEhe& Fullerton, 1998). There
is extremely limited research literature regardihgsical education and the
paraeducator. In one study Bolen and Thomas (1822¥eyed paraeducators
working in the physical education environment. yfeind that none of the
paraeducators met the minimal 3-day orientatioomenendations. Sixty six
percent also reported having received no in-setvairing, 97% reported a need for
more feedback and suggestions, 93% expressed unacleq in being provided
weekly conferences, while 90% wanted closer supmnviby their supervising
teacher. O’Connor and French (1998) found sigaficorrelations on scores of

expressed feelings about inclusion and the numbeswse credits in college,
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ratings of in-service experiences, and perceptfanatusion. Other significant
differences were found between average knowledgatabclusion by time worked
in general physical education, between men and wdoreyears of education and
for years of experience as a paraeducator. Otkeatlure in physical education
regarding paraeducators is anecdotal with strategiaow to best utilize and work
with paraeducators in physical education. Thegsfthre aim of this study was to
examine the particular realities of paraeducatoigeneral physical education as

experienced by the teachers and the paraeducaitbrs Wwo school districts.

2.1 M ethodology

2.1.1 Participants

The patrticipants in the study were from twbal districts, one rural (n=7)
and one suburban (n=8). Two middle schools weed r@m the suburban school
district and one from the rural district. The dids and particular schools were
chosen based on the following criteria: (a) stuslevith disabilities were included in
general physical education classes; (b) the saseal paraeducators to help support
students with disabilities in the district; and @d an adapted physical education
specialist for the district. The participants frowth districts composed of
paraeducators (n=4), special education teachef,(general physical education
teachers (n=4), and adapted physical educatioheesa¢n=4) working at the middle
school level. The middle school level was examibechuse physical education was
offered at least 3 to 5 days a week with studerits dvsabilities included in the

physical education environment by certified phylsezhucation teachers.
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Paraeducators included three females and one wiaile, the special education
teachers included two females and one male. Thergkphysical education teacher
group consisted of three females and one malegwid adapted physical education
teachers included one female and three malesicipation in the study was
voluntary and IRB approval and informed consentengbtained.

The participants, schools, and school districtsevggven pseudonyms to
conceal their identity. One of the paraeducatarsked one on one with a student
throughout the school day while the other threa@dmcators worked with groups of
students in various capacities. All the adaptegsigal education specialists were
itinerant and worked at a number of schools witlagé levels; elementary, middle
and high school within their district. Two phydieglucation teachers worked full
time, while two worked three quarter time. Thecgleeducation teachers were all
full time. One special education teacher and dnssipal education teacher were
taking graduate college courses at the time ofthdy. One adapted physical
education teacher was taking coursework towardSalbyree in health. The
participants spanned a wide spectrum of experiandeeducation that can be seen in

tables 1 and 2 respectively.



Table 1
Years Experience
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Years experience Years at placement Years @ Elem Years @ MS Years @ HS
Paraeducators
Lauren 4 2 0 4 0
Megan 14 14 0 14 0
Jack 8 2 3 3 2
Tammy 2 15 0.5 15 0.5
SPED Teachers
Rachel 7 6 0 6 1
Mary 11 6 0 6 0
Greg 27 4 3 4 20
PE Teachers
Judy 22 2 0 - -
Nicole 25 6 0 25 0
Janice 20 5 7 5 8
Matt 35 31 0 35 0
APE Teachers
Mark 30 28 28 30 30
Colin 8 4 8 8 8
James 24 21 24 21 21
Paige 20 3 20 20 20

Note. Elem = Elementary School; MS = Middle School; HS = High School; SPED = Special Education;

PE = Physical Education; APE = Adapted Physical Education.

Table 2.
Level of Education

Degree earned APECW Undergrad Graduate SPED CW Undergrad Graduate
Paraeducators
Lauren BS N 0 0 N 0 0
Megan BS N 0 0 N 0 0
Jack AS N 0 0 N 0 0
Tammy None N 0 0 N 0 0
SPED Teachers
Rachel MA N 0 0 Y Degree MAT
Mary BA N 0 0 Y 80 0
Greg BA Y 6 0 Y BA+121 0
PE Teachers
Judy BA N 0 0 N 0 0
Nicole MA Y 6 0 Y 0 6
Janice BA N 0 0 N 0 0
Matt BA +75 N 0 0 N 0 0
APE Teachers
Mark MA & 2 BA's Y Y Y Y Y Y
Colin BS N N N Y 0 9
James MA Y BA MA Y 30 15
Paige BS Y 0 30 Y 0 15

Note. APE CW = Adapted Physical Education Coursework; SPED CW = Special Education Coursework;
SPED = Special Education; PE = Physical Education; APE = Adapted Physical Education;

BS = Bachelor of Science; AS = Associates Degree; MA= Master of Arts.

2.1.2 Apparatus

The Olympus DS-4000 Digital voice recorder waszgi for the interviews

during this project. The digital voice recordersaesed for recording all 15
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interviews which were transcribed directly to a B®yCa professional and reviewed by
the researcher for accuracy.

The systematic observation sheet, demographiciquesire and semi-
structured interview questions were created byégearcher. Interview notes were
also taken throughout the duration of the projgdhie researcher. Transcripts and
observation notes were coded by hand and storedrgadized in Max QDA

(VERBI Software, 2001) a qualitative coding softevémol.
2.1.3 Data Collection

A timeline of study events can be found in ApperlixAfter receiving
district approval a script email was sent to teexl@d paraeducators (Appendix C).
Once participants agreed and consent forms wenediAppendix D), full day
observations were set up with the paraeducatorsadiotving observation dates and
interviews were scheduled. All participants wereliviewed and the paraeducators
were observed for a total of four sessions; onleday observation and three 1 hour
observations surrounding the students with digsdslphysical education time.

Full day observations of the paraeducators wereptetad prior to handing
out questionnaires (Appendix E), or interviewingtiggpants (Appendix F) so
questions could not potentially change behavigrasticipants.

After a full day observation with paraeducators oneone interviews were
scheduled with adapted physical and general physittecation teachers, special
education teachers and paraeducators. Duringéhnisd of time one hour
observations (Appendix G) surrounding the physécalcation time were also

scheduled with the paraeducators. Interviews weteonducted in any particular
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order, they just followed the full day observatermd fit into the participants’
schedules. Data collection in two middle schodthiw the suburban school district
took about 7 weeks. The rural school district vaitie participating school took two

weeks to collect data.
2.1.4 Data Analysis

Data analysis included three strategies to ensateetdustworthiness: (a)
triangulation of multiple sources; (b) the usewb tindividuals to code and develop
themes; and (c) member checks involving study gpents. The transcription of
interviews was done by a professional and the pgimesearcher. Transcripts of
interviews, observation notes, and journal entnese coded by hand and stored and
organized in Max QDA (VERBI Software, 2001) anadysoftware and analyzed for
specific themes and sub-themes by the primary relseaand a research assistant.
The codes (Appendix H) were continuously comparetirafined based on
discussions between the researcher and the resessiskant and the seven steps to
data analysis using the phenomenological approestritbed by Patton (2002)
which included:

1. Epoché, the process of examining one’s own bigmiio clarity about
preconceptions in order to understand the rese@schiew of the subject
matter.

2. Phenomenological reduction or bracketing is exglim five steps, which
includes:

a. Locate within the personal experience, or selfysthey phrases and

statements that speak directly to the phenomenqguoastion.
b. Interpret the meanings of these phrases, as armatbreader.
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Obtain the subject’s interpretations of these pgsas possible.
Inspect these meanings for what they reveal albeue¢ssential,
recurring features of the phenomenon being studied.

e. Offer a tentative statement, or definition, of gfeenomenon in terms
of the essential recurring features identifiedtepst. (Patton, 2002, p.
485- 486)

e o

3. Organize data into meaningful clusters.

4. Delimitation process. This involves eliminatingelevant, repetitive, or
overlapping data.

5. Invariant themes are identified.

6. Structural description. Content is extracted fiiwn data for textural
portrayals of each theme.

7. Last, a synthesis of the meanings and essenchs ekperience or
phenomena are revealed.

These seven phenomenological steps werehystek researcher to ensure
that assumptions and biases were set aside sthéhparticipants’ phenomena, as
they described it, were the focus of the study.

During the first step, the researcher wrota journal personal expectations
and assumptions about what would be happeningisdhools surrounding the
issue of the paraeducator in physical educationkd&ping a journal, the researcher
continuously kept track of potential preconceptiand bias. The rule of epoché was
an on-going process and not a single event inatabysis. Epoché is also described
as establishing rigor by looking differently at teperience being investigated to
allow the voice of the participants speak aboutphenomenon in question (Patton,

2002).
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During the second stage known as reductionigbearcher located
statements and phrases regarding the role of tlaegacator in physical education
within the participants’ interview data,. The rassher read and re-read the
transcripts and interview questions multiple tirbeore initially developing a code
book. Once the initial codes were developed teearcher and research assistant
coded all the transcripts and observation noteshinline and met to evaluate the
codes and adjust the code book. After adjustmeeate made to the codes the
researcher and research assistant would recodiatae After the final adjustments
to the code book were made the researcher theriaddbe data into Max QDA
(VERBI Software, 2001) to manage and store the.d&@tatements were then
highlighted within data so that interpretationghe phrases could take place.
During that stage, phrases from the teacher arabgacator interviews were
interpreted by the researcher and later checkqmhhicipants. Once the
interpretations made by the researcher had beaketidor accuracy reoccurring
themes and meanings were examined for what waalegl/about the role of the
paraeducator in general physical education enviesinThose themes were then
given tentative definitions.

After the data had been reduced and tentativaitiefis had been given, the
researcher organized data into clusters that wesnmgful and provided further
clarification about the phenomena of the paraeducate. Data were then reduced
furthermore by eliminating data within clusterstthere repetitive, overlapping, or
irrelevant to the role of the paraeducator. Afterlevant data were eliminated from

the clusters, themes were identified. Themesteredontent and illustration of the
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experiences described by teachers and paraedydatbrot the essence of the
phenomena.

The fundamental nature or essence of theqgrhena took shape during the
structural description. During the stage of stuuak description, the researcher
sought to understand how the individual participaxperienced the role of the
paraeducator as a whole. Last, the researchegtiiated the different data sources
and synthesized the meaning and revealed the pler@surrounding the role of the
paraeducator in general physical education.

Triangulation is a way to test for consistencyhitthe data by using several
methods or types of data (Patton, 2002) and aatadidl of findings. Different ways
to triangulate data in a qualitative inquiry inatydising a variety of data sources,
using several researchers, using multiple thetoi@sterpret, mixing different types

of purposeful samples or using multiple methodst¢Pa2002).

2.2 Reaults

2.2.1 One-on-One Interviews Analyses & Findings
Based on the data analyses, individual participaotaments fell into four
main themes surrounding the paraeducator role. Tehyded protection and
support, individual characteristics, expectationd acceptance, and ambiguity of
role.
2.2.1.1 Protection and Backup

The participants described the paraeducator roklynior relation to

student and teacher support, safety and managhayloe. When discussing the
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overall job position, not specific to physical edtion, the paraeducators themselves
described their role as “just being their aide halping the teacher, with

everything” (Tammy, Para White Oak MS). Megan a-on-one paraeducator at
Sycamore Middle School described her role spetfsupporting her student,
“basically, | believe | have to modify and explaie course task in a simple way, an
understandable way that he would be able to doybisknow his work”. The
paraeducators also mentioned supporting the teadgtredifferent tasks such as
documentation as noted by Lauren from Maple Mid&ttaool, “I kind of feel like

I’'m the undercover cop reporting back to my teacHaake notes regularly all
through the day on kids’ behavior and usually reviewith her at the end of the
day.” The paraeducators not only mention supportdachers and students but
some mentioned being advocates for the studeatk (para, White Oak MS)
discussed his role in relation to the difficultegfshis position, “it’s trying to get
everybody to accept them and to treat them as hime@gs. You know, | think
that’s my biggest role, just to make sure that tleegil treated with respect”.

When the special education, physical educationaaiagted physical
education teachers described the overall role@ptraeducator they described it
much the same as the paraeducators in regarde toroone and small group support
as well as being record keepers and role modelsh 8escription by Greg, a special
education teacher from White Oak MS follows,

Well to work with students in small group instractior one to one

instruction, to follow lesson plans, to do any kofdoookkeeping that | ask

them to do or charting that | ask them to do, oord keeping however you

want to call it, to be a positive role model insdato be a positive role model
outside of class on campus.
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The two other special education teachers and twbeophysical education teachers
also described the paraeducators role in relatidreing fellow teachers assisting
with the class and described them as “co-teachers”.

When the paraeducators and teachers describedl¢hef the paraeducator
in the general physical education environment i typically described in relation
to keeping students safe and dealing with behassores. The special education
teachers struggled more with answering questioasifspto physical education
most likely due to there lack of collaboration &mbwledge about what was actually
going on in the gym because the dynamics of coatierss were either between the
physical education teacher and paraeducator, pacatm and special education
teacher, or more rarely physical education teaahdrspecial education teacher but
not typically between all three together. Theimooents were more in relation to
specific students or groups and would answer bingahings like, “it depends on
the students that | have” (Mary, special educatigacher, Sycamore MS).

The adapted physical education teachers tendeel noore in depth about the
overall role of the paraeducator in physical edocdikely due to the many different
environments in which they provide services to studg and work collaboratively
with physical education teachers, special educadachers and paraeducators. The
physical education teachers were similar to thpareses of the adapted physical
education teachers but also would mention a redpbtysover the students.

Megan (paraeducator, Sycamore MS) reported irrdega physical

education, “ The first thing is safety. My rolesiafety”. Tammy (paraeducator,
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White Oak MS) also reports safety as being a fyidry describing her role as
“mostly watching and making sure that they’re nettigg hurt”. The paraeducators
also describe their role in relation to the phylsezhucation teachers. For example
Lauren (paraeducator, Maple MS) said “the mainstre& teacher, she’s got a class
full of kids she’s got to work with and so thoseadkiof outbursts of behavior are not
part of what she is there for”. Greg (special edion teacher), James (adapted
physical education teacher) and Jack (paraedudabon)White Oak MS described
the dynamic of the male physical education envireminvery differently than the
other two middle schools or the female physicalirmmment within the same
Middle School as will be seen throughout.

Jack (paraeducator, White Oak MS) felt that her@adble in physical
education. He specifically described his situabgrsaying, “I'm a fly on the wall”.
After observing and interviewing the teachers aadheducators at White Oak
Middle School it was apparent that the two physazhlcation teachers were very
different, and the students with disabilities weeated very differently depending
on which teacher they had. White Oak Middle Sclpvatticed segregated physical
education which alone created class size issugbddeachers and very different
environments for the adapted physical educatiochieraand the female and male
paraeducators to serve. The students integratglysical education also had very
different experiences depending if they were inadenor female physical education
class.

Greg (special education teacher, White Oak MS¢rileesd the paraeducator

role in general physical education as very difficlile to their specific situation
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while the other special education teachers diddestribe it much at all when asked
except to say it depends on the student. On tier band, the adapted physical
education teachers described the role of the pacagar in physical education with
detail about safety, behavior, and overall managesiech as getting students from
class to physical education and helping them dmessdass. The adapted physical
education teachers saw the paraeducators as one wiany “tools involved in
education” (Mark, adapted physical education, Map&) as they, the adapted
physical education teachers are. Colin (adaptgdipél education, Sycamore MS)
described the role as to “always foster indepenel@ancl independent learning. |
think that never changes and everything else thagrs that whether it's behavior
and safety or changing and everything else that&ively related to fostering
independent learning in my opinion.” Similarly Jesr(adapted physical education,
White Oak MS) responded with,

That assistant is there for safety reasons, maiekéts socially behaving,

following directions, acting appropriate, followgthrough with whatever

task is asked and then if those things are aeartngdl then that’'s when the
paraeducator should step in and manage what neéesdone.

Physical Education teachers described the roleeoparaeducators that
assisted in their classrooms much the same asl#pteal physical education
teachers described them. They felt it was thequareators’ job to keep students on
task and organized. Janice from White Oak Middlled®! described the
paraeducator as an anchor for the students theideguidance and assisted in the

development of a relationship between the spediat&ion students and the

teacher. She said in the beginning of the yeantwst important role was to be “the
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go-between” until a relationship was developed leetwthe students and the teacher.
Matt from White Oak said, “Basically his job isntake sure they’re dressed out.
They have problems with their locks, it's his jabget that organized”. Nicole, a
physical education teacher from Sycamore Middleo8thlso stated that the role of
the paraeducator she works with is to “make sur@dsedoing what he was
supposed to do”. In general, the physical edundgachers looked to the
paraeducators to take responsibility for the sttgldrey came to class with.

To understand the dynamics of the paraeducatera®bescribed by
themselves and in relation to others it was imputrta also understand how the
special education, physical and adapted physicatatbn teachers described their
role in integrating students with disabilities ih@ general physical education
environment. They described their role in regaodshysical education differently
from one another. The special education teachessritbed their role as a support
person and also to help with behavior and modificat The physical education
teachers described their role as providing a pesénvironment for special
education students to interact act and experienaspt for Matt (physical
education, White Oak MS) who responded with,

To be quite honest with you very little. I'm naithorized in that area. It's

not my expertise and | always try to explain tesgl ed teachers that | don’t

send my 50 students down to them and say herenatbahem and yours.

Vice versa, | have no expertise other than | titean as closely as | can to

the every day student. | don’t make special sitna for them.... | don’t

grade them, because | don’t know how to grade theiMy input is minimal
and my contact with them is just to the clasdfitteough role call and

getting on teams, but whoever comes with thent'sttiaeir job not mine.

Unlike her male counterpart Janice (physical edasaiVvhite Oak MS) responded
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by saying “l want to integrate them totally intetblass”. Her response is different
from the other two teachers in the sense thatatestresponsibility for the students
integrated in her class. Judy (physical educatitaple MS) on the other hand
responded by saying “it’s hard for me to differatgifor them because | have so
many kids so | think that my role is to give theém tost positive and interactive
experience they possibly can have.” Her reply shawack of responsibility for the
students and their physical education needs.

The adapted physical educators described th&rnmdhtegrating
students as providing teachers with suggestiomaaufifications, equipment, and
even in staff development. They really talked dlmmmsulting with the teachers and
being available for questions and suggestions.ir Tegponses were very similar and
can best be described by Mark (adapted physicalagidum, Maple MS),

I try to provide a modest level of support as faesso that the efforts and

the ownership of the program will be by the hompgesvising teacher. | may

do the paperwork, | may provide special equipmiemiay provide
background or suggestions varying on the situation

2.2.1.2 Individual Characteristics

The teachers and paraeducators were asked tolsedwir own
strengths and weaknesses, and the teachers werktasiescribe the strength and
weaknesses of the paraeducators. The paraedudasmsbed their own strengths
often in reflection to the students, the teachtss described the paraeducators
strengths this way. Weaknesses tended to be aggdlan relation to individual
personality.

Most of the paraeducators described their stranagibeing patient,
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compassionate, and encouraging to students. packeducator, White Oak MS)
responded with “I'm not judgmental of them and just really open and | try to
push them, have patience and try to give themilselgagement to let them know
that they can do this”. His female counterpartniiay mentioned being a good
listener and loving to work with all the studentze the tough ones. She also said
compassion was her strength and her weakness. nMpgeaeducator, Sycamore
MS) described her strength as being encouragirgdmhnot mention a weakness.
Lauren (paraeducator, Maple MS) described her gtiness loving to connect to the
students and show interest in them and descrilse@sswith boundaries as her
weakness. She mentioned having a hard time dealthgstudents invading her
personal space. The special education teachersluksthe paraeducators strengths
as being flexible, well organized, and always wilito work hard. Greg (special
education, White Oak MS) responded by saying ‘fikithey just really care about
the kids. They work hard and they want to do adgob.” Mary (special education,
Sycamore MS) simply mentioned that the paraedusatoe worked with are very
well organized. Rachel (special education, Mapk) Mescribed her paraeducators
strengths by saying their extremely flexible antivays willing to do the extra thing,
always willing to do the work.”

When they described the weaknesses of the paraiedsithey struggled and
wanted to be sure to convey how much they appestli@m. Mary mentioned the
paraeducator she worked with was very quiet. WRachel discussed her
paraeducators weakness she mentioned one beingeaateve to behaviors. Greg

(special education, White Oak) mentioned a numbé#rings that he felt his
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paraeducators could work on. He stated, “Confidétyt is probably a problem,
making decisions at times when they probably shbaite asked the teacher, asked
me... they could probably have some improvementrimgeof disciplining

behavior.” Overall, the teachers felt that thegpalucators could improve on how
they dealt with disciplining and managing behavyithe very thing they described as
being the paraeducators main role.

The physical education teachers and adapted @hysiacation teachers
went into greater detail about the strengths araknesses of the paraeducators they
worked with. When discussing the strengths ofpi@educators the physical
education teachers worked with they mentioned lesdnknowledge of and rapport
with the students and overall awareness as threingths. Only two of the four
physical education teachers mentioned weakne3desweaknesses mentioned
included discomfort with physical education settitagk of content knowledge and
knowing when to step in and when to step backicdgphysical education, White
Oak MS) mentioned being non-assertive and a ladloahdaries specifically in
regards to the paraeducator in her class. Hesss@at of the paraeducator she
worked with was similar to Tammy’s (paraeducatohid/ Oak) self assessment of
her own weaknesses.

The adapted physical education teachers desdtiegoaraeducators’
strengths as being very organized, knowing theestisdwell in the assistance of
behavior and safety, and “having good mommy sk{llRgige, adapted physical
education, White Oak MS). A response from Madazted physical education,

Maple MS) exemplifies what was said;
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They are often very attentive and available tokids. They come in with

knowledge of where the kids have been that daytienadly or physically.

They know any behavior program for communicatlanguage issues that

the kids have, know when there’s a warning sigwloen something’s

unacceptable and respond in something consisiémiwlat’'s been
happening the rest of the week.
Overall the adapted physical education teacheliy fedt that the paraeducators
knew the students well and assisted in communigatimere the students were
behaviorally, physically and emotionally on the slflye adapted physical education
teacher worked with them.

When discussing the weaknesses of the paraedsi¢atoof the adapted
physical education teachers mentioned it more eg)lzeweakness in the system and
not an individual weakness. Paige (adapted phlysdiecation, White Oak MS)
said,

A general weakness, | think is that they’re liditeecause of their hours, and

unfortunately some of them would do more, butrité within the spectrum

of their job. They are limited and so | see gmmore of a weakness of the
system rather than of an individual or a groupe&dple. Sometimes, you
know, | think the system just tries to get a wdrmaly and then don’t find out
until later that it wasn’t a good fit.
The adapted physical education teachers go on mbigneveaknesses in areas of
peer assistance and issues specific to the physicahtion environment. Colin
(adapted physical education, Sycamore MS) mentioned

| think it probably starts with them not knowindnat to do and then

that can lead to chatting and doing nothing. H@rdther extreme is

they're way too involved, too much constant verdmhmands and

hand over hand or excessive concern with safety.

Colin also mentioned that the paraeducators wirofjive instructions towards the

goal of an activity when he is really trying to $emv they are going about it or
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looking at form. For example if students are wogkon throwing a ball at a target
the paraeducator may be focused on the studeimighiitte target while Colin wants
them to be working on how to throw it, the form ataks not care as much about
hitting the target.

The other area mentioned as a weakness relathd paraeducators working
with general education students. Although theerggths included knowing the
special education students they worked with, tregtetl physical education teachers
did not feel that they were strong in facilitatimgeractions with general education
students. James (adapted physical education, \@aikeMS) commented,

| think the biggest weakness at the junior higt high school level is not

knowing how to get other regular ed students tokwath my special ed

students so that it's a peer to peer teachingy know what to do with my

students, but they don’t always know what to déatilitate team work,
interaction, communication and social growth.

This was an area of concern for teachers when oréng knowing when to step in

and when to fade to allow and facilitate sociatiattions among classmates.

2.2.1.3 Expectations and Acceptance

During the interviews the participants were askediscuss the
challenges they face in their role integrating stud with disabilities. The main
themes for paraeducators were student behavioacgeptance. It was important to
ask about each teacher and paraeducators’ chadlemdjegidually and collectively as
they are part of school teams and districts workiitg each other and students with
disabilities. The paraeducators and special ethrcttachers described their
greatest challenge mostly within student behavidowever, in White Oak Middle

School acceptance by others was also a resondtaiigiege for the paraeducators
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not only surrounding the male physical educati@s®¢s but other areas as well.
The physical education teachers discussed thenauye of the students they have
coming to them and other issues surrounding manageissues such as class size
and behavior. The adapted physical education &ackally described their
challenges in relation to the specific nature efrtitinerant positions such as time
and traveling.

The paraeducators described the challenges ofrtieiresiding within the
type of students they work with, and the expectetithey have for students, and
expectations others have of them in their positidlegan and Lauren both described
the challenges specific to the students they wovkitll Megan (paraeducator,
Sycamore MS) responded by saying,

The challenges I think, | guess is basically tagire of the students. You

know being special needs. They have so much gmobd be focused, to

keep them focused in the mainstream. This isrtéi@ thing and to follow
the teacher and know everything that the rest@fttass is doing at the time
and another challenge is the socializing. Withlads socializing is a big
thing so they can’t go there and start a conviersatBasically people don’t
understand them very well.
On the other hand, Jack (paraeducator, White GdikiHat the biggest challenge for
him in relation to the students he worked with weadizing that some of the students
had more extreme behavior issues than he expekttedeally felt that dealing with
the behavior of students was his greatest challenges position. Tammy on the
other hand described the challenges in her posiéilated to her expectations of

students. She described it as being, “hard becsmetimes you forget what their

limitations are and you want to be able to showrntimeore than they can really take
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on”. She went on to describe the opposite of &qiecting enough” being just as
difficult.

Challenges beyond the students were deschipdice paraeducators as the
expectations of others. The paraeducators memtinaoeonly issues regarding
expectations of students, but also the expectateathers had of both the students
and the paraeducators. The greatest challengmfaeducators was in really
knowing what was expected and what they could oulshbe doing in class with
students. Lauren (paraeducator, Maple MS) begatebgribing the beginning of
the year when she would go into classes that tidests with autism she worked
with were being included. She mentioned how diffit was because the teacher
seemed nervous and “not knowing what to expecthftbe students or her as a
paraeducator. Tammy (paraeducator, White Oak M8)dmilar responses in
relation to the expectation of the teachers anddtier She found it difficult at times
supporting students because she said she oftefieaasing right along with the rest
when they showed up to class”. Tammy also feltdsienot know what she was
“allowed to do” and not to do when wanting to berenmvolved in physical
education. Jack’s (paraeducator, White Oak MS)exges outside of the students
were very different. He had many difficulties gegtteachers to accept the students
and value his knowledge about the students he stgapoThis was very clear in the
physical education environment but he also desdrdtiker instances this took place.

| think, at least at this level they think thaty@ just there to sit in on the

class and that these kids aren’t going to reallyigipate or be part because

they’re not getting, most of them don’t get a gr&wm that class, they get a
pass or fail. And they're just sitting in ther&igh is sad because you know a
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lot of them can really function if they had thght tools and the right help.
Jack (paraeducator, White Oak)

Jack went on to describe specific situations aradlehges he had faced during the
year such as even getting a textbook for a stualeshiproving to the teacher that the
student was good at history and could be a coringyart of the class even if not
the brightest in the class with a few minor adjustts. It was clear that Jack noticed
many barriers due to the preconceptions the teadtedd about the students coming
into their classes. Specific to physical educaibkvhite Oak Middle School the
challenges were clear. Students were not evewedlon the physical education
class without a paraeducator or special educagiachier and the physical education
teacher refused to grade the students. The physloaation teacher, Matt, was
very open about how he felt about special educaiodents coming to his class and
how it was not his responsibility to work with thehe stated “it's their job to deal
with them in the classroom.... | turn to the SpeEidlinstructor, whether it be the
aide or teacher and say, hey you deal with it'deave time.”

The special education teacher (Greg) at White Kdiaklle school mentioned
many of the same challenges in regards to physdutation and teachers not being
accepting of his students. He clearly stated “dones | have some frustrations
with regular teachers not being open and willingita of have their kids welcome
my kids in their classroom.” This included the piwal education teacher in which
Greg said was “very closed shop”. He also mentdngstrations with parents and

being part of a district he did not feel was verggressive.
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The two other special education teachers realiytat the greatest
challenges were dealing with student behavior aadaging the amount of
paperwork and curriculum they have. Rachel (spedacation, Maple MS)
responded by saying;

The behaviors when | don't feel | have a handlé athere times there’s so

much, and the paperwork, the hoops we have to janguigh for special ed

gets very tiresome and they just add every ybay, $eem to add a couple

more layers.
Mary (special education) from Sycamore Middle S¢hmentioned the same issues
dealing student behavior and the large amount wictdum she had to plan for and
manage. She did not have a class period througheway without students in her
classroom. All the special education teachersitinolg adapted physical education
teachers mentioned being overwhelmed with the atnafymaperwork they had to
contend with in their positions.

The adapted physical education teachers ngtdistussed paperwork,
meetings, and time as a challenge but really dssmlithese issues in relation to the
very nature of being itinerant teachers travelmgnany different sites. James and
Paige being from a rural district mentioned travglspecifically where as the two
other APE teachers from the suburban districtsdig but they all mentioned the
difficulties in relation to having to be at a numloé different sites. Colin (adapted
physical education, Sycamore MS) said,

In the course of my job a lot of the challengsirge I'm not based in a

school is staying in touch with six different solwand administrations and

making sure everybody knows who | am and what &wid being able to

have space to do... And juggling all the differsclhedules and when | can
see them and when | can not. Putting schedudgstter is like a giant jigsaw
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puzzle and there’s different ways you can put tiegebut it won't have
many combinations that will work.

All the teachers discussed the difficulties reldte@roviding services under special
education. James’ (adapted physical educationté/dak MS) response emulated
the responses of the adapted physical educatidagsionals.
There’s definitely not enough, there’s not enoadhpted pe time. So there’s
not enough teachers hired and it...but it's not adstpted pe, it's speech, it's
every, | mean everybody’s, everybody’s cup runmettr with numbers of
kids, numbers of jobs, numbers of IEP’s, numbérsaperwork and
everybody’s maxed out.
The general physical education teachers also reggin regards to the very nature
of their job. All the physical education teachersntioned class size, number of
students, and student behavior. The teachery fedlthat the students with
behavior issues took up to much of the time thegta@to be giving to the students
doing a good job and ready to learn. They alddlffiet time was an issue, the
teachers in the rural district mentioned classquisrbeing to short, whereas the
teachers in the suburban district mentioned timelstion to seeing students every
over day due to A/B day schedules. Overall thespday education teachers really
felt that the challenges were in working with therent generation of students. The
following statement by Janice (physical educatigihjte Oak MS) really sums up
how the seasoned physical education teacherdifelit ahe students they were trying
teach.
The kids that come to us that are not preparéeatm. You know over the
years I've been doing this for a long time, andrawe years the kids have
gotten farther and farther removed from the act [#farning. They're not
coming to school prepared. They're not fed, theeyot taught at home

proper etiquette, they’re not responsible, regpkcA lot of them, | would s
ay, not most, but a lot and those are my challengéose are the kids that |
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feel like 1 need to partially act a role of mothem= way or role model in a
way.

The physical education teachers had all been tegdbr 20 plus years, so when
describing the current day student they had a &etperspective to compare the
changes in the generations of pupils they had pusily taught.

2.2.1.4 Ambiguity

The fourth theme addressed by the participantsglthe interviews
was related to the ambiguity of the paraeducater réhe participants were asked if
the role of the paraeducator was clearly definedifem, and how the role was
defined. The responses of the participants wathduexamined against the districts
definition of the paraeducators roles. The pareatius all said that their role is
pretty clear. They also all mentioned it beingmked by the teachers. The special
education teachers on the other hand reportedtaeever really being described to
them beyond receiving the districts sheet of resialities for instructional
assistants. All the physical education teachadstbat the role had never been
described to them, while one adapted physical dourcteacher in each district said
it had not, while their counterpart said it had.

The paraeducators all reported that their nalé been defined for them and
was described by the various teachers. Megandpacator, Sycamore MS) said,
“absolutely because the communication is there. veldaily communication with
each teacher...l know everything and every teachieatiren (paraeducator, Maple
MS) also said that her special education teachsrexatemely good at giving her

direction in how to best assist in the classroom,dso said that coming in she was
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not provided a job description by her teacher eragtiministration other than telling
her what teacher she was going to be an aideSbhe said in the beginning it was
incredibly unclear but they just learned as theptwéthin each environment they
worked with the students. Jack (paraeducator, ®\@ék MS) said that his role was
defined by the teachers and was pretty clear, Isatsaid, “I think each teacher has
his/her own role on what they want you to do oryme, know some just do it their
own way...other teachers are really excited aboutbgng there and want you to be
part of that class.” His counterpart Tammy (paumadior), at White Oak MS felt her
role was clear and that she had been lucky becauseybody’s been really good
about telling me what | need to do and my limitShe however mentioned that the
other paraeducators taught her and gave her tdelges in which they expected
her to follow. When asked who set those guidelstesresponded by saying “the
teachers”.

The special education teachers that the gacators said defined their role
mentioned that the role of the paraeducator hadmasen described to them. They
further went on to mention that they may have iexctly received something about
the role of the paraeducator such as performitgydifid transfers, self help skills etc.
but they were not even sure if the paperwork wésiaf. Rachel (special education,
Maple MS) simply stated “indirectly there are, thare things that we get which talk
about their role...I know there is guidelines butrl aot even sure their official.”
Greg (special education, White Oak MS) said it hader really been described to
him but that about two years ago he received arp#pbe responsibilities of

instructional assistants, which is what his distalls their paraeducators.
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The physical education teachers reported not haiogned about the
paraeducator and that it had not been clearly défifdudy (physical education,
Maple MS) had mentioned that she had been desditieeale by the paraeducators
that came into her class. She said, “they’re tlesavho taught me about it, cause |
had been like what am | suppose to do with you gu$he goes on to say that they
told her what they had done in the past and thativeav the role had been described
for her. Janice (physical education, White Oak ISP described in her response
how unclear the role of the paraeducator was to Bee responded by saying, “No,
no that's missing. | had to ask the question raghthe bat, what's going on? Who
are you? Why are you here? What are we doing?h Batt (physical education,
White Oak MS) and Nicole (physical education, SycerMS) said that the role had
not been described in detail but they just figutezlparaeducators were there to help
the students get dressed but that there was négan® plan laid out” (Matt). Two
of the four adapted physical education teacheoresed similarly.

Interestingly, one adapted physical education telacheach district said
that the role had not been clearly defined to thauhtheir co-worker alternatively
said that it had. The two adapted physical edondgachers that had mentioned the
role being explained said that they had receivediite up or summary of the basic
roles. Colin (adapted physical education, Sycanw$¢ responded to the interview
guestion by saying, “Yeah, as a matter of factsmacial education director just sent
out an email summarizing the roles, the basic rofgmraeducators.” Paige’s
(adapted physical education, White Oak MS) resparasemuch the same, but said

that they generally get a copy of the agreementdéscribes the basic roles in the
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beginning of the school year. James who workkénsame district as Paige and
Mark who works in the same district with Colin bat#id that the role of the
paraeducator had not at all been explained to tHéthe role was explained the
adapted teachers said it was explained in genepaicgations or responsibilities
only.

Examination of the two school districts paperworkthe responsibilities of
paraeducators showed a list of the duties theypeaprm, and the suburban
district’s human resource document contained sdraggies on how to “help the
teacher be successful.” Neither district had aralescription for the teachers in
how to utilize the paraeducator appropriatelythia suburban district the researcher
asked for the paraeducator job descriptions andmeceived it from staff members.
However, was able to find some information throtlghdistrict website that was
very well maintained. In the human resource pathese was a general list of how
instructional assistants could help support teachred also a section on classroom
management. One of the bullet points stated thawfmg; “Your primary source of
learning is from teachers and other instructiosaisaants. Observe them and learn
from them.” (Suburban district HR packet). Theatulistricts position description
listed the different expectations for paraeducatodifferent types of roles, for
example in job coach/workability positions, preszhastructional assistants,
instructional aide health/medically fragile, andnlgeneral instructional aides. Each
job description had a definition of the positiohhe definition of the general

instructional assistant was posted as;
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Under the supervision of the program administratat the direction of a
specific certificated staff member, performs neeeg duties to assist in the
planning and implementation of a program for splecéeds children in
classrooms.

A list of primary duties and responsibilities theflowed.
2.3 Discussion and Conclusion

The purpose of this study was to examine the rbteeoparaeducator in the
physical education environment and to explore tAedards of supervision from the
perspectives of special education teachers, pHysiltecation teachers, adapted
physical education teachers, and paraeducators.pdifaeducators and teachers
described the paraeducator role as being a protactbsupport to students and the
teachers they assist. The paraeducator role wiefudescribed through the
paraeducators’ individual personality traits, chafes with expectations and
acceptance and overall ambiguity of the paraeducake.

The paraeducator role was described as providipgastito students and
teachers. It was clear that the paraeducatorsake@on the role of primary teacher
and protector when managing behavior and keepudgsts safe in physical
education as described by Broer, Doyle and Giamg{2@05) but they did not take
on the other roles of mother or friend. The pauaatbrs also did not take on the
role of caregiver described by French & Chopra @99 he paraeducator was
described as the “connector” for the physical etlandeacher and special education
teacher as Chopra, Sandoval-Lucero, Aragon, BeBeaify De Balderas, & Carroll

(2004) illustrated with classroom teachers.
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Within the description of the paraeducator rolphysical education
strengths and weaknesses were also examined.edbigers and paraeducators
described the paraeducators strengths and weakresgalividual characteristics
such as patience, compassion, encouragement an#lritbelledge of and rapport
with the students they worked with. Some weakreeggsduded not having clear
boundaries and even too much compassion that leddeme of the expectations
for students.

In physical education the teachers felt that tw@educators were often
uncomfortable with the setting, had a lack of cahtenowledge, and did not know
when to step in and when to step away to fostegpaddence and peer relationships.
The paraeducators were often unaware and not ctabferworking with the general
education students. Other paraeducators remaigletdnext to or within close
proximity to their student(s) looking for reassuwaror prompts from the physical
education teacher when to step in. Many of thesees noted in the observations
related to the “hovering paraeducator” that Giaogr&delman, Luiselli, &
MacFarland (1997) described as interfering with emship and responsibility by the
general physical education teacher, separation élassmates impacting peer
interactions and making special education studssmtsewhat invisible to the teacher.
The paraeducators were a barrier to peer involvemkith is a key factor to
successful inclusion (Giangreco, Halvorsen, Dogieer, 2004).

Some of the challenges and issues surroundingitegration of students
with disabilities in physical education were rethte expectations, acceptance and

clarity of the teacher and paraeducator rolesh@lgh the teachers were thankful to
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have paraeducators come in with students with disab, they were not clear on
how to appropriately utilize them. It also remedrunclear to the teachers whether
paraeducators were to be a support to them, tsttitkents or both.

Interestingly the paraeducators reported thatdles they fill were clear to
them and had been described by the teachers thégavaith, yet the teachers
reported the role of the paraeducator to be uneledrthat for the most part the
paraeducator role had never been described toblkegond district lists of
paraeducator responsibilities. How could the teexbe responsible for providing
the paraeducators with a role description when thenge unclear of what the role
was to be, especially in physical education? Ny was it unclear to the physical
education teachers what the role of the paraedushtuld be when supporting
students in their classes, but the teacher was@a$uheir own role as it relates to
both the students with disabilities and the paraatius that come with them.
Physical education teachers like many other teadisre not been trained or are
undertrained to work with paraeducators (Giangretayorsen, Doyle, & Broer,
2004).

The overall lack of clarity of the paraeducatderm the general physical
education environment, like other environments sugdindings related to the
detrimental effects of excessive paraeducator pribxi(Giangreco, Yuan,
McKenzie, Cameron, Fialka, 2005). The paraedusatnd teachers unknowingly
were creating a separation of classmates, intagemith peer interactions, and
interfering with the interactions of students wdisabilities to the teacher. Teachers

articulated a lack of knowledge about the paraewucale, and observations further
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supported their responses. It was also cleathlegbhysical education teachers were
unclear of their role teaching students with diktds integrated into their classes
and did not have a sense of responsibility or oshmprover the students with
disabilities. The majority were accepting of thedents integrated in their classes,
but did not readily take on the role of primarydieer to those students. Marks,
Schrader, & Levine (1999) reported very similadfitgs with classroom teachers.

The addition of the paraeducator in general playgducation can within
itself create or produce conflict within the physieducation teachers own role.
When examining teacher role conflict the additibpersonal or professional roles,
or change in any role in itself may produce confli€eachers and paraeducators
may then cope with the conflict by abandoning a rofteating role separation, or
creating a hierarchy and designating one role @is pinimary role (Gehrke, 1982).
What remains unknown is how teachers and paraeaisaaiay cope if the roles are
ambiguous in nature as found in this study.

The multiple roles of the paraeducator could weeyl be in conflict with the
various roles they are asked to fill in each enwinent or classroom they work. The
physical education teachers in this study artiealdheir role as creating a positive
environment for students with disabilities, buttthas not their primary role in
teaching physical education and maybe to furthdetstand the paraeducator role in
general physical education both the teacher arakegacator role should be
examined from the grounded theory of teacher’s coldlict. This theory could
help guide further research by understanding ti@irigruent role definitions and

expectations cannot be simultaneously filled cngatiognitive dissonance (Braga,
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1972). Inconsistencies in role definition in ifsgleate conflict for teachers and may
for paraeducators.

The intent of this study was to obtain a deswipof the paraeducator role in
the general physical education environment fronividdal and group perspective.
The views held by the 15 participants in this stadiy be unique to their own
districts, schools, and settings in which they wouk represent a starting place for
studies regarding the paraeducators role withirgmeral physical education
environment. There is no argument surroundingrtiportance of paraeducator
support for students with disabilities as theyiategrated more and more in the
general education environment. It is equally gigant to understand as much as
possible about their current roles and responsésliwithin each environment they
support students in, to compare best practicesemyad policy in order to determine
the most effective uses of these team members anesls including physical
education. Continued research should study tleetsfbf training physical
education teachers in regards to the paraeducdéand appropriate utilization.
Inspection of integrated settings and the physdalcation teacher’s role in creating
truly inclusive settings should also continue. €&&sh must go on to explore the
needs of the teachers supervising paraeducatat€resuring that individual and
group roles are clear to team members to preveriismn and compromising
practices that affect the integration of studenith disabilities in inclusive settings.

In conclusion it was clear that the role of thesgaucator in general physical
education was unclear. The teachers were not wleat they should expect of the

paraeducators or the students they are askedegrate within their classrooms.
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Although students with disabilities were being eated in the general education
environment the acceptance of those students amstriinggles with “inclusion” were
very much the same as 25 years ago. Teachersremaiepared to work with
students with disabilities and are even less pegbtr work with other adults that
provide support for students with disabilities. eTdistricts may have vaguely
described the roles of paraeducators but they n@rdisseminated to all the staff
and there were no accountability measures in gtaeasure appropriate utilization
of the paraeducators nor was there adequate tgamiplace.

Intervention research should take place and exathim effects of training on
teachers, paraeducators, and more importanthsttlteents in physical education.
Other areas to be studied should include the sffgfgparaeducator support or the
use of other support models such as peer suppatudent outcomes in physical
education, In order for the successful inclusibetodents to take place more
training and collaboration is needed within teadkams and roles need to be

unambiguous.
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3 The Supervision and Training of Paraeducatorsin the General
Physical Education Environment; A Qualitative Approach

In the previous manuscript, findings were presenégarding the role of the
paraeducator in the general physical educatiorremwvient. This manuscript will
focus on the supervision and training needs detediirom the same study.

Due to both educational budget cuts and the sp@équalified teachers in
special education many wonder how the least résgimstructional alternatives
such as co-teaching and collaboration can takeejl&lsh & Jones, 2004). With
the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (A, 1997) requiring students with
disabilities to have full access to the generakatan curriculum and receiving such
curriculum by highly qualified teachers other sugmdructures have been put into
place to deal with the shortage of special edundgachers. The use of
paraeducators has been employed to extend thersgbploe special education
teachers to multiple general educational settifgslig¢h & Jones, 2004). The
increased use of paraeducators has raised manytanpquestions surrounding the
areas of overreliance (Giangreco, Halvorsen, Da&y/IBroer, 2004); proximity and
the effect on peer interactions (Giangreco, Ede|rhaiselli, & Mac Farland, 1997;
Causton-Theoharis & Malmgren, 2005); and the qarable utilization of
paraeducators (Giangreco & Broer, 2005). Due ¢antlany areas of concern
surrounding the paraeducator role standards werglajeed by the federal
government (IDEA 1997, & NCLB, 2001).

The No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act (2001) defindde role of the

paraeducator as an individual who is employed ieducation environment under
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the supervision of a certified or licensed teachiére NCLB Act placed minimum
requirements on paraeducator positions such asletngptwo years of college, an
Associates degree, or the need to pass a stadeadrdssessment that demonstrates
their ability to assist students in instructionairiting, reading and math. The
requirements previously made under the Individuatll Disabilities Education Act
(IDEA) of 1997 were similar and both IDEA (1997)daNCLB (2001) have left it up
to the states and local agencies to provide tiveir standards for training
paraeducators. However, the majority of state lzaopted the NCLB
requirements as their own and done little morertwigde standards of training
(Pickett, Likins, & Wallace, 2003). Lack of prep#ion for the many roles
paraeducators fill and the sporadic nature of itngitm school districts continue to be
an issue (Ashbaker & Morgan, 2004).

The Council for Exceptional Children (CEC) tookerest in the role of the
paraeducator and developed 10 professional stas\(@ELC, 2004). These national
standards were developed in response to IDEA ameni$ng1997) that required
states to develop a plan to ensure all personagptiovided services to students
with disabilities had the skills and knowledge teentheir educational needs. The
professional standards for the paraeducators hathekbowledge and skill
descriptions. The ten standards include: foundatidevelopment and
characteristics of learners, individual learninffedences, instructional strategies,
learning environment/social interactions, languaggructional planning,
assessment, professional and ethical practiceg@taboration. Each standard lists

the knowledge and skills the paraeducator showd Hold.



50

Accountability remains an issue even with NCLB@2Pand the standards
developed by the CEC (2004) for paraeducators. eSafrthe issues that remain
unclear or unaddressed are whether or not paragsichould be providing
services along side the students or along sidestieher (French, 2003). Itis
unclear if paraeducators are supports to the teache the student. Other research
has continued to show that paraeducators remarainatl and unsupervised
(Mueller, 2003). Teachers are often unaware df tioée in supervising
paraeducators and were not trained to manage athuts (Morgan, Ashbaker, &
Forbush, 1998).

Issues related to training deal with the multiglkes of the paraeducators.
They often accompany students into various gemehatation settings such as math,
English and physical education and are being agkpdovide support in various
settings with little or insufficient training. Tabmplicate the lack of paraeducator
training, teachers often report being unprepareslifeervise or manage
paraeducators. This often results in a lack ofroomcation between the adult team
members and inappropriately shifts the responsildir the students with
disabilities to the paraeducator.

Training issues surrounding paraeducators have d@eumented in most
settings, but relatively little has been done taraie the role of the paraeducator in
the general physical education environment. ltudysby Davis, Kotecki, Harvey,

& Oliver (2007) a low percentage of paraeducateported receiving any training to
work in physical education when responding to qoasaire questions yet physical

education is an environment in which paraeducaimsgide support to students.
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The standards and supervision of paraeducatora@mlintability for the students
with disabilities in general physical education egms unclear. In order to support
paraeducators in meeting the responsibilities @if tmultiple roles, state and local
education agencies (SEA’s & LEA’s) must understtredvariety of environments in
which paraeducators work and use that informatgorovide appropriate training
and supervision. The purpose of this study wascamine how teachers and
paraeducators defined the standards, supervismitraining of paraeducators in the

general physical education environment.

3.1 Methodology

3.1.1 Participants

Participants were paraeducators (n=4), specialauncteachers (n=3),
physical education teachers (n=4), and adaptedgdiy=ducation teachers (n=4)
Participation was voluntary, but required all menshbef educational teams to
volunteer to participate. Potential participaneyevaddressed using a pre-written
recruitment script (Appendix C). Once participaaggeed, consent forms were
signed (Appendix D). To conceal their identity, ftieparticipants, their schools and
school districts were given pseudonyms.

3.1.2 Apparatus

The Olympus DS-4000 Digital voice recorder waszgi for the interviews
during this project. The digital voice recordersaesed for recording all 15
interviews and was directly transcribed by a preif@sal and reviewed by the

researcher for accuracy.
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The systematic observation sheet, demographiciquesire and semi-
structured interview questions were created by#kearcher. Transcripts and
observation notes were coded by hand and storechandged in Max QDA

(VERBI Software, 2001) a qualitative coding softe/émol.

3.1.3 Data Collection

Once consent forms were signed (Appendix D), dallaction commenced.
It included data from a questionnaire, interviemq @irect observations of the
paraeducator throughout one full day and threeragpdays during physical

education only.
3.1.3.1 Demographic Questionnaire

The demographic questionnaire (Appendix B} @eveloped by the
researcher. The questionnaire included questeatng to years of experience,
time at current placement and the levels in whiddythave worked. The
questionnaire also included questions related ¢peds earned and coursework
taken specific to physical education and/or speatiaication content. Participants
were also asked questions in relation to suppompetence, standards, and training

offered within their districts.
3.1.3.2 Observations

The paraeducators were observed for ohedyl of work, and three
subsequent days for one hour during physical ettucaExtensive observation
notes were taken by the researcher as well asisgsteobservations during physical

education (Appendix G). The observations examthednteractions of teachers,
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paraeducators and students in relation to one anotfhe results from the
systematic observations were then standardizedatégper minute and graphed in

Microsoft Excel.
3.1.3.3 Interviews

Participants took part individually in a semi-stiwed interview
(Appendix F) lasting 30-75 minutes. Participanmisveered questions developed by
the researcher surrounding the standards, traamdgsupervision of paraeducators
in the general physical education environmenterinews took place after the first
full day observation of the paraeducators. Padicis were asked a number of open
ended questions regarding the supervision andrgaof paraeducators. The
interviews were then transcribed by a professiandl checked for accuracy by the
researcher. Participants also had the opporttmityeck their transcripts, coded
dated, and theme descriptions during member cheakssure the researcher had

accurately portrayed their experiences.
3.1.4 Data Analysis

Data analysis included three strategies to ensuséntorthiness; a)
triangulation of multiple sources, b) the use o twdividuals to code and develop
themes, c) member checks involving study partidgai he transcription of
interviews was done by a professional and the pyimesearcher. Transcripts of
interviews, observation notes, and journal entniese coded using the Max QDA
(VERBI software, 2001) analysis software and aradyfor specific themes and sub-

themes by the primary researcher and a reseanstaassThe themes were
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continuously compared and refined based on disoussietween the researcher and
the research assistant and the seven steps tarddiasis using the
phenomenological approach described by Patton {2006&h included:

1. Epoché, the process of examining one’s own bigmiio clarity about
preconceptions in order to understand the rese@schiew of the subject
matter.

2. Phenomenological reduction or bracketing is expldim five steps, which
includes:

a. Locate within the personal experience, or selfystkey phrases and
statements that speak directly to the phenomenqgnestion.

b. Interpret the meanings of these phrases, as armatbreader.

c. Obtain the subject’s interpretations of these pwas possible.

d. Inspect these meanings for what they reveal albbeuwtssential,
recurring features of the phenomenon being studied.

e. Offer a tentative statement, or definition, of gfeenomenon in terms
of the essential recurring features identifiedtepst. (Patton, 2002, p.
485- 486)

3. Organize data into meaningful clusters.

4. Delimitation process. This involves eliminatingelevant, repetitive, or
overlapping data.

5. Invariant themes are identified.

6. Structural description. Content is extracted fitvar data for textural
portrayals of each theme.

7. Last, a synthesis of the meanings and essenchs ekperience or

phenomena are revealed.
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These seven phenomenological steps werehystek researcher to ensure
that assumptions and biases were set aside sthéhparticipants’ phenomena, as
they described it, were the focus of the study.

During the first step known as the rule obElpé the researcher wrote in a
journal their expectations and assumptions aboat would be happening in the
schools surrounding the issue of the paraedudatoinysical education. By keeping
a journal the researcher continuously kept tragire€onceptions and bias. The rule
of epoché was an on-going process and not a sévglet in data analysis. Epoché is
also described as establishing rigor by lookinfedently at the experience being
investigated to allow the voice of the participaspeak about the phenomenon in
question (Patton, 2002).

During the second stage known as reductionigbearcher located within
the participants interview data, statements andg@® regarding the role of the
paraeducator in physical education. These statismeste highlighted within data
so that interpretations of the phrases could té&keep During that stage phrases
from the teacher and paraeducator interviews aegtgqnnaires were interpreted by
the researcher and research assistant and latekechky participants. Once the
interpretations were made the researcher examewaturring themes and meanings
for what was revealed about the supervision anditigiof the paraeducator in the
general physical education environment and thosedéls were given tentative
definitions.

After the data had been reduced and tentativaitiefis had been given, the

researcher organized data into clusters that wesnmgful and provided further
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clarification about the phenomena of the supervisiod training of paraeducator in
physical education. Data were then reduced; duhisgstage the researcher
eliminated data within clusters that were repegitioverlapping, or irrelevant to the
supervision or training of the paraeducator. Afterirrelevant data was delimited
from the clusters, themes were identified. Theareghe content and illustration of
the experiences described by teachers and pardedsjdaut not the essence of the
phenomena.

The fundamental nature or essence of theqgrzhena took shape during the
structural description. During the stage of st description the researcher
looked to understand how the individual particigaeperienced the supervision and
training needs for teachers and paraeducator dokewLast, the researcher
synthesized the meaning and revealed the phenosuertainding the supervision
and training of the paraeducator in general phygdacation. The themes

addressed were dissemination of standards,

3.2 Reaults

3.2.1 Digtrict Standards

The rural and suburban school districts bothgagition statements for the
paraeducators. The rural school district calledrtparaeducators instructional aides
and the suburban school district used the termagotumal assistants. Both school
districts descriptions were similar in stating ttie¢ paraeducators were under the
supervision or direction of a licensed staff membEne rural school districts

statement was “under the supervision of the progrdministrator and the direction
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of a specific certificated staff member, perforims hecessary duties to assist in the
planning and implementation of a program for sgew&ds children in classrooms”
(Granite School District HR sheet). The suburbigtridt form stated “educational
assistants, supervisory assistants and clericasa&dd library media assistants are to
assist licensed teachers in order to enhance theagdn program for students. All
classified staff and volunteers, while working wétiudents, shall operate under the
direction of a licensed staff member and shall biwsight or sound of a licensed
staff member while working with students” (Obsidi&chool District HR sheet).
The rural school district’'s human resource patieparaeducators was more
detailed and in depth than the suburban schoaiaisEach type of paraeducator in
the rural district had their own definition, pringaduties and responsibilities, general
qualifications, desirable skills, educational exg@ece, and physical demands
defined. Some of the duties listed included; E)sis in planning and implementing
suitable learning experiences for students, 2)shslipdents develop positive
interpersonal relationships with peers and ad8)tassists in the observation and
recording of student development and progressjations as an
appropriate/positive role model, 5) provide necgspaysical care and emotional
support, and 6) may participate in IEP meetinga@e School District HR sheet).
The suburban school district was more generaldsswlissed the NCLB
mandated qualifications for Title | schools; 1) quete at least two years of study at
an accredited institution of higher education; 2dlbtain an associate’s or higher
degree; 3) or meet a rigorous standard of qualitg, can demonstrate, through a

formal state or local academic assessment. Tine floen went on to discuss how
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the paraeducators may be assigned such as onee@upport, assist in classroom
management and provide instructional servicesudesits while working under the
direct supervision of a teacher (Obsidian SchostrRit HR sheet).

The participants were asked on a questionnatreeif district had standards
regarding paraeducators, and if they did, whatdtstandards were. Most
participants were unsure and very vague in thaitew responses. The special
education teachers from Obsidian School Distristxaered the question by writing
“l think so, maybe they are in my special educatiandbook” (Rachel). Mary
wrote “paraeducators are encouraged to take tlappatest. It is required for title |
schools.” The special education teacher from Geg®chool District answered more
specifically to the challenges in his district. Grerote:

Yes, itis a job description of what their dutas and minimum

qualifications and desired qualifications. Weda tremendous, dire need

for instructional assistants. As a result weehp&ople in those slots that
don’t have or have very limited training. Alseg have job openings now for

IA’s that we can not fill so we end up taking peothat maybe should not be

hired!

The paraeducators answered the question diffgré@pending on the district
where they were working. The paraeducators fromid¥éin School District both
answered the question by saying yes their didtadtstandards and then they both
stated standards from No Child Left Behind (20Qighsas two years of higher
education. The paraeducators at Granite Schotli®@ianswered no. Tammy wrote
“not that | am aware of”, while Jack first wrotee'y, must pass a general education

test; math, English” but then crossed it out andte/fno” appearing he was unsure

if there standards or not.
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The physical education teachers all respondéketguestion the same way.
They all wrote responses stating they did not kedany. Judy from Obsidian
School District wrote “not sure” and Matt from Git@nSchool District wrote “have
no idea”. All four of the physical education teacti responses were similar in that
they did not know if the district had paraeducat@ndard or not.

The adapted physical education teachers gavednaixewers. One adapted
physical education teacher from each district wasite if there were standards,
while their counterparts responded by saying yedtstrict had standards but they
were not clear on what they were. Colin from OlasidSchool District wrote “yes,
highly qualified” meaning that his district did lestandards set by the NCLB
(2001) legislation. James from Granite Schoollistvas less clear but wrote “yes
for employment — | don’t know, they have to pasest.”

It appeared that even if the participants anstvges to the question
regarding their districts standards they were gtitlear exactly what they were. In
comparison to the actual district documents thparses from the participants
would suggest that they had not really viewed orembered viewing the districts
standards besides having to take a district odstalized test.

On the questionnaire the participants were a&edif they had ever seen or
heard of the Council for Exceptional Children (CEZ)fessional standards for
paraeducators (2002). Only one of the specialadhrcteachers responded yes.
Mary from Obsidian wrote “yes on their website”re@ a special education teacher
from Granite School District wrote “yes, | know albdhe CEC however | have not

viewed the competencies for paraeducators”. Tiné fipecial education teacher,



60

Robin wrote “no, | would like to though!” The adefd and general physical
education teachers, and the paraeducators all woote the question and were not
aware of the CEC'’s professional standards for jpresgors.

3.2.2 Responsibility

During the interviews responsibility emerged akente surrounding the
special education students, paraeducators andaiesachihe subthemes related to
responsibility included the development and momof Individualized Education
Plan (IEP) goals and paraeducator supervision. observation data further
triangulated the findings in relation to the resgbility for paraeducators and
special education students.

The teachers and paraeducators were all askeelifitad knowledge of the
adapted physical education goals and objectivab@special education students
IEP as well as who was accountable for trackinggoawimenting the goals. The
special education teachers from both districts ansevthat they knew or had access
to the goals. They also all reported that the sthphysical education teacher was
responsible for the goals. Mary (special educatimmm Obsidian School District
said “I know exactly what is on their IEP”. WhiRachel (special education) did not
specifically say she knew the students’ adaptediphi/education goals, she did say
she had access to them. Greg (special educatmm)Granite School District
discussed in great detail the process he and #ygedi physical education teacher
went through. He stated, “the adapted PE teacitet, de writes the goals that he
and | discuss because we’re both going to thas ddferent times, we discussed

kind of what would be the best thing for these kidis PE and then writing goals
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accordingly”. Greg was the only special educateacher that often went to
physical education as the support person for bigestts due to issues specific to
their physical education program. The studen@Grag’s middle school had
segregated physical education and the male physicadation teacher would not
allow the special education students to come tesalmless a paraeducator or other
support person such as the special education teactiee adapted PE teacher
accompanied them. Therefore, Greg had more irhdewers surrounding
physical education environment then the speciataiilon teachers from Obsidian
School District who rarely, if at all, went intoglphysical education setting.

In regards to knowledge of the IEP goals for thelshts integrated in their
classes three of the four physical education teacdaed they did not know what the
students IEP goals were. They would say that ¢feetp the meetings they can and
have access to the IEP but overall did not knowgtheds. Judy’s (physical
education) response demonstrated this best; ‘dllspme knowledge from it, you
know their IEP when | go to the IEP meetings... htgdsion’t have time to go
through their IEP’s individually”. Nicole (physicaducation) from the same school
district as Judy was the only physical educati@acher to have knowledge of her
students IEP goals in physical education. Wherphysical education teachers were
then asked who was accountable for the IEP goalsdh responded by saying the
adapted physical education teacher except for d¢plrysical education) from
Granite School District. She responded by sayiymy’'d have to tell me what those

goals are. My understanding is just immersion”.
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The adapted physical education teachers were sksalaf they knew the
IEP goals regarding students integrated in gemqdngdical education and who was
accountable for the goals. All of the adapted pfayducation teachers knew the
students goals and viewed themselves as respomsilitee goals. The adapted
physical education teachers mentioned that if destuhad adapted physical
education on their IEP and were included in gengngkical education they were
responsible for tracking and documenting thoseggoBam (adapted physical
education) from Granite School District statedttiéy’re specific adapted PE goals
written by and adapted PE specialist, the adapieté&cher is”. Mark (adapted
physical education) from Obsidian School Distresponded similarly by replying,
“if I write the goal, I'm accountable”. It was keslear what type of goals were
written for the students who were integrated ingitgl education yet had adapted
physical education goals on their IEP, it was dess clear if the goals related to the
general physical education curriculum or if theyrevisolated goals and objectives.

The paraeducators were asked slightly differenstjoies surrounding the
accountability of students’ IEP goals. They werst fasked if they knew the
students adapted physical education goals butvileey not asked who was
accountable for those goals. They were askecf tere aware of the physical
education objectives before going to the class éaghand if the physical education
teacher ever gave expectations or ideas to begbdupe students with disabilities
or the class. The paraeducators were also askieglyiffelt competent assisting

students meet curricular goals in physical edunatio
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Only one of the three paraeducators said thatkhew the students IEP
goals, while the other three said they had acaedsauld look. Megan from
Obsidian School District said “I could go ahead &gl the goals, but when you are
talking about PE main thing is safety and thenlpliem to be a part of the group”.
Tammy also responded by saying she was alloweeacouraged to look at the
IEP, but she did not know the goals for the stusldrduren simply responded that
she did not know the students goals. Jack froomi@& &chool District on the other
hand said he did know the adapted physical edutgbals and that both his special
education and adapted physical education teachenes good at letting him know
what to work on with the students.

Looking further into the paraeducators role in pbgiseducation they were
asked if they were aware of lesson or unit objestiprior to going in to the class
each day. All of the paraeducators except Jack fesanite School District did say
they were aware of lesson and unit objectives paaoing to class. However, they
all stated they knew what unit they were in, buthim more specific. For example
Megan responded “the PE teacher lets me know yftlage it for two or three
weeks in a row. For example, | know we are gombave basketball for two, three
weeks”. Tammy and Lauren’s responses were veryagiabout knowing what unit
they were doing and for how long, but they did gigt a clear response in relation
to lesson or unit objectives. Jack’s situation was different in the segregated
boy’s physical education environment. He resporagefirst saying he would know
whether they were inside or outside, but did naivknvhat they were doing until he

got into class. He then went on to say “they dbate curricular goals, goals is part
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of the problem”. The other paraeducators may masponded as knowing the
objectives by assuming that the activity of thet itself was the objective, they may
not have understood that physical education shioaveé clear content objectives.

The paraeducators were also asked if they felt edbemp supporting students
in physical education and if the teacher ever ghegen expectations of what to do
during class to support students. All of the pdumators said that they felt fairly
competent supporting students in physical educalioregards to expectations
given by the teacher to the paraeducators, albéneeducators except Jack said that
they did. Jack firmly responded “no” to the queastand described his many
frustrations over the physical education environnoenhis site. The three
paraeducators that said the teachers did give éxpactations for lessons went on to
describe those expectations surrounding the marageshthe class. Lauren’s
response illustrated this best;

| guess every so often, you know we might be assigncertain end of the

gym or the field... sometimes she’ll come up to utha beginning of class

and ask one of us to hold the ball bag or do juoge on this end or

basketball on that end or whatever.
The paraeducators responses were more in relatioelping with organization
and/or supervision type tasks, but none of themtimeed specific content or skill
development suggestions from teachers when desgréxpectations.

In relation to responsibility the supervision bétparaeducator emerged. The
teachers and paraeducators were asked questi@rdiregwho is responsible for the

supervision of paraeducators. Most of the teadbelieved they were responsible

for overseeing paraeducators when they were prayislipport in their classroom.
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A couple of the teachers felt that the paraedusat@re more co-teachers and some
were unsure. The paraeducators had slightly vamsavered as well.

The special education teachers from Obsidian Sdbistrict had slightly
different answers. Mary’s response was, “| wouddirdtely say it depends who
they’re working with at that time and they knowithgou know, what they’re doing
more than | would know what they’re doing for P&o definitely | would say that
they take the advice of that person”. Rachel (spheducation) on the other hand
did not feel like she was responsible for theiresugsion and said, “I don't feel that
way at all...| really feel like were co-teachers”’re@ (special education) from
Granite School District felt he was responsibledopervising the paraeducators that
helped support the students in his class but bkctihe teachers from the general
education classes the students were integrateaviet® when the paraeducator was
in their classroom.

The paraeducators were asked who was responeittieir supervision and
gave mixed answers. Megan (paraeducator) and hgpesaeducator) from
Obsidian School District had very different answeéegan’s response was that she
was always under the supervision of the teacheshatever classroom she was in.
Lauren’s response was the opposite stating, “Npl wouldn’t say so” she then said
“they’re always there” but she did not feel thepastvised her. Jack (paraeducator)
and Tammy (paraeducator) from Granite School Riskoth felt they were
supervised by the teachers. Tammy'’s response &acher supervision was, “from
afar they’ll watch you know, make sure you’re dowmigat you're suppose to be

doing”. Jack clearly stated that he was undestipervision of the teachers except
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for in physical education. His response aboutdpsupervised in physical education
was “l guess | am. | mean I'm not there. | meéamthere, but...he just lets me
know that | have no role there because I'm notifjadl. Overall the paraeducators
acknowledged being supervised by teachers excepatoen.

The physical education teachers were unsure wisa&gponsible for the
supervision of paraeducators. Nicole (physicalcation) from Obsidian School
District was the only physical education teachee&pond, “me, the teacher in
whatever class she’s in”. Judy (physical educaticom the same district
inquisitively said, “I guess it would be me... thatisiny cause | look at them as
such peers”. The two physical education teachiers tranite School District
responded differently. Janice (physical educatiesponded that the special
education teacher was responsible while Matt (may€ducation) was unsure and
said, “well, that | don’t know how to answer eithEgcause it's not my job to
evaluate them. If they’re in my classroom, | laikhem as equal, but at the same
time it is my class so if there’s a problem I'lirdoont that”. Overall the physical
education teachers were not clear in the respditgibi supervising the
paraeducators.

The adapted physical education teachers overdénstood that the
supervision of the paraeducator was a respongibiitthe teacher, but understood
the confusion. A good example of this was Col(@dapted physical education)
response,

The teacher but some PE teachers with really perénce having other
staff working with them and they get a little coséd and they think that
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somehow either the classroom teacher or homerotasss still suppose to
be in charge of this person or sometimes it’lireget turned around.

Paige (adapted physical education) from Granite8icDistrict was the only
adapted physical education teacher to not mentoself or the other teachers when
working with paraeducators in response to the questegarding supervision. She
was unsure and said, “l would have to say thaspeeial ed teacher that is...that
that para goes with. I've never been asked tonydkand of evaluation or
performance critique or anything. | would feel andortable doing so cause I'm
not trained.”

To further examine accountability each participaas asked how they are
evaluated, by whom, and how often. The teachespanses from both districts
were very similar. The paraeducators also resposdnilarly to one another with

the exception of one.
3.2.2.1 Observations

Accountability surrounding the supervision ofgedtucators and
responsibility for students with disabilities intated into general physical education
classes was further examined and triangulated ¢ftrthee observations of the
paraeducators during physical education. Duriegotbservations the paraeducators
and teacher interactions with each other and tieests was recorded through
systematic observation. The two paraeducators @sidian School District were
observed for four physical education class periodse paraeducators from Granite
School District were to also be observed for foaysibut due to illness and

scheduling conflicts Jack was only observed for tlags and Tammy was observed
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for 5 days. Tammy invited the researcher for th fifbservation on one of the days
Jack was scheduled but absent.

The specific interactions defined as verbal orgitgl cues, prompts, and/or
feedback were coded. The one on one interactibtiegaraeducator and the
student(s) with disabilities, the interaction o# gparaeducator and the teacher, the
teacher and the student(s) with disabilities, &edparaeducator with the students
without disabilities were coded for each of the gibgtl education observations. To
standardize the amount of interactions during ithe bbserved, data were calculated
into rate per minute. The interaction rates weng/Vow and often consisted of very
general feedback and lacked specific and corretdweaback related to the content.

Interactions During Physical Education
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Figure 1. The rate of interactions between Lauren, the playsiducation
teacher and students during physical edutati
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The observation notes described Lauren as stameiagthe group of special
education students providing assistance and proampt$eedback during the warm
up activity each observation. Lauren helped getstecial education students
placed where they needed to be and again providedgts, and general positive
feedback such as “good job”. The physical eduoaeacher’s interaction with the
special education student(s) was handing themlabadltelling them to throw it in

the game activity or asking how many points theest scored.

Interactions During Physical Education
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Figure 2. The rate of interactions between Megan, the phlysibacation
teacher and students during miaysducation.

Megan was a one-on-one paraeducator that suppmmedtudent in general
physical education. Megan and the teacher’s ioter@s were to prompt and

provide safety support in the class activity fag #tudent with a disability.
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Interactions During Physical Education
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Figure 3. The rate of interactions between Jack, the physidatation
teacher and students during miaysducation.

Jack had the lowest amount of interactions dupimgsical education. He did
not feel he or his students were very welcometénphysical education
environment and did not feel he had a role th@ilee teacher did not interact with
any of the special education students if he didhawe to. Jack and the teacher were
typically at the opposite ends of the gym for thieadion of the class period. The
physical education teacher had very limited inteoacwith the entire class except

during instruction time.
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Interactions During Physical Education
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Figure 4. The rate of interactions between Tammy, the phi/sidacation
teacher and students during gaysducation.

The interactions from both Tammy and the teacherewn support of the
special education students by providing promptsgaositive reinforcement. It was a
difficult class for the students with disabilitias their peers were often bickering and
picking on the special education students and eoigovery supportive or
encouraging when on the same teams.

From each of the observations of the four paraaius overall the greatest
amount of interactions occurred between the paduand the students with
disabilities and the least amount of interactioesergenerally between the
paraeducator and the teacher and between the teawhepecial education students.
In review of the observation notes many of theraatBons were the paraeducator

providing general positive feedback such as “gaid,j“nice try” and “good work”.
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There were limited instances that the special d@ttatudents were given specific
or corrective skill feedback during activities. @all the rate of interactions were

extremely low and lacked substance related to llegispecific content in the class.
3.2.3 Training Needs

The teachers and paraeducators were asked whatftyfaéning they felt
would be beneficial surrounding physical educatiod the paraeducator role in
physical education. The participants were als@@sé discuss the type of training
they would prefer.

The special education teachers mentioned mafsrelift areas for training
needs. Inclusion, collaboration and modifying addpting curriculum were all
discussed as areas of need. Rachel from ObsidiawoSEDistrict also mentioned
adolescent behavior and how different disabilitres/ impact development; she also
discussed specific programs or curriculum suchBaaifh Gym”. Greg'’s (special
education) response described needs specificahistsituation;

Well I think first of all paraeducators could rgdbe improved in dealing

with behavior in the mainstream situation withukeg ed kids, cause they

don’t have that full experience maybe my expemegizes me. So they have
regular...special ed kids and they come into a dagr of PE with 40 kids

possibly, plus maybe one or two of mine and sg’thdaving to deal with a

large group of kids and they could work on somiealver issues and how to

make things work. The other thing is just havingre knowledge about
what is expected in terms of PE goals, what taehter’s trying to
accomplish and that happens a little bit, bubgsh’t happen to the extent
that it should.

Mary (special education) on the other hand desdrévea of need surrounding the

integration of students. She replied,

I would say you know, on how to look inclusionade.. And also
collaboration with teachers. 1 think...teachersrasetrained enough to
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modify curriculum, to implement different stratetipat work with special
needs kids. So I think they need a lot more iingjiim that area.

The special education teachers were then askettyg®of training they would
like or most benefit from that would also includengral and adapted physical
education teachers and paraeducators. The teatdsmsbed hands on learning.
They wanted something they could do and participagand have a tactile
experience. Many of the paraeducators and teadestsibed similar type of
training formats.

The paraeducators described training needs iarthaes of understanding
student limits, managing behavior, and collaboratiocommunication. Jack and
Tammy from Granite School District both specifigathentioned a need for
understanding student limits specific to their ibty. Jack’s (paraeducator)
response illustrates,

I think you know exactly what the kids’ limits apéysically. You

know cause emotional and behavior issues you toeled aware of

and how to deal with those kind of things too, $ame kids really

have physical limitations and so | think if we wenore abreast of

that.

Tammy (paraeducator) specifically described, “@ettyou better prepared for what
to expect from like Down syndrome or autistic,taiir different limitations.”

Lauren (paraeducator) from Obsidian School Disttiscussed a need for
training in the area of behavior management. &itk 4 earning what their
behaviors are and having better training on learhiow to deal with certain

behaviors in kids.” She also went on to describedng to know how to address

specific types of behavior.
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The paraeducators all discussed communicatiteiag very important and
mentioned that training in how to work as team eoithborate more effectively
would be beneficial. Jack responded with, “I woliite to include how to make us
all work as a unit.” The other paraeducators dt#tat communication and time to
meet and share is needed.

The paraeducators described the type of traitag would want would need
to be hands on and job shadowing type experientleey wanted more feedback in
what they were doing. The paraeducators discugdeds dealing with different
situations and types of students as well as hatie@pportunity to meet with the
students’ previous paraeducator to share somehinsig

The physical education teachers discussed maeiliigining areas they were
interested in. They mentioned behavior, individtiag curriculum, special
education laws and language as well as collaboratial communication. They
also felt they needed in regards to the paraedigcadte. Other issues that came up
for teachers included being able to have teacherig days in their own content
area and not having to sit in on history or Engllsit having time to meet with other
physical educators. Judy’s (physical educatiogpoese illustrates,

I think training specific to your curricular areasuld be nice because

| know there’s lots of training for classroom tears. Or at least

more then what we have as PE teachers and sgét@yore training

on individualizing their curriculum and that softthing.

Judy also mentioned training in communicatiohe 8sked, “what are a great

way to communicate or how can we help each othter.gand | guess opening up

the chains of communication?” Judy also discusiidulties in meetings trying to
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understand all the special education languageeanast Nicole (physical education)
responded similarly: “It would be good for the tleeaxs to know all the legalities or
the legal things they need to know about.”

The physical education teachers from Granite 8icbastrict discussed
training needs more in regards to behavior managearal collaboration. Matt
(physical education) said he would like to leatmw to deal with them as far as the
physical activities, maybe what to watch for...kirfdike flares that may come up
that you can see something stating to evolve witht®nal behavior or whatever.”
Janice (physical education) concurred, but alstlyreanted time to be with the
adapted physical education teacher and speciab&daodeacher to learn. She really
felt that time to collaborate was a major trainimeggd. The physical education
teachers from both districts wanted hands on afidbayative training with the
adapted and special education teachers. Thewalsted resources such as videos
and learning the specifics of curricular modelsrfew ideas to assist with
differentiating their curriculum for their students

The adapted physical education teachers werdasimithe types of training
they would like, but also gave some more specKangples for what they think
would be beneficial surrounding the paraeducates rThe particular needs varied.
Paige (adapted physical education) responded nigcsaime as Judy the physical
education teacher from Obsidian did by mentionimged for more job alike
training. She said,

You know in-services to like job alike groups &l PE teachers
rather than just by site...I think if you did sonob jalike stuff so that
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we people could really hammer in on some spegifiestions. You
know | don’t need to learn more about the reagirgggram.

The three other physical education teachers sésziicollaboration and
communication. Colin (adapted physical educatioahtioned communication of
expectations, he responded “to meet with the stadbd of time... to explain to
everyone what the goals are and what they expécifabe other staff members that
are in there.” Colin described how teachers aleftheir own way of teaching, but
if the expectations were clear to the paraedu@atdrother teachers the more
appropriate planning could be to benefit the stteleMark (adapted physical
education) discussed the need for communicatiangddscribed why it is difficult,
“when | was going to school... there was no discusaisout managing other
adults.” Many of the teachers were learning onjdhehow to work with
paraeducators. They all felt that training wastieekto better understand appropriate
roles for paraeducators. Physical education eraakspecially seemed unsure how
to best utilize the paraeducators and all want&ditrg in regards to collaboration

and communication.
3.3 Discussion and Conclusion

The overview of the district standards for gal@cators in the two school districts
revealed that they had done little more than diesdhe No Child Left Behind
(NCLB, 2001) minimum qualifications and describe tiesponsibilities of
paraeducators. Both districts stressed that pacagors were to be under the
direction or supervision of a licensed staff memb@ranite, the rural school district

had more in depth information about the primaryetubf different types of
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paraeducators but neither school district provigiey type of standards for
supervision for the teachers. As participants vesteed to answer questions on a
questionnaire about the district standards reggrttia utilization of paraeducators
they were very vague and did not mention more tharNCLB (2001). The special
education teachers and the paraeducators wera@yhparticipants to answer yes
they new about the district standards, but wousgpoad by mentioning the need to
pass a test. This conflicted with findings from éfar, (2002) who found that
paraeducators reported not having any job desonptiOnly half of the adapted
physical education teachers wrote that they didiktiee district standards, but again
said they received the job description or descrid€dlB qualifications. The
physical education teachers did not know of angdaeds regarding the role of the
paraeducator. It is unclear if the job descriptiohparaeducators are given to all
staff, or only to special education staff. Didttevel oversight and training was
absent.

The CEC national standards were developed toreradl personnel including
paraeducators had the skills and knowledge negessareet the needs of students
with disabilities. Katsiyannis, Hodge & LanfordO@0) believed that most states
would incorporate the CEC’s national standards th&credentialing and training
process. Data from the participants in the curs&udy from two states does not
support good awareness of the national paraedustiodards. Only one
participant, a special education teacher, had aoywledge of the CEC standards for

paraeducators.
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Regardless of the standards, if teachers are usayf@inem, how are they to
direct and supervise the paraeducator appropriatéheir own classroom and how
can one be sure paraeducators have the skillsreowllédge to meet the needs of
students with disabilities in multiple settings?a@reco and Broer (2005) would
say that the standards were set in place to treaih@tom; untrained paraeducators,
but that the root of the cause has yet to be adddesurrounding the appropriate
utilization of paraeducators in inclusive classreamn even appropriate inclusion.

Another of the many symptoms surrounding the pare&tor role is the
accountability of paraeducator supervision andaasibility for students with
disabilities. Giangreco & Broer’s (2005) data sesjgd that general education
teachers need clarification surrounding their molthe education of students with
disabilities. Similar findings were present in therent study in regards to
knowledge of IEP goals, lesson objectives, andrttezactions captured in the
observation data.

The observational data showed that overall thetgseamount of
interactions in the general physical environmentenztween the paraeducator and
the special education students. The least amduntevactions occurred between
the paraeducator and the teacher and the teadthepanial education students. This
supports the concern of paraeducators taking orotegrimary teacher as found in
previous work by Broer, Doyle, & Giangreco (200%)also triangulated the
interview data in respect to the physical educat@athers’ responses to
understanding the role of the paraeducator and ¢l role in supervising them.

The general physical education teachers were d\bealkful to have the
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paraeducators in their class to “deal” with thelstus, but overall the teachers did
not take responsibility for the special educatitudents in their classes. The one
physical education teacher who took any respoiitsitidr the paraeducator and the
student integrated into her class was the physidatation teacher who only had one
special education student integrated at a time patiaeducator support. She was
also the only physical education teacher who knemstudents’ IEP goals. This
contradicts Giangreco, Yuan, McKenzie, Cameronj&a’s (2005) discussion on
inadvertent and detrimental effects of paraedugataximity yet may be an
indication of the need for natural distributionssaddents with and without
disabilities (Brown, Farrington, Knight, Ross, &egier, 1999). The observations in
the three other settings unfortunately did highligiany of the detrimental effects of
paraeducator proximity such as separation fronsotases, interference with peer
interactions, and interference with teacher engageiGiangreco, Yuan,
McKenzie, Cameron, & Fialka’s ,2005). The physiediication teacher in the
suburban school district that felt the paraedusatgre more co-teachers had the
least amount of interactions with students on ayeravhile the paraeducator had the
most amount of interactions with students with biiiées. The physical education
teacher did not take responsibility for the studentegrated into her class and
inappropriately assigned that role to the paraeueeho did assume the primary
teacher role.

The male physical education environment within Gea8chool District had
many issues that affected not only the paraeducal®rbut the appropriate

integration of students with disabilities. The enphysical education teacher (Matt)
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in the rural school district did not feel it was mesponsibility to teach students with
disabilities. He refused to grade them, or alloenm to come to class without the
paraeducator, adapted physical education teaclsresial education teacher. This
was classic illustration of what Mueller (2002)aef to as irresponsible inclusion
where the teacher relinquishes responsibility ierstudent and the paraeducator
lacks the training to effectively modify contentdaconsequently the students end up
not receiving quality instruction.

The participants were very similar when addressiaiging needs. The
majority of teachers and paraeducators mentiorgrdater need to communicate and
collaborate and manage behavior. This was thethesparaeducators were
especially interested in. The paraeducators alkocavledged a need to understand
the nature of certain disabilities and how it imtgabeir students. Davis, Kotecki,
Harvey & Oliver (2007) reported similar findingstime relation to the
responsibilities and needs for training of paraetiors in physical education. The
areas of training most important to the paraedusatophysical education were
activity modifications, attributes of students witisabilities, and knowledge of
motor development (Davis, Kotecki, Harvey & Olive007). The special education
teachers were interested in inclusion ideas andfgiiog and adapting curriculum as
were the physical education teachers. The adgybtgsical education teachers had
similar training needs but stressed the commuminaind collaboration. The
adapted physical education teachers were the ordy t mention training in the
area of paraeducator utilization. The type ahirey the participants wanted was

hands on instruction. The participants wantedauteve and hands on training as
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well as resources such as videos. Many of theasdncluded job shadowing and
visiting other sites or programs to see what elae being done. The paraeducators
had not received any training surrounding physéchication, and the physical
education teachers had not had any training in toowtilize them.

The intent of this study was to identify the dististandards, accountability
measures and training needs of paraeducators getieral physical education
environment. The district standards did little ntran describe the qualifications
mandated by NCLB (2001) and did not incorporatming needs in either of the
two districts. It is clear that there are trainmgpds for the paraeducator surrounding
physical education, as well as for the teachel®im to manage paraeducators.
However, these are again symptomatic fixes andodlget at the root of the issues
surrounding the education of students with distddiin general physical education
or the utilization of paraeducators. There needseta paradigm shift in education
and higher education programs that certify anchtt@@chers and oversight at the
state and local level.

Research should continue to examine role clarfigr@priate support models
for students with disabilities in integrated segtinand district standards for
supervision and training for paraeducators andherac Training should be
provided to teachers and paraeducators based oméeels and the CEC national
standards. However, Giangreco (2003) would cauhahteachers may abandon
more instructional responsibilities to paraeducatorce they are perceived to be
trained. Training paraeducators should not takegbf the teacher’s responsibility

to all students within their classrooms. Simikesearch should investigate the role
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of paraeducators in general physical settings disawehe affect of training teachers

in appropriate utilization and supervision of palaeators.
3.3.1 Implicationsfor Physical Education Teacher Education

Based on the current findings physical educatiastiers need more training
in regards to collaboration, differentiating cualiem, and supervising
paraeducators. All teachers need to be trainat& with and modify curriculum
for students with diverse needs and learn to warteams with other adults in the
current educational system. One class surrourdisapility awareness and
inclusion is insufficient for teachers as more amate students are being integrated
into the general physical education environmengappropriate inclusion continues
to be an issue. Simply placing a student in asohdth non disabled peers is not
inclusion and until we remedy what appropriateus@n is within schools students
will continue to be integrated into classes of viahilsey are still very much not a
part. Teachers will continue to place the resgalityi for students with disabilities
integrated into their classes inappropriately qramaeducators.

Within the current educational models of teach&ntng, programs need to
develop a curriculum component regarding the uggodeducators as
recommended by Frith & Lindsey (2001) and trairtedichers to work with all
students. Initial and Advanced teacher standddtignal Association for Sport and
Physical Education, 2008) should reflect the currerture of physical education
settings in regards to students with disabiliti@eachers need to know they are
accountable for students that are integrated i theesses with or without a

paraeducator present and need to take respongsfbiliteaching those students.
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Teachers also need more time to plan and workhegeis teaching teams. Districts
could help in many of these efforts by not allowpigsical education to continue to
be marginalized. Physical education teachers dhfmale access to training and
materials surrounding physical education curricubmteacher in-service days and
not placed into other content areas.

The institutions of higher education need to dinifin a segregated model of
teacher training and reflect the diverse classrooinmsodern education systems.
Physical Education Teacher Education training @ogr should reevaluate initial
teaching standards to reflect the needs of inctusiassrooms and some standards
may need to be more specific in regards to worlaiith students with disabilities.

The current dual training model should be exameedeneral education
teachers will be teaching students with disabgiaed need to collaborate with other
professionals. While training should continue fdapted physical education
specialists, physical education teachers need prerservice training in inclusive
practices including adapting and modifying curnioul creating peer interactions,

collaborating with teacher teams and the role apevision of paraeducators.
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4 Conclusion

Given the results of this study, it is importantéwisit the initial research questions:
(1) How do paraeducators, special education teacphysical education teachers,
and adapted physical education teachers definetb®f the paraeducator in the
general physical education environment? (2) Howhéaeachers and paraeducators
define the standards and supervision of paraedis®at(8) What are the districts
standards and training for paraeducators, andelpititlude physical education?

The phenomena surrounding the role of the paragduim general physical
education had mixed results from a self and tearspeetive across both the rural
and suburban school districts. Overall there wiaglaof clarity in regards to the
paraeducator role in physical education, the stalsd@r supervision of the
paraeducator, and the responsibility for studertegrated into general physical
education. Collectively, the description of théerof the paraeducator was unclear
but was described in relation to the students plaieeors worked with and not in
relation to the teacher’s role or content spec¢diphysical education. The district
standards did little to define the role of the jgal#cator for teachers and teachers
were often unaware of district standards existiegomd the qualifications mandated
by NCLB (2001). These findings coupled with theetvational and questionnaire
data show a need for role description and clatificefor the teachers and the
paraeducators regarding the physical educatiomgethd the integration of students
with disabilities.

Throughout the interviews, questionnaires, aneéniagions it was apparent

that both the role and appropriate utilizationref paraeducator was unclear to the
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teachers. The physical education teachers’ roletggrating students with
disabilities into their general physical educatobesses was also unclear.
Paraeducators and teachers both lacked trainihg.p@raeducators lacked specific
training in regards to attributes of students wdlitabilities, activity modifications,
motor development, and collaboration. Behavior ag@ment was also a major
training concern and key description of their owley yet often defined as a
weakness by both the individual paraeducators laatetachers. The physical
education teachers were untrained in regards teupervision of paraeducators.
Communication and collaboration were training ndedsll teachers and
paraeducators.

The lack of clarity surrounding the paraeducatde,rstandards, and
supervision may also account for the lack of teaokgponsibility and accountability
for the students with disabilities integrated ittieir classes. The teachers’ own
competence and perceived role in integrating stisdeith disabilities may also
compound the inappropriate roles of the paraedusaith as becoming the primary
teacher to students with disabilities and primaaster causing social isolation.

The findings warrant more exploration needs todae and several issues
need to be addressed including teacher and pa@edu@ining and the
dissemination of standards. Potential questionfutare research include: (1) How
does increased collaboration and communicatiorcififie integration of students
with disabilities? (2) What are the needs of teaslsurrounding the supervision of
the paraeducators? (3) How does training for texacand paraeducators affect the

integration of students with disabilities in phydieducation? (4) What are effective



88

alternative support strategies for students wiglakilities? (5) How can general
physical education teachers be better prepareatk w inclusive settings? (6)
How do general physical education teachers destiidierole in the education of
students with disabilities integrated in their sles? (7) How does the natural
distribution of students with and without disali# affect teacher and student
interactions in inclusive settings?

These questions are just the beginning when iesaim understanding the
role of the paraeducator in the general physicatation environment and other
factors regarding the appropriate inclusion of shid with disabilities. As this
research has shown, in agreement with other stodietassroom paraeducators, the
use of paraeducator support in general physicataohn settings may have
unfavorable effects for students with disabilitieachers and paraeducators remain

untrained.
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Appendix A

Literature Review
Since the mid to late 1950’s teacher aides, cugrénbwn as paraeducators, have
been recruited to alleviate teacher shortages ssidtan the development of new
community programs for individuals with disabilgi€Pickett, Likins, & Wallace,
2003). In the past decade the use of paraedudatedsication has grown
tremendously as more students with disabilitiesraegrated into general education
classrooms (Giangreco, Edelman, Boer, & Doyle, 2@01 the need to extend the
support of the special education teachers to melgpneral educational settings has
grown (Walsh & Jones, 2004).

The increased use of paraeducators raises impguastions such as, are
they trained for their roles? Are the roles appaip? What effects do they have on
the students they work with? (Giangreco, Edelngaer, & Doyle, 2001). Other
concerns from the literature include an over-releaaon paraeducators and the double
standard this creates for students with disalslitteaccess trained “highly qualified
teachers” a term linked to No Child Left Behind, DNEC(2001). Professionals and
parents have been concerned about the amount@ftpecial education students
spend with a paraeducator receiving the majorittheir instruction. The double
standard is that of students with the greatestathmal needs are being educated
primarily by the least trained and lowest stata$f $tnd having less access to trained
teachers than the general education student (GaoagHalvorsen, Doyle, & Broer,
2004; French & Chopra, 1999). Another concerreiinthg if paraeducators are

assistants of students or if they are assistarttsaghers (French, 1998); Downing,
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2000). Due to many of these concerns the federargment placed standards on
paraeducators (IDEA 1997, & NCLB, 2001).

The No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act (2001) definttee role of the
paraeducator as an individual who is employed iegucational environment under
the supervision of a certified or licensed teachi@re NCLB Act put minimum
requirements on paraeducator positions such as thibls instructional duties to
have completed two years of college, an assoadikgiee, or they must pass a
rigorous state or local assessment that demonstiate ability to assist instruction
in writing, reading and math; however all paraedoiscamust have a high school
diploma or it's equivalent (Ashbaker, 2004). NCaBo clearly states that
paraeducators may not provide instruction unlesieuthe direct supervision of a
highly qualified teacher and has a minimum of tveang of college, an AA or has
passed a rigorous district test (NCLB, 2001). fdguirements made under the
Individuals with Disabilities Act IDEA (1997) arénsilar and both have left it up to
the states and local education agencies (LEA)dwige their own standards for the
training of paraeducators. However few states liave more than use the NCLB
requirements as their own (Pickett, Likins, & Wa#a2003).

The Council for Exceptional Children (CECXxlaso taken an interest in the
role of the paraeducator and developed 10 profeakgiandards for paraeducators
with knowledge and skill descriptions (CEC, 2004he ten standards created by the
CEC (2004) include; foundations, development aratatteristics of learners,
individual learning differences, instructional ségies, learning environment/social

interactions, language, instructional planningeasment, professional and ethical
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practice, and collaboration. Within each standaedCEC (2004) lists the
knowledge and the skills paraeducators should hold.

The increased use of paraeducators and ¢ivespoms made to the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA)997 and the No Child Left
Behind Act (NCLB) of 2001 has heightened the awessramong administrators and
policy makers nationwide to more effectively addresany of the issues linked to
the employment, preparation, supervision, and rolése paraeducators (Pickett,
Likins & Wallace, 2003). The role, job satisfactioatention and training of
paraeducators have been of concern due to a shatapecial education teachers in
the field (White, 2004; Trautman, 2004; French,£00hich has therefore placed
greater demands on the paraeducator.

Many of the demands placed on paraeducatersonsidered to be
unrealistic and burdensome particularly on untraimelividuals (Beale, 2001).
Many of the demands include assisting student#fierent educational curricula,
personal care, as well as in implementing diffetesttavior management strategies
(Giangreco & Doyle, 2002). Paraeducators oftepiuecvery little reinforcement
for the many roles they fill and are often underapmted. For a paraeducator the
realities of their frequently undefined roles, ipegpriate responsibilities, lack of
appreciation and reinforcement by others affe@g ferceived competence in their
abilities to assist students with disabilities inaaeas (Giangreco, Edelman, and
Broer, 2001). The role of the paraeducator hasprapriately expanded in large
part to the decrease in special education teatieeeuse of high turn over rates due

to adverse working conditions including large caads, paperwork, and lack of
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administrative support (Giangreco, Edelman, BoeDd&/le, 2001). These issues
also highlight a breakdown in communication andatmration among teachers and
paraeducators which is essential in the curremielgl models of special education
where students are integrated into the generalagidmcenvironment more often
(French & Chopra, 2006), especially in environmesutsh as physical education. As
more students are included more support persomaetallaborative practices are
needed; however the role of the paraeducator fardiiit classes, especially the

physical education environment remains unclear.
Multiple Roles of Paraeducator

Paraeducators are known to have many roles in gdgatudents with disabilities.
Not all the roles they take on are appropriateanedften times detrimental to
students. In a study that explored parent pers@scon the responsibility of the
paraeducator, French and Chopra (1999) descrihedgfonary roles that parents
reported for paraeducators. The four roles wermeotor, team member, instructor,
and caregiver/health service provider. The rolearinector was described by
parents as the most important and powerful rok@fparaeducator. The role was
primarily described as keeping the parents linkét the school. Parents often
reported that they were more likely to be in conwaith their child’s paraeducator
then with the teacher. However some parents aésdioned how the role of
connector failed due to the paraprofessional baibgrrier to their child with peers
and general education teachers.

The second role parents described was team memBarents felt that

paraeducators needed to be an equal part of thelieesause their input was
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valuable. A few parents mentioned the paraedusatde as being more valuable
then the teacher’s role because of the amouningf the paraeducator spent with
their child and how the paraeducator should be mespected as a team member.
Role three was described as instructor. Althoumjlemts knew that their child was
being instructed by paraeducators they were coafitetwhen they perceived the
paraeducator was doing a good job, being supertigede teacher, and lessons
reflected the IEP goals. On the other hand seyarants were concerned that
paraeducators were the ones adapting curriculuhowitsupervision. The fourth
role of caregiver had similar concerns stated bgma in that paraeducators were
often doing things they were not trained to do.thAfhe caregiver role parents also
had concerns in regards to dignity and privacyttieir children. The roles parents
defined are similar and with similar concerns t® tbles students have described for
themselves especially in regard to friend and prynbeacher.

Broer, Doyle, & Giangreco (2005) found in intemvof students with
intellectual disabilities that paraprofessionaketan the roles of mother, friend,
protector, and primary teacher which included theofeexclusion from peer
relationships (friend), embarrassment (mothemynséi and bullying (protector) and
invisible to general education teachers (primaagher). Overwhelmingly present
in the interviews was the denial of opportunitydgvelop peer relationships creating
the role of friend in the paraprofessional due feeessity.

Causton-Theoharis & Malmgren (2005) looked moosely at the
inadvertent effect of the increased social isofatbstudents with disabilities and

acknowledged the fact that paraprofessionals wamsidered to be a physical barrier



100

to peer interactions. However they did find thebtigh intervention and training,
paraprofessionals were able to facilitate and meanteractions among students
with and without disabilities dissolving the inappriate role of friend in the
paraprofessional. However, teachers and educatessa members have also
reported similar concerns in the proximity and oxgerof paraeducator support.

In a qualitative study examining the proximitypafraeducators through the
observations and interviews of 134 instructionahtenembers, eight themes
emerged. The themes included; interference withewship and responsibility by
general educators, separation from classmatesndepee on adults, impact on peer
interactions, limitations on receiving competerstinction, loss of personal control,
loss of gender identity, and interference withrinstion of other students
(Giangreco, Edelman, Luiselli & MacFarland 199These eight themes are
examples of the issues relating to the “hoveringiaraeducators and the
importance of examining the policies regarding pdtecator support, teacher
supervision and the collaboration of educationats.

Chopra, Sandoval-Lucero, Aragon, Bernal, Berg RE&as, & Carroll
(2004) looked into how paraprofessionals percethed role as a connector to the
community. What was found in the interviews weat the role of the
paraprofessional is often to connect the partiesled. The paraprofessionals felt
they were the connector of students to teachersnfsato teachers, parents to
students, and students to peers. However as &ctmrthey also described their

role as problematic in the areas of respect, amdtappreciation (Giangreco,
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Edelman, & Broer, 2001). It was also stated tlfirotimes their roles were unclear

or undefined.
Paraeducator in Physical Education

The roles of the paraeducator have not alwaysfeees to the physical education
environment. Often paraeducators have seen physloaation as a time for a break
or a planning period (Block, 2000). This has bdea to a lack of expectation to
assist in general physical education, and undefiok$ when positions of
employment were accepted (Silliman-French & Fublert1998). It is less clear

what happens in physical education regarding tleeafthe paraeducator. There is
extremely limited literature regarding physical edtion and the paraprofessional,
however one study by Bolen and Thomas (1997) fdrord their survey that 100%
of paraeducators working in the physical educagiovironment did not meet the
minimal 3-day orientation recommendations. Sixypercent also reported having
no in-service training, 97% reported a need forarfeedback and suggestions, 93%
expressed inadequacies in being provided weekliecemces, while 90% wanted
closer supervision by their supervising teachenother study found regarding the
paraeducators’ attitudes toward the inclusion efishts with disabilities in physical
education. O’Connor and French (1998) found sigaiift negative correlations on
scores of expressed feelings about inclusion amditimber of course credits in
college, ratings of in-service experiences, andgion of inclusion. Other
significant differences were found between meamiedge about inclusion by time
worked in general physical education, between nmelhveomen for years of

education and for years of experience as a paregsiohal.
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More recently, Davis, Kotecki, Harvey, & OliverQ@7) examined the needs
and responsibilities of paraeducators through #eeaf a questionnaire. The areas of
training found most important to paraeducatorsudet! activity modifications,
attributes of students with disabilities, and knedde of motor development. The
format for training that most paraeducators choas that in which took up the least
amount of time and with the least time constrail&st chose a one day training.
These findings were consistent with literature rdop training time. A very low
percent of paraeducators reported receiving amyitigato work in physical
education. The authors however point out thabiild be important in the future to
examine the IEP needs listed in regards to physaatation, the amount of support
or role of the paraeducator may not be documemt&Eias it is in other classes
creating issues of support and training in PE avg$ible conflict with the general
PE teachers expectations of the paraeducatorhairdperception of their duties as it
relates to PE.

Overall the training for paraeducators in physedlication needs to include
skills that promote activity implementation and gamodification and not relate to
issues of assessment or IEP development. Bastugkdimdings the training should
also be delivered in the most efficient format sanpgd by participant incentives
(Davis, 2007). Other literature in physical edisraregarding paraeducators is
anecdotal with strategies in how to best utilizd aork with paraeducators in

physical education.
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Job Retention

Due to the lack of training and issues regardingefined roles, paraprofessionals
like special education teachers, are often diffitmketain. Giangreco, Edelman, &
Boer, (2001) describe these issues in six thermas.themes were identified through
interview and observational data of 103 teachedspamaeducators. The themes
described the respect, appreciation, and acknowfadgt of the paraeducators, and
how they expressed a hope that they would be betteed by more of the people
they worked with. The six themes describing hovapducators could be better
valued included; non-monetary symbols of appremmtcompensation, entrusted
with important responsibilities, non-instructiomasponsibilities, wanting to be
listened to, and orientation and support (Giangréckelman, & Boer, 2001).

The retention of special education teachers has be issue for sometime.
Merrow (1999) said that when it comes to speciakation teachers, recruitment is
not the problem, it is retention. As the rolelw# special education has been
changing, the demands have increased making it diffieult to retain special
education teachers in the field (Gersten, Keatftayanoff, & Harniss, 2001).

To examine the intent of special education teacteestay in the profession
Gersten et al. (2001) examined the job design efispeducators. They discussed
that with teachers attempting to keep up with neitiaitives, fulfilling teaching and
non-teaching duties, providing quality instructtonstudents with disabilities, and
attempting to work with and collaborate effectivalith other adults to provide
quality instruction in the general education enniment, stress levels increased

effecting job satisfaction. The lack of job saigfon on top of other issues such as
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lack of resources, administrative support, andtéthdecision making power creates
disharmony and effects teachers sense of efficdmghacan in turn affect the
teachers intent to remain in the field (Gerstem| ¢2001).

The role of the general education teacher is angras well. Regardless of
how prepared general education teachers repomdgdhey are playing a primary
role in educating students with disabilities (Br@aWpAdams, Sindelar, Waldron, &
Vanhover, 2006). Effective physical education kegis have reported frustration,
lack of support, and feelings of inadequacy andt gua qualitative study regarding
inclusion practices (LaMaster et al, 1998). Lien8herrill & Myers (2001)
discussed similar findings in a cross-cultural gtuath physical education teachers
in the US and Germany. The teachers in both casteported not being
sufficiently trained and not having enough suppersonnel or resources to work
with students with disabilities included in thelasses. These issues regarding
inclusion and the many other issues surroundingivgrconditions greatly affect

teacher morale and even the intent to stay in tbkegsion.
Collaboration

Inclusion is an educational philosophy that adves#br the placement of students
with disabilities to be in the general educaticasstoom with their non disabled
peers with all support services necessary. Inrdodenclusion to be successful the
following need to be in place; a) positive attitesdad commitment to change, b)
honoring of individual differences, c) collaboratiplanning, and d) administrative

support (Block, 1999).



105

Collaborative planning has been stated from thig beginning of the
inclusion movement as a process that must take plHowever many teachers were
not trained to work with others, they were trainedbe in charge of their own
classrooms, therefore many “inclusive” programsehlacked planning between
general education teachers, special educationgeggbaraeducators and
administrators. Most educators have been traim@dsegregated model creating a
need for information about a) purposes and beneffitsclusive placements, b)
description of what their new roles look like, arjdvhat types of supports are
available to them (Givner & Haager, 1995).

Issues relating to training deal with the roleéled paraeducator to be a jack
of all trades. They often accompany students tthManglish, Reading, and
Physical Education to assist them. More and maregrofessionals have multiple
roles across all curricular areas to provide supfeorstudents in areas without
sufficient training. To complicate the lack ofitriamg in different academic areas,
teachers often report being unprepared to collabavdh paraeducators. This often
results in a lack of communication between adutti@s, and an inappropriate shift
of responsibility for the students with disabilgie

The paraeducator is to be under direct supervisidhe special education
teacher when providing instruction according to NBQR001), yet it is not
understood how this takes place in the physicatatiion environment. It is
important to examine the role of the paraeducatghiysical education from the
perspectives of the physical education teacherspleial education teacher and the

paraeducator to determine where in lays the “corumtiin this collaborative
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relationship (Giangreco & Broer, 2002). An exantima of what is happening in the
physical education environment regarding the pare&dr support of students with
disabilities will help determine the needs for fettraining to increase effective

collaboration between teachers and paraeducators.
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Appendix B

Timeline of Study Events

November 19 2007: meeting @ Sycamore Middle & sartdecruitment email
December 5 2007: Full day observation w/ Megan
December 7 2007: Full day observation w/ Laurendldd/S)
December 10 2007: PE observation w/ Lauren (Mapt M
December 11 2007: PE observation w/ Megan (Sycaii&ge
December 13 2007: PE observation W Megan (Sycam&)e
December 17 2007: PE observation w/ Lauren (Map.M
Interviews: Rachel & Lauren (Maple MS).

December 18 2007: Interview w/ Colin (Sycamore MS)
January 22 2008: PE observation w/ Megan (SycaM&pe
January 23 2008: PE observation w/ Lauren (Maplé MS
January 24 2008: PE observation w/ Lauren (Mapl¢ MS

Interview w/ Mary (Sycamore MS)
January 29, 2008: Interview w/ Mark (Maple)
January 30 2008: Interview w/ Judy (Maple)

Interview w/ Megan (Sycamore MS)

February 1 2008: Interview w/ Nicole (Sycamore MS)
February 5 2008: Full Day observation Jack (Whitk ™S)

PE Observation TamMgh{te Oak MS)
February 6 2008: PE Observation & interview w/ Jatkite Oak MS)
February 7 2008: Full Day observation w/ Tammy (#&l@ak MS)
February 8 2008: Interview w/ Tammy (White Oak MS)
February 12 2008: PE observation w/ Tammy (Whitk U&)

Interview w/ Janig&hite Oak MS)

February 13 2008: PE observation w/ Tammy & Jacki(@®Oak MS)
February 14 2008: Interviews w/ Matt & James (Widek MS)
February 15 2008: PE observation w/ Tammy (Whitk &)

Interviews w/ Paige & Greg (\¢hDak MS)
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Appendix C

Recruitment Email

Dear Teachers & Paraeducators,

My name is Bekkie Bryan and | am a doctoral stu@d@regon State University in
the Movement Studies in Disability program. | amnrently working on my doctoral
dissertation and am contacting you to invite yopddicipate in my research project.
The research study is designed to explore theofddee paraeducator in the general
physical education environment. | have receivathssion from the district to ask
for your participation.

The study will explore how members of educatiorahts define the role of the
paraeducator in the physical education environntew, the supervisory roles of
teachers to paraeducators are described and, enhdidtricts policies and standards
are for the employment and training of paraedusatdhe study will also examine
what the needs are for teachers and paraeducatsusdessfully include students
with disabilities in physical education.

The study will consist of a demographic questioredbur observations including a
full day observation, and three 1 hour post cheakd,a 45-75 minute interview
outside of school during your own personal timéwe Thformation gathered from

this study will help provide future training foratehers and paraeducators to continue
to successfully support students with disabilities.

Your participation would be greatly appreciatedhis study. If you are interested or
have any questions regarding the project pleas&cbme at bryanr@onid.orst.edu
or (541) 737-3402.

Sincerely,

Bekkie Bryan
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Appendix D

Informed Consent

Nutrition and Exercise Sciences
Oregon State University, 206 Women's Building, Corvallis, Oregon 97331
Tel 541-737-3402 | Fax 541-737-6613 | www.hhs.oregonstate .edu/nes

Oregon State

UNIVERSITY

INFORMED CONSENT DOCUMENT

Project Title: The Role of the Paraeducator in the General Physical Education

Environment
Principal Investigator: Jeff McCubbin Dept. of Nutrition and Exercise Sciences
Co-Investigator(s): Rebecca Bryan Dept. of Nutrition and Exercise Sciences

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF THIS STUDY?

You are being invited to take part in a research study designed to explore the role of the paraeducator
in the general physical education environment. The study will explore how members of educational
teams define the role of the paraeducator in the physical education environment. how the supervisory
roles of teachers to paraeducators are described and, what the districts policies and standards are for
the employment and training of paraeducators. The study will also examine what the needs are for
teachers and paraeducators to successfully include students with disabilities in physical education.

The results and outcomes of the study are intended to be used for a doctoral dissertation project for
degree completion. and for research publication. The role of the paraeducator is being studied
because new guidelines have been issued regarding the training of paraeducators: however there is
limited research on the paraeducators role in physical education. The significance of this project is to
provide a more complete understanding of the paraeducators roles in different classroom
environments such as physical education.

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF THIS FORM?

This consent form provides you the information you will need to help you decide whether to participate in
the study or not. Please read the form carefully. You may ask any questions about the research. the
possible risks and benefits, your rights as a volunteer, and anything else that is not clear. When all of your
questions have been answered, you can decide if you want to be in this study or not.

WHY AM [ BEING INVITED TO TAKE PART IN THIS STUDY?

You are being invited to take part in this study because you are a physical education teacher that has
students with disabilities included in your classes, are a paraeducator that works with students with
disabilities. are an adapted physical education teacher, or a special education teacher.

There is a waiver of informed consent for the students because it is the normal educational setting and
there is no risk to the students.

WHAT WILL HAPPEN DURING THIS STUDY AND HOW LONG WILL IT TAKE?

If you decide to take part in this research study you will be asked to fill out a demographic questionnaire
about your position in the school district, be observed for one full day at your school. and for three




additional one hour visits during physical education, and be part of a 45-75 minute audio recorded
interview in a private quiet location to be determined by the participant and researcher. You will also be
asked to review transcripts to be sure the researcher maintains the true meaning of your answers to
questions. You will review the interpretations the researcher makes from your transcripts to ensure that
the interpretations are correct. Confidentiality will be maintained throughout the project. Pseudonyms
will be used for the district. the schools, and the participants of this study. The researcher will be the only
one with access to any identifying information.

If you agree to take part in this study. your involvement will last for one full day observation. three I-hour
observations, a 45-75 minute interview, and one follow up meeting lasting approximately one hour to

review the interpretations made by the researcher from your transcripts.

WHAT ARE THE RISKS OF THIS STUDY?

The possible discomforts associated with the procedures described in this study include: being
uncomfortable during the observations or nervousness during the interview process and fear of
recognition. The researcher will minimize the risks by reassuring the participants that the purpose of the
study is to explore the roles of teachers and paraprofessionals in the school and not to disrupt any day to
day activities and to also change any identifying descriptors to maintain the confidentiality of the
participants. schools. and school districts.

WHAT ARE THE BENEFITS OF THIS STUDY?

There are no direct benefits to you for being in this study. However, in the future other people might
benetit from this study by understanding the roles and possible needs of teachers and paraeducators in the
schools which will help professionals plan and develop training for the needs of teachers and
paraeducators in working with students with disabilities in physical education.

WILL I BE PAID FOR PARTICIPATING?

You will be paid for being in this research study by receiving a $15 gift certificate for your interview time.

WHO WILL SEE THE INFORMATION I GIVE?

The information you provide during this research study will be kept confidential to the extent permitted by
law. To help protect your confidentiality, the researcher will use pseudonyms for your name. the name of
your school and school district. The interview will be audio-recorded and transcribed into written form by
the rescarcher. The audio tapes and transcriptions will be confidential and all information will be kept in a
locked filing cabinet and on password protected computers.

The audio-tapes will be destroyed upon the completion of publication(s) for this study. Only the
researcher will have access to all documents and data including audio tapes and transcripts.

The school district will be offered an in-service training based moderately on the reported needs of
teachers and paraeducators in the study. The in-service will not report data from the study to ensure
confidentiality.
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If the results of this project are published your identity, the identity of your school and school district will
not be made public.

DO 1 HAVE A CHOICE TO BE IN THE STUDY?

If you decide to take part in the study, it should be because you really want to volunteer. You will not
lose any benefits or rights you would normally have if you choose not to volunteer. You can stop at
any time during the study and still keep the benefits and rights you had before volunteering.

You will not be treated differently if you decide to stop taking part in the study. You may also skip any
questions during the interview you wish to not answer. If you choose to withdraw from this project before
it ends, the researcher may keep information collected about you and this information may be included in
study reports.

WHAT IF I HAVE QUESTIONS?

If you have any questions about this research project, please contact: Bekkie Bryan at (541)-753-7955 or
bryanrg onid.orst.edu or Jeff McCubbin at (541) 737-2176 or Jeff. McCubbin@oregonstate.edu.

If you have questions about your rights as a participant, please contact the Oregon State University
Institutional Review Board (IRB) Human Protections Administrator, at (541) 737-4933 or by email at
IRB ¢ oregonstate.edu.

Your signature indicates that this research study has been explained to you, that your questions have been
answered. and that you agree to take part in this study. You will receive a copy of this form.

Participant's Name (printed):

(Signature of Participant) (Date)
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Appendix E
Name: School: please circle:M F
Occupation (please circle one):
Special Education Teacher Physical EducatiorcAea
Adapted Physical Education Teacher Paraeducator
Years of Experience: How long at curreat@mhnent:

Grade levels you have worked with (please indibate many years at each below).
Elementary: Middle: High:

What is your highest degree earned:

If you are currently in college please indicatecleand major:

Have you taken any adapted physical education eauansk?

If yes, how many undergraduate credits : ad@ate credits:

Have you taken any special education coursework?

If yes, how many undergraduate credits: d@xi credits:

How would you classify the students with disaleltiyou currently work with?

Mild to moderate Moderate to severe Severe

As a teacher or paraeducator what types of disasildo the students you currently
work with have?

Please rate the quality of your teaching experievarking with students with
disabilities.

Unsatisfactory Satisfactory Very
Good
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Please rate how competent you feel in providingruesion for students with
disabilities.

Not Competent Somewhat Competent yVer
Competent

Please rate how supportive you feel your admirtistnas of physical education.
Not supportive Somewhat Supportive Very

supportive

Have you had any training in collaboration? Pleag#ain (district training
coursework, in-services, conferences, etc.)

Have there been any in-services or training in ybsirict for paraeducators? If yes
please explain.

Have there been any in-services or training foapducators in the physical
education environment? If yes please explain.

Have there been any in-services or training focspe@ducation and other teachers
in the district regarding the supervision of pataedors? If yes please explain.

Does your district have standards regarding padis? If yes what are they?

Are you aware of or ever viewed the Council for &xiwonal Children’s (CEC)
competencies for paraeducators? If yes pleasaiexpbw or where?
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Appendix F

Interview Questions

Physical Education Teacher

1.

Can you explain your role as a physical educatacher in this district at
the Middle/High School level? What does a typitay look like?

What do you enjoy about being a teacher? Whas@ree of the challenges
you face as a teacher?

What is your role as it pertains to students wifalilities integrated into
your class?

Do you have knowledge of IEP goals regarding pl&y®ducation? Who is
accountable for those goals? (who tracks & docus)en

As a general physical education teacher do youytmelare well trained to
work with students with disabilities? To work @dbratively with other
teachers and staff such as paraeducators.

Do you meet or plan with the special educationtieaor case manager of
the students with disabilities in your class. Whehy, how often?

Does an adapted physical education specialisttagisisthe inclusion of
students with disabilities in your classes? Do gollaborate or meet to
make adaptations or modifications for students?ei\& how often?

How would you describe the role of the paraedudatgour class? What do
they do during physical education? Do they help plan, or carry out
portions of lessons? How, when, how often?

Has the role of the paraeducator been describegpdained to you (by
administration or SPED teacher)?

10.What are some of the strengths of the paraprofealsiqyou work with?

What are some of their weaknesses in the physittedation environment?

11.Who is responsible for the supervision of the pdwaator in your class?

12.Do you feel that paraeducators have enough physitatation curricular

knowledge to assist students with disabilities geting the lesson & unit
goals?
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13.How do you feel the paraprofessionals could beebetilized in physical
education?

14.What type of training do you need to work with stats with disabilities,
paraeducators, and special education teacherslieggohysical education?

15.1f an in-service training was offered for physiealucation teachers, special
education teachers, adapted physical educatiohdemand
paraprofessionals, what types of things would ykeito see offered, or do
you see as a need to be covered in such an iree@rvi

Paraprofessional

1. Can you explain your role/job to me as a parapsibesl in the Middle/High
School setting? What does a typical day look like?

2. What do you enjoy about being a paraprofessiondliat are some of your
challenges as a paraprofessional? What are sogmipstrengths?

3. As a paraprofessional what is your role in thestiaem? In the physical
education environment? Are the roles you fill cleayou?

4. How are your roles defined? Who defines them liyethe teacher,
administrator etc.) Do you believe the roles yiliafe clear to the teachers
you work with (PE & SPED)?

5. Are you aware of students IEP goals in physicacatan?

6. Are you usually aware of the unit or lesson goalghysical education class
prior to arriving to class?

7. Does the physical education teacher(s) ever givesypectations or ideas of
what you could do to support the entire class? skthdents with disabilities?

8. What do you usually do during physical educatiass?

9. Do you feel competent in assisting students meetcalar goals in physical
education? Competent in the physical educatiotecturriculum?

10.1n an ideal situation what would you see your @den physical education?
What types of things would need to happen in ofdiethis to take place?

11.Do you feel that the physical education teachepen to working with
students with disabilities? Does the teacher et (students with
disabilities) curricular needs? In what areas oo see for improvement?
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Would the teacher be able to successfully inclh@se students in lessons if
you were not present?

12.How do you perceive teachers treat you as a pdegsional?

13.Do any teachers supervise you when working witbestis with disabilities

on their lessons or objectives? Are you supervisghysical education?

14.1f an in-service were to be offered for paraproi@sals and teachers, what

types of things would you like that in-service nelude? What would you
benefit from to make you feel more comfortable @ampetent in physical
education curriculum?

Adapted Physical Education Teacher

1.

Can you explain your role as the adapted physaat&ion teacher in this
district & at the Middle/High School level? Whaiek a typical day look
like?

. What do you enjoy about being an adapted phystiataion teacher? What

are some of the challenges you face as a teacher?

What is your role as it pertains to students wifalilities integrated into
general physical education classes?

Do you have knowledge of IEP goals regarding play®ducation for the
students included in general physical education?o W accountable for
those goals? (who tracks & documents)

As an adapted physical education teacher do ydydeewere well trained
to work with students with disabilities in diffetesettings? To work
collaboratively with other teachers and staff saslparaeducators.

Do you meet or plan with the special educationiteaor case manager of
the students with disabilities on your caseloachew why, how often?

. Do you meet with the physical education teachetside of seeing students

to assist with the inclusion of students with dibaés on your caseload? Do
you collaborate to make adaptations or modificatifmm students, discuss
goals & objectives etc.? When & how often?

How would you describe the role of the paraedudattie different
placement settings you work in regarding physidalcation (i.e. pullout,
included etc.)? What do they do during physicaloation? Do they help
you plan, or carry out portions of lessons? HoWwemw how often?
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9. Has the role of the paraeducator been describegpained to you (by
SPED teachers or administrators)?

10.What are some of the strengths of the paraprofealsigyou work with?
What are some of their weaknesses in the physittedagion environment?

11.Who is responsible for the supervision of the padwaator during physical
education?

12.Do you feel that paraeducators have enough physttatation curricular
knowledge to assist students with disabilities geting the lesson & unit
objectives?

13.How do you feel the paraprofessionals could beebetilized in physical
education?

14.What type of training do you feel is needed in otdevork with students
with disabilities, paraeducators, and special etinicaeachers regarding
physical education?

15.1f an in-service training was offered for physiealucation teachers, special
education teachers, adapted physical educatioheesaand
paraprofessionals, what types of things would ykeitio see offered, or do
you see as a need to be covered in such an iree@rvi

Special Education Teacher

1. Can you explain your role as a special educatiachter in this district at the
Middle/High School level? What does a typical gk like?

2. What do you enjoy about being a teacher? Whas@ree of the challenges
you face as a teacher?

3. What is your role as it pertains to students wifalilities integrated into
general education classes including physical edutat

4. Do you have knowledge of IEP goals regarding playsducation? Who is
accountable for those goals? (who tracks & docus)en

5. As a general special education teacher do yowteehre well trained to
work with students with disabilities in the diffettesettings? To work
collaboratively with other teachers and staff saslparaeducators.

6. Do you meet or plan with the other teachers ofstidents with disabilities
on your caseload? With the physical educationhtedc When, why, how
often?
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7. Does an adapted physical education specialisttagisisthe inclusion of
students with disabilities in physical educatioDd® you collaborate or meet
to help make adaptations or modifications for stugi2 When & how often?

8. How would you describe the role of the paraedudatgour class? What do
they do during physical education? Do they help plan, or carry out
portions of lessons? How, when, how often?

9. Has the role of the paraeducator been describegained to you by the
administration or who described it to you?

10.What are some of the strengths of the paraprofealsigyou work with?
What are some of their weaknesses?

11.Who is responsible for the supervision of the pdwuaator in your class? In
physical education?

12.Do you feel that paraeducators have enough physttatation curricular
knowledge to assist students with disabilities eeting the lesson & unit
objectives? Do you feel that you have enough mlaysiducation curricular
knowledge to assist in including students with blitzes in physical
education?

13.How do you feel the paraprofessionals could beesbetilized in physical
education?

14.What type of training do you need to work with stots with disabilities,
paraeducators, adapted physical education andaeyessical education
teachers regarding physical education?

15.1f an in-service training was offered for physiedlucation teachers, special
education teachers, adapted physical educatioheéesaand
paraprofessionals, what types of things would yeitio see offered, or do
you see as a need to be covered in such an iree@rvi
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Observation Sheet
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OBSERVATION CHECKLIST OF INTERACTIONSIN
PHYSICAL EDUCATION

Date:

Time Start:

Observation #

Time End:

Note: onetally mark = 1 interaction

School:

Para:

Paraw/ assigned
student(s)

Paraw/ other
students

Para & Teacher

Teacher w/
studentsthat have
Para

Notes:
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Appendix H
Qualitative Coding Scheme
CODE SUBCODE DEFINITION
RL Role Individualsrolethat describestheir
job position
PA Para Reference to description of Para role
PE PE teacher Reference to role of PE teacher
APE APE teacher Reference to role of APE teacher
SE SPED Teacher Reference to role of SPED teacher
ST/WK Strengths & Reference to the strengths & weakness
Weaknesses of paraeducators
CH Challenges Reference to challenges surrounding
Pararole & SPED studentsin PE
DF Difficulties Reference to difficulties integnad)
students w/ disabilities
uT Us & Them Reference to categorization of SPED &
GED
EX Expectations Reference to expectations
RS Relationships Reference to nature of relatipnsith
other team members
CL Clarity Referenceto the clarity of the
paraeducator role
IN Integration Integration Reference to issuesaunding the
integration of students w/ disabilities
CM Competence Reference to one’s competence
integrating students
AC Accountability Characteristics of accountability
measur es
GO Goals & Reference to the accountability of goals
Objectives & objectives for SPED students in PE
EV Evaluations Reference to job evaluations
SU Supervision Reference to supervision of Para
PY Parity Reference to para as equal or co-teacher
TN Training Needs Reference to what individuals
per ceive they need to be more
successful in PE w/ Para
TF Training format Reference to type of trainimgfprred
CB Collaboration Reference to communication weash
PL Planning Reference to planning time




