A Dissertation
Presented to
The Faculty of the School of Education

The College of William and Mary in Virginia

In Partial Fulfillment
Of the Requirements for the Degree

Doctor of Philosophy

by
Loury Ollison Floyd

January 2004

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



SUPERVISING P

EDUCATORS: \CTICES AND

PERCEPTIONS OF SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS

By Loury Ollison Floyd

Approved January 30, 2004

Brenda T. Williams,
Chair of Dissertation Cemrmttee

Lori Korinek, Ph. D.

» legan T« hannen—Mora P . '

ii

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



DEDICATION

This dissertation is dedicated to some very special people who have not only
loved, but supported and encouraged me through the years. I dedicate this dissertation to
my husband, Kevin, who is the reason 1 began this program in the first place. Kevin
constantly reminded me that this was just a process and that together we could get
through it. It is also dedicated to my five-year-old son, Tobias, who patiently waited for
mommy to either get home from class or off the computer so that we could enjoy some
play time; and my son to be born in a few months, Jadon, who turned out to be a surprise
blessing to us all.

I also want to extend a special thanks to my family, for whom I am so grateful.
My parents, Julius and Lila Ollison, gave me life. It is because of their life experiences
that the value of education was instilled in me at an early age. My sister, Shereece Green,
has been one of my biggest cheerleaders through this process, providing me with
continuous enthusiasm and encouragement. I cannot forget my mother-in-law, Carole
Floyd, who has supplied me with free babysitting services, numerous study opportunities,
and even study breaks by taking time to extend a mother’s love to my son Tobias. I am
truly blessed to be part of such a super family.

1 also extend heartfelt gratitude to Dr. Cathy Kea, of North Carolina Agricultural
& Technical State University, for seeing the “Ph.D.” in me before I could. She served as
not only a coach, but as a mentor who applied the consistent pressure needed to get me to
this end. Finally, I want to thank my friends (vou know who you are) for your various
ways of helping me to get through this program. Your prayers and layers of

understanding have meant so much throughout this process. I love you all and cannot

it

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



express how much your patience, encouragement and love have meant to me over the
past four vears. The love of my family and friends was uplifting, however, the love of my

Lord and Savior Jesus Christ is what kept me sane throughout the process.

iv

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Chapter One - Introduction

Overview O 1he STV ... it it eee e e e an e enneenaae 2
Background of the Problem........oooociiiiii 3

The Need to Study Paraeducator Supervision........cocovveieiieieniiicnnes 4

Purpose of the STAY. ... ovr i e 6
R 1 R O s e 1 T PPN 7
Definition of Termis. ... ooiirr i ettt reee e eie e 8
Significance of the Study.......oooiiiiiiiii e 9
Limitations and DelimitationS......o.voivvriiererireneinenieerineeeniiernrenraenenenne 10
Chapter Two - Review of the Lierature .........oooiiiviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii v e i1
Challenges in Supervising Educational Paraeducators..........coevvivieniiiiiniinn 13

Policies and Regulations Governing Paraeducators and Their Supervision.........15

State Reguiaﬁons and Policies......oiiiiivi e 16
Paraeducators in General Education Classrooms.......cooovvveiiiiiniiiinininennnen i8
Paraeducator SUPeTVISION. ..oou ittt et iee et er et eeie et eaer et et ereeeaann 19

General Issues in Paraeducator Supervision.....cococevveeiveinnecianennnnn. 20

Guiding Principles for Parasducator Employment, Roles, Preparation,

ANG SUPEIVISION. 1t etttirtieeeetereneearaeeananeenaeneressnsenaansanaesaenannoneaenansns 23
Key Supervisory Functions for Teachers Working with Paraeducators............ 26
Clarifying Roles.....oooiiiiiiiiii i 27
Planning Work ASSIgRmMEntS. ..o vovervrirerniieriieineneiieneaeneanennc 33
Directing and Delegating Tasks.......oociiiiiiniiiiiiiiiiir e 34

v

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Monitoring Performance......oovvvnririieeientiiiieieiieeainienoneinans 36

Mentoring and On-the-Job Training.......c..oooviiiiiiiii 37
Evaluating Performance .. .....o.iviiiioniiii e iiceaenacaianas 39
Implications of Key Supervisory Functions........cocovviiiniiiiiiiiiiiii. 41
Inclusive Versus Separate Placements. ......ooocooviiiiininiiinninn, 41

Preparation of Teachers and Paraeducators .........c.ocovvviniiiiiiiiiiiiin., 43
Teacher Preparation.....ooooeiii it nrianianens 43

Paracducator Preparation. .....veeeirveieenieiecooninenaieienenenesnnencedS
Professional and Paraeducator Responsibilities.............cooooiiinn 47
LS L 1 e+ FO OO 50

Chapter Three - Methodology

Overview of STIAY....oonii e e e 52
Research Methodology. ..o oo et e nes 53
Population and Samiple. .. ..o e 53
Generalizability. ..o e e e 54
Survey INSIrument. ..o vttt et 55
Pretesting the Instrument. ......ooovcviiiiiiiiii e e 56
Data ColleCtion. ...oueivin ittt e sttt esae e aaieeaias 57
B IS 1 L 59
Statistical Analysis....oiiriiii e 59
Open-Ended Analysis.....ocoooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiin e 60
Ethical Safeguards.....ooviiiiiiirit e e e 61
0351 T 11 L3 U 1 T USSP 61
vi

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Chapter Four — Analysis of the Results

Instrument Development.......oooii it e 63
Internal Consistency Reliability.......oooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiininiiciin, 64

Rt R .o ot iniiiiciiiiiii it ceie et ctceeeaconisa st cesienaonoasaenras 66
Description of Survey Population......o.oviiiviiiiiiiiiii i ceievesineeenae e 66
Number of Years of Teaching Experience.........coooceciiiiiinn. 67
Educational Level and Primary Position........c.coveviimieicvniinnne 67

School Setting and Student Need Level...........cooiiiiiiiin. 68

Number of Years Supervising Paraeducators..........ooovienivninennn 68

Number of Paraeducators Supervised and Licensure................... 69

Research QUeStIOMS. .o ittt et iiieint i eeateeaeanseneaesaenineneroeesscnncnnseenaenenns 69
Research Question 1., . ... et seieanneeeeas 70
Research (QUeStIOn 2. ... iiiriiiiieitiiiee e eeietaeaeiorsaaiaeaaasaiesenssoreneensane 72
Qualitative Analysis and Emerging Themes...................oo. 73

Research QUestion 3. ..o et eraiieraiieaaaeaceeeannconsaenannsansroeonnesons 78
Research QUestion 4. .. o i i it e et aecaa e eena e ecanens 82
LV hs (Y1 A U PO 83

Chapter Five — Findings, Conclusions, and Recommendations

Discussion Of FINGINES. .. oorvieiiiieiit it e eieiee e e cereneerrone e neaannens 87

Experience Supervising Paraeducatorns......oovvviiviiiiiiinniionn 88

Lack of Preparation for Working with Paraeducators............... 88

Key Supervisory Functions.........oovovieeriioreniniieeenueienenn 90

| Biae 7 s Lo S PSP PP 95
vii

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



RV eeiie i i e 1 U 95

Implications for Administrative and Personnel Preparation Practice................ 96

Implications for Further Research........ooviiiiiiiiiiiii i eeeie s 99

COMCIISIONS. « ettt ittt ettt ee et et er et e en cerrtetae e na e s e ann et e e e nenauaas 102

PN oo L T S P 105

2 {5 11V S P P PP S ST 118

V8 oo iiiieinnrereeereneeeeaees e ee et e e e e e n e e aeaeea et e tan e neenen s sananes 127
viii

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

1 would like to extend my sincere appreciation to several people who have helped
me throughout the dissertation process. First, [ sincerely thank each member of my
committee for their questions, collaboration, coaching, and unwavering support as |
experienced this process: Drs. Brenda Williams, Megan Tschannen-Moran, and Lori
Korinek. I thank Dr. Brenda Williams, my committee chair, grant coordinator, and
advisor, for her time commitment, caring attitude, high expectations, and faith. Her faith
kept me on this journey, and never allowed me to lose confidence in the process and my
ability to work through it. I appreciate Drs. Korinek and Tschannen-Moran for not only
supporting my research ideas, but lending an ear and caring about both my professional
and personal aspirations.

Dr. James M. Patton afforded me the opportunity to join in research projects and
was always willing to share examples of life experiences that served as a motivator to aid
in focus on key elements of this journey. A very special thanks is also extended to the
special education teachers who participated in this study. Without the willingness of the
school district to allow me to collect data and teachers voluntarily completing survey
instruments, this study could not have happened. You are all truly remarkable. [ echo
many members of my cohort who have gone before me by saying, “My life has been
eternally altered by my experiences at the College of William & Mary.” I am sincerely

grateful to you all from the bottom of my heart.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Table 2.1

LIST OF TABLES

Guiding PrinCIPIES. ... e ineiieiii ettt et e ete e e aeaes 24

Table 2.2 Research Studies Highlighting the Key Supervisory Functions of

Table 2.3

Table 3.1

Table 4.1

Table 4.2

Table 4.3

Table 4.4

Table 4.5

Table 4.6

Table 4.7

Table 4.8

[ 1 e 1 <SR 29

Resources and Programs Preparing Administrators and Teachers to

Work with Paraeducalors.....cooveveririiiieiievenenaiieneeianeneeneneenean 46
D18 ADAlYSIS. ottt et e e ene 59
Reliability Analysis... ..o e 65
Number of Years of Teaching EXperience......coooviieiieiieeieeniienenennens 67
Number of Years Supervising Paraeducators.......coooveivnieiinininieieneaan.. 68
Paraeducator Evaluation Tools....cccooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiin e 71
Means and Standard Deviations for Key Supervisory Functions............... 79
Mean Scores for Key Supervisory Functions by School Setting............... 80

Mean Scores for Key Supervisory Functions by Number of Years
Supervising Paraeducators. ....coiviiiriiieier it cece e anas 81

Mean Scores for Key Supervisory Functions by Preparation................... 83

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Appendix A
Appendix B
Appendix C
Appendix D
Appendix E
Appendix F
Appendix G
Appendix H
Appendix [

Appendix J

LIST OF APPENDICES

Conceptual Framework.........ococoiiiiiiiiiiniiiceeenee, 105
Survey InStrument. ... i ee e e aanes 106
Expert Panel Feedback Form.........cooiviiiviiiiiiii. 110
Field Test Feedback Form..........ooiviiiiiniiiiiiiiiiininenenn. 111
Consent Form for Research Study Participants.................. 112
Letter 10 ParticiPantS. ....ooveeie e iieceieneenaeanrenanaeennns 113
Participant Response Card.........ooovviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiennnnne, 114
Reminder Post Card........cooooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiecnceeens 115
Codesfor Data Entry.....ccoovviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiciiiiaanns 116
Letter of Permission to Conduct Research............oooviie 117

xi

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



ABSTRACT

This study examined the perceptions of special education teachers regarding their
supervision of paraeducators to aid in determining the need to provide educators with
professional development in supervisory practices. The numbers of paraeducators in
school settings have continued to increase, thus causing roles for both teachers and
paraeducators to evolve. This descriptive study examined six key supervisory functions
and how special education teachers provide supervision to paraeducators. Questions
regarding the teacher’s role as a supervisor were adapted from Pickett’s (1999)
framework, which addresses five areas: planning work assignments, directing tasks,
monitoring performance, evaluating performance, and on-the-job training and menforing.
For the purposes of this study, a sixth area, clarifying roles, was added. Directing tasks
was also amended to include delegating. The results of the study supported Pickett’s
(1999) framework and added further information that can enhance effective paraeducator
supervision in inclusive classrooms. Specifically, results indicated that planning, formal
or informal, between special education teachers and paraeducators does not exist to the
extent that it should. This study also supported early concerns in the literature that
teachers do very little directing and delegating of tasks to paraeducators. Finally, this
study found that there is minimal preparation and professional development of special

education teachers who supervise paraeducators for this role.

xii
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Supervising Paraeducators 2

CHAPTER ONE
Introduction

Several researchers assert that one of the most important, but under-recognized
human resources available to teachers is the paraeducator workforce (French, 1999;
Pickett, 1999; Pickett,Vasa, & Steckelberg, 1993). Pickett {1999), director of the National
Resource Center for Paraprofessionals (NRCP), defines a paraeducator as a school
employee who works under the supervision of a certified or licensed staff member to
support and assist in providing instruction and other services to children, youth and their
families. The prefix "para" means "along side of," so by definition a paraeducator works
alongside an educator {e.g., a teacher specialist, related service provider).

While there is support for the importance of paraeducator roles, it also has been
noted that paraeducators are not supervised appropriately. Thus issues related to effective
supervision of paraeducators are frequently mentioned in professional literature
(D’ Aquanni, 1997; Guess, Smith, & Entsminger, 1971; MacKenzie & Houk, 1986).
These issues include the need for planning assignments, directing or delegating tasks,
clarifying roles, mentoring and training; and require more detailed examination. This
study examined each of these issues more thoroughly.

Overview of the Study
This study provides insight into the supervision of paraeducators by special

education teachers serving students with disabilities in inclusive settings. Chapter One
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Supervising Paraeducators 3

includes the introduction, purpose of the study, research questions, limitations of the
study, significance of the study, and an overview of paraeducators and their supervision.
Chapter Two contains a review of the literature related to the supervision of
peracducators with an emphasis on a framework developed by Anna Lou Pickett in 1999.
Chapter Three identifies the procedures for collecting and analyzing the data, Chapter
Four presents the results of data analysis. Finally, Chapter Five includes a summary and
recommendations for further study.

Background of the Problem

Issues related to the supervision of paraeducators have gained prominence as the
roles for both paraeducators and teachers have evolved, with an increasing number of
paraeducators working in classrooms (Pickett, 1997). In the past, paraeducators spent
most of their time completing clerical tasks, but now they serve in more instructional
positions with teachers acting as their managers. Despite the growing number of
paraeducators in the workforce, there is no research base supporting their supervision in
school settings that reflects this growth. As a result, paraeducators frequently learn how
to carry out their job responsibilities through trial and error and on-the-job learning
experiences (D’ Aquanni, 1997; Mueller, 1997).

Additionally, teachers ofien feel that they are unprepared to supervise
paraeducators in school settings (French, 1998; Frith & Lindsey, 1982; Scruggs &
Mastropieri, 1996). Teacher preparation programs have not changed to meet the need to
prepare teachers for the supervisory role they must assume with the growing numbers of
paraeducators (Pickett, 1993). As Pickett et al. (1993) pointed out, “in far too many cases,

teachers are not prepared to direct paraeducators, to evaluate their performance, fo
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Supervising Paraeducators 4

provide feedback and training, or to assess the potential for greater use of paraeducators
in order to free teachers to provide increased instructional services” (p. 31). As well as
being the primary educators in the classroom, teachers have evolved into paraeducators’
day-to-day supervisors (Pickett, 1997), a role that few teachers are prepared io assume.

In addition to challenges presented by the lack of supervisory preparation,
teachers and paraeducators often have differing perceptions of the teachers’ supervisory
role and responsibilities (D’ Aquanni, 1997; Milner, 1998; Mueller, 1997). In an effort to
address this confusion, Pickett (1999) developed a framework consisting of the primary
components of effective supervision of paraeducators, which includes planning work
assignments, task directing and delegating, role clarifying, daily performance monitoring,
evaluating, and providing systematic on-the-job training and mentoring. Addressing the
problems of supervisory training for teachers and the differing perceptions of the
teacher’s supervisory role is important because federal and state legislation now
mandates appropriate supervision of paraeducators.
The Need to Study Paraeducator Supervision

The need to study how paraeducators are supervised becomes more apparent
when recent changes in their numbers and employment practices are reviewed. In the
early 1960s, there were approximately 10,000 paraeducators working in schools,
primarily in non-instructional capacities. In the mid 1990s, the estimated number of
paraeducators was between 500,000 and 700,000 nationwide (Pickett, 1996). Thus, in
three decades, the number increased 50 to 70 times. Interestingly, the number of children
served under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) and Chapter 1 of the

Education Consolidation and Improvement Act increased from 4,760,999 in the 1990-
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Supervising Paraeducators 5

1991 school year 10 6,195,113 in the 1999-2000 academic year {United States
Department of Education, 2001). Between the 1960s and 1990s mainsireaming students
with disabilities, beginning of the Regular Education Initiative, and progressing toward
inclusion of students with disabilities in the general classroom setting may have led to the
increased use of paraeducators in school settings. A report from the National Joint
Committee on Learning Disabilities (1998) notes the intent of using paraeducators is to
enhance the work of the teacher or service provider. As the need for special education
services has increased, so has the demand for paraeducators to serve as vital resources in
the classroom.

Paraeducators are often utilized in the school setting to provide both direct and
indirect services to students with disabilities. Provisions of the IDEA (1997) have
contributed to the increasing use of paraeducators in schools today. In part, paracducators
are used to support students in the least restrictive environment possible as mandated by
IDEA and best practice (Dover, 2001; French & Pickett, 1997). According to IDEA,
students with disabilities are educated with their nondisabled peers in the same school
and same class they would normally attend if they did not have a disability. IDEA,
reauthorized in 1997, specifically identifies the need for paraeducator training and
supervision {C.F.R. sec. 300.382(b), 300.136(f)). Federal mandates as well as the
growing numbers of support personnel in schools support the importance of
understanding how teachers and paraeducators view the supervisory process (IDEA,
1997).

The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) of 2001, the newly revised legislation of

the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, serves as the central federal law in
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Supervising Paraeducators 6

precollegiate education. At the core of the NCLB (PL 107 110, Title [, Part A, § 11192.2)
are a number of measures designed to ensure broad gains in student achievement and to
hold state departments of education and schools more acecountable for student progress.
Thus, increased expectations for annual testing, academic progress, report cards, literacy,
fiscal support changes, and qualifications of educational personnel represent significant
changes in education for pre-kindergarten through grade 12. These changes apply to
paraeducators as well. Specifically, within three years, all school-based paraeducators
hired with Title I money must have completed at least two years of college, obtained an
associate’s degree or higher, or met an established quality standard. This requirement
went into effect immediately after the passage of NCLB for newly hired paraeducators
serving students in Title I programs. It is expected that this requirement will have an
impact on the employment, training, and development of all paraeducators, including
those working in special education settings.

NCLB impacts teachers because it prohibits assigning paraeducators in Title |
supported programs to provide direct instruction to students unless they are under the
direct supervision of a teacher. However, it does not specify what direct supervision
entails. These requirements heighten the need for adequate preparation and professional
development for teachers supervising paraeducators. This study provides insight about
the current preparation and supervisory practices of special education teachers
supervising paracducators in inclusive settings.

Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to examine the perceptions of special education

teachers regarding their supervision of paraeducators to determine if there is a need to
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Supervising Paraeducators 7

provide educators with professional development in supervisory practices. Specific
guestions regarding the teacher’s role as 2 supervisor were adapted from Pickett’s (1999)
framework, which addresses six areas: planning, task directing and delegating, role
clarifying, daily performance monitoring, evaluating performance, and systematic on-the-
job training and mentoring.
Research Questions
While many studies have noted a need for effective paraeducator supervision,
empirical research on this topic is limited. The questions guiding this study considered
the nature of supervisory practices of special education teachers who work with
paraeducators in inclusive settings. Specific questions developed from Pickett’s (1999)
framework, and discussed in Chapter Two, serve as the lenses that frame this study. This
framework assumes that the special education teacher is in fact performing the role of a
supervisor. The research guestions are:
1. What are the supervisory practices of special education teachers who work with
paraeducators in inclusive settings?
2. What are the perceptions of special education teachers regarding their preparation
to supervise paraeducators?

To what extent do special education teachers engage in the following supervisory

[

functions: (a) planning work assignments, (b} directing or delegating tasks, (c)
clarifying roles, () monitoring performance, (¢) evaluating performance, and (f)
training and mentoring paraeducators?

4. What is the relationship between special education teachers’ supervisory practices

and specific preservice or inservice preparation for supervising paracducators?

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Supervising Paraeducaiors 8

Definition of Terms

Several specific terms are used in this study related to the supervision of
paraeducators serving students with disabilities in inclusive settings. Operational
definitions of these terms are provided below.
Paraeducator - A school emplovee who works under the supervision of a certified or
licensed professional to support and assist in providing instruction and other services to
students and families (Pickett & Gerlach, 1997). Other titles include paraprofessional,
teaching assistant, teacher aide, and instructional assistant.
Supervising teacher - A general education or special education teacher who is responsible
for supervising and integrating paraeducators into various learning environments (Pickett
& Gerlach, 1997).
Guiding principles - Statements of beliefs that provide a philosophical framework on
which state education agencies (SEAs), local education agencies (LEAs), and other
agencies can build to ensure appropriate team roles, supervision, and professional
development and respect for paraeducators (Pickett, 1999).
Supervision — Within the context of this study, supervision is carried out by special
education teachers who are employed by the school district and are responsible for the
oversight of adults employed to assist in providing instruction to students with
disabilities. Therefore, supervision is leadership related to the process of instruction and
includes the sharing of information, ideas, and opinions to ensure that the instructional
goals of students are met.
Dimensions of supervision - An operational definition of instructional supervision of

paraeducators, derived from Pickett’s (1999) framework. It includes: (a) planning work
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Supervising Paraeducators 9

assignments; (b) directing or delegating tasks to paraeducators; (¢) sharing information
with paraeducators regarding roles; (d) monitoring day-to-day performance of
paraeducators; (e) evaluating the performance of parasducators, and (f) providing
systematic on-the-job fraining and mentoring to paraeducators.

Inclusive education — For the purpose of this study, inclusive education refers to the
education of students with disabilities in general education seitings.

Paraeducaior professional development — Training programs or initiatives specifically
designed to help paraeducators gain a better understanding of their roles and prepare
them to work effectively with other educators in various educational settings.

Pull-out special education support feacher — A teacher who works in a traditional
resource classroom setting with students with special needs and provides academic

support o students who may be receiving services in an inclusive education classroom.

Inclusive support reacher ~ A teacher who works alongside another educator delivering
instruction to a group of students with diverse learning needs. The inclusive support
teacher may also consult with general education teachers to address the needs of students

with disabilities in the general classroom setting.

Significance of the Study
Designed to gain information about the supervision of paraeducators in a school
district, this study contributes substantive information about how special education
teachers in inclusive setfings view their supervisory practices. Results of this study have
training implications for professional development personnel, teachers who provide
instructional supervision to paraeducators, and for paracducators. In response to the

growing numbers of paraeducators in schoo! settings today and the limited amount of
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Superviging Paraeducators 10

research on the topic of their supervision, this research makes a contribution to the
knowledge base of current practices in supervising support personnel in public schools.
Limitations and Delimitations

Limitations are aspects of a study that the researcher knows may negatively affect
the results or generalizability of results, but over which the researcher had no control
(Gay & Airasian, 2000). This study was limited to one school district in southeast
Virginia. Special education teachers in elementary, middle, and high schools were the
participants, Participants were limited to volunteers, which limits the generalizability of
results. Additionally, teacher perceptions and practices of paraeducator supervision were
obtained through a survey dependent upon teacher self-report. This assumes that the
responses of participants were an accurate representation of actual practice. It was
assumed that a sufficient number of special education teachers would return the
instrument to allow for meaningful conclusions to be drawn from the data.

Delimitations are defined as limitations the researcher has imposed or
intentionally not addressed in the study that would also limit generalizations (Gay &
Airasian, 2000). The target population of the study was limited to currently employed
special education teachers from one local school district, whé have responsibility for

supervising paraeducators in inclusive settings.
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Supervising Paraeducators 11

CHAPTER TWO
Review of the Literature
This chapter begins with a review of the literature pertaining to the supervision of
paracducators. Specific topics include challenges in supervising educational
paraeducators, policies and regulations governing their supervision, federal regulations
and policy, paracducator supervision, guiding principles for paraeducator employment,
roles, preparation, and supervision, key supervisory functions, as well as teacher and
paraeducator training. The chapter also presents a research synthesis concerning
paraeducator supervision, specifically related to Pickett’s (1999) framework, which
includes information pertaining to (a) how teachers plan work assignments for
paraeducators; (b) how teachers delegate tasks to paracducators; (¢) how the day-to-day
performance of paraeducators is monitored and evaluated; and (d) how on-the-job
training and mentoring are utilized to assist paraeducators. These five supervisory
functions began the foundation of an adapted framework which focuses this study. A
review of the literature not only supports these five functions, but also provides the
rationale for including role clarification (Chissom, 2002; D’ Aguanni, 1997; French,
1997; McClain, 1993; Milner, 1998; Prigge, 1996; Rose, 2000) as a sixth supervisory
function. While these six skill sets are general supervisory tasks, research indicates that
schools are not currently providing this level of supervision fo paraeducators (Frank,

Keith, & Steil, 1988; French, 1997; Hoover, 1999; Pickett & Gerlach, 1997). The review
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Supervising Paraeducators 12

of literature will provide a basis to explain why the six supervisory elements will serve as
the framework for this study (Appendix A).

Paraeducators in educational settings have been the focus of much research
(D’ Aquanni, 1997; Dover, 2001; French, 1998; Guess et al., 1971; Holder, 1997,
MacKenzie & Houk, 1986; Pickett, 1997). However, few researchers have specifically
addressed the issue of paracducator supervision.

To conduct a thorough review of the literature, several search methods were used.
Computerized database searches including ERIC, Infoirac, and Dissertation Abstracts
International resulted in numerous journal articles, books, and dissertations which were
all used to locate information. Search terms on computerized databases included, but
were not limited to, supervision, paraeducators, paraprofessionals, and parapraofessional
supervision. These terms were often paired with others, such as special education and
administration. The searches extended from 1970 through 2003, & period that has seen
change in employment and utilization of paraeducators and demand for their supervision.
Communications via telephone, e-mail, and face to face with various researchers in the
field, including Wendy Dover, Nancy French, and Kent Gerlach, led to the identification
of additional sources.

Glickman, Gordon, and Ross-Gordon (2001) provide a definition of supervision
as “leadership for the improvement of instruction” (p. 10), proposing that such a
definition allows for instructional leadership to be viewed as a function and process
rather than a role or position. To that end, educators throughout the system can engage in
the function and process of supervision, regardless of their position or title. While

personnel working under the title of supervisor often function in supervision, many others
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Supervising Paraeducators 13

do as well. The job description is the driving force to whether or not they are involved in
supervision. Clearly, special education teachers who have paraeducators working with
them to meet the needs of students with disabilities on their caseload have supervisory
responsibilities.

Challenges in Supervising Educational Paraeducators

As mentioned, the importance of paraeducator supervision is reinforced in
legislation, necessitated by increasing employment figures, and considered responsible
practice. First, the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) requires states and
localities to address the identified needs for inservice and preservice preparation to ensure
that all personnel who work with children with disabilities have the skills and knowledge
necessary to meet the needs of these children (CFR sec. 300.382(b), 300.136(f)). This
mandate applies to both professional and paraeducator personnel who provide special
education, general education, related services, or early intervention services. The IDEA
also calls for supervision of paraeducators, which continues to be an unclear area for
school personnel, as many are unsure of who actually supervises the parasducator-the
special education teacher, the general education teacher, or the building level
administrator.

Second, the substantial increase in the number of paraeducators in the workforce,
as well as changes in their job descriptions over the past 20 years, compounds the
challenges of supervising paraeducators. The use of paraeducators began in the 1950s
during an era of post-World War I teacher shortages (Jones & Bender, 1993) because
many parents of youth with disabilities sought alternatives to traditional institutional

settings. The early 1970s also saw a dramatic increase in the number of paraeducators
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with the inception of special education programs in public schools, when they were hired
to assist teachers with the delivery of special education services to children and youth
with disabilities. According to Jones and Bender (1993), in 1965 fewer than 10,000
paraeducators were employed in public schools. Today the number of paraeducators is
estimated to be between 500,000 and 700,000 (The National Clearinghouse for
Professions in Special Education, 2000). In spite of growing numbers, Jones and Bender
conclude, “there is a relative lack of evidence attesting to the efficacy of
paraprofessionals in enhancing student outcomes” (p. 7). Nevertheless, in schools today,
paraeducators are responsible for numerous duties, many of which focus on or revolve
around direct interaction with children and youth with disabilities. Paraeducators’ roles
and responsibilities have grown to include tasks such as monitoring students’ academic
and behavioral progress as well as participating in the delivery of instruction. French
(1998) states, “in the past, paraprofessionals often performed clerical tasks such as
duplicating materials” (p. 357).

Finally, these increased numbers and changing responsibilities of paraeducators
have forced teachers into assuming supervisory roles. Unfortunately, teachers often feel
unqualified to supervise paraeducators and are reluctant to provide supervision to
paraeducators (Dover, 2001; French, 1998; Likins & Morgan, 1999). Most teachers
prefer working with paraeducators who require little supervision. In referring to her work
investigating supervisory practices, French explains, “Some teachers failed to distinguish
between the ethical and legal responsibilities of the professional teacher and those tasks

appropriately delegated to a paraeducator, describing the paraeducator as a peer rather
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than a supervisee” (p. 365). Lack of role clarification further complicates the supervisory
issue.

Policies and Regulations Governing Paraeducators and Their Supervision

Current research is primarily driven by policy governing paraeducators and their
supervision. This is important because accountability is critical in all areas of public
education today, and until recently, there were few regulations for the employment of
paraeducators. However, due to the increased reliance on paraeducators, there are now
state and federal guidelines mandating their training and supervision. For example, State
Education Agencies (SEAs) must now provide leadership in the development of
standards to ensure that all personnel, including paraeducators, are adequately and
appropriately supervised (U.S. Department of Education, 1999). Thus, IDEA and Title 1
both include regulations governing paraeducator training and supervision.

Reauthorization of the IDEA (1997) prompted increased interest in paraeducator
issues. This law allows for “paraprofessionals and assistants who are appropriately
trained and supervised, to be used to assist in the provision of special education and
related services to children with disabilities” (20 U.S.C. [sections] 1412 (a)(15)(B)(ii).
IDEA also provides requirements for paraeducator training and supervision (1997).

Title I, the largest program of the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB), formerly
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, was originally designed to assist low-
performing students who were considered to be economically disadvantaged.
Reauthorized in 2001, Title I recognizes the important role of paraeducators. In October

1999, the United States House of Representatives approved a bill stating that
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not later than three years after enactment, all paraprofessionals will need to have:

completed at least two years of study at an institution of higher education; or

obtained an associate’s (or higher) degree; or met a rigorous standard of quality

established at the state or local level, which includes assessment of math, reading,

and writing. (U.S. House of Representatives, 1999)
Earlier, federal government included paraeducators under general requirements for
professional development with an option for career ladder programs. Federal legislation
under NCLB now mandates the educational qualifications for paraeducators. This means
that paraeducators nationally have to meet minimum standards to qualify for their
positions.

State Regulations and Policies

Many variations exist in state regulations and policy that guide the employment of
paraeducators working in both general and special education settings (American
Federation of Teachers, 1998; Prigge, 1996). For example, lowa is working toward
paraeducator licensure that would entail 45 hours of instruction and training. Both
Washington and lowa have established core competencies for paraeducators (Northwest
Regional Educational Laboratory Policy Paper, 1999), Other states are exploring career
ladders and have identified standards for paraeducators. While some states have
established more in-depth policies and procedures for paracducator employment and
supervision, a majority of states, including Virginia, have vet to define these (Chissom,
2002).

Although paraeducators can provide support in any kind of classroom setting,

there has been a growing trend to utilize them in the area of special education. Frith and
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Lindsev (1982) conducted a survey of SEAs to collect, synthesize, svaluate, and
disseminate data on special education paraeducator certification, training, and other
programming variables. Drawing on topical issues gleaned from a review of professional
literature and informal communication with leaders in the paraeducator movement, they
developed a questionnaire to investigate SEA personnel certification, training and
programming variables nationwide. The questionnaire was sent to all 50 states, asking
state directors of special education or their designated representatives to complete the
questionnaires. The response rate was 88%, with 44 states responding.

Most states (42) reported that they did not have certification standards for special
education paraeducators (Frith & Lindsey, 1982). Eighty-six percent of the respondents
indicated that LEAs could employ whomever they desired as special education
paraeducators, but only 58% agreed with this policy. Sixty percent agreed that
certification requirements should be more rigorous. Ninety-four percent indicated that the
ideal duration of a certificate for special education paraeducators should be five years or
less, with a requirement to update skills for renewal. Fifty-eight percent noted that
paraeducator training was the responsibility of the LEA. In addition, 72% responded that
training programs did not require state board of education approval. Almost all
respondents (97%) indicated that hands-on-experience with children with disabilities
should be included in the training of special education paraeducators.

The survey also identified several concerns related to the e;npé.@ymem of
paraeducators. These include paraeducators not being properly utilized by teachers,

inadequate formal training programs about the needs of children, the relationships
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between teachers and paraeducators, a false sense of paraeducator’s self-importance, and
effective relationships with administrators and children.

Frith and Lindsey’s study had several limitations. First, there was a lack of
consistency in the capacity of respondents to answer the items on the questionnaire
appropriately, which may indicate a wide disparity among states’ interpretations of
special education and the paraeducator concept. Additionally, since the study focused on
the state level, day-to~-day practitioners did not participate. Even with these limitations,
the study sheds light on the fact that in 1982 there were wide discrepancies among states
regarding the employment of paraeducators. More contemporary research supports that
this continues to be an issue (e.g., Dover, 2001; Riggs & Mueller, 2001).

Paraeducators in General Education Classrooms

The least restrictive environment provision (LRE) in the IDEA created a
presumption favoring the placement of educating children with disabilities in general
education classroom settings (McLeskey, Henry, & Axelrod, 1999; Treder, Morse, &
Ferron, 2000) and limited the removal of students with disabilities from the general
classroom. This provision required assurance from the states that children with
disabilities be educated with children who do not have disabilities, {o the maximum
extent appropriate. Thus, students with disabilities were removed from general education
classes only when the curriculum and instruction could not be adapted so the student
could benefit (McLeskey et al., 1999). Today, increasing numbers of students with
disabilities are being educated in general education classrooms, often referred to as
“inclusive classrooms” (Likins & Morgan, 1999; McLeskey, Henry, & Hodges, 1998).
The inclusion of students with disabilities and their varying levels of need in the general

instructional programs and curricula have compelled teachers, schools, and districts to
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consider instructional alternatives and innovative uses of resources. In an effort to meet
the needs of the classroom teachers and students with special needs, many school districts
have hired paraeducators (Doyle, 1997; French & Pickett, 1997; Friend & Cook, 2000).
This created new functions and roles for both general and special education classroom
teachers.
Paraeducator Supervision

Paraeducators play a vital role in schools today, with many supporting the
instructional process for students with disabilities in classroom settings. It is important
that they receive training and supervision. The literature has made it clear that both are
necessary for paraeducators to maximize benefits to the students they work with daily.
Unfortunately, many states and localities do not currently have structured training
systems in effect, even though the IDEA mandates appropriate training and supervision.
Many local education agencies are struggling to determine how to do this effectively and
efficiently. Although the literature on paraeducators and their supervision is growing, the
research identifying factors that contribute to effective training and supervisory programs
is still imited. In 1998, the National Joint Commission on Learning Disabilities (NJCLD)
reiterated the need for high standards and training and supervision of paraeducators.

There is a critical need for all programs that use paraprofessionals to adhere to

{some form of standards] for use of paraprofessionals to ensure the provision of

high quality services, use of well-qualified professionals and paraprofessionals,

effective supervision, and coordinated service delivery by the qualified teacher/

service provider and paraprofessional team. (p. 1)
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The NJCLD also stated “the intent of using paraprofessionals is to supplement not
supplant the work of the teacher/service provider” (p. 1).

General Issues in Paraeducator Supervision

This section on paracducator supervision will highlight three studies (French,
1998; Marks, Schrader & Levine, 1999; MacKenzie & Houk, 1986) and provide an
overview of general issues related to paraeducator supervision.

MacKenzie and Houk (1986) sought to examine how 23 resource teachers who
worked with paraeducators perceived a need to modify the role played by the
paraeducator. The researchers questioned the extent to which paraeducators were
assigned tasks that were characteristics of special education instruction and whether
resource teachers who worked with paraeducators perceived themselves as having
sufficient input into the selection and training of paracducators. Findings indicated that
special education resource teachers specified a desire to be a part of the process of
selecting and assigning paraeducators. In addition, several recommendations were made,
including that “greater emphasis must be devoted to teacher-training programs to produce
methods of using the paraprofessionals in special education settings” (p. 44). These
conclusions support key supervisory functions for teachers working with paraeducators.

Twelve years after the MacKenzie and Houk study was published, French (1998)
conducted a study that closely examined special education teacher supervisory practices
in an attempt “to clarify teacher perceptions of paraeducators’ roles, preparation, and
performance and to compare those perceptions to self-reports of paraeducators” (p. 358).

The study also explored the duties these paraeducators performed, their preparation for
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the job, the gquality of their work, and the thinking of the teachers who held supervisory
responsibility.

Eighteen teacher/paraeducator teams working in a single major urban school
district were recruited for this study. Of the 18 matched pairs, 12 worked in elementary
schools, 3 worked in high schools, and 3 in middle schools. Both paraeducators and
teachers completed a brief parallel questionnaire. In addition, the paraeducators also
completed a self-evaluation form and charted their daily activities by 10-minute intervals
for two 1-week periods. The teachers were asked to evaluate paraeducator performance
and participate in personal interviews.

When questioned about any training they may have received to prepare them to
supervise paraeducators, 14 of the 18 teachers responded that they had acquired
supervision skills on their own through personal experiences. Teachers often did not feel
qualified to supervise paraeducators and were, therefore, reluctant to do so. The teachers
were generally satisfied with their paraeducators, who often served in instructional roles.
Although they valued these roles, the teachers clearly expressed a desire for
paraeducators to come to the work place with greater training. Most indicated they
preferred working with paraeducators who required little supervision. French (1998)
found that teachers often had the responsibility of evaluating the paraeducator or co-
evaluating the paraeducator with the principal.

French {1998) concluded that teachers are often reluctant to supervise
paraeducators, particularly because they do not feel prepared to take on such a task.
Based on her findings, French (1998) identified topics that may assist teachers in their

supervisory tasks: “(a) knowledge of the legal limits of paraeducator authority, (b}
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liability issues regarding the delivery of IEP services, (c) skills in task delegation, (d)
conflict management and negotiation, and () creative problem solving” (p. 366).
French’s conclusion that “the working relationships of teachers and paraeducators as weil
as the supervisory skills and practices of teachers” (p. 367) need further research supports
the current research project.

Marks et al. (1999) sought to explain the perspectives and experiences of 20
paraeducators who were working in inclusive educational placements in which the
students all had disabilities and demonstrated significant behavioral challenges. Initial
taped telephone interviews gathered background information, student information, and
general experiences working as a paraeducator. Five of the paraeducators interviewed
were identified for followup, in-depth interviews that allowed them to describe in more
detail a typical day at school and elaborate on the various roles they assumed.

Themes emerging from the initial data analysis for the full sample group were
identified, and presentation was subsequently made to a group of paraeducators who had
not participated in the study to determine if these themes also captured their experiences.
The paraeducators’ corroboration of the themes served to verify them. Results indicated
that paraeducators assumed a variety of job responsibilities, such as providing instruction
in academic and social skills; making curricular modifications; managing student
behaviors; and developing working relationships with colleagues (p. 318). The absence of
ongoing supervision and support provided by a special education teacher often led to
paraeducators assuming duties more suited for the classroom teachers to perform, such as

providing daily academic activities and making curriculum modifications for students.
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This provides additional evidence of the need for the development of supervisory skills
for special education teachers.

Training paraeducators and then sending them into classrooms to support students
is not enough {Chissom, 2002; Dover, 2001; French, 1997, 1998). Studies have shown
that paraeducators need ongoing supervision. French (1998) concluded that teaching
paraeducators to use certain instructional strategies for teaching social skills to clients
was inadequate without support, and that close monitoring was necessary for
paraeducators to carry out tasks properly. French (1998) also noted that special education
teachers are relatively ill equipped to assume the role of supervisor and, therefore, also
need training.

Guiding Principles for Paraeducator Employment, Roles, Preparation, and Supervision
To assist states in clarifying the growing confusion surrounding the use of
paraeducators, Pickett established the National Resource Center for Paraprofessionals in

Education and Related Services (NRCP). This resource center, located in New York,
helps school districts gain a more ;ihorough understanding of paracducators and their
unique needs, including supervision. In 1999, as an outcome of research conducted by the
NRCP in conjunction with other statewide efforts, Pickett articulated eight standards or
guiding principles (see Tabié 2.1) for paraeducator employment, roles, preparation, and
supervision that a task force of professionals in the field had developed. The task force
included administrators from local and state education agencies, teachers, paraeducators,
parents, and representatives from both two - and four-year colleges who were chosen
specifically because they were practitioners at the time and, therefore, familiar with the

roles of paraeducators and the teachers who supervise them.
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Guiding Principles for Paraeducator Employment, Roles, Preparation, and Supervision

Guiding Principle

Description

Guiding Principle #1

Guiding Principle #2

Guiding Principle #3

Guiding Principle #4

Guiding Principle #5

Guiding Principle #6

Guiding Principle #7

Skilled paraeducators are employed to improve the quality
of education and services in other provider systems and to
help ensure supportive, inclusive, safe, and healthy learning
environments for children, youth, and staff,

Administrators and teachers/providers create environments
that recognize paraeducators as valued team members and
effectively integrate them into teams.

Members of all program planning and implementation
teams participate within clearly defined roles in changing,
dynamic environments to provide learner-centered and
individualized experiences and services for all children and
youth and their families.

Paraeducators are respected and supported in their team
roles by policymakers, administrators, teachers/providers,
and families.

Standards for paraeducator roles and paraeducator
development assure that they are assigned to positions for
which they are qualified to have the skills required to assist
teachers/providers to provide quality learning experiences
and related services for all children and youth and their
families.

Paraeducators receive pre- and inservice professional
development provided by the district/agency and
opportunities for continuing education or career
advancement offered by institutions of higher education.

Teachers/providers responsible for supervising the work of
paraeducators have the skills necessary to plan for, direct,
provide on-the-job training for, monitor, and evaluate the
skills of paraeducators.

Note. From “Strengthening and Supporting Teacher/Provider-Paraeducator Teams; Guidelines
jfor Paraeduicaior Roles, Supervision, and Preparation,” by A.L. Pickest, 1999, p. 7.
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After compiling a literature review of relevant articles and studies, the group
developed a national survey that was mailed to 700 people on the mailing list of the
NRCP, chosen because they were actively involved with paraeducators and/or their
supervision. Analyzing data from the roughly 400 surveys that were completed and
returned, the task force found agreement among respondents in describing the various
tasks performed by both teachers and paraeducators in teacher/paraeducator dyads.

As a result, the task force developed guiding principles that describe the scope of
the responsibilities of both paraeducators and the teachers who supervise them. These
principles are outlined in Table 2.1. The work of the task force is significant because it
represents the first time the roles of teachers and paraeducators were closely scrutinized
together, Guiding Principle #7 provides the basis for this study’s examination of how
special education teachers supervise the paraeducators with whom they work (see Table
2.1).

Responsibility for the management and supervision of paraeducators is divided
into two components. The first is the role and responsibility of district-level
administrators, building principles, and program directors. The second is the supervisory
role and responsibility of teachers (Pickett, 1999). Administrative personnel have
operational responsibility for establishing and carrying out personnel practices connected
with the employment, preparation, evaluation, and dismissal of paraeducators (French,
2003; Morgan & Ashbaker, 2001), whereas teachers have responsibility for supervising
and integrating paraeducators into learning environments.

Guiding Principle #7 outlines five key supervisory functions: (a) planning, (b)

directing, (¢) training, {d) monitoring, and (¢) evaluating. These functions contributed to
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the formation of a framework to focus the present study. A review of the literature not
only supported these five functions, but also provided evidence about the need to include
role clarification (Chissom, 2002; D’ Aquanni, 1997; French, 1997; McClain, 1993,
Milner, 1998; Prigge, 1996; Rose, 2000} as a sixth supervisory function. The next section
provides a synthesis of research and reviews research studies that discuss the six key
supervisory functions.

Key Supervisory Functions for Teachers Working with Paraeducators

For the purpose of this study, six key supervisory functions for teachers working
with paraeducators were used to analyze the supervisory practices of special education
teachers in inclusive settings. In this section of the review, the supervisory elements (a)
clarifying roles, (b) planning work assignments, (¢) directing or delegating tasks, (d)
monitoring performance, (¢) evaluating performance, and (f) mentoring and on-the-job
training will be presented in detail. It should be noted that these are not discrete
functions. There is considerable overlap in the literature which is discussed later in this
section, Results and major findings of recent studies conducted to help clarify what
teacher supervision of paraeducators should entail are integrated throughout this section
and highlighted as they pertain to inclusive settings and separate placements.

Altogether, nine studies published between 1990 and the present were analyzed in
an attempt to gather relevant data about paracducator supervision in school settings and
further support Pickett’s (1999) framework. Eight of the studies utilized qualitative
research methods, and one study (Prigge, 1996) used both qualitative and quantitative
methods. Seven of the eight studies included observations and interviews. Two (Chissom,

2002; D’ Aguanni, 1997) conducted a document analysis and another (Prigge, 1996)
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utilized survey data. Five of the eight studies focused primarily on the supervision of
paracducators (Chissom, 2002; D’ Aguanni, 1997; French, 1997; Jensen, Parsons, & Reid,
1998; Milner, 1998). The remainder documented critical information related to
paraeducators with common findings that emerged in the data or recommendations. Three
(French, 1997; Jensen et al., 1998; McClain, 1993) of the nine studies were conducied in
separate placements, whereas the remainder were conducted in inclusive settings. Table
2.2 demonstrates how each study noted in this section relates 1o the six supervisory
functions for teachers working with paraeducators.
Clarifying Roles

The first supervisory function detailed in this study is role clarification. Clearly,
both teachers and paraeducators must understand their individual roles in order to
perform effectively. Roles should be discussed and clarified for paraeducators. For
example, statewide survey of paraeducators in the Commonwealth of Virginia found that
paraeducators when asked what preparation would have been most helpful prior to their
first assignment desired training specific to their jobs as opposed to more general
information about specific legal requirements (Chissom, 2002). Further, when designing
roles and responsibilities, teachers should consider “experience, training, comfort level,
time constraints, and knowledge levels of individual team members” (Pickett, 1997, p.
175). Supervising teachers should also consider assigning roles incrementally to
correspond to the paraeducator’s increasing skills, which is similar to the instructional
practice teachers use with students, adding to their knowledge base after carefully

determining that they have a sound understanding on which to build (Morgan &
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Table 2.2

Research Studies Highlighting the Key Supervisory Functions of Paraeducators

Author/Year Purpose Methodology/ Resulis
L ? P Sample
Chissom Toexaminehow X X X X X Methodology: s There is more work
(2002) teachers supervise Interview, 0 be done in order to
paraeducators in document maximize the
middle school analysis, and supervisory skills of
classrooms. cbservations. teachers.
Collaborative iraining
Sample: opportunities prevent
Two middle misunderstandings
schools in and
Southwest miscommunication.
Virginia,

Rose (2000) To examine the Methodology: Leaming Support
use of X X Semi-structured Assistants (LSAs)
classroom intervigws were can be used to
support in a conducted with support an entire
primary school all the teachers class, rather than
with a high in the sample. concentrating solely
proportion of on one student.
pupils with Sample: Defined roles and
special needs. 10 teachers management

(seven female; responsibilities are an

three male) and essential factor in

stx pupils (four ensuring that

male; two classroom support is

female). focused on the nesds
of students.

Milner To describe the Methodology: Deficits were noted

{1998} imteractionsof X X Qualitative in the area of
successful para- design utilizing communication
professionals observations and regarding
with students interviews. paraeducators’ roles,
with disabilities responsibilities, and
and general Samg{e : Thzeg preparation.
education special education Deficits were found
teachers in teachers, 11 in the area of
inclusive gensra.i opportunities for

; education e
settings. iraining and
teachers, three o
middle school m@éei_i ng for
parasgucators.

students with
disabilities, and
six high school
students with
disabilities.
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Agthor/Yesr Purpose Methodology/ Results
w 2w ow Sample
= 50 = = k| £
Jensen, To evaluate 2 Methodology: When teachers were
Parsons, & means of X X A multiprobe trained to
Reid (1998)  training special design across systematically
sducation four groups of cbserve and provide
teachers in teachers and contingent feedback
supervisory teacher regarding the
strategies for asgistants. instructional
improving Sample: performance of their
specific Seven teachers parasducators, the
teaching-related trained to targeted teaching
performance of observe the data skills of their
their collection and assistants improved.
paraeducators. teaching Improvement in other
performances of teaching skill
their assistants. applications also
were noted.
Giangreco, To further Methodology: ‘When paraeducators
Edelman, extend recent X X X X Qualitative using remained in close
Luiselli, &  research by classroom proximity to students
MacFarland  highlighting observations and with disabilities, the
(1997} some issues semi-structured following was noted:
chserved in interviews. Interference with
general Sample: ownership and
education ampie: responsibility by
Data were
classrooms . general educators
where collected m.lé Separation from
instructional el&ss.r 00ms 10 1.1 classiates
assistants public sghools in Dependence on
supported gionnecmcut, adults
. assachusetts, S
students with Limitations on
disabilities. and Vermont. receivin
g competent
instruction
Interference with
instruction of other
students
French To describe the Methodology: Formal preparation
(1997 experiences of X X X X Single-case should equip SLPs o
speech language interview study. Clarify
nathologist (SLP) Seven interviews SLP/paraeducator
working in an were conducted roles
education seiting throughout the Provide appropriate
with speech- study over the supervision
language course of a vear. commensurate with
assistants, Sample: One the abilities of the
SLP and five paracducator
parasducators. Evaluate performance
of parasducators
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Author/Year Purpose Methodology Results
'éﬁ o e g ;ﬂ %9
£ £ £ £ E %
W - = = = =
D’Aguanni  To investigate Methodology: o Job descriptions have
(1997) the role of the X X Ethnographic not coincided with
parasducator as it approach using the evolving role of
is moided by the cbservations, in- paraeducators.
changing depth interviews, o There is an absence
educational and document of clearly articulated
system and the analysis. supervisory
actions of those responsibilities.
engaged in the Sample: 11 e  Time was rarely
system. paraeducators provided for on-the-
working in job #raining
grades 2-3 in opportunities.
four elementary o  There was an absence
schools from or lack of joint
four districts in planning time for
New York State. paraeducators and
teachers.
Prigge To identify Methodology: o Effective tcacher and
(1996} straiegies fromthe X X Survey data and paraeducator teaming
perspective of interviews. must begin with
teachers and commmunication
special education Sample: Survey regarding roles and
paraeducators, data gathered responsibilities.
which facilitate from 35 general e  Training is needed to
successful education prepare preservice
working teachers and and inservice
relationships eight special teachers 1o supervise
between generai education specia] education
education teachers paracducators paraeducators.
and special assigned to those o  (glizborative
education teachers planning should take
paraeducators. place between
teachers and
paraeducators.
e Paraeducators require
clearly defined roles.
McClain To determine Methodology: e In all three settings,
{1993y what verbal and X X X Ethnographic paraeducators were
nonverbal study using able to explain the
commurmnications observations and teacher’s expectation
occuy between a imerviews for their performance.
paraeducator and e Teachers and
a teacher. Sample: Three paraeducators

instructional
teams composed
of & teacher and
paraeducsior
serving
clementary
students with
disabilities.

indicated ongoing
communication was
an important factor in
their team
relationships.
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Ashbaker, 2001). Misperception of roles complicates issues of supervision and is evident
in eight of the nine studies where the need to clarify roles in both general and separate
placements was emphasized (Chissom, 2002; D’ Aquanni, 1997; French, 1997; Giangreco
et al., 1997; McClain, 1993; Miiner, 1998; Prigge, 1996; Rose, 2000).

Paraeducaiors in general education and inclusive seftings. Having more than one
paraeducator on an instructional team requires an additional effort to provide clear
expectations of roles and responsibilities (Chissom, 2002; Morgan & Ashbaker, 2001).
Scholars in this area have suggested that distinct roles and management responsibilities
are a vital factor in ensuring that classroom support is both unobtrusive and focused upon
addressing the most pressing needs at the given time. Additionally, teachers and
paraeducators were flexible as seen by their willingness to interchange instructional roles
as needed. While the study conducted by Rose (2000) is a small qualitative study, it is
noteworthy because it assists with clarifying the need for collaboration between teachers
and paraeducators so that planning for role clarification may take place.

Conclusions or common elements of role clarification generated from a study
conducted by Milner (1998) include the following: (a) general education teachers are not
sure what paracducators should be doing in their classrooms; (b) teachers and
paraeducators do not have ongoing, regularly scheduled communication; (¢) none of the
general education teachers understood that their role was to supervise paraeducators; and
(d) lack of role definition created confusion in differentiating roles for the teachers and
paraeducators. An effective teacher paraeducator team begins with communication

regarding roles and responsibilities (Morgan & Ashbaker, 2001; Prigge, 1996).
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A qualitative study by D’ Aquanni (1997) examined the roles and responsibilities
of paraeducators in several elementary schools in New York City. Eight paraeducators
working in grades two through five in four elementary schools participated. Data
included interviews and direct observation of the parasducators, as well as interviews
with the principals of the participating schools, the director of special education for each
district, the parents of the students with special needs who were being supported by
paracducators, students within the piogram, and the general and special education
teachers who work with these paraeducators. Findings of this study revealed that the job
descriptions of paraeducators have not coincided with the evolving role of paracducators,
and revealed an absence of clearly defined supervisory responsibilities. Furthermore,

D’ Aquanni (1997) found an absence of joint planning time for paraeducators and
teachers.

Paraeducators in separate placements. Giangreco and colleagues (1997)
highlighted the need to clarify the roles of teacher and paraeducator teams in separate
classroom settings. When paraeducators remain in close proximity to students with
disabilities it often interferes with the instruction provided by the teacher. Although this
study was limited to working with students with severe disabilities, it does document the
need to clarify the roles of the staff so that students may receive maximum benefit in their
educational settings. In a description of the experiences of a speech language pathologist
(SLP) working in a school setting with paraeducators, French (1997) found a need for
formal preparation to equip SLPs to clarify roles. Findings from these studies (French,
1997; Giangreco et al. 1997; McClain, 1993) support the importance of role clarification

as a necessary component of paracducator supervision.
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Planning Work Assignmenis

The second supervisory function, planning, is an important but often overlocked
task of teacher/paracducator teams. In fact, teachers and paraeducators are often unsure of
who is responsible for planning for the paraeducator. Planning work assignments includes
providing writien plans for the paraeducator to follow (Chissom, 2002; Dover, 2001;
French, 1997). Pickett (1997) points out “designing instructional environments and
making decisions about the goals, objectives, activities, and evaluations of instructional
episodes are tasks that are well outside the paraeducator’s scope of responsibility” (p.
95). Whether planning is formal or informal, it remains the responsibility of the teacher.
Six of the nine studies in Table 2.2 (Chissom, 2002; D’ Aquanni, 1997; Giangreco et al,,
1997; McClain, 1993; Prigge, 1996; Rose, 2000) contained elements related to the
importance of planning,.

Paraeducators in general education or inclusive settings. Rose (2000)
documented teachers’ comments about the need to involve their paraeducators in lesson
planning, noting that when paraeducators were working with small groups of students, “it
was noticeable that in such situations, the [paraeducators] were well prepared; had a clear
sense of purpose as a result of involvement in planning; and had received direction from
the class teacher” (p. 194). The implication is that teachers and paraeducators actually
worked as a team, because the teachers were also skilled supervisors. D’ Aquanni (1997),
on the other hand, found that very little planning between teachers and paragducators
actually took place. Unfortunately, this lack of planning time led to parasducators not

being able to ask questions of teachers or to expand on the skills introduced to them by
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the teacher. Planning, formal or informal, does not exist, as it should between teacher and
paraeducator teams (Chissom, 2002; D’ Aquanni, 1997; Prigge, 1996).

Pargeducators in separate placements. Planning work assignments by providing
written information to acquaint paracducators with the teacher’s expectations for students
led to ongoing communication, and was reported as an important factor in the teacher
paraeducator team relationship (McClain, 1991). Giangreco et al.’s (1997) study
documented the need for teachers to provide paraeducators with ongoing, classroom-
based supervision. It also asserted that “instructional assistants should have opportunity
for input into instructional planning based on their knowledge of the student, but the
ultimate accountability for planning, implementing, monitoring, and adjusting instruction
should rest with the professional staff” (p. 16).

Directing or Delegating Tasks

The third supervisory function for teachers working with paraeducators involves
the direction and delegation of tasks. Directing or providing direct assistance is
accomplished through ongoing contact to observe and assist with classroom instruction
(Glickman et al., 2001), whereas delegating is the assignment of certain tasks to others to
allow the leader or supervisor to focus on more critical tasks at hand. Delegation is an
informal involvement tactic used by open and effective leaders (Blasé¢ & Kirby, 2000).
Teachers often delegate duties to paracducators fo give themselves more time to focus on
student needs, instruction, and other work that cannot be delegated. According to Pickett
(1997, delegation “must specify the outcomes, the time frame, and the level of authority,
but should not demand that the paraeducator perform in exactly the same manner as the

professional, nor should it demand perfection” (p. 105). Although responsible delegation
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can assist paracducators in gaining new skills and initiative, research indicates that
teachers do not have the necessary preservice preparation nor are they comfortable
delegating tasks to them (Cramer, 1997; French, 1997, 1998). The supervisory function
directing or delegating was found in two of the nine research studies (French, 1997;
MecClain, 1993).

Paraeducaiors in separate pZacemeﬁzs. McClain (1993) examined observable
verbal interactions between teachers and paraeducators in elementary special education
classes and identified categories of interaction between them. French (1997) conducted a
case study of recent speech language pathologist graduates responsible for supervising
assistants in a small urban school district, Similar themes emerged from both studies,
which provided compelling evidence in support of the need for formal supervision.
Giving directions or delegating tasks was noted as a common occurrence for almost all
participants (McClain, 1993). It is unclear why the supervisory function of directing or
delegating tasks to paraeducators does not appear as a relevant element for students being
served in general education or inclusive settings. The supervision of paraeducators in
separate placements often involves working side by side in a classroom. In these
instances tasks are explained and specific outcomes are shared (French, 1997; McClain,
1993). Certainly, the special education teacher as supervisor can provide or facilitate
feedback to paraeducators for the improvement of instruction regardless of the setting.
Clearly the argument could be made that the tasks of directing or delegating are equally
as important for paraeducators being supervised in inclusive settings as they are for those

supervised in separate placements.
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Monitoring Performance

Another facet of supervising paraeducators is monitoring performance.
Monitoring the quality of a paraeducator’s work is a supervisory function that may come
naturally to some teachers. In fact, this skill is likened to what effective teachers do in
classrooms that are well managed, where teacher-managers constantly monitor what is
going on so they can take preventive measures and have fewer problems or disruptions
(Morgan & Ashbaker, 2001). Despite the positive effects, performance monitoring has
been seen as adding an extra burden to a teacher’s already full schedule of duties
(Chissom, 2002), but it is essential to ensure that the paraeducator is performing his or
her duties responsibly. Even informal assessment of paraeducator performance can be
time consuming. However, the opportunity to reinforce positive behaviors through
observation should not be overlocked (Blasé & Kirby, 2000). Three of the mine studies
(Chissom, 2002; Giangreco et al., 1997; Jensen et al., 1998) similarly contained elements
of monitoring performance in regard to the key supervisory functions of teachers working
with paraeducators.

Paraeducators in general education and inclusive settings. A qualitative study of
two middle schools found that even though monitoring was valued by paraeducators in
the study and deemed essential to their performance, there were no guidelines in place to
help teachers (Chissom, 2002). Consequently, the responses of both teachers and
paraeducators indicated that performance monitoring in the form of informal discussions
was random and not very helpful to paraprofessionals. Participants noted that informal

observations were a primary means of monitoring a paraeducator’s performance.
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Paraeducators in separate placements. The utilization of paraeducators in
separate placements has primarily been studied using a qualitative methodology. For
exarnpie, Jensen and colleagues (1998) conducted a qualitative study in an adult
education program that evaluated a means of training special education teachers in
supervisory strategies for improving specific teaching-related performance of their
paraeducators. The majority of students were labeled as having severe to profound mental
retardation. Participating teachers received supervisory training that included both
classroom-based training and training in on-the-job mentoring, They were also required
to observe and provide feedback to their paraeducators on a monthly basis. Resulis
indicated when teachers are trained to systematically observe and provide contingent
feedback regarding the teaching-related performance of their paraeducators, the targeted
teaching skills of their assistants improved.

Giangreco et al. (1997) also conducted a qualitative study on the effects of the
proximity of paraeducators on students with multiple disabilities. The findings of this
study further support the need for teachers to provide paraeducators with ongoing,
classroom-based supervision. Since paraeducators in separate placements most often
work alongside of teachers, observation data are probably the easiest way of monitoring
the day-to-day performance of a paraeducator (Jensen et al., 1998; McClain, 1993).
Mentoring and On-The-Job Training

Finally, systematic on-the-job training and mentoring arve supervisory techniques
teachers working with paraeducators can use 1o encourage paraeducators to perform their
delegated tasks to the best of their abilities. Teachers can provide on-the-job training in

numerous ways, which include mesting formally or informally, modeling, providing
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feedback, and coaching paraeducators through various situations. Communicating clear
expectations has been linked with a method of providing consistent feedback regarding
the leader’s perceptions of teacher performance (Blasé & Kirby, 2000; Chissom, 2002).
IDEA (1997) mandates training for paraeducators; therefore, this should be common
practice for teachers who are responsible for both supervising paraeducators and
providing instruction for students with special needs. This is evident in six of the nine
studies reviewed (Chissom, 2002; D’ Aquanni, 1997; French, 1997; Giangreco et al.,
1997, Jensen et al., 1998; Milner, 1998) and is evident in both inclusive and separate
placements.

Paraeducators in general education or inclusive settings. D’ Aquanni (1997) found
that “on-the~job training was viewed by many of the paraprofessionals in this study as a
successful way of providing instruction” (p. 394). Unfortunately, it was also discovered
that due to the lack of planning time, paraeducators were not able to ask questions of
teachers or to expand on the skills introduced to them through these training activities.
This study highlights the inadequacies of on-the-job training of paraeducators when there
is little supervision and no followup discussions. Other themes that emerged in the data
were inadequate training of paraeducators, ineffective team practices, and inconsistent
supervision.

Seven major findings emerged in the data regérding on-the-job training and
mentoring reiated to paraeducators and their supervision in middie school classrooms
(Chissom, 2002). They included the following: (a) no training is provided or
paraeducators are unsure how to obtain training; (b) training takes place through inservice

opportunities; (¢) training is informal; (d) training consists of hands-on activities in the
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classroom; {e) training consists of written information being provided to the
paraeducator; (f) previous life experiences constitute training; and {(g) teachers need
training to effectively supervise paraeducators. Researchers note that training
opportunities for both paraeducators and their supervising teachers are minimal
(Chissom, 2002; D’ Aquanni, 2002; Milner, 1998).

Paraeducators in separate placements. Giangreco and colleagues (1997) studied
instructional assistants working in close proximity to students with disabilities on an
ongoing basis. Results showed that paraeducators who are in close proximity to students
with disabilities for prolonged periods of time often hinder peer relations as well as
interaction with teachers. In addition, students with disabilities were apt to become overly
dependent on the paraeducator in the classroom. In order to overcome these dependency
issues, the authors noted, “instructional assistants should be provided with competency-
based training that included ongoing, classroom-based supervision” (Giangreco et al.,
1997, p. 16). The study found that without proper fraining, paracducators could hinder
rather than help student progress. When teachers were trained to systematically observe
and provide contingent feedback regarding the teaching-related performance of their
paracducators, the targeted teaching skills of their assistants improved (Jensen et al.,
1998). Conclusions in both Giangreco et al.”s (1997) and Jensen et al.’s (1998) studies
relate closely to training as a key supervisory function and highlight the need to clarify
the roles within of teacher and paraeducator teams in classroom settings.

Evaluating Performance
Research has pointed to ongoing classroom-based supervision as a critical piece

of paraeducator supervision (French, 1998; Giangreco et al., 1997). This kind of
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supervision is best suited for the classroom teacher, yet teachers are ofien unprepared and
uncomfortable when asked to supervise paraeducators (French, 1998; Frith & Lindsey,
1982; Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996). While monitoring performance includes the
informal observation of task, evaluating performance focuses on ensuring the fulfillment
of job descriptions, providing constructive feedback, and issuing reprimands when
needed (Dover, 2001). Pickett (1997) states “evaluation of paraeducator job performance
requires judgment and should be based on fair performance standards, first-hand
observations, written data, and appropriate documentation of performance” (p. 129).

One method for evaluating performance is teacher observation (Chissom, 2002;
French, 2003). Two of the nine studies outlined in Table 2.2 (Chissom; 2002, French,
1997) included the importance of teachers evaluating the performance of paraeducators.

Paraeducators in general education or inclusive seftings. Paraeducators in a
district selected for participation in a qualitative study by Chissom (2002) were formally
evaluated each year. The evaluation instrument consisted of four sections: (a)
performance, (b) work standards, (c) human relations, and (d) professionalism. Some
teachers did not completely understand the evaluation process; however, they did feel
they played a role in it. With regard to evaluation, communication between the
supervising teacher and the paraeducator is seen as an important link (Chissom, 2002;
French, 2003; McClain, 1993; Prigge, 1996). Thus, annual evaluations did not come as a
surprise to paraprofessionals when ongoing communication occurred throughout the
school year.

Only one study in Table 2.2 addressed the evaluation of paraeducators in separate

placements (French, 1997). This study noted an effort to provide formal preparation to
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speech language pathologists should equip them 1o evaluate the job performance of
paraeducators. The lack of research to support the evaluation of paraeducators may be
due to the fact that in many instances the responsibility for the employment and
evaluation of support personnel such as paraeducators remains with administrators
(Pickett, 1999).
Implications of Key Supervisory Functions

Currently, a considerable amount of literature offers qualitative analysis of the
preparation, training, and duties of paraeducators {(Cramer, 1997; Hoover, 1999; Mueller,
1997; Werts, 1998), but their supervision has not been given significant attention. A
limited number of studies offer quantitative analysis of teachers’ supervisory practices.
There are a few recent studies that help clarify what teacher supervision of paraeducators
should entail. To some degree, outcomes or common elements that emerged from these
studies relate to the six key supervisory functions for teachers working with
paraeducators. The nine studies identified in Table 2.2 were analyzed to provide a more
detailed examination of the key supervisory functions of teachers working with
paraeducators.
Inclusive Versus Separate Placements

Five of the nine studies focused on inclusive placements (Chissom, 2002;
D’ Agquanni, 1997; Milner, 1998; Prigge, 1996; Rose, 2000). Five of the six supervisory
functions were present in inclusive settings. A review of the nine research studies
revealed that directing or delegating tasks does not seem to be a function specific to
inclusive settings. Planning and role clarifying seem to be mentioned more often in

studies of inclusive placements (D’ Aquanni, 1997; Giangreco et al., 1997; Prigge, 1996;
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Rose, 2000}, while evaluating performance was only present in one single case interview
study (French, 1997). The importance of communication and collaboration between the
supervising teacher and paraeducator was documented as an important link in inclusive
placements {Chissom, 2002; Prigge, 1996; Rose, 2000).

Four of the nine studies focused on separate placements (French, 1997; Giangreco
et al., 1997; Jensen et al., 1998; McClain, 1993). A synopsis of these studies reveals all
six supervisory functions to be present. Directing or delegating tasks as well as
performance monitoring seem to be more noteworthy in separate placements (French,
1997; Jensen et al., 1998; McClain, 1993). Since paraeducators in separate placements
most ofien work alongside teachers, monitoring the daily performance of paraeducators
may be easier in these settings than for teachers supervising paraeducators serving
students in inclusive settings (Jensen et al., 1998; McClain, 1993).

The six supervisory tasks discussed in this section are not discrete functions.
Because research in the area of paraeducator supervision is just emerging, there is some
overlap in the meanings of supervisory tasks. Researchers attempting to explore the
supervisory tasks identified as a part of this study have identified similar characteristics
that are closely related and contain some overlap of content. Consequently, these
supervisory functions can not be identified as completely separate from one another.
Research supports the inclusion of tasks such as role clarifying (Chissom, 2002;

D’ Aguanni, 1997; French, 1997; Giangreco et al., 1997; McClain, 1993; Milner, 1998),
planning (Chissom, 2002; D’ Aquanni, 1997; Giangreco ¢t al., 1997), and training
(D’ Aguanni, 1997; French, 1997} as specific skills needed in the instructional

management of paraeducators.
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Preparation of Teachers and Paraeducators

This section reviews the status of professional preparation for both teachers and
paraeducators. Effective preparation programs can lead {o the effective instructional
management of paraeducators. Challenges in paraeducator supervision such as negative
perceptions of supervision (Dover, 2002; French, 1997) and lack of clarity between
teachers and paraeducators (Chissom, 2002; French, 1997; Milner, 1998) can be
alleviated by the systematic use of effective training programs (Pickett, 1995; Steckelberg
& Vasa, 1988). A description of preparation programs that equip administrators and
teachers to work with paraeducators is included.
Teacher Preparation

The role of the special education teacher has changed from that of a soloistto a
conductor as teachers plan for and supervise paraeducators. The ability of paracducators
to meet the needs of students with disabilities is affected by the ability of teachers to
carry out this newly developed responsibility (French, 2003). This means that teachers
need skills in making daily assignments and scheduling activities, designing instruction
for another adult to carry out, monitoring student progress and making instructional
decisions, providing corrective feedback to paraeducators, developing and documenting
on-the-job training, and evaluating paracducators’ performance (Steckelberg & Vasa,
1988), In the past, litile was done to prepare teachers to work with and supervise
paraeducators. In 1982, only 14% of the special education teachers who participated in 2
study conducted by Vasa, Steckelberg and Ulrich-Ronning received fraining on

supervising paracducators, yet §82% felt that such training was necessary.
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Placed in a position of having o supervise another adult, teachers are
encountering new problems around issues of authority, role confusion, and personality
conflicts. Milner (1998) recommends that teachers learn how 1o plan ahead to assign
tasks to the paraeducator, welcome a mutual exchange of ideas, provide adeguate training
and supervision, use paraeducators’ talents and skills, incorporate employment
guidelines, and promote mutual respect and caring. Dover (2001) writes that teachers
need to develop skills and recommends they focus on becoming an effective instructor of
adult partners, developing interdisciplinary teaming skills, and developing an awareness
of appropriate paraeducator-professional roles.

Reetz (1987) developed a self-evaluation tool teachers can use to help them
determine their effectiveness in promoting a productive and comfortable working climate
for paraeducators. The author recommends that administrators provide joint planning
time so teachers and paraeducators can participate in the evaluation together as a means
of helping teachers design activities to enhance the paraeducators’ effectiveness rather
than blaming them for their lack of expertise.

More recently, institutions of higher education are starting to acknowledge
teacher preparation in paraeducator supervision as an area of need. Several training
manuals are now available for teachers and administrators who are responsible for
supervising, training, and evaluating paraeducators. Table 2.3 provides a list of training
programs. These manuals emphasize the need for administrators and teachers at the
district and building levels to collaborate in their efforts to effectively integrate
paraeducators into classrooms. The manuals for administrators highlight the following as

critical compoenents that should be addressed:
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¢ Developing clearly defined job descriptions;
e Identifying distinctions to the roles and duties of teachers and paraeducators;
e Providing systematic training for paraeducators using preservice, inservice, and
supervised on-the-job training;
¢ Pursuing opportunities for career advancement with institutions of higher
education;
e Providing training for teachers to strengthen supervisory and management skills;
and
e Enhancing administrators’ capacity to assist teacher and paraeducators to work as
effective teams.
The general areas covered in the manuals developed to assist teachers in working
with paraeducators focus on the following:
e Determining the roles and responsibilities of paraeducators and teachers;
e Assisting in the development of a well-written job description;
e Developing a plan for integrating the paraeducator into the program utilizing
weekly planning meetings to provide feedback and guidance to the paracducator;
e Evaluating paraeducators using informal techniques; and
e Understanding legal and ethical issues in regard to assigning responsibilities.
Pargeducator Preparation
Paraeducators are often utilized in schools to aid with direct student instruction
and assist with the delivery of instruction for children and youth with disabilities.
Although they are hired to work directly with the most challenging students, they often

come unprepared for the task. It has become increasingly popular in schools to assign a
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Resources and Programs Preparing Adminisirators and Teachers to Work with

Paraeducaiors
Author Date Title

Administrators

Vasa, Steckelberg, & Hoffiman 1986  Resource Guide for the Development of
Policies and Practices in the Use of
Paraprofessionals in Special Fducation

Pickett 1988 The Employment and Training of
Paraprofessional Personnel: A Technical
Assistance Manual for Administrators and
Staff Developers

National Resource Center for 1988 A Comprehensive Program of Technical

Paraprofessionals in Special Assistance to Prepare Administrators and Staff

Education and Related Human Developers to Improve the Performance and

Service training of Paraprofessionals

Teachers

Vasa & Steckelberg 1987 What Teachers Need to Know About Using
Paraprofessionals

Steckelberg & Vasa 1988 Preservice and Inservice Training Program to
Prepare Teachers to Supervised and Work
More Effectively with Paraprofessional
Personnel

Vasa, Steckelberg, & 1989 Supervision Strategies for Special Educators in

Sundermeier Working with Instructional Paraprofessionals

Pickett 1997 A Training Program to Prepare Teachers to

Supervise and Work Effectively with
Paraprofessional Personnel

paraeducator to work one-on-one with a student or to work with groups of students with

significant disabilities. This kind of assignment almost always occurs with no previous

preparation and no ongoing supervision (Frank et al., 1988; French, 1997; Hoover, 1999).

Often no prerequisite skills are required for paraeducators, and fraining opportunities are

limited (Pickett, 1997). In addition, supervising teachers are not prepared to adequately

supervise paraeducators in school settings (French, 1998; Frith & Lindsey, 1982; Scruggs

& Mastropieri, 1996).
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What constitutes an appropriate level of training to be an effective paraeducator
has been a topic of national debate (Giangreco et al., 1998). Undoubtedly, there is
widespread consensus that some level of training and orientation is required to be an
effective paraeducator. The No Child Left Behind Act (2001) offers clarity about what it
takes to be a “highly qualified” paraeducator.

In a 1988 study, Frank and colleagues used survey data to identi{y the tasks that
special education teachers rate as important for their parasducators to be able to
complete. Participating teachers were also asked to rate their paraeducators’ skills in
completing tasks rated as important. In addition, the study examined the effects the
instructional model and the age of students served had on the ratings. Approximately one
third of all special education teachers in Iowa who were assigned paraeducators for that
school year participated in the study.

Results indicated that, overall, special education teachers were satisfied with the
performance of their paraeducators. The most common statements obtained from the
survey were related to the importance of inservice training for paraeducators.
Specifically, the need for preparation surrcunding the management of student behavior
was cited most frequently. Findings also identified the need for formal college training
programs for paraeducators. The authors (1988) recommended that paraeducators have
differing competencies depending on the type of educational setting in which they are
employed.

Professional and Paraeducator Responsibilities
Although many practitioners have noted and continue to note the need for

appropriate training for paraeducators (Frith et al., 1982; Giangreco et al., 1997; Marks et

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Supervising Paraeducators 48

al., 1999; Mueller, 1997; Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996), there are differing ideas
regarding responsibilities for both teachers and paraeducators. In 1982, Escudero and
Sears conducted a study in an effort to “provide information that would reduce the
ambiguity between the responsibilities and skills needed by teachers and teacher aides for
the severely/profoundly handicapped” (p. 190). Seventy-two teachers and 65
paraeducators participated in this investigation of the perceptions of both groups in an
effort to assist with role clarification. A 70-item questionnaire was disseminated that
assessed 12 categories: (a) administration; {b) interdisciplinary professional relationships;
(c) utilization of local, state, and national resources; (d) training others; (¢) parent
relationships; (f) student assessment; (g) curriculum development; (h) curriculum areas;
(1) teaching procedures; (j) behavioral approach to teaching; (k) child development; and
(1) adaptive aids and associated medical/health considerations. Each group was asked to
select whether a particular responsibility was exclusively or primarily the role of the
teacher.

Results indicated that the roles of teachers, especially those instructing students
with disabilities, included many tasks other than simply direct student instruction.
Escudero and Sears (1982) reported “the teacher for [students with severe and profound
disabilities] appeared to be perceived as more of an instructional manager or coordinator
of instructional activities than as a person who just provides direct instruction” (p. 193).
Results also indicated that paraeducators are ofien responsible for direct student
instruction. Escuderc and Sears point out that training should “prepare teacher aides for

the responsibilities they will be sharing with teachers” (p. 194). In other words, both
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teachers and paraeducators who work with students with disabilities need training to
prepare them for their specific roles in the classroom.

Frank et al., (1988) expanded on Escudero’s and Sears’ (1982) study by
identifying tasks that special education teachers in lowa rated as important for their
paraeducators to be able to complete. Both teachers and paraeducators were given similar
questionnaires. As mentioned, the data identified those tasks that special education
teachers rate as important for their paraeducators to be able to complete. In addition,
teachers were asked to rate their paraeducators’ skill in completing tasks rated as
important and the effects of the program instructional model and age of students served
had on ratings also were examined. The results indicated that teachers were generally
satisfied with the performance of their paraeducators. The most frequent statements in the
open-ended responses concerned inservice training for paraeducators. From a sample of
325 participants, 25 (.08%) teachers and seven (.02 %) paraeducators indicated that more
preparation was needed, with behavior management being cited most often (Frank et al.,
1988). Closely related to these recommendations were comments about the need for
formal college training for paraeducators. The findings also indicated that paraeducators
should have different competencies, depending on their particular job description and
assignment. Unlike Escudero’s study, this investigation differs by highlighting specific
paraeducator issues that need to be addressed.

There is some agreement about professional and paracducator responsibilities.
The roles of special education teachers include many tasks such as planning for students,
writing individualized education programs, and delegating tasks to paraeducators. As

extensions of {eachers, paraeducators are regularly responsible for the direct instruction
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of students. In an effort to arrange for teachers and paraeducators to carry out their roles
and responsibilities, appropriate training and professional development are necessary.
Conclusion

The research literature reviewed in this chapter provides a description of
paraeducators, including their history, {raining, and efficacy. In the 1990s, research on
paraeducators expanded into their roles in inclusive settings, instructional management,
and supervision. Efforts have been made to identify factors that contribute to effective
paraeducator supervision, but the major body of research provides primarily goal
statements, opinions, and suggestions for best practices. Although each of the studies
reviewed in this chapter states the importance of one or more of the six domains in
Pickett’s supervisory framework, only one qualitative study to date (Chissom, 2002) has
explored how five of the these six domains are implemented and carried out in school
settings.

The present study examined Guiding Principle #7, which explored all six domains of
the special education teachers’ supervision of paraeducators. A quantitative design was
employed in order to examine the extent to which special education teachers supervise
paraeducators in classrooms in one local school district in southeastern Virginia.

The following research questions were addressed:

1. What are the supervisory practices of special education teachers who work with

paraeducators in inclusive settings?

2.  What are the perceptions of special education teachers regarding their

preparation o supervise paraeducators?
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3. To what extent do special education teachers engage in the following
supervisory functions: (a) planning work assignments, (b} directing or
delegating tasks, (c) clarifying roles, (d) monitoring performance, (e) evaluating
performance, and (f) training and mentoring paraeducators?

4. What is the relationship between special education teachers’ supervisory
practices and specific preservice or inservice preparation for supervising
paracducators?

In response to the growing numbers of paraeducators in school settings today and
the limited amount of research regarding their supervision, it is expected that this
research will contribute to the body of knowledge that addresses supervising practices of
support personnel. Additionally, results of this study are expected have an impact on staff
development personnel, teachers who provide instructional supervision to paraeducators,
and the paraeducators themselves. The research base needs o be broadened as the
numbers of paraeducators continues to grow and teachers’ roles continue to evolve to

include supervision.
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CHAPTER THREE
Methodology

This chapter describes the research methods used in this study. The first section
provides a brief overview of the study. The second section addresses the methods used in
the development of the survey instrument. The third section is divided into four
descriptive sections: (a) population and sample, (b) survey instrument, (c) data
collection, and (d) data analysis. The chapter ends with a discussion of ethical safeguards.

Overview of Study

The problem of paraeducator supervision arises because teachers often feel they
are not prepared to supervise them in school settings (French, 1998; Frith & Lindsey,
1982; Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996). Additionally, how paraeducators are utilized to
provide instructional services to students with disabilities has an impact on the amount of
management required (Dover, 2001; Prigge, 1996).

This study examined the perceptions of special education teachers and their
supervisory practices regarding their work with paraeducators in relation to specific
supervisory functions derived in part from Pickett’s (1999) framework. The research
questions were as follows:

1. What are the supervisory practices of special education teachers who work with

paraeducators in inclusive settings?
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2. What are the perceptions of special education teachers regarding their preparation
to supervise paraeducators?

3. To what extent do special education teachers engage in the following supervisory
functions: (a) planning work assignments, (b) directing or delegating tasks, (c)
clarifving roles, (d) monitoring performance, (e) evaluating performance, and (f)
training and mentoring paraeducators?

4. What is the relationship between special education teachers’ supervisory practices
and specific preservice or inservice preparation for supervising paraeducators?

Research Methodology
Consistent with the underlying research problem, the purpose of the study, and the
research questions, a parallel form of mixed methodology was employed in executing the
study. Parallel form involves collecting of both qualitative and quantitative data
concurrently (Mertens & McLaughlin, 2004). A survey was selected as a means for
collecting data regarding the perceptions of special education teachers working with and
supervising paraeducators because most existing studies in the field are small qualitative
studies. The use of surveys as a systematic means of data collection has a long history
and has been regarded as a valuable research tool in education (Gall, Borg, & Gall,
1996). Surveys were chosen over other forms of data collection, such as interview and
observation, because the nature of the responses will be categorical, and the study
population will be able to read, understand, and respond to written prompts.
Population and Sample
Special education teachers in one school district in southeast Virginia who had

experience working with and supervising paraeducators in inclusive settings served as the
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population for this study. This particular school district has made systematic efforts
toward the inclusion of students with disabilities in general education settings. This small
school district serves over 12,000 students; of this number 1,137 students had been
identified with special needs. At the time of data collection, 80 special education teachers
were employed in this disirict. A total of 96 paraeducators were employed to assist these
teachers with the provision of services to students with disabilities (S. Creasey, personal
communication, October 24, 2003).

Due to the size of the population, the study sought to include the entire study
population. Thus, 80 special education teachers were invited to participate. A response
rate of 50% was considered satisfactory for the purposes of analysis and reporting of
findings (Rea & Parker, 1997). A response rate of 50% (V= 40) was sought, which
yielded sufficient respondents for data analysis. The supervisor of student services in the
district agreed to have office staff members apply labels containing names and work
locations of participants to the surveys to be disseminated. The supervisor of student
services assured the researcher that survey instruments would be sent to all special
education teachers employed in the school district.

Generalizability

While federal legislation calls for the supervision of paraeducators (IDEA, 1997;
NCLB, 2001), states are given latitude in how they interpret those directives in
formulating individual state regulations. Yet more flexibility has been given to local
school districts in defining the requirement for supervision. The results of the study are
generalizable to public schools with similar demographics who also serve the majority of

special needs students in inclusive settings. Generalizability is also enhanced when the
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school district’s teaching workforce demographics are similar to participants in this
study.
Survey Instrument

A review of the special education literature, informal communication with
scholars who write in the field of paraeducator preparation and supervision, and
interviews with Virginia state department personnel revealed critical issues relating to
special education paracducators and the special education teachers who supervise them.
A structured survey (see Appendix B) containing items determined to be relevant to these
issues was developed by the researcher for the purpose of collecting data regarding the
supervisory practices and perceptions of special education teachers. Additionally, items
drawn from similar instruments developed by Vasa, Steckelberg, and Ulrich-Ronning
(1982), Dover (2001), and French (2001) were included in the instrument. Using an
adaptation of Pickett’s (1999) framework supported by supervisory skills defined and
discussed in the existing literature and the researcher’s experience as a former
paraeducator and certified special education teacher, six discrete tasks were identified for
examination.

The instrument was divided into four sections. Part I asked participants to respond
to demographic data. Part Il asked for responses related to general supervisory skills. Part
I11, a Likert scale, asked participants to respond to statements describing supervisory
behaviors. The Likert scale portion of the instrument included a minimum of five items to
measure each construct as recommended by Tabachnick and Fidell (2001). Reasons for
using multi-items have been discussed by Tabachnick and Fidell (2001). Individual items

have considerable random measurement error and are unrelisble. Such items also lack
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scope, so it is not likely that a single item can fully represent an intricate theoretical
concept or any specific attribute. When several iterns are used, the consistency of
responding produced by an aftitude can be detected (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). The
final portion of the survey (Part I'V) was open-ended, asking participants to respond to
questions about the rewards and challenges of supervising paraeducators.

Standards of content validity were established with the use of a survey instrument
that solicited participant perceptions about the supervision of paraeducators. The
researcher assumed that all respondents shared the same understanding of the topic.
Validity was also established with a process of determining whether respondents
indicated their true opinion on more than one measure of the same construct (Gall et al.,
1996). The triangulation of both quantitative and qualitative data provided verification of
the special education teachers’ perceptions regarding their supervision of paraeducators.
Pretesting the Instrument

For validity purposes an expert panel composed of teachers, administrators, and
paraeducators was convened. Six persons (three special education teachers, two assistant
principals, and one special education coordinator) were provided with copies of the
research questions and survey instrument, and asked to assess the survey for such critical
factors as clarity, comprehensiveness, and ease of responsiveness. Panelists’ feedback
was recorded on a feedback form (see Appendix C) and used to revise the survey
instrument.

A field test is a small-scale study conducted prior to the actual study. For the
present investigation, representatives of the target group were asked to review the survey

instrument and provide feedback on it. Thus, draft of the instrument was sent to 10

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Supervising Paraeducators 57

special education teachers working in inclusive settings who had previous teaching
experience, which included the supervision of paraeducators. The special education
teachers were also sent a feedback form (see Appendix D) and a cover letter. Finally,
participants received a teabag as a minimal incentive for their participation.

The suggested changes gathered from the expert panel and field test participants
were used to make minimal revisions to the survey instrument. Additional suggestions for
revision were received from the assistant superintendent and the supervisor of student
services prior to approval. The items were modified to yield more accurate responses
from participants. The instrument was also reviewed by members of the researcher’s
dissertation committee prior to disseminating it to participants.

Data Collection

Special education teachers in a local school district were requested to participate
on a voluntary basis. No names were attached to the surveys. Consent forms required
their consent to be a part of the study (see Appendix E). All surveys and consent forms
were returned in separate sealed envelopes to a post office box and opened only by the
researcher. The surveys were treated in a confidential manner as evidenced in the
administration and collection of the survey through the following methods: (a) no place
for individual names of survey respondents was provided on the survey; (b) the special
educator’s name did not appear on the outside of envelopes and could not be used in any
way during the analysis of the surveys; and (c) consent forms and survey instruments
were stored separately.

To increase the survey return rate, the following actions were taken:
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1. The cover letter was printed on letterhead from The College of William &
Mary and included the researcher’s signature in blue ink (see Appendix F).

2. Labels showing the survey’s due date were placed on the outside of each
envelope.

3. A return address was included with the survey. In the event a survey
participant misplaced the return envelope, the survey could be sent to the
researcher for analysis.

4. Teabags were included in each packet as a token of appreciation to the special
education teachers.

5. Participants completing and returning surveys within two weeks were entered
in a drawing for a $50.00 gift certificate to the Teacher and Parents Store
(TAPS). Participants returned a self-addressed post-card (Appendix G) to
notify the researcher of their desire to be included in the drawing. This was
the only use for participant’s names in the study.

6. Postcard reminders of the survey due date (see Appendix H) were sent to each
participant two weeks prior to the due date. At this time participants were
given the option of receiving another copy of the survey via e-mail attachment
for completion. |

Data Analysis
The data analysis involved various statistical procedures to answer the study
questions. Table 3.1 lists the research questions and the analysis for each. Both nominal
and ordinal data were collected and analyzed using descriptive statistics. Survey data

were analyzed using SPSS statistical software. Numerical codes were used to enter data
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for analysis. A list of these codes can be found in Appendix 1. Frequency tables as well as

cross-tabulations and contingency tables were generated to answer the research questions.

Table 3.1
Data Analysis
Survey Instrument Statistical
Item(s) Analysis

General Descriptive Measures 1-11 Frequencies

Research Question

1. What are the supervisory practices of  Evaluation specific: 14, Frequency
special education teachers who work 15,16, 17, (percentage)
with paraeducators in inclusive 18,19, 20, 21
settings?

2. What are the perceptions of special i3 Frequency
education teachers regarding their (percentage)
preparation to supervise Open-ended questions  analytic inductive
paraeducators? 52,53 codes & themes

3. To what extent do the special Likert scale: 22-51 Frequency
education teachers engage in the (percentage)
following supervisory functions: (a)
planning work assignments, (b) By
directing or delegating tasks, (c) school setting
clarifying roles, (d) monitoring years working
performance, (e) evaluating with
performance, and (f) training and paracducators
mentoring paraeducators?

4. What is the relationship between the 12 Frequency
special education teachers’ supervisory (percentage,
practices and specific preservice or Likert scale: 22-51 mean, standard
inservice preparation for supervising deviation)
paraeducators?

Statistical Analysis

A frequency distribution is a summary listing of the number of times certain

events take place within each category of a variable (George & Mallery, 2001; Rea &

Parker, 1997). Frequency distributions involve a description of one variable and are

reported in percentages, means, and standard deviations.
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Research question 1. Participant responses regarding the supervisory practices of
special education teachers who work with paraeducators in inclusive settings were
analyzed using frequency statistics and reported in a percentage format.

Research question 2. Participant responses regarding the perceptions of special
education teachers concerning their preparation to supervise paraeducators were analyzed
using frequency statistics and reported in a percentage format.

Research question 3. A percentage of participants for each of the six supervisory
functions were analyzed by school setting and years working with paraeducators.
Frequency statistics were reported using percentages, means, and standard deviations.

Research question 4. To determine the relationship between the special education
teachers’ supervisory practices and specific preservice or inservice prepatation for
supervising paraeducators, descriptive statistics were employed using SPSS for
Windows. Mean scores and standard deviations were reported.

Open-Ended Analysis

Open-ended questions have no preexisting response categories and thereby permit
the respondent to answer in his or her own words (Rea & Parker, 1997). The researcher
analyzed participants’ responses using an analytic inductive method. First, all responses
were transcribed, then a set of codes in which the responses could be grouped were
developed. Responses were then sorted and sifted into categories in an effort to identify
phrases, patterns, and themes (Miles & Huberman, 1994). Upon final analysis, responses

were reported by category, providing sample responses.
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Ethical Safeguards

Written approval for the study was sought and garnered from the participating
school district. In order to obtain permission to conduct the research study with special
education teachers in this school district, a letter was sent to the appropriate central office
administrator (see Appendix J). The researcher met with the supervisor of student
services who serves as the administrator in charge of special education for the school
district to discuss the project and seek informal approval prior to sending a letter to
central office personnel.

The study was conducted in a manner that protected the anonymity of the school
district and study participants. Informed consent focused on ensuring that research
participants entered the research of their free will and with understanding of the nature
and scope of the study, and any possible obligations that may arise (Gall et al., 1996).
The researcher assigned codes by placing a number on each questionnaire prior to the
mechanical scoring. The codebook and survey instruments were always in the possession
of the researcher or secured in a locked area. The study involved no interventions,
treatments, or manipulations of participants. In accordance with ethical principles
established for research studies, the research study was submitted to the Human Subjects
Review Committee at The College of William & Mary for approval. Once approved, the
study was conducted in keeping with acceptable, ethical research practices.

Conclusion

Results of this study have training implications for administrators, staff

development personnel, teachers who provide instructional supervision to paraeducators,

and paraeducators themselves. In response to the growing numbers of paraeducators in
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school settings today and the limited amount of research regarding their supervision, this
research makes a confribution to the knowledge base informing current practices in

supervision of paraeducators and other support personnel.
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CHAPTER FOUR
Analysis of the Results

Special education teachers were surveyed about their practices and perceptions
regarding the supervision of paraeducators in inclusive settings. Both quantitative and
qualitative data were gathered using a survey instrument. The purpose of this chapter is to
present the findings from the returned surveys. The chapter begins with background
information about the questionﬁaire development, then the findings are reported as a
description of the survey population, along with answers to the study’s research
questions.

Instrument Development

A review of the special education professional literature, informal communication
with scholars who write on paraeducator preparation and supervision, and interviews with
Virginia state department personnel revealed critical issues relating to special education
paraeducators and the special education teachers who supervise them. A structured
survey (see Appendix B) containing items relevant to these issues was developed by the
researcher for the purpose of collecting data regarding the practices and perceptions of
special education teachers. Additionally, a few items drawn from similar instruments
developed by Vasa, Steckelberg, and Ulrich-Ronning (1982), Dover (2001), and French
(2001) were included as a part of the instrument. Using an adaptation of Pickett’s (1999)

framework supported by key supervisory skills defined and discussed in the existing
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literature and through the researcher’s professional experience, six supervisory tasks were
identified for examination.

The survey instrument was divided into four sections. Part I asked participants to
provide demographic data. Part II solicited responses related to general supervisory skills.
Part I1I was a Likert scale asking participants to respond to statements describing
supervisory behaviors. The Likert scale portion of the instrument included a minimum of
five items to measure each construct as recommended by Tabachnick and Fidell (2001).
The final portion of the survey (Part I'V) consisted of two open-ended questions and
asked participants to write in responses to each. The survey instruments were analyzed
and scored, vielding primarily quantitative results with additional qualitative findings.
Internal Consistency Reliability

SPSS was used to run a reliability analysis on Likert-scale items. This analysis
was run to determine internal consistency. The reliability of the scales and their
individual items was empirically examined through the calculation of Cronbach’s alpha
coefficient, which quantifies the relationship between a specific group of measurement
items and the underlying concept that the grouping of items is intended to measure.
Cronbach’s alpha provides information about the reliability of any given set of measures.
Since alpha is interpreted as a correlation coefficient, it ranges in values from 0.00 to
1.00. Generally, scales that obtain alpha levels of 0.70 or greater are considered to be
reliable. The closer Cronbach’s alpha coefficient is to 1.0, the greater the internal
consistency of the items in the scale (George & Mallery, 2003).

Table 4.1 provides alpha scores and descriptive statistics for the six supervisory

tasks. The reliability coefficient was equal to five items for each supervisory task. The
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alpha score for evaluating performance (.8497) signifies good internal reliability. Alpha
scores for the two supervisory tasks of planning work assignments ((7350) and clarifying
roles (.7452) represent responses that had acceptable internal reliability. Internal
reliability scores for the two supervisory tasks of directing or delegating (.6078) and
mentoring and on-the-job training (.6485) were questionable. The lowest alpha scores of

5260 in the area of monitoring performance indicated poor internal consistency between

respondents.
Table 4.1
Reliabifity Analysis

Supervisory Tasks Alpha X SD 7
Planning Work Assignments 7350 18.67 3.80 5
Directing or Delegating Tasks 6078 18.90 3.17 5
Clarifying Roles 7452 20.10 3.50 5
Monitoring Performance 5260 17.89 3.11 5
Evaluating Performance .8497 14.84 547 5
Mentoring and Training 6485 14.08 3.23 5

The alpha score of the monitoring performance index was lower than other
indexes, therefore, further examination took place. The reliability analysis was repeated
to determine what the alpha scores might be if one of the five items within the index were
deleted. Results of this additional analysis indicated that the alpha score for monitoring
performance would increase if two items were deleted. These items were: “I correct
inaccurate instruction by the paraeducator” and “I provide regular performance feedback
to the paraeducator.” Mean scores for these two items were also lower.

The survey instrument performed well in three of six supervisory tasks for the
reliability analysis. It is important to note that alpha could have been increased in the

supervisory tasks monitoring performance by removing two items. However, for the
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purposes of this study, the complete five-item scale for the six supervisory tasks was
retained.
Return Rate

The study sought responses from special education teachers. A total of 80 surveys
were distributed to participants in a local school district. A total of 49 surveys were
returned, for an overall response rate of 61% (n = 49). Of these, all returned surveys were
usable. However; in three cases, individual questionnaires were missing responses 1o a
few items. Arithmetic means were calculated in an attempt to replace the missing data.
The arithmetic mean represents the average score for participants. The arithmetic mean
was found by adding the numbers in the set of data and dividing by the number of
respondents. Arithmetic means were entered in place of the missing data, and the analysis
continued.

Description of Survey Population

Data from the 49 surveys were used to answer the study’s research questions.
Survey items 1 through 11 gathered data about general descriptive measures of
demographic variables such as (a) years of teaching, (b) level of education, (c) school
setting, (d) number of years supervising paraeducators, (¢) number of paraeducators
supervised, and (f) specific preservice or inservice preparation for working with
paraeducators. Responses indicated that 94% (» = 46) of participants were female and 6%
(n = 3) were male. Frequency distributions and percentages were computed for all

demographic data. All percentages reported were rounded to the nearest whole number.
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Number of Years of Teaching Experience

Of the 49 respondents, about 33% (n = 16) indicated they had completed between
11 to 25 years of teaching, 31% (n = 15) indicated completing between one to five years
of teaching, 27% (» = 13) indicated completing between six to 10 years of teaching, and
8% (m = 4) indicated completing over 25 years of teaching. Table 4.2 outlines frequencies
and percentages of respondents. Responses of participants regarding vears of teaching
experience does not count the partial year in which study was conducted.
Table 4.2

Number of Years of Teaching Experience

N %
1st year 1 2
1-5 years 15 31
6-10 years 13 27
11-25 years 16 33
Over 25 years 4 8
Total 49 100

Educational Level and Primary Position

Participants were asked to provide the highest degree held at the time of
completing the survey instrument. Sixty-three percent (n = 27) reported holding master’s
degrees and 37% (n = 16) reported holding bachelor’s degrees. No respondents reported
holding a doctoral degree. Participants also responded to a question asking them to
indicate the position in which they spend the largest portion of their day. Of the 49
respondents, 59% (n = 29) indicated the position in which they spent the largest portion
of their day was as an inclusive support teacher, 20% {(n = 10) reported spending the

largest portion of their day as a pull-out support teacher, 12% (2 = 6) indicated “other,”
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noting their time was split between inclusive support and pull-cut support teaching
positions, and 8% (r = 4) chose not to respond to this item.

School Setting and Student Need Level

In an effort to determine the current work setting in which participants worked,
respondents were asked to select elementary, middle, or high school. Survey instruments
directed teachers to respond to all that applied. Respondents self-reported 53% (n = 26)
taught in elementary school settings, 25% (r = 12) taught in middle school settings and,
22% (rn = 11) taught in high school settings. To determine the various need level of the
students whom participants were teaching, participants responded to one of two choices,
mild/moderate needs or severe/profound needs. Responses to this question yielded 93%
(n = 40) of participants reporting they served students with mild/moderate needs, while
7% (n = 3) of participants reported serving students with severe/profound needs.

Number of Years Supervising Paraeducators

Respondents reported their years of experience regarding the supervision of
paraeducators. Fifty-four percent (n = 26) reported having 1-5 years of experience
supervising paraeducators, 25% (n = 12) reported between 6-10 years’ experience
supervising paraeducators, 18% (n = 9) reported having between 11-25 yvears’ experience
supervising paraeducators, while 4% (n = 2) reported having more than 25 years of
experience supervising paraeducators. Table 4.3 outlines frequencies and percentages of
participant responses.
Table 4.3

Number of Years Supervising Paraeducators

N %
1-5 years 26 53
6-10 years 12 25
11-25 years 9 18
More than 25 years 2 4
Total 49 100
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Number of Paraeducators Supervised and Licensure

Of the 49 respondents, 42% (n = 20) reporied currently supervising two
paraeducators, 38% (n = 18) reported currently supervising one paracducator, 10% (n =
3) reported supervising three paraeducators, 6% (n = 3) reported supervising four
paraeducators, and 4% (n = 2) reporied supervising five or more paraeducators.
Respondents were also asked to indicate the type of certification held at the time of
completing the survey instrument. Of the 49 respondents 80% (n = 39) reported being
fully licensed in the area they currently teach, 12% (n = 6) indicated they held a
provisional teaching license, 8% (n = 4) reported being fully licensed, but teaching out of
the area of their certification.

Research Questions

The research questions addressed by this study were:

1. What are the supervisory practices of special education teachers who work with
paraeducators in inclusive settings?

2. What are the perceptions of special education teachers regarding their preparation
to supervise paracducators?

3. To what extent do special education teachers engage in the following supervisory
functions: (a) planning work assignments, (b) directing or delegating tasks, (c)
clarifying roles, (d) monitoring performance, (&) evaluating performance, and (f)
training paraeducators?

4. What is the relationship between the special education teachers’ supervisory
practices and specific preservice or inservice preparation for supervising

paraeducators?
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4. What is the relationship between the special education teachers’ supervisory
practices and specific preservice or inservice preparation for supervising
paraeducators?

Research Question 1

Responses to the first research question were found by analyzing data from items
14-21 of the survey instrument. The first survey item leading to an answer to this
question asked whether or not paraeducators received formal evaluations. Of 49
respondents, 90% (n = 44) indicated “yes” paraeducators do receive formal evaluations,
while 10% (n = 5) indicated “no” as responses. The next survey item asked participants to
report how frequently paraeducators were evaluated. Participants were given the option
of responding to one of four choices (not evaluated, annually, every two years, or other).
Three-fourths of the respondents, specifically 78% (n = 38) reported that paraeducators
are evaluated annually. Six percent (# = 3) selected “other” as a response and chose to
write in “don’t know.” Another 16% (n = 8) chose not to answer this question.

The next survey item asked about what tool was used to evaluate paraeducators.
Special education teachers were given the opportunity to select more than one response
as answers applied to them. Table 4.4 presents frequencies and percentages. As
illustrated, the 49 respondents, 55% (n = 22) selected rating scales as the primary tool
used to evaluate paraeducators while 47% (n = 23) indicated observation as the tool used
to evaluate paraeducators. Responses to options such as checklist and narratives were
split at 35% (n = 17) and 33% (» = 16), respectively. Self-evaluations as an evaluation

tool was selected by 4% (n = 2) of the respondents.
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When the special education teachers were asked on the survey, Who holds
ultimate responsibility for the formal evaluation of paraeducators? 47% (n = 23) indicated
the principal held ultimate responsibility, while 27% (n = 13) indicated that the special
education administrator or supervisor held ultimate responsibility for evaluating the
paraeducator. Interestingly, only 8% (n = 4) of special education teachers reported that
they were the person who had ultimate responsibility.

Table 4.4

Paraeducator Evaluation Tools

N %

Checklist Yes 17 35
No 23 47
Observation Yes 23 47
No 17 35

Rating Scale Yes 22 55
No 13 27

Narrative Evaluation Yes 16 33
No 25 51

Self-evaluation Yes 2 4
No 39 80

Participants were then asked to indicate the extent to which the year-end
evaluation of paraeducators is based on the paraeducator’s job description. Of the 49
respondents, 45% (n = 22) reported that they did not know, 39% (» = 19) reported to “a
great extent,” 10% (n = 5) reported “partially”, while 2% (n = 1) reported a “minimal
extent.”

Special education teachers were asked to rate the amount of supervision they
provided. Of the 49 respondents, 92% (n = 45) indicated frequent contact and 8% (n = 4)
indicated some contact. The next survey item asked respondents to report how often face-

to-face meetings were held with the paracducator. Of the 49 participants, 60% (» = 29)
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reported holding face-to-face meetings daily, 14% (n = 7) reported bholding meetings
monthly, and 12% (n = 6) reported holding meetings weekly. Respondents were asked to
further indicate the length of formal face-to-face meetings with paraeducators. Sixty
percent (n = 29) selected the option of meeting less than 15 minutes with the
paraeducators they supervise, while 27% (n = 13) indicated meeting between 15-30
minres. A small number of participants 10% (n = S) indicated meeting more than 30
minutes with paraeducators. |

Results of the analysis for the first research question revealed the following
supervisory practices for special education teachers working with paraeducators.
Participants in this study had knowledge of the fact that paraeducators receive formal
evaluations, but did not know whether year-end evaluations for paracducators are based
on their job descriptions. While paraeducators did receive formal evaluations, it was
typically the principal or special education administrator who held ultimate responsibility
for evaluating these personnel. Participants reported that the primary evaluation tools
were to rating scales and observations. The majority of teacher respondents reported
having face-to-face meetings on a daily basis; however, the length of most of these
meetings was mpoﬂed’as being less than 15 minutes.

Research Question 2

Responses to the second research question about the perceptions of special
education teachers regarding their preparation to supervise paraeducators were found by
analyzing data from survey item number 13 and completing a qualitative analysis of two
open-ended survey items, 52 and 53. About three-fourths of special education teachers,

78% (n = 38), selected real-life experience as what contributed to their knowledge and

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Supervising Paraeducators 73

ability to supervise paraeducators. While inservices, college courses, and conference
sessions were reported as not contributing to their knowledge and ability to supervise,
responses regarding assistance from the principal or administrator were divided between
none 43% (n = 21) and some 45% (n = 22).

Qualitative Analysis and Emerging Themes

The open-ended questions had no preexisting response categories and, thus,
permitted the respondent to answer in his or her own words (Rea & Parker, 1997). The
researcher reviewed participants’ responses using an analytic inductive method for
analysis of data. First, all responses were transcribed into a Word document, which
arranged data for summarization and packaging. Then a set of codes in which the
respor;ses could be grouped were created. Responses were then sorted and sifted into
categories in an effort to identify phrases, patterns, and themes (Miles & Huberman,
1994). Upon final analysis, responses were reported by category providing sample
responses.

Five a priori codes or categories for challenges of supervising paraeducators were
set based upon questions found in the research and professional experience. The five
codes were (a) time, (b) teamwork, (c) training, (d) perception of leadership, and (e)
delegate. Next, data were aggregated to identify trends and themes in the data set. This
was done in an effort to search for relationships in the data while finding out where the
emphasis and gaps in the data were. Delegate was dropped as a code during this level of
analysis because it emerged as more appropriately belonging to the code perception of

leadership. This level of analysis merged some of the codes into the following four
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remaining categories (a) time, (b) teamwork, (c) training, and (d) perception of
leadership.

Four a priori codes or categories for rewards of supervising paraeducators were
set again based upon questions in the literature and professional experience. They were
(a) teamwork, (b) student learning, (¢} career path, and (d} adult learning. Next, data were
aggregated to identify trends and themes in the data set. Once again, this was done in an
effort to search for relationships in the data while finding out where the emphasis and
gaps in the data were. Career path was dropped during this level of analysis due to a lack
of data to support it. This level of analysis yielded the following three remaining
categories (a) teamwork, (b) student learning, and (c¢) adult learning.

Next, the categories from both questions on the rewards and challenges of
supervising paraeducators were cross-analyzed to yield patterns that merged with
previous codes, creating four major themes: (a) teamwork, (b) perception of leadership,
(c) professional development and training, and (d) student learning. During the cross-
analysis, time and adult learning did not emerge as a major theme. Participant discussions
of time and adult learning were almost hidden within and closely related to professional
development and training. The following section highlights these themes in detail, with
sample responses from participants.

Teamwork. A recurring theme in the literature on teaming was that teams must
communicate in order to experience success. For example, Lambert, Kent, Richert,
Collay & Dietz (1997) found that successful teams had open, honest communication
within the team and throughout the organization. Further, teamwork between the special

education teacher and paraeducator was marked as particularly rewarding because of the
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direct benefits to students. The following responses capture the expressions of special
education teachers in the present study: “It gives me another person to bounce ideas off
and keeps me on my toes. We work together to ensure that we provide a quality of
support that enables our students to be successful” and “We work so closely as a team
and 1 respect their position in a way that encourages teamwork.”

It also important to note that prior to the cross-analysis, teamwork, or the lack
thereof, emerged as a code on the challenges list. Some of the negative responses of
participants included: “There is not a sense of teamwork or fairness, there is no respect”
and “There is little time to work as a team about how to problem solve.”

Perception of leadership. Respondents clearly communicated anxieties
surrounding their feelings of being a leader within the relationship. The overall
perceptions leaned more toward those of a colleague than a supervisor. These
explanations were specifically focused on what they considered lack of preparation to
carry out supervisory tasks. Interestingly, one of the six key supervisory tasks in the
adapted framework, directing and delegating, occurred in few responses.

“I do not think of myself as supervising the paraeducator that I work with,

because we function as a team. [ The paraeducator] is just as gualified as I am to

provide services. She is a former general educator who brings a lot of knowledge
to the table.”

While the rewards of supervising paraeducators are clear, respondents identified
the high yearly turnover rate of paraeducators as a major challenge of their supervisory
responsibilities. Special educator teachers have no input about hiring paraeducators. The

employment of paraeducators appears to be linked to their perceptions of supervision. In
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fact, the need to supervise paraeducators has been seen as an additional chore by the
respondents. The lack of time to plan work assignments for paracducators was noted as a
challenge, in addition to special education teachers having difficulty verbalizing or
providing feedback concerning other peoples’ weaknesses. For example, “T am not a
leader, and because I consider them my friends and my co-workers, corrections and
criticism are not easy.” Others commented, “I don’t like confronting paraeducators with
the things they could do better after all, she is helping.”

Additionally, special education teachers noted lack of perceived leadership due to
the fact that the school principal has responsibility for evaluating the paracducators and
special education administrator are around to sometimes them, this left little the way of
formal supervising them to do.

Professional development and training. Participants agreed that effective
supervision of paraeducators requires time and preparation. Respondents expressed the
need for professional development regarding the supervision of paraeducators. The lack
of training for both teachers and paraeducators was identified as a major limitation.
Responses to training included the lack of time allotted to participate in professional
development activities. Participants reported a need for training with tasks such as
planning and delegating. Not only is lack of training opportunities a concern, so is the
lack of time to properly train the paraeducators with whom they work, “There is not
enough time for formal training nor are there many opportunities for training.” Another
participant noted, “The school I work in offers them [paraeducators] no clear training or

job description.”
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Another interesting element of training emerged involving the need to train fellow
adults, “There is the possibility of having staff members that lack skills or vision of what
special education can achieve.” Professional development of both paraeducators and their
supervising teacher emerged as an area of great need.

Student learning. Continued analysis of participant responses revealed concerns
about student learning. This theme was supported by comments such as,

“They [paraeducators] are such an important part of serving the student. They

[paraeducators] both interact with me and give me feedback on how the students

interact or respond with their help. We can compare notes and offer each other

suggestions on what has worked and what has not.”
Rewards of supervising paraeducators were noted in comments such as, “It allows the
strengths of both the teacher and paraeducators to be incorporated into the program for
student success.”

“It is great to see the results of when teachers can work closely with paraeducators

in meeting the student’s educational needs.”

“My paraeducators are here to service the needs of my students. They have a love

for children and intuitively meet their needs on a daily basis. They support my

program with diligence and excellence.”

“You can assist in molding and utilizing another person to assist in the overall

students’ successes.”

Participants were aware of the reality that having two adults in the room made a
difference in their abilities to serve more students. This was viewed as a reward of

supervising paraeducators.
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Teamwork, perceptions of leadership, professional development and training, and
student learning emerged as themes regarding the challenges and rewards of supervising
paracducators. Special education teachers enjoyed the rewards of working with
paraeducators but did not view themselves as supervisors. Special education teachers
reported this as being due in part to the lack of training they have received as well as the
lack of time for them to conduct training with paraeducators.

Research Question 3

To what extent do the special education teachers engage in the following
supervisory functions: (a) planning work assignments, (b} directing or delegating tasks,
(c) clarifying roles, (d) monitoring performance, (¢) evaluating performance, and (f)
providing training for paraeducators?

Frequencies were run on each item individually. Items were then grouped by
supervisory function to yield a mean and standard deviation score (see Table 4. 5) for
each function. Respondents were given five specific statements within six supervisory
functions, for a total of 30 items. These items were presented in a 5-point Likert scale
format with a request for participants to rate themselves by indicating the degree to which
their supervision of paraeducators correlated with each statement. The following Likert
scale was included as a part of the survey instrument:

i 2 3 4 5
Never Seldom Sometimes  Freguently Always

Average scores for all respondents show participants as rating themselves highest
within the supervisory function of role clarification. Average scores for respondents fall
in the sometimes range for planning work assignments, directing or delegating tasks, and

monitoring performance. Average scores for evaluating performance, and mentoring and
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training fell within the “seldom” range. However, it is interesting to note that average
scores for mentoring and training (X=2.82, SD=.65) fall below evaluating (J(=2.97,
§D=1.09). Scores in the minimum column represent the lowest observed value for each
supervisory task, while scores in the maximum column represent the largest observed

value for each supervisory task.

Table 4.5

Means and Standard Deviations for Key Supervisory Functions

X SD Min. Max. N
Planning Work Assignments 3.73 .76 2.86 4.65 49
Directing or Delegating Tasks 3.78 .63 2.92 4.35 49
Clarifying Roles 472 70 3.78 4.20 49
Monitoring Performance 3.58 62 3.35 3.72 49
Evaluating Performance 2.97 1.09 2.39 3.35 49
Mentoring and Training 2.82 65 1.65 3.76 49

The following section provides an analysis of average scores for the six
supervisory tasks. These scores were analyzed by the two variables of school level and
years supervising paraeducators, and are reported in Tables 4.6 and 4.7, respectively.

An analysis of scores by school level (elementary, middle, or high) are presented
in Table 4.6. This information outlines mean scores for 26 elementary school teachers
ranging from 2.8 in mentoring and on-the-job training to 3.9 in clarifying roles. Mean
scores for 12 middle school teachers ranged from 2.8 in the areas evaluating performance
and mentoring and on-the-job training to 4.3 in clarifying roles. Similarly, mean scores
for 11 high school teachers ranged from 2.7 in mentoring and on-the-job training t0 4.0 in
clarifying roles. Scores within the supervisory task of monitoring performance were

exactly the same and showed no difference across settings. However, scores within the
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tasks of directing and delegating and planning work assignments had minimal

differences.

Table 4.6

Mean Scores for Key Supervisory Functions by School Setting

Setting Directing or  Planning Clarifying Monitoring EvaluatingMentoring &
Delegating Assign. Roles Perf. Perf. Training

High Mean 3.7 3.5 4.0 3.6 2.8 2.7
N 11 11 11 11 11 11

SD .68 1 .59 72 1.13 .66

Middle Mean 3.9 3.9 4.3 3.6 2.8 2.8
N 12 12 12 12 12 12

SD 82 97 74 Sl 1.22 .66
Elementary Mean 3.8 3.7 3.9 3.6 3.1 2.8
N 26 26 26 26 26 26

SD 53 .69 72 .65 1.03 .66

Table 4.7 presents mean scores for key supervisory functions by number of years
supervising paraeducators. Mean scores for respondents show little difference in the areas
of directing or delegating tasks and planning work assignments regardless of years
supervising. Mean scores for 26 teachers having between 1 and 5 years; experience range
from 2.7 mentoring and on-the-job training to 3.8 in clarifying roles. Mean scores for 12
respondents having between 6 to 10 years; experience range from 3.1 in mentoring and
on-the-job training to 4.2 in clarifying roles. Mean scores for nine respondents having

between 11 and 25 years’ experience range from 2.7 in mentoring and on-the-job training
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