Teacher perspectives on collaboration between English
Foreign Language and Special Education teachers in

Finnish primary schools
lida Horelli

Master’s thesis in Education
Autumn 2019

Department of Teacher Education
University of Jyvaskyla



TIIVISTELMA

Horelli, Iida. 2019. Teacher perspectives on collaboration between English For-
eign Language and Special Education teachers in Finnish primary schools.
Kasvatustieteen pro gradu -tutkielma. Jyvaskyldn yliopisto. Opettajankoulu-
tuslaitos. 64 sivua.

Tdssd tutkimuksessa tarkasteltiin neljan englannin aineenopettajan (EFL) sekd
kahden laaja-alaisen erityisopettajan (SPED) nikemyksid kyseisten ammattiryh-
mien vélisestd yhteistyostd sekd kolmiportaisen tuen mallin toteutumisesta vie-
raan kielen opetuksen ndkokulmasta. Tutkimuksen aineisto kerittiin yksilohaas-
tatteluilla, jotka analysoitiin laadullisin menetelmin. Tutkimuksessa keskityttiin
(1) opettajien yhteistyon kadytdnteisiin; (2) yhteistyotd tukeviin ja rajoittaviin te-
kijoihin; (3) kolmiportaisen tuen mallin hyotyihin ja sitd rajoittaviin tekijoihin
vieraan kielen opetuksessa. Tutkimuksen tavoitteena oli jakaa yksittdisten opet-
tajien kokemuksia erityisopettajien ja englannin aineenopettajien vélisestd yh-
teistyostd sekd mahdollisesti herdttdd keskustelua yhteistyon ja vieraan kielen
tuen taimdnhetkisestd tilasta ja mahdollisista kehityskohteista alakoulussa.
Tutkimuksessa opettajien asenteet yhteistyotd kohtaan vaikuttivat myon-
teisiltd, mutta kdytdnnossd yhteistyota toteutettiin arjessa harvoin. Yleisin opet-
tajien esiintuoma yhteistydmuoto oli konsultointi. Osallistujien kokemissa sa-
manaikaisopetustilanteissa erityisopettaja oli usein toissijaisessa roolissa englan-
nin aineenopettajaan ndhden, minkd uskottiin johtuvan rajallisesta yhteissuun-
nitteluajasta. Osallistujat toivoivat enemman mahdollisuuksia yhteistyon toteut-
tamiseen, silld yhteistydstd koettiin olevan hyotyéa opettajille ja oppilaille. Yhteis-
tyotd rajoittavimmaksi tekijdksi opettajat kokivat ajanpuutteen, minka lisdksi eri-
tyisopetuksen resurssit olivat osallistujien mukaan riittamattomat. Néaiden riit-
tamattomien resurssien ndhtiin rajoittavan myos tehokkaan kolmiportaisen tuen

toteuttamista.

Hakusanat: opettajien yhteisty, vieraan kielen opetus, erityisopetus, kolmipor-

tainen tuki, yhteisopetus



ABSTRACT

Horelli, Iida. 2019. Teacher perspectives on collaboration between English For-
eign Language and Special Education teachers in Finnish primary schools.
Master’s thesis in Education. University of Jyviskyld. Department of Teacher
Education. 64 pages.

In this study, four English as a foreign language (EFL) and two special education
(SPED) teachers” perspectives on their collaboration and the three-step support
model as a part of foreign language education were gathered through individual
interviews and analysed in qualitative methods. The focus of the study was on
(1) these teachers’ collaboration practices; (2) the enablers and barriers of their
collaboration; (3) the benefits and limitations of the three-step support model in
the context of EFL. The aim of this study was to share individual teachers’ expe-
riences of the collaboration between SPED and EFL teachers and to possibly
evoke discussion on the current state and possible areas for development in the
collaboration and EFL support in Finnish primary school education.

The teachers’ attitudes towards teacher collaboration appeared positive, yet
there was infrequency in their practical implementations of collaboration. The
most common collaboration method among the participants was consultation. In
co-teaching settings, the SPED teacher was frequently in a subordinate position,
which was considered to result from the lack of co-planning. The participants
wished for more opportunities for collaboration, as it was considered beneficial
for teachers and pupils. Time was considered as the most limiting factor of co-
teaching and the amount of SPED resources was experienced as insufficient by
the participants. These resources were also perceived as a limiting factor for the

effective implementation of the three-step support model.

Key words: teacher collaboration, EFL, special needs education, three-step sup-

port model
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1 INTRODUCTION

The idea of multi professional cooperation and shared knowledge through team-
work has become more popular in today’s knowledge-based society. This society
has enhanced the idea of systemic thinking, where people create knowledge to-
gether by identifying different aspects of an issue and bringing them together to
see the wider view rather than focusing on the separate parts of a certain matter
(Collinson & Cook, 2007). This concept of collaborative thinking has also been
spreading to education.

Traditionally, teachers have worked in isolation from other teachers, focus-
ing solely on their own teaching policies (Creese, 2005; Ahtiainen, Beirad, Hau-
tamaki, Hilasvuori & Thuneberg, 2011). However, with the ideology of inclusion,
meaning that all pupils receive differentiated support in the general classroom,
the profession of teaching has been moving in a cooperative direction in an in-
creasing number of countries worldwide to ensure the pupils receive sufficient
support daily (Desurmont, Forsthuber & Oberheidt, 2008; Dahlgrén & Partanen,
2012; Chitiyo, 2017). Initially, collaboration occurred between special education
and general education teachers, but the idea of cooperation has spread since, and
is now practiced by teachers with varying specializations (Dahlgrén & Partanen,
2012; Saloviita, 2016). This has resulted in teachers collaborating with one another
and planning, preparing and teaching their lessons together. Teachers can collab-
orate in various methods and with diverse levels of intensity - not all the ap-
proaches being efficient (Vangrieken, Dochy, Raes & Kyndt, 2015).

As the methods for collaborative teaching vary, it has been referred to with
multiple names, such as co-teaching, team teaching, collaborative consultation
and cooperative teaching (Mitchell, 2014). In research, one of the most commonly
applied terms for intense collaboration between teachers is co-teaching. In its
multiple definitions, co-teaching is frequently described as a situation in which
two or more teachers share their professional responsibilities and teach the same
group of pupils either in a shared space or concurrently in multiple places (see

e.g. Villa, Thousand & Nevin, 2004; Ahtiainen et al., 2011; Pulkkinen & Rytivaara,



2015; Fluijt, 2016). Another key aspect of co-teaching is that the teachers involved
attend to the planning and teaching of the lessons, as well as the assessment of
the pupils (Friend & Cook, 1996; Villa et al., 2005; Fluijt, 2016). Thus, co-teaching
could be perceived as the ideal situation of teacher collaboration, in which the
teachers are equally involved and responsible for the lessons.

In research, the concepts of co-teaching and team teaching appear to over-
lap, as the definition of team teaching is nearly identical to that of co-teaching in
multiple studies. However, originating from the definitions of Friend and Cook
(1996), the concept of team teaching is frequently described as a sub-term for co-
teaching, describing a more specific form of co-teaching in which the teachers are
equally active in a long-term practice of sharing the same classroom (see e.g. Villa
et al., 2005; Ahtiainen et al., 2011). In this study, co-teaching is defined as a col-
laboration method in which the teachers involved teach the same group of pupils
simultaneously in one or more locations. Accordingly, team-teaching is defined
as a sub term for co-teaching to describe situations in which teachers teach the
same lesson together in a shared place, both equally involved in the planning,
teaching and assessment of the lessons.

The research base for co-teaching and its effects is still growing, yet the ap-
proach has been implemented in multiple countries. Teachers are required to co-
operate in developing the assessment of pupils and subject-based curricular con-
tent in most European countries (Desurmont, Forsthuber & Oberheidt, 2008). For
instance, in the UK, teachers are endorsed to apply collaborative approaches in
their teaching to best support the learning of all pupils (Mitchell, 2014). In the US,
the idea of general and special educators co-teaching to meet the needs of each
individual pupil has been spreading particularly in schools where pupils are
taught in inclusive classrooms, which require diverse teaching methods (Friend
& Cook, 1996, Meadows, 2018; Mitchell, 2014; Faraclas, 2018). Even though co-
teaching among teachers has been spreading worldwide, there are numerous

countries in which the profession of teaching has remained rather isolated



(Piesanen & Valijarvi, 2010). In France among other cultures, teaching as a pro-
fession has traditionally been considered as truly individual and thus, there are
teachers refusing collaboration.

The concept of an individual teacher making independent decisions on how
they interpret the national curriculum and which methods they apply in their
own teaching has been the common ideology in Finland, as well (Vilijarvi, 2017).
In the last few decades, however, the amount of teacher collaboration has been
increasing and the teachers’ attitudes towards it have grown more positive
(Saloviita & Takala, 2010; Saloviita, 2016).

Teacher collaboration in Finland has mainly been studied through inter-
views regarding teacher identity and professionalism (see e.g. Rytivaara, 2012;
Rytivaara & Kershner, 2012), and questionnaires of the teachers’ experiences of
and attitudes towards co-teaching (e.g. Saloviita & Takala, 2010). Based on their
interview and observation data from numerous teachers and principals, Ahti-
ainen et al. (2011) discovered that collaborative approaches differ depending on
the area and individual schools, varying from unsystematic consultation to in-
tensive team teaching as a daily practice, during which teachers continuously
share the same group of pupils. These different forms of collaboration appear to
most frequently occur between two class teachers, or a class teacher and a special
education teacher. Takala and Uusitalo-Malmivaara’s (2012) findings were simi-
lar in their questionnaire study of the development of co-teaching in Finland, as
it appeared that special education teachers and class teachers were the most ex-
perienced in co-teaching, and that class teachers mostly collaborated with other
class teachers. With a wider range of participants, Saloviita and Takala (2010)
found that special class teachers and resource room teachers participated more
in co-teaching in comparison to other teacher groups, and that subject teachers
were less frequently involved in co-teaching. These varying results could be ex-
plained by regional differences between Finnish towns, or the individual differ-
ences between the participants, as each school with its individual teachers and

culture might value collaboration differently.



Despite there being research on teacher collaboration in Finnish compul-
sory education, there is limited research on the topic of English as a foreign lan-
guage (EFL) and special education (SPED) teacher collaboration. Finnish teacher
collaboration has most frequently been studied from the perspective of multiple
class teachers or a class teacher and a SPED teacher, but the collaboration be-
tween EFL and SPED teachers has been overlooked to date. There are several
master’s theses on the topic of subject teacher and SPED teacher collaboration in
Finnish lower secondary schools (see e.g. Arnala, 2009; Hattukangas & Kotimaki,
2010; Salo, 2014), but no available research on these teachers’ collaboration at the
primary school level. This gap in research raises the question of how common
this sort of collaboration is in the primary level education of Finland.

Hence, this study focuses on the collaboration between EFL and SPED
teachers in Finnish primary schools. The topic is current, as in their latest national
curriculum, The Finnish National Board of Education strongly recommended
multi-professional cooperation, which includes teacher collaboration (OPH
2016). The hours spent on multi-professional cooperation and co-teaching in
Finnish schools have, corresponsingly, been increasing in the last few years (OA]
2017). Furthermore, language education is currently going through adjustments.
Finnish pupils have conventionally begun learning their first foreign language in
the third grade, but the Finnish government has decided that the learning of the
tirst foreign language should begin in the first grade, at age seven, by the year
2020 (OPH 2019). Foreign language acquisition has been considered to be the
most effective in the critical period of language learning during the early child-
hood (DeKeyser, 2000) and thus, gaining sufficient support in the first years of
foreign language teaching could possibly prevent later challenges in the lan-
guage. Additionally, challenges in foreign language learning could be identified
earlier, as the pupils” development would be observed from an earlier age. As
stated in the Finnish National Curriculum, pupils are justified to receive individ-
ual differentiation and support in their learning (OPH 2016, 2019), and with the

tirst foreign language of Finnish pupils often being English, this change into early
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foreign language learning could emphasise the need for SPED support in EFL
learning in the future.

The results of this study offer an insight into the practical solutions of EFL
and SPED teacher collaboration and how it is perceived by teachers themselves.
The participating teachers” considerations on the barriers and enablers of their
ideal collaboration will be examined and possible ideas for the development of
teacher collaboration and special education in the context of EFL will be formu-
lated. Thus, the goal of this study is to open the way for further studies on the
collaboration between EFL and SPED teachers by sharing these teacher groups’
perspectives on the collaboration, and to raise some key issues on the practical
solutions of the collaboration for discussion and possible later development.

In the following sections, different aspects of teacher collaboration in Fin-
land will be discussed. First, various practical solutions to teacher collaboration
worldwide will be introduced. Second, the idea of co-teaching and its positive
and negative effects for teachers and pupils will be observed. Third, previous
research on the enablers and barriers of teacher collaboration will be examined.
Last, some insight on Finnish special education and its relation to teacher collab-

oration will be discussed.

1.1 Practical solutions to teacher collaboration

Teachers’ approaches to collaboration have been found to vary depending on the
school setting and the needs of the pupils (Friend & Cook, 1996; Mitchell, 2014).
In these collaborative settings, the roles and responsibilities of the teachers in-
volved appear to alter. One of the primary forms of collaboration is consultation,
where commonly a SPED teacher functions as a consultant for the other teacher,
offering guidance on pupils with special educational needs (Idol, Paolucci-Whit-
comb & Nevin, 1995; Mitchell, 2014). Idol et al. (1995) have considered this form
of collaborative consultation to allow teachers to share their expertise and to learn
from one another, developing their professionalism as teachers. They describe

the communication as two-sided, both teachers respectfully listening to the other
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and discussing their opinions on varying matters. Simultaneously, more innova-
tive and effective approaches can be created to better support the learning of the
pupils when teachers discuss topics such as individual learning processes and
techniques, assessment, and student achievement measurement.

Creese (2005) identified a similar form to consultative collaboration as a part
of her discourse analysis on the collaboration between English as an additional
language teachers and subject curriculum teachers in British schools, in which
she defined modes of collaboration based on Bourne and McPake’s (1991) defini-
tions of support, partnership and intermediary position of co-operative teaching.
In Creese’s mode of observational and advisory support, the English teacher was
observing the lessons of the subject teacher without participating in the actual
teaching of the lessons, and later offered them suggestions on possible areas of
development in their teaching to better support the pupils with English as their
additional language.

Conversely, Friend and Cook (1996) have criticised consultation as a form
of collaboration. They describe consultation as an approach to interaction rather
than collaboration, as the teachers involved might have differing responsibilities
and thus, the teacher roles are unequal. According to Friend and Cook, collabo-
ration requires equal participation which rarely occurs in consultation situations.
Multiple researchers have also ignored consultation as a form of collaboration
(see e.g. Villa et al., 2005; Saloviita, 2016). However, it could be considered rea-
sonable to include consultation as a form of collaboration, as it frequently occurs
during the processes of planning, teaching and assessment (Idol et al., 1995;
Vitka, 2018), which are the common processes of co-teaching. Furthermore, in
research, teacher participants appear to frequently describe consultation as a
form of collaboration (see e.g. Laatikainen, 2011; Vitka, 2018). Thus, in this study,
consultation is seen as a form of collaboration, as it includes two teachers work-
ing towards shared goals through mutual discussions. Yet, the concept of consul-
tation should be distinguished from the more intense form of collaboration, co-

teaching. In this study, both are considered as practical solutions to collaboration.
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One of the most common models to define co-teaching practices in research
is Friend and Cook’s (1996) six types of co-teaching: one teach, one observe; one
teach, one assist; parallel teaching; station teaching; alternative teaching; and
team teaching. In the first of these, one teacher takes the lead while the other
gathers observational information on the pupils, similar to that of Creese’s mode
of observational and advisory support. In the second type, one teacher functions
as a teaching assistant, drifting around the room and providing basic support for
the pupils, while the other teacher leads the lesson. In these two types of co-
teaching, it is recommended for teachers to alternate the roles of the lead and
supportive teacher to prevent the supportive teacher from feeling unappreciated
and functioning as a teaching assistant instead of a teacher. According to Scruggs,
Mastropieri and McDuffie’s (2007) metasynthesis, varying versions of the one
teach, one assist -form were the most prominent co-teaching methods among
general and special education teachers in the US. However, it appeared that the
SPED teachers frequently filled a subordinate role, leaving the leading role to the
general educators.

Creese (2005) identified similar roles in her research. The main responsibil-
ity of the lessons was often on the subject teacher, who planned the curriculum
for all pupils and was often more visible in the classroom. There was rarely any
consultation between the teachers beforehand, but the English teacher joined the
class, offering support for a certain group of pupils with the material of the gen-
eral subject teacher. At times, the English teacher produced additional material
for the whole class, yet the subject teacher remained in control of the lessons.
Thus, the role of the English teacher resembled that of a teaching assistant, like-
wise in Friend and Cook’s one teach, one assist -model.

Friend and Cook (1996) also introduced the modes of station, parallel and
alternative teaching, in which pupils are divided into small groups. In station
teaching, each teacher has their own location in the classroom where they teach
their part of the lesson to a group of pupils, and then switch the groups to repeat
the same instruction for all pupils. In parallel teaching, all pupils are taught the

same content simultaneously in smaller heterogeneous groups, each led by one
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of the teachers. In alternative teaching, a small group of 3-8 pupils are taught by
the other teacher, while the rest of the pupils are with the other teacher. These
small groups are frequently used to pre-teach and re-teach content for pupils in
need of more support, or to offer opportunities for the pupils to receive individ-
ual attention from the teacher. These three forms of co-teaching provide more
opportunities for the pupils to receive individual support, to respond aloud and
to interact with one another. Especially in alternative teaching, the pupils divided
into the small group would ideally alter (Friend & Cook, 1996), but it has been
discovered in multiple studies that the same pupils can be repeatedly situated
into a small group and thus, separated from the rest of the class (e.g. Scruggs et
al., 2007). In her study, Creese (2005) described these situations as withdrawal
modes of collaboration, in which one of the teachers has a certain group of pupils
in another classroom for either a part of the lesson or for the whole lesson.

In the last form of Friend and Cook’s (1996) types of co-teaching, team
teaching, both teachers are in lead of the lesson and take equal part in instructing
the pupils. For instance, they might lead a discussion in turns, or the other might
demonstrate or model what the other is explaining to the pupils. This resembles
Creese’s (2005) mode of partnership collaboration, where the roles and responsi-
bilities are not as strictly divided between the collaborating teachers. According
to Creese’s findings on this collaboration, the goals, contents and methods were
often planned together, and both teachers were equally guiding the pupils dur-
ing the lessons. The teachers were teaching the same group of pupils, or the pu-
pils could self-select by which teacher they preferred to be taught. Outside of
class, the teachers continued to discuss and reflect on their teaching. (Creese
2005.)

Friend and Cook’s (1996) types of co-teaching have also been applied to
Finnish research of teacher collaboration. Rytivaara, Pulkkinen and Takala (2012)
formed three types of teacher collaboration based on Friend and Cook (1996) and
Villa, Thousand and Nevin’s (2004) categories of co-teaching. The first of these
types, supplementary teaching (“avustava ja tiydentivi opettaminen”), resembles

the one teach, one assist -type. One teacher is responsible for the whole class,
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whereas the other has varying roles of supporting the pupils and assisting the
lead teacher. This was described as the first mode of co-teaching in situations
where the co-teachers are getting used to the idea of having another teacher in
the classroom. In situations in which one of the teachers is always working with
the same group of pupils and the SPED teacher is present occasionally, the SPED
teacher was found to frequently end up in the role of a teaching assistant.

The second type, collateral teaching (“rinnakkain opettaminen”) combines
Friend and Cook’s (1996) types of parallel, station and alternative teaching. In
collateral teaching, both teachers are responsible for teaching and the pupils are
divided into smaller groups (Rytivaara et al., 2012). Teaching can take place in
one or multiple locations, and the teachers can work with the same group of pu-
pils throughout the lesson or switch groups in the middle of the lesson. The
groups may also vary in number and be both homogeneous and heterogeneous.
The last of the three types, team teaching, is identical to that of Friend and Cook
(1996), with two teachers being equally involved in the lessons and planning,
teaching and assessing the lessons together.

When comparing these three types of co-teaching, Rytivaara, Pulkkinen &
Takala (2012) considered the types of supplementary and collateral teaching less
demanding to apply, as co-planning is only required when forming the structure
of the lesson, the grouping of pupils and the division of responsibilities. In these
types, teachers have clear roles, which allows them to plan their own parts of the
lesson individually. In team teaching, however, teachers are required to loosen
their control of the lesson and co-plan and -reflect on the lessons to be able to
simultaneously teach the same group of pupils.

It appears that the ideal co-teaching model in research is often based on
Friend and Cook’s (1996) team teaching. This sort of role-balanced and reflective
partnership teaching offers teachers possibilities to build on new shared under-
standings and continuously develop their own proficiency of teaching. In other
collaborative methods, the roles of the teachers are inclined to position them in
an unequal setting, frequently leaving the SPED teacher to work in a subordinate

position.
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1.2 The effects of co-teaching

Co-teaching and its effects have previously been studied through interviews (see
e.g. Ahtiainen et al., 2011), observational studies (see e.g. Lakkala, Uusiautti &
Madattd, 2016) and questionnaires (see e.g. Saloviita & Takala, 2010; Takala & Uu-
sitalo-Malmivaara, 2012; Chitiyo, 2017). However, the concept of co-teaching ap-
pears to vary in each study and culture and thus, the results diverge depending
on the intensity and practices of co-teaching, and how the participants have un-
derstood the concept of co-teaching. In their survey study, Chitiyo (2017) discov-
ered that for co-teaching to be truly effective, teachers should receive more sup-
port for its implementation and thus, recommended for teacher education pro-
grammes to include co-teaching practices for novice teachers to receive training
on its effective implementation (Chitiyo, 2017).

According to various studies, effective teacher collaboration has been seen
to support the well-being and performance of both the teachers and their pupils
(see e.g. Scruggs et al., 2007; Visscher & Witziers, 2004; Vangrieken et al., 2015).
It has been regarded to develop the teaching methods of teachers and thus, en-
hance the versatility of the lessons and support teachers’ professional develop-
ment and motivation towards teaching (see e.g. Rimpildinen & Broom, 2007;
Ahtiainen et al., 2011; Rytivaara et al., 2012). In addition to this, teachers can share
their responsibilities and receive collegial guidance and support from their co-
teacher (Ahtiainen et al., 2011; Rytivaara et al., 2012; Mitchell, 2014). Having two
teachers in the classroom has also been considered to decrease disruptive behav-
iour among the pupils, as one of the teachers can focus on classroom manage-
ment while the other teaches (Hang, 2009; Ahtiainen et al., 2011). As teachers are
offered more opportunities to observe the pupils and have dyadic discussions
with them, co-teaching has been considered to support the teachers in gaining a
better understanding of their pupils (Rimpildinen & Broom, 2007; Ahtiainen et
al,, 2011; Rytivaara et al., 2012). With two teachers involved, pupils with disabil-
ities can actively participate in general education classes, and all pupils are of-
fered more varying teaching methods that support their academic achievement

(Mastropieri, Scruggs, Graetz & Conners, 2005; Hang, 2009; Saloviita, 2016)
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Consequently, co-teaching has been proposed to enhance the academic per-
formance and well-being of the pupils (see e.g. Scruggs et al., 2007; Hang, 2009;
Conderman, Bresnahan & Pedersen, 2009; Ahtiainen et al., 2011; Dahlgrén & Par-
tanen, 2012; Rytivaara et al., 2012). With varying teaching methods, the pupils
are more likely to be taught in their own learning style. In addition, they receive
more individual attention from the teachers. However, the true effectiveness of
co-teaching is challenging to measure, as teachers often have varying under-
standings of the concept of co-teaching (Ahtiainen et al., 2011). Furthermore,
there are differing opinions on how to best measure the effects of co-teaching, as
teachers apply it differently and in varying context, which might affect the re-
sults. Thus, the effectiveness of co-teaching is frequently based on teachers’, pu-
pils” or principals” perspectives on it rather than objective performance data.

In their one-year study of co-teaching in Finnish schools, Takala and Uu-
sitalo-Malmivaara (2012) discovered similar results of the benefits for teachers
and pupils. According to their findings, the participating teachers felt that the
quality of their teaching improved with co-teaching, as the planning of their
shared lessons demanded greater effort. In their discussions, they were able to
learn from each other and gain new perspectives on teaching. Furthermore, the
well-being of the teachers appeared to increase throughout the study, as they
were able to share their responsibilities. In addition to these positive effects for
themselves, the teachers considered co-teaching beneficial for the pupils, who re-
ceived greater individual attention and differentiation due to the increased num-
ber of adults in the classroom. In general, the co-teaching lessons appeared to be
calmer than other lessons. (Takala & Uusitalo-Malmivaara, 2012.) Thus, co-teach-
ing could offer support for teachers and pupils in multiple ways, and even enable
learning in a peaceful environment.

However, collaborating with other teachers does not always support the in-
dividual teacher (Friend & Cook, 1996, Conderman et al., 2009; Ahtiainen et al.,
2011; Takala & Uusitalo-Malmivaara, 2012). A part of teachers prefer to brain-
storm with colleagues when planning a lesson, but others are keen to work in

isolation (Ahtiainen et al., 2011; Takala & Uusitalo-Malmivaara, 2012). Being used
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to working alone, teachers might struggle with sharing their responsibilities and
ideas, giving up control, and letting another teacher observe their teaching
(Friend & Cook, 1996; Conderman et al., 2009; Rytivaara et al., 2012). Thus, the
best results of cooperation are often reached with voluntary collaboration, where
the teachers share the same pedagogical values (Mastropieri et al., 2005; Takala
& Uusitalo-Malmivaara, 2012; Fluijt, 2016). Similarly, in their critical literacy re-
view of collegiality, Hargreaves and Dawe (1990) emphasised the importance of
voluntary collaboration in which teachers have autonomy on their actions and
have a balanced personal relationship with their colleague. Furthermore, the
most beneficial collaboration requires a trusting relationship between the teach-
ers for them to openly share their ideas and communicate with one another
(Mastropieri et al., 2005; Collinson & Cook, 2007; Conderman et al., 2009; Ahti-
ainen et al., 2011). This sort of sincere interaction appears rather improbable in
co-teaching situations where cooperation is compulsory for teachers. Thus, it is
probable that by forcing teachers to collaborate, the intended goals for improved

teaching and learning will not be achieved.

1.3 Factors affecting teacher collaboration

In their study, Ahtiainen et. al (2011) formed two scenarios for co-teaching: co-
teaching at its best and at its worst. At its best, co-teaching is based on shared
values and continuous development of teaching. The teachers involved have a
shared vision of the daily practices and are determined to take on responsibility
and work towards the shared goals. With the teachers being in the same physical
space, they can both observe the classroom and support the pupils individually.
This could also lead into a shared mental space and create a more peaceful at-
mosphere, in which the teachers would also appear calmer due to being able to
share their burdens with their colleague.

At its worst, however, Ahtiainen et al. considered the co-teaching to be
based on external pressure instead of internal motivation towards collaboration.

As a result, the situation is perceived as temporary and the co-planning remains
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shallow with there being no common ground between the two teachers” peda-
gogical beliefs. Instead of both teachers intensively supporting the pupils, all pu-
pils are seen to be the responsibility of the other teacher and thus, are left to strug-
gle with their difficulties on their own. As the teachers do not have a clear vision
of their cooperation, they might be unwilling to let go of control, leading the les-
sons in teacher-centred manners. This lack of variation in teaching methods, in
turn, might demotivate the pupils and lower their academic performance.

Multiple researchers have discovered similar external and internal factors
that could possibly affect the quality of teacher collaboration. As for the internal
factors, especially the earlier mentioned values and pedagogical preferences of
teachers have been emphasised. Teaching is often conceived to reflect the per-
sonality of an individual teacher and can, therefore, be strongly influenced by the
teacher’s personal values (Collinson & Cook, 2007). If the collaborating teachers
share the same ideals for teaching methods and routines, they are often more
motivated to cooperate (Takala & Uusitalo-Malmivaara, 2012; Fluijt, 2016). Mul-
tiple researchers have suggested for co-teachers to discuss their beliefs and de-
velop a shared vision of their teaching methods, goals and daily routines in order
to smoothen their collaboration (see e.g. Meadows, 2018; Conderman et al., 2009;
Brown, Howerter & Morgan, 2013).

In addition to this, it has been proposed that positive interaction and chem-
istry between the teachers might support their open communication, enabling
them to share their burdens and responsibilities (Mastropieri et al., 2005; Mead-
ows, 2018; Ahtiainen et al., 2011; Takala & Uusitalo-Malmivaara, 2012; Shin,
2015). Intensive co-teaching requires flexibility from the co-teachers involved, as
they decide on various matters together (Rytivaara et al., 2012). Thus, it is im-
portant for the co-teacher relationship to be built on mutual trust and respect for
the other’s professionalism (Mastropieri et al., 2005; Conderman et al., 2009).

Tightly connected to this respect for the co-teacher is a clear understanding
of the roles and responsibilities in collaboration situations (Friend & Cook, 1996;
Mastropieri et al., 2005; Scruggs et al., 2007). It appears that the co-teachers often

have differing opinions on the practices of collaboration, especially the division
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of responsibilities (Young Buckley, 2005; Hang, 2009; Conderman et al., 2009;
Ahtiainen et al., 2011). According to Young Buckley’s (2005) qualitative study,
general and special education teachers’ perspectives on their roles in co-teaching
situation varied. Multiple general educators felt responsible for the whole group
of pupils and considered the SPED teacher less involved in the lessons. They con-
sidered the SPED teachers to be responsible for paperwork and the differentia-
tion of individual pupils” materials. SPED teachers were perceived as additional
teachers, who “jumped in” for occasional support. From the perspective on the
SPED teachers, however, general educators were considered inflexible, fre-
quently taking the leading role in the classroom and not allowing space for the
other teacher. Thus, SPED teachers frequently felt as outsiders in the class, being
responsible only for the pupils with learning difficulties. These results are in line
with multiple researchers’ considerations of ideal collaboration to be built on mu-
tual trust and respect, with both teachers taking responsibility and openly com-
municating with one another (see e.g. Scruggs et al., 2007; Conderman et al., 2009;
Ahtiainen et al., 2011).

As for the external factors affecting collaboration, the most frequently men-
tioned factors are related to the school environment and resources. For teachers
to be able to share their ideas and reveal their ignorance, they must feel secure
enough among their colleagues (Collinson & Cook, 2007). In a toxic environment
where teachers work merely towards their individual goals with no dialogue or
sharing of ideas with colleagues, teachers are less likely to communicate or ask
for help and thus, co-teaching might be more challenging (Collinson & Cook,
2007; Conderman et al., 2009). At its worst, collaboration can be perceived as a
stressful obligation, if teachers do not share the same principles, or their roles in
the collaboration are unclear (Takala & Uusitalo-Malmivaara, 2012). This, in turn,
might have a negative effect on the well-being of the teachers, especially if teach-
ers consider the collaboration impractical. In addition to the collaborative culture
of the school, administrative support has also been considered as either a limiting
or an encouraging factor, depending on its level (see e.g. Friend & Cook, 1996;

Scruggs et al., 2007; Conderman et al., 2009; Ahtiainen et al., 2011).



20

In numerous studies, teachers have been worried about the resources for
collaboration, especially collaboration with SPED teachers. Multiple class and
subject teachers in Finland have been demanding more special education re-
sources for their pupils in need of support (Pulkkinen & Jahnukainen, 2015).
Teachers frequently experience that they have limited time to plan lessons to-
gether with their colleagues due to their schedules being filled with other respon-
sibilities (Collinson & Cook, 2007; Ahtiainen et al., 2011; Takala & Uusitalo-
Malmivaara, 2012; Brown, Howerter & Morgan, 2013). Thus, the role of the SPED
teacher is frequently limited to that of a teaching assistant (see e.g. Ahtiainen et
al., 2011; Shin, 2015). In Vannest’s (2010) observational study on special education
teacher time use in the United States, special education teachers reported spend-
ing over half of their day on tasks other than teaching, such as documentation,
consultation and administration. In Finland, SPED teachers’ responsibilities have
also become wider in range and are now including more coordination, consulta-
tion and documentation (Jahnukainen, P6s6, Kivirauma & Heinonen, 2012). With
an increasing number of responsibilities, SPED teachers might lack the time to

co-plan lessons with general educators.

14 Finnish special education and teacher collaboration

As special education is always related to the culture and current ideals of each
society, there might be wide variation in its practices worldwide (Jahnukainen et
al., 2012). The Finnish special education system relies on early prevention of
learning difficulties and challenges (Rytivaara et al., 2012). Traditionally, the pu-
pils in need of special education have been taught in their separate groups in
part-time education (Rytivaara et al., 2012; Jahnukainen et al. 2012), but in the last
tew decades, the global idea of inclusion - all pupils being taught in the same
classroom with the support that they need - has spread to Finnish education

(Saloviita, 2006).



21

The idea of inclusion can be seen in the new model of special education,
which has been implemented in primary school education since the Finnish na-
tional core curriculum for basic education was reformed in 2011. This model of
three-step support emphasises the enhancement of the self-efficacy and -confi-
dence of the pupils and divides their support into three levels: general support,
intensified support and special support (OPH 2016). Each of these levels involves
cooperation between the class teacher, possible subject teachers and the special
education teacher. (OPH 2016.)

The aim of general support is to prevent later learning difficulties (OPH
2016). General support is present in the classroom daily, as it is provided for all
pupils through differentiation and flexible teaching methods. If pupils are seen
to possibly benefit from additional support, they are offered individual pedagog-
ical solutions, such as remedial teaching, more intense guidance or part-time spe-
cial education, in which an individual pupil is occasionally taught by a SPED
teacher. If the support does not appear sufficient, the teachers will perform a ped-
agogical assessment together, and the pupil will be moved from general to inten-
sified support.

In intensified support, the supporting methods are similar to those of gen-
eral support, only more long-term and intense. In addition, the pupil will have
an individual learning plan, which includes information on the decisions made
on various pedagogical solutions, assessment and required collaboration. If the
intensified support does not appear to enhance the learning of the pupil, the
teachers among other specialists - such as the school nurse, psychologist or a
doctor - write a pedagogical statement on the pupil’s learning progress, and the
level of support is strengthened to special support. Pupils on the level of special
support always have their own individual education plans, which are created in
cooperation with the earlier mentioned specialists, the pupil and their guardian.
These education plans might include strong individualisation in subject contents.
(OPH 2016.)

Cooperation with a SPED teacher is relevant on all these levels of support,

as it is advised in the Finnish national core curriculum (OPH 2016). This often
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means consultative discussions between the teachers, or co-teaching in its multi-
ple forms. The pupils on the level of intensified support frequently attend part-
time special education, meaning that they gain more individual guidance from
the SPED teacher. This guidance is provided either in a small group or an indi-
vidual learning setting, or through co-teaching among the whole group in the
general classroom. To gain the best outcomes of part-time special education, col-
laboration between the SPED teacher and the class or subject teacher is central,
as through collaboration they both can develop an understanding of the pupil’s
strengths and challenges (Rimpildinen & Bruun, 2007; Sarja, Janhonen &
Puurunen-Moilanen, 2013).

According to the Trade Union of Education in Finland’s (OA] 2017) report
on the current state of the three-step support model in schools, there are multiple
challenges when it comes to part-time special education and co-teaching with a
SPED teacher in Finnish schools. In the report, the main concern of the partici-
pating teachers and principals was the amount of resources targeted for SPED.
Only 3% of the participants considered the funding sufficient when compared to
the SPED needs of the pupils. In theory, the support methods should be adjusted
for the needs of each pupil (OPH 2016), but as stated by the participants, the
funding for SPED appears to define which supporting methods are available for
the pupils (OA] 2017). Especially for small town pupils, school social workers
and psychologists are rarely available. The resources for offering added part-time
SPED lessons for pupils on the level of intensified or special support are fre-
quently considered insufficient. Multiple class and subject teachers find it diffi-
cult to organise co-teaching, as the number of SPED teachers is unsatisfactory
and the time for co-planning is limited due to the amount of other responsibili-
ties.

Similar challenges were identified in Pulkkinen and Jahnukainen’s (2015)
questionnaire studies on SPED resources and practical solutions after the imple-
mentation of the three-step support model in 2011. According to their article, the
administration hope for more resources for part-time SPED for general educators

to be able to co-teach with the SPED teacher. Several participants considered the
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amount of resources satisfactory but were unsatisfied with its allocation, as they
would rather limit the number of separated small SPED classes and instead focus
on part-time SPED in general education. (Pulkkinen & Jahnukainen, 2015.) Yet,
the general attitude towards co-teaching between general and special education
teachers appears positive (Saloviita, 2018).

To overcome the challenges, the Trade Union of Education in Finland pro-
poses an addition of SPED resources - including funding and SPED teachers -
for schools (OA] 2017). By hiring more SPED teachers, more part-time SPED les-
sons could be offered for pupils, and the lessons could be better divided between
the teachers. According to the Union, this could offer more time to organise
smooth collaboration between teachers.

However, it could be beneficial to first gather information on how the cur-
rent resources are being utilised. As discussed earlier, SPED teachers are fre-
quently left in the role of a teaching assistant, which is not considered as an ef-
fective co-teaching method. Furthermore, teachers have been reporting on a lack
of support from the administration and are struggling to find the time for co-
planning due to overlapping schedules. Yet, researchers have reported on suc-
cessful co-teaching practices in Finland (see e.g. Lakkala et al., 2016). As the Trade
Union’s report is based on teachers’ personal perspectives, the true amount of
resources and their targeting is left unknown and thus, it is challenging to inter-
pret whether the struggles emerge from the sufficiency or the targeting of the
resources.

Although there is ample research on teacher collaboration in Finland, the
collaboration between SPED and EFL teachers is rarely discussed. According to
Saloviita’s (2018) study, SPED teachers appear to collaborate more with class
teachers than subject teachers, with only a fifth of the participating language
teachers applying co-teaching in their lessons. Even with part-time special edu-
cation being aimed at pupils in need of general and intensified support in all sub-
jects, there is limited research on the amount and practices of collaboration be-

tween SPED and EFL teachers. This gap in research raises the question of whether
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there is collaboration between the SPED and EFL teachers in Finland in the pri-
mary school level, and if yes, what are the practical solutions for these teachers’
collaboration.

From the perspective of Finnish primary school SPED and EFL teachers, this
study examines: (1) these teachers’ collaboration practices; (2) the enablers and
barriers of the collaboration; (3) the benefits and limitations of the three-step sup-
port model in the context of EFL. The aim of this study is to share individual
teachers’ perspectives of the collaboration between SPED and EFL teachers and
to possibly evoke discussion on the current state and possible areas for develop-

ment for the collaboration and EFL support in Finnish primary school education.
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2 METHODOLOGY

In the following sections, the process of this qualitative study will be explained
in more detail. First, more information will be offered on the context of the study,
especially its design and the participants. Second, the processes of collecting and
analysing the data will be shared. Last, a few ethical considerations will be ob-

served in reflection to this study.

21 Context of study

This study examines teacher collaboration as a part of EFL education and support
in Finnish primary schools from the perspective of the teachers. The data for this
study was collected and analysed in 2019 - a year before the nationwide educa-
tional reform of foreign language teaching. At the time of this study, several
schools were already teaching the first foreign language - frequently English -
from the first grade onwards. Thus, the shift towards nationwide early foreign
language learning had already begun.

In Finland, the autonomy of teachers has been respected and their teaching
has remained loosely controlled (Vilijarvi 2017). The profession of teaching re-
quires a master level education and thus, teachers are considered the experts of
pedagogy. Teachers can interpret the national curriculum independently and are
free to teach the pupils through the methods they consider beneficial, though
they are expected to follow the main guidelines of the national curriculum when
it comes to the teaching content and goals of primary education. The key aspect
of teaching profession is the morality of the teachers, as they face ethical struggles
in their profession daily.

Lately, the idea of teacher collaboration has been spreading in Finland. Re-
search suggests that teachers” attitudes towards collaboration are mainly positive
and the amount of collaboration has been increasing (see e.g. Saloviita 2018). Fur-

thermore, university teacher education programmes have begun to encourage
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future teachers to collaborate, breaking the traditional image of teachers working
in isolation.

This study draws on the different models of collaboration outlined by
Rytivaara, Pulkkinen and Takala’s (2012) definitions, which originate from
Friend and Cook (1996) but have been modified to fit the Finnish context of
teacher collaboration. In addition, Creese’s (2005) modes of collaboration and
Idol et al.”s (1995) definition of consultative collaboration have been applied in
the forming of these types of collaboration. Thus, the types described in table 1
will be applied throughout this study.

TABLE 1. Types of collaboration based on Friend & Cook (1996), Idol et al. (1995),
Creese (2005), and Rytivaara et al. (2012)

Consultation Outside of class, teachers discuss topics related to the pu-
pils, such as individual learning processes and tech-
niques, supporting methods, assessment, and student
achievement measurement (Idol et al.,, 1995; Creese,
2005).

Supplementary teaching One teacher is responsible for the whole group of pupils.
The other teacher circulates around the classroom, sup-
ports the pupils and assists the lead teacher. (Friend &
Cook, 1996; Rytivaara et al., 2012; Creese, 2005.)

Collateral teaching Pupils are divided into multiple groups. Both teachers
are responsible for teaching their own homogenous or
heterogenous group. Teaching can take place in one or
multiple locations. (Friend & Cook, 1996; Rytivaara, et
al., 2012.)

Team teaching Both teachers are in lead of the lesson and take equal part
in instructing the pupils. Both are equally involved in
planning, preparing, teaching and assessing the lesson.
(Friend & Cook, 1996; Creese, 2005.)

2.2 Participants

The participants in this study consist of six qualified teachers with a Master’s
degree - four EFL teachers and two SPED teachers - who were working in dif-
ferent schools located in the same town at the time of the data collection. During
the interviews, all participants were working in primary school level with pupils

aged between 6-13, yet multiple EFL teachers had experiences of working with
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older pupils, as well. An EFL teacher mentioned having been studying special
education in addition to language studies, whereas the participating SPED teach-
ers had no specialisation in foreign language studies. The teaching experience of
the participants varied from less than three years to around 30 years of teaching.
All participants had been teaching in various schools around Finland during
their career. However, half of the participants had been working in their current
school for ten or more years.

The participants were selected by purposive sampling (see Lavrakas 2008)
to produce a representative sample of teachers from a specific area where the
shift into early language learning was already implemented. Emails were sent to
all primary school level EFL and SPED teachers working in the town of interest,
and altogether six teachers were interested in participating in the study. It would
have been ideal to have the same number of EFL and SPED teachers participating
in the study for optimal balance in responses, but due to challenges in finding
participants, the division between these two groups of teachers remained slightly
uneven. However, the focus of the study is on individual perspectives rather than
large-scale statistics and thus, each individual interview can be considered as sig-
nificant data from the field of primary school education. Furthermore, compared
to questionnaires, the amount and depth of information gained from each partic-
ipant has been considered higher in individual interviews (Hirsjarvi & Hurme,
2008; Atkins & Wallace, 2012). Thus, with a small-scale study of interviews, an
understanding of these individual teachers’ perspectives on collaboration can be
formed and observed to create a base for possible further research.

These participating teachers were all working in different schools and thus,
had differing perspectives and experiences of the topic of the study. Most of the
interviews lasted for nearly an hour. Therefore, the amount of data appeared suf-
ticient for the study, as saturation on the topics occurred, meaning that the par-
ticipants were raising similar issues into discussion during the interviews (Eskola
& Suoranta, 2008). Yet, the participants had both similar and differing perspec-

tives on these topics, creating the opportunity for a study to take place.
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2.3 Data collection

The data was collected in spring 2019 through individual interviews lasting for
30-60 minutes each. The data was collected through interviews, as the main in-
terest of the study is on the teachers’ personal experiences and perspectives on
collaboration, and interviews can function as an effective tool for gaining a
deeper understanding of individual thought processes (Eskola & Suoranta, 2008;
Stake, 2010; Atkins & Wallace, 2012). In addition, interviews offer the possibility
for the researcher to request clarifications and to grasp interesting points by ask-
ing follow-up questions, which can be useful especially in situations in which no
hypothesis can be formed due to limited previous research (Hirsjdrvi & Hurme,
2008; Atkins & Wallace, 2012). Individual perspectives can also be quite challeng-
ing to discover without interviewing the participants. With observations, for in-
stance, the reasoning behind the participants” actions cannot be understood with-
out interviewing them, and with online questionnaires, the participants might
misunderstand the questions, or their responses might be limited to certain op-
tions or an amount of characters. A journal of collaborative practices, on the other
hand, could have been experienced as time-consuming by the teachers, and its
focus would have been on the actual practices rather than how teachers perceive
the collaboration.

However, interviews as a data collection method have also been criticised
of being biased, as the legitimacy of the participants’ responses cannot be proven,
and they are more open to interpret as surveys, for instance (see e.g. Hirsjarvi &
Hurme, 2008). Furthermore, interviews are based on the interaction between the
interviewer and the interviewee. Consequently, the gathered data is affected by
how the interviewees interpret the questions and how openly they are willing to
share their private thoughts to the interviewer. The interviewer, on the other
hand, forms the questions and interprets what is being said in the interview.
Thus, the interaction between the interviewee and the interviewer is highly rele-
vant to the outcome of the data and the study, as the balancing between what is

being said and how it is interpreted is constantly present in the interview settings.
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However, for gaining a deeper understanding of individual teachers’ perspec-
tives, interviews can be quite beneficial, as they allow the interviewer an oppor-
tunity to ask follow-up questions, clarify misunderstandings and interpret the
facial expressions and tone of voice connected to the responses (Tuomi & Sa-
rajdrvi, 2018).

The data could have been collected through group interviews involving one
pair of teacher colleagues at a time, but this method would have raised its own
issues. For instance, the dynamics between the co-teachers could have affected
the participants” turn-taking and responses during the interview (Eskola & Su-
oranta, 2008), as they might have lacked the courage to reflect on their current
practices honestly with their colleague present. On the contrary, the colleagues
could also have encouraged one another to raise interesting points into discus-
sion during the interviews, in which case the presence of the colleague would
have been beneficial. However, without any prior knowledge on these groups of
teachers’ collaboration methods, individual interviews appeared as a more valu-
able tool to discover the basics of the collaboration. Another possibility would
have been to interview pairs of co-teachers individually, but even then, the par-
ticipants could have been restrained and self-conscious of their replies, being
aware of their colleague possibly reading the results of the study and identifying
the participant.

By interviewing multiple individual teacher from various primary schools,
this study gathers information on six unique situations around the same area,
offering an insight into various perspectives and methods for collaboration with
similar communal resources. Of course, the individual co-teaching experiences
are only shared through one half of the co-pair and could be perceived differently
when described by the other colleague. Yet, the focus is not on drawing any gen-
eralisations but instead, to get acquainted with the variation of collaboration
through these teachers” unique descriptions, and to develop possible questions
and keys of interest for further research.

The interviews were semi-structured theme-based interviews (see Appen-

dix 1). Half-structured interviews were chosen as the interview method, as they
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enable participants to talk in their own words and discuss the issues that matter
to them the most (Eskola & Suoranta, 2008). The participants were sent a few
questions beforehand via email, which provided them an opportunity to be pre-
pared for the topics discussed in the interview. The interviews took place in var-
ying settings chosen by the participants to enhance their sense of safety and com-
fortableness (Eskola & Suoranta, 2008). The main themes and questions were the
same for each participant, but additional questions were asked for clarification
and to gain more information on certain topics raised by the participant. The in-
terviews were recorded with a dictaphone to ensure the transcriptions” and fu-
ture quotations accuracy (Atkins & Wallace, 2012). The recordings were tran-
scribed into their own word files on a secured computer hard drive in respect of

the participants” privacy.

24 Data analysis

The research process began in spring 2018, when the main interest of the study
was settled on collaboration between SPED and EFL teachers. Before conducting
the interviews, both theoretical and practical knowledge on the topic were gath-
ered through readings of previous research and discussions with SPED and EFL
teachers. Based on personal experiences and theory, the main questions of the
occurrence and methods of collaboration were raised, and the interview form
was drafted. The interviews were carried out in January and February of 2019.
The interview data was analysed through thematic content analysis, in
which data- and theory-driven approaches were combined. This sort of theory
guided (“teoriaohjaava”) analysis begins similarly to data-driven analysis, but the
coding process is slightly guided by theory and thus, the forming of the final
themes includes more deductive logic than a solely data-driven approach would
(Eskola & Suoranta 2007). This theory guided approach appeared the most ben-
eficial for this study, as previous research on the topic was limited and hence, it
would have been challenging to stick to a certain theory from the beginning of

the research process. However, as similar topics have been studied before, there
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is ample theory related to this study, which is why it seemed convenient to rely
on previous theory on certain matters during the analysis process.

The analysis process of this study began during the interviews, as the key
interests of this study began to form during those situations. The thought process
continued throughout the transcription of the interviews, during which some in-
teresting quotes were already highlighted for later observation and ideas were
written down on paper. The interviews were transcribed each as their own pass-
word secured text file.

After the process of transcribing, the transcriptions of the interviews were
read repeatedly to gain a better overview of the data, and the coding process be-
gan. Points of interest - especially similarities and differences between the par-
ticipants” answers - were identified and organised under four sections based on
the main themes of the interview form: background information, teacher identity,
collaboration, and EFL teaching and support. Under these themes, the interview
quotes were simplified and organised under temporary subthemes (see Table 2).
These temporary subthemes included collaboration methods, limiting and sup-
porting factors affecting collaboration, EFL support, and the effects of collabora-
tion. These initial data-driven codes classified the data and thus, created structure

for a deeper analysis later (Stake, 2010).
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TABLE 2. Two examples of the simplification of interview quotes into codes and
their division under temporary subthemes

Extract

Simplified code Subtheme

koulussa on tosiaan yksi opettaja, joka
jakaa aikansa kaikille luokille [- -]
elikkd lisdd [- -] médréllisesti sitd ope-
tusta - niitd tunteja sinne, eli opettajia li-
sdd (EFL 1)

[there is one teacher who shares their time
between all classes [- -] so there should be
more [~ -] more teaching - more lessons,
which means more teachers] (EFL 1)

hin on myds mun wilma-tuki, koska
siis tai hidn on koko koulun wilma-tuki,
mutta ettd opastaa niitten papereitten
tdytossd ja siind ettd miten niitd hoide-
taan (EFL 3)

[they also work as my wilma-guidance, be-
cause - I mean — they are the wilma-support
of the whole school, but they help with the
filling of forms and how to do those sort of
things (EFL 3)]

limited resources for spe-
cial education - lack of

limiting factors affect-
ing collaboration

staff (SPED)
consultation in paper- collaboration methods
work/documentation

After this identification, the main thematising began from the beginning.

The transcriptions were read again, this time highlighted using a different colour

for each candidate theme: one for collaboration methods, one for factors affecting

collaboration, one for collaboration experiences and perspectives, and one for

EFL teaching and support. These highlighted extracts were again simplified and

coded under subthemes. These subthemes were combined to form wider sub-

themes and organised under main themes (see Table 3), and the number of par-

ticipants mentioning each subtheme was counted (see Figures 1 and 2).
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TABLE 3. An example of how codes were divided under wider subthemes and

wider themes

Code

Subtheme

Wider subtheme Theme

school location

shared meeting places

physical structures

support from administration

staff attitude

atmosphere in the

organisation

SPED teacher’s responsibili-
ties

division of SPED lessons

amount of SPED teachers

co-planning time

schedules

targeting resources

time

environment
external factors
affecting collab-
oration
resources

NONE / CONSULTATION ONLY (3)

PAST

SUPPLEMENTARY TEACHING (4)

MODES OF

| COLLABORATION ||

COLLABORATION IN PRACTICE

COLLATERAL TEACHING (4)

NONE / CONSULTATION ONLY (2)

PRESENT

SUPPLEMENTARY TEACHING (2)

COLLATERAL TEACHING (2)

EFL TEACHER

PLANNING & PREPARING (6)

L ROLES AND
RESPONSIBILITIES

TEACHING & ASSESSING (6)

VARYING ROLE IN CLASS (6)

SPED TEACHER

CONSULTATION (6)

FOCUS ON SPED PUPILS (5)

Figure 1. Organising data: the past and present types of collaboration with
the number of participants mentioning each topic
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(DIS)SATISFIED IN CURRENT
AMOUNT & QUALITY SITUATION 6)
OF COLLABORATION
NUMBER OF SPED LESSONS
CURRENT FOREFL (5)
COLLABORATION
z __|COLLABORATION IS NECESSARY
= 6
g NEEDFOR | | (6)
% COLLABORATION | | NEED FOR SPED IN PRIMARY
3 LEVEL EFL (2)
@]
o
gy
o — TARGETING SPED LESSONS (3)
f | RESOURCES FOR | |
= COLLABORATION
e '~ CO-PLANNING TIME (5)
&
&
= IDEAL
COLLABORATION —  JOINING EXPERTISE (1)
—  DIFFERENTIATION (4)
— PRACTICES —
— STABILITY (2)
| |SUPPORTIVE OR PARALLEL CO-
TEACHING (3)

Figure 2. Organising data: teachers' perspectives on collaboration with the num-
ber of participants mentioning each subtheme

Last, the candidate themes were critically considered in relation to the study
as a whole to make sure they represent the data accurately and are relevant to
the research questions. The themes were renamed and modified, and the number
of participants mentioning each theme was recalculated to ensure that the results

are based on the actual data.

2.5 Ethical considerations

Researchers are ought to follow a certain etiquette for their study to be ethically
sustainable (Atkins & Wallace, 2012; Tuomi & Sarajdrvi, 2018). This responsible
conduct of research requires the researcher to be honest and accurate when col-
lecting and presenting their data and findings. The ethical aspects to consider in
research are related to the participants, the methods of the study and the re-
searcher.

Before this study was conducted, the town in which the participants work

granted permission for the study, as the study required teachers to discuss their
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perspectives on the current conditions of primary school education in the light of
collaboration. In addition, each participant signed their informed consent of par-
ticipating in the study (see Appendix 2). As required, this informed consent in-
cluded an explanation of the goal, procedures and possible risks and conse-
quences of the study for the participant (see e.g. Ryen, 2007; Hirsjarvi & Hurme,
2008; Tuomi & Sarajarvi, 2018). The participants had the right to withdraw from
the study at any time, and they were not required to share anything they did not
feel comfortable with, or any personal details of themselves. The participants are
unaware of the other participants of the study and thus, should not be able to
conclude whose quotes are referred to in the study.

In research, the trustworthiness of the researcher is highly important
(Eskola & Suoranta, 2008; Hirsjdarvi & Hurme, 2008; Tuomi & Sarajdrvi, 2018). The
researcher is not allowed to mislead, harm or offend the participants. In this
study, this has been pursued by treating the participants with respect and by
working according to the informed consent. The participants and their privacy
were respected throughout the research process, as each participant was con-
tacted individually and their privacy was guaranteed by removing each mention
of a person, school or town from the data. The researcher must protect the par-
ticipants” identity and location (Ryen, 2007) and thus, the name of the town in
which the study occurred is not revealed in the study. In the transcriptions, all
names were removed, and the participants were given pseudonyms. In this the-
sis, the participants are referred to as EFL or SPED teachers without revealing
their name, gender, age or location. In addition, the participants were sent a list
of extracts from their interviews before the publication of this study and thus, all
extracts in this study are included with a permission from the participants.
Throughout the research process, the transcription data was preserved in a se-
cure folder and the audio recordings were never transferred from the dictaphone.
After the study is finished, the audio recordings will be deleted and the anony-
mised transcriptions will be relocated in a secure databank of the University of

Jyvéskyla for possible later research according to the participants’ consent.
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Another ethical consideration in research is the relationship between the
researcher and the subject (Atkins & Wallace, 2012; Tuomi & Sarajdrvi, 2018). In
qualitative studies, the effect of the researcher is frequently inevitable when it
comes to the interpretation and findings of the study, as each individual can in-
terpret the same set of data differently due to personal factors. In addition, the
culture and attitudes of the researcher might affect the outcomes of the study
(Tuomi & Sarajdrvi, 2018). In this study, there was no personal relationship be-
tween the researcher and the participants, as they were unfamiliar with each
other before the study. The researcher of this study will be qualified to work as
both an EFL and a SPED teacher and thus, can empathise with the teachers of
both groups. However, these interests and experiences in education might un-
consciously affect the researcher’s interpretation. Yet, with neither of the profes-
sions of interest in this study being the researcher’s main educational pro-
gramme, primary school class teaching, there should not be bias towards either
group of teachers” perspectives.

Nevertheless, it is challenging for the researcher to stay completely neutral
and objective when studying the field of education, as they have been sur-
rounded with teacher discussions related to the topics of co-teaching, special ed-
ucation and language learning in Finnish primary schools. As a future teacher, it
is inevitable for the researcher to have their own opinions on the topic of this
study, as it is highly relevant and a current topic in pedagogical discussions.
However, it is important to consider that the focus of this study is specifically on
the perspectives on these individual teachers, and the researcher has endeav-
oured to observe these perspectives objectively, leaving their own attitude to-

wards collaboration out of the analysis.
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3 RESULTS

The results will be presented under three themes. First, the teachers” experiences
and ideals of the practical solutions of collaboration will be outlined. Second, the
teachers’ perspectives on the internal and external factors limiting and enhancing
collaboration will be shared. Last, the participants” experiences of the three-step

support model and EFL support will be disclosed.

3.1 Types of collaboration

When describing their previous practices of collaboration, three of the six partic-
ipants reported situations with no collaboration at all, or consultation only. Two
of these teachers considered this practice to result from limited SPED resources
which were targeted for other subjects, whereas an EFL teacher did not consider
there to be a need for more intense collaboration. Four participants mentioned
having been involved in collateral teaching, in which a specific pupil in need of
special education or a certain group of pupils were occasionally taught by a SPED
teacher in a different classroom. The frequency of the lessons spent with a SPED
teacher varied from weekly encounters for a part of a lesson to the SPED teacher
teaching most of an individual pupil’s English lessons.

Four of the teachers reported having been involved in supplementary teach-
ing, which was frequently described as a situation where the EFL teacher had the
leading role, and the SPED teacher joined in to support pupils individually. The
frequency of the lessons involving both teachers varied from less than once a
week to approximately half of a pupil’s English lessons. An EFL teacher de-
scribed a situation in which the pupils were taught English in two groups, and
the SPED teacher attended the lessons of the group with more difficulties. One
EFL teacher shared their experience of the SPED teacher’s attendance always be-
ing uncertain, as situations would occur unexpectedly where the SPED teacher
was needed someplace else, for instance to discuss with individual pupils with

socioemotional challenges.
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During their most present teaching semester, all teachers were practising
consultation, two teachers were practicing collateral teaching, two supplemen-
tary teaching and two were involved in a collaboration with consultation only.
The EFL teacher currently involved in collateral teaching described splitting a
group of pupils with a SPED teacher multiple times a week. In this collaboration
situation, the teachers would settle the content of each lesson together, after
which the SPED teacher would take the pupils, who were considered to focus
better in a group with less pupils, and teach them in a separate space.

Another participant, a SPED teacher, described a situation in which a pupil
with an individual learning plan would attend part-time special education for
every other EFL lesson. Due to these frequent individual lessons with the pupil,
the SPED teacher reported on weekly co-planning sessions with the EFL teacher
for both teachers to stay on track with the pupil’s learning.

The two participants - an EFL and a SPED teacher - involved in supple-
mentary teaching were practising it at least every other lesson. The EFL teacher
described their colleague focusing on a few pupils in need of more support dur-
ing the lessons. The SPED teacher, on the other hand, shared their experiences of
supporting a few pupils individually either in the classroom or in a small group
outside of class for a part of the lesson.

Two EFL teachers were currently only receiving consultation from the
SPED teacher. One of these teachers was co-teaching with a SPED teacher during
other language classes but considered the resources insufficient for co-teaching
during EFL lessons. The other EFL teacher was content with the current situation
of consultative collaboration, but instead voiced a need for someone to individu-
ally guide the pupils to focus during the lessons and thus, saw more need for a

teaching assistant than for a SPED teacher in the classroom.

3.1.1 Teachers’ roles in collaboration

When considering their roles in collaboration throughout their career, all teachers

reported on variation in collaboration types and roles. The most frequently prac-
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ticed type of collaboration was consultation, in which the SPED teacher func-
tioned as a consultant and was not attending the lessons, leaving the main re-
sponsibility of teaching for the EFL teacher. All participants described the SPED
teachers to consult EFL teachers in these situations, for instance in differentiation,
modification of teaching methods, assessment, and documentation.

In co-teaching situations, the planning of the lessons was mentioned as the
responsibility of the EFL teacher by all participants. In these situations, the EFL
teacher asked for consultation from the SPED teacher when facing difficulties.
The teachers frequently reported on casual check-ups outside of class, where they
discussed the situation of the pupils briefly. These check-ups were described to
happen during breaktime or after hours, lasting for 15-30 minutes. According to
the teachers” experiences of supplementary co-teaching, the SPED teachers were
not necessarily aware of the lesson plan beforehand, but rather adapted to the
EFL teacher’s lesson as it occurred. Thus, their role resembled that of a teaching
assistant. The following sample represents the frequently hectic and unpredicta-

ble features of supplementary co-teaching;:

Se on semmosta vaan, ettd heitetddn dkkid siind valitunnilla juostessa, ettéd voitsa ottaa,
voitsd tehd, voitsd nii ja ndin. Ja tdstd ny tulis ndma ja ndma [oppilaat]. Ja sit saattaa
yhtikkia [olla], ettd erityisopettaja sanooki, ettd eiku emma voi, ku mulla on jotaki
muuta. (English subject teacher 2)

It’s like - while running around during breaktime, we just ask them - can ;/ou take, can you do,
can you this and that. And here come these and these [pupils]. And then all of the sudden it might
be that the special education teacher says that they can’t "cause they have something else to do.
(English subject teacher 2)

Most of the teachers considered that with pupils in need of intense or special
support, more co-planning occurred before lessons, as the SPED teachers modi-
fied the EFL teachers” methods and materials to be more applicable for these pu-
pils. The SPED teachers were also more involved in the assessment of these pu-
pils through observation and consultation. If a SPED teacher was regularly work-
ing with certain pupils in part-time SPED small groups, they appeared more in-
volved in the planning and preparation of those pupils” lessons, as described by
four participants. However, they often planned the lesson based on the EFL
teacher’s content goals and lesson plans. In the following extracts of teachers con-

sidering the division of responsibility in co-teaching, teachers describe the EFL
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teachers planning the lessons and the SPED teachers following those plans. The
EFL teacher considers the SPED teacher’s amount of responsibilities as impossi-

ble to manage:

Kylldhdn se on kdytdnnossa nii kuitenki, ettd mad suunnittelen. Ja koska erityisopettaja
joutuu hyppddmaéaan joka tunti eri konseptiin, niin ei hin niinku mitenkaa pystyis niita
kaikkia ennakoimaan, ettd missdhdn tuo opettaja on menossa n tja missdhdn tuo on
menossa nyt ja mitd tulee seuraavaks. Et kaytannossa maéd niinku aina suunnittelen,
missd me ollaan menossa ja mitkd on ne péivan aiheet. (English subject teacher 4)

In pra