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Straipsnyje pristatomas kiekybinés prieigos tyrimas, kuriuo siekta atskleisti pedagogy ir spe-
cialiyjy pedagogy bendradarbiavimo ypatumus, tenkinant mokiniy specialiuosius ugdymosi poreikius
inkliuzinio ugdymo kontekste. Identifikuotos pozityvios pedagogy ir specialiyjy pedagogy nuostatos
1 tarpusavio bendradarbiavimg ir mokymg bendradarbiaujant bei atskleistos pedagogy bendradarbia-
vimo patirtys mokykloje. Nustatyta, jog labiausiai pedagogus bendradarbiauti su kolegomis skatina
poreikis geriau pazinti ugdytinio specialiuosius ugdymosi poreikius ir gauti vertingy patarimy dél to-
lesnio ugdymo. Tai lemia ir dazniausiai taikomg bendradarbiavimo forma — konsultacijas, kurios uz-
tikrina dalijimasi Ziniomis ir informacija, taiau mazai orientuoja j aktyvesnes ir geresne ugdymo
kokybe uztikrinancias mokymo bendradarbiaujant veiklas.

Esminiai ZodZiai: pedagogy bendradarbiavimas, mokymas bendradarbiaujant, specialiyjy

ugdymosi poreikiy tenkinimas, inkliuzinis ugdymas.

Ivadas

Lietuvoje, kaip ir daugelyje kity Europos
Saliy, inkliuzinis Svietimas ir ugdymas formaliuo-
se valstybés dokumentuose jvardijamas kaip sie-
kiamybé', o specialiyjy ugdymosi poreikiy (toliau
SUP) mokiniy ugdymasis aptariamas inkliuzinio
ugdymo kontekste. Jau Salamankos deklaracijoje
(1994), kurig pasirasé visos Europos valstybés,
inkliuzinis ugdymas pripazjstamas kaip esminé
strategija, padedanti kurti atvirg ir tolerantiskg
visuomeng, uztikrinanti lygias galimybes ir koky-
biska ugdymasi visiems visuomenés nariams. Ink-
liuziné mokykla ir efektyvus SUP tenkinimas nej-
sivaizduojamas be bendradarbiavimu gristy santy-

' LR $vietimo jstatymo pakeitimo jstatymas. 2011 m. kovo 17
d. Nr. XI-1281. Vilnius. Skelbta: 2011-03-31, Valstybés
zinios, 2011, Nr. 38-1804; Valstybiné Svietimo 2013-2022
m. strategija. 2012-08-07 PROJEKTAS.
http://www.smm.lt/strategija/docs/VSS%202013%20metmen
y5%202012-05-16.pdf
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kiy (Salamankos deklaracija, 1994; Walther-
Thomas ir kt., 2000; Galkiené, 2003; AliSauskie-
né, Milteniené, 2004; Mitchell, 2007; Dettmer ir
kt., 2009; Eccleston, 2010). Bendradarbiavimas
inkliuzinio ugdymo kontekste suprantamas kaip
neatsiejamas besimokancios organizacijos bruo-
zas, darbas kartu, socialiné sgveika, kurios metu
organizuojama bendra veikla, vienijamos pastan-
gos, derinami veiksmai, teikiama tarpusavio pa-
galba vienas kitam, bendrai sprendziamos pro-
blemos (Galkiené, 2003; Vaicekauskiené, 2003;
AliSauskiené, Milteniené, 2004; Milteniené, 2005;
Mitchell, 2007; Simonaitiené, 2007). Kartu jis yra
dalyvavimo veikloje, bendrumo bei solidarumo
iSraiska. Siekiant SUP turin¢iy mokiniy ugdymo
kokybés, specialiojo pedagogo bendradarbiavimas
su kitais mokykloje dirbanciais pedagogais yra
neiSvengiamas. Sie Zmonés turéty derinti savo
kompetencijas, patirtj, kad vaikai galéty iSmokti
daugiau nei pedagogams dirbant atskirai (AliSaus-
kas ir kt., 2011; Eccleston, 2010). Arthaud ir kt.
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(2007) pabrézia, jog bendradarbiavimo jgudziai
yra biitini dabartiniams pedagogams ir | tai biitina
atsizvelgti tobulinant pedagogy rengimo progra-
mas. Europos specialiojo ugdymo plétros agentu-
ros 2012 m. paskelbtame inkliuzinés mokyklos
mokytojo kompetencijy aprase’ nurodoma, kad
gebéjimas dirbti su kitais ir bendradarbiauti yra
esminis reikalavimas kiekvienam pedagogui.

Uzsienio Salyse yra atlikta nemazai tyri-
my apie bendrojo lavinimo mokyklos pedagogy
bendradarbiavima, ugdant specialiyjy ugdymosi
poreikiy vaikus. Sig sritj tyrin¢je Rea ir kt. (2002),
Keefe ir Motore (2004), Magiera ir kt. (2005),
Scruggs ir kt. (2007) padaré iSvada, jog pedagogai
linke pritarti bendradarbiavimo idéjoms, mokyto-
jai ir specialistai pasiekia geresniy SUP mokiniy
ugdymo rezultaty bendradarbiaudami tarpusavyje,
taCiau vis dar truksta aiSkaus funkcijy pasidaliji-
mo.

Tuo tarpu Lietuvoje dominuoja tyrimai
apie pedagogy / specialisty ir tévy bendradarbia-
vimg (LeiSiené, 2007; AliSauskiené, 2003; Ali-
Sauskiené, Milteniené, 2004) arba pedagogy ben-
dradarbiavimg ikimokyklinéje jstaigoje (Kairiene,
2010; Kaffemaniené, Zukaité, 2008).

Kai kurie pedagogy tarpusavio bendra-
darbiavimo mokykloje momentai buvo nagriné¢jmi
kity tyrimy kontekste (AliSauskiené, Milteniene,
2004; Milteniené, 2004; Milteniené, 2005). Nuro-
doma, jog i$ esmés pedagogai pritaria bendradar-
biavimui, taiau, nepaisant to, yra daugiau orien-
tuoti j individualy tobuléjima, o ne j komandinj
darba. PanaSius rezultatus gavo ir Miltenieng,
Mauriciené (2010), tyringjusios komandinj darba
bendrojo lavinimo mokykloje. Siuo tyrimu nusta-
tyta, kad komandinis darbas realiai vyksta tol, kol
yra diskutuojama bendry susitikimy metu, o rea-
liai ugdant SUP mokinius yra linkstama prie indi-
vidualios veiklos modelio.

Pedagogy bendradarbiavimas. Bendra-
darbiavimo procesas nejsivaizduojamas be lygia-
vertiSkumo ir skirtingos kompetencijos reikSmin-
gumo pripazinimo, pasirengimo vieniems i$ kity
mokytis, ugdymo tiksly identifikavimo ir funkci-
ju/ vaidmeny pasiskirstymo, bendro veiklos pla-
navimo ir problemy sprendimo, atsakomybés pri-
sitmimo uZ bendros veiklos rezultatus, bendro

% Teacher Education for Inclusion. Profile of inclusive tea-
chers. (2012). European Agency for Development in Special
Needs Education. http://www.european-
agency.org/publications/ereports/teacher-education-for-
inclusion-profile-of-inclusive-teachers/TE4I-Profile-EN.pdf
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veiklos efektyvumo aptarimo (Galkiené, 2003;
Milteniené, 2005; Mitchell, 2007). Bendradarbia-
vimo efektyvumas, pozityvus jo vaidmuo yra at-
skleidziamas jvairiy uzsienio ir Lietuvos moksli-
ninky darbuose. Stanovich (1996), Daniels, Staf-
ford (2000), Burbank ir Kauchak (2003), AliSaus-
kien¢ ir Miltenien¢ (2004), Milteniené ir Mauri-
ciené (2010), Eccleston (2010) pabrézia, kad ben-
dradarbiaujant labai svarby vaidmen; atlieka spe-
cialiyjy pedagogy ir mokytojy santykiai, jy sgvei-
kos konstruktyvumas. Apibendrinant minéty
mokslininky iSsakytas mintis apie pedagogy san-
tykius bendradarbiavimo procese, galima teigti,
jog svarbu yra kontaktuoti emociniame lygmeny-
je, nebijoti parodyti savo silpnyjy pusiy, padéti ir
remti vienas kitg, nelaukiant, kol kiti kazka pada-
rys uZ jus, patiems gauti parama i$ kolegy ir pa-
naudoti ja praktiskai savo darbe, nes glaudziai
bendradarbiaujant skleidziama informacija, dali-
jamasi turimomis ziniomis bei iSsiugdomi triiks-
tami jgidziai. Meijer (2005), Kohler-Evans
(2006), Dettmer ir kt. (2009), Friend ir kt. (2010)
bendradarbiavimo efektyvumo pagrindu laiko
komandos nariy gebéjimag pasidalyti funkcijomis.
Mokslininkai pabrézia, kad svarbiausia yra vi-
siems aiSkiai zinoti, kas, kg ir kada daro, suprasti
savo vaidmenj, jausti lygiavertiSkumg kity atzvil-
giu, remtis savo kolegy kompetencijomis, stengtis,
kad SUP mokiniai gauty lanksCig bei apgalvota
pagalba, nes, bendrai zinodami apie kai kuriy mo-
kiniy problemas, pedagogai gali daug efektyviau
padéti vaikams nei tik individualiai riipindamiesi
mokinio sunkumais ir norédami suteikti pagalba
vieni. Galkiené ir Dudzinskiené (2004), atlikusios
tyrimg apie specialiosios pedagoginés pagalbos
teikéjy funkcijas bendrojo lavinimo mokyklose,
padaré iSvadas, jog tam, kad $i pagalba biity efek-
tyvi, neuztenka specialistams atlikti savo funkci-
jas, reikia kurti tarpusavyje kryptingus, konstruk-
tyvius bendradarbiavimo rysius ir teikti komplek-
sing pagalba bendradarbiaujant ir koordinuojant
veiksmus. Pedagogai bendradarbiaudami papildo
vieni kitus ir gali suteikti jvairiapusisSka pagalbg
specialiyjy ugdymosi poreikiy mokiniams. Taciau
nereikéty pamirsti ir mokykly vadovy, kuriy veik-
la kartu su specialistais turéty biiti siejama ,,kryp-
tingo bendradarbiavimo grandine, kurioje sgveika
reiSkiasi jvairiomis kryptimis: specialisty diadose,
visoje specialisty grupéje, plinta j mokyklos ben-
druomeng ir j jos iSor¢* (Galkiené, Dudzinskieng,
2004, p. 46).

Kiti autoriai nurodo, kad, siekiant bendra-
darbiavimo, svarbu yra ne tik santykiai bei funkci-
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jos, bet ir turimi resursai, vadovavimas ir lyderys-
té, profesinis tobuléjimas ir kt. Wiggins ir Damore
(2006) pazymi bitinas salygas sékmingam peda-
gogy bendradarbiavimui: a) pozityvus poziiris,
pasireiSkiantis bendra filosofija | specialiyjy ug-
dymosi poreikiy turin¢iy mokiniy ugdyma, kolegy
kompetencijos pripazinimu; b) komandinis dar-
bas, kurio metu nariai aktyviai saveikauja ir ko-
munikuoja tarpusavyje; c) profesionalumo plétote
dalyvaujant kvalifikacijos kélimo kursuose, semi-
naruose, paskaitose, diskusijose, dalijantis geraja
patirtimi, taikant saviSvietos priemones; d) vado-
vavimas ir lyderysté, kada lyderis visiems rodo
tvirta pozicija, geba organizuoti, jtraukti mokyk-
los personalg j bendras veiklas, suteikiant galimy-
be kickvienam mokytojui pasijusti aukstos kom-
petencijos profesionalu; e) resursai, t.y. gebéji-
mas juos rasti (laiko, materialiniy iStekliy) ir val-
dyti siekiant kokybisko ugdymo; f) efektyvumas.
Gerber ir kt. (2000) atskleidzia, jog daznai lemia-
mg reik§me sékmingam pedagogy bendradarbia-
vimui turi tai, kiek laiko skiriama bendram plana-
vimui, ugdymo tiksly ir strategijy kiirimui, klasés
valdymo priemoniy, rezultaty aptarimui.
Specialiyju pedagogu vaidmuo bendra-
darbiavimo procese. Eccleston (2010) isskiria
svarbiausias specialiyjy pedagogy savybes, biiti-
nas bendradarbiavimo su kolegomis procese.
Reflektyvumas.  Kiekvienas bendradarbiavimo
procese dalyvaujantis specialusis pedagogas turéty
apmastyti savo veiklg, savo stiprybes ir silpnybes
profesinéje veikloje. Refleksyvi praktika ir pasida-
lijimas patirtimi skatina profesinj tobuléjimg. Sa-
vo veikla reflektuojantis specialusis pedagogas
turi buti etiskas, turintis tokiy savybiy, kaip pasi-
tikéjimas, saziningumas, pagarba bei riipinimasis.
Dalykiné kompetencija. Specialieji pedagogai,
norédami efektyviai bendradarbiauti su administ-
proceso dalyviais, privalo gerai Zinoti valstybés
Svietimo politika, strategija, darbo organizavimo
ypatumus tenkinant specialiuosius ugdymosi po-
reikius. Taip pat specialistas privalo nuolat rinkti
informacija ir kaupti patirtj apie jvairiy poreikiy
turin¢iy mokiniy ugdyma, sugebéti parinkti, taiky-
ti ir rekomenduoti tinkamus ugdymo metodus,
iSmanyti, kaip diferencijuoti ir individualizuoti
mokyma.
Empatiskumas. Specialusis pedagogas, biuidamas
mokytoju, konsultantu ir koordinatoriumi, privalo
biti nuoSirdus, priimdamas specialiyjy ugdymosi
poreikiy mokinius, atsizvelgdamas i jy jausmus,
mokymosi poreikius, biiti jsijauciantis ir globojan-
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tis. Taip pat jis turi priimti komandos narius, jy
skirtingg poziiirj, nuomone, stengtis rasti komp-
romisa, siekti kurti palaikancia partneryste.
Lyderiavimas. Specialusis pedagogas turéty vado-
vauti bendradarbiaujanciai komandai, nes nuolati-
né informacijos paieska apie SUP mokiniy ugdy-
mo galimybes, patirtis sudaro sglygas buti lyderiu
tarp mokytojy, bendradarbiaujant su administraci-
ja, iSsakant jiems SUP mokiniy, juos ugdanciy
pedagogy poreikius. Taip pat $is specialistas, ug-
dydamas SUP mokinius, gali kaupti informacija
apie juos, supazindinti pedagogus su labiausiai
tinkaniais jy mokymo metodais. Sis Zmogus yra
arCiausiai SUP mokiniy ir gali geriausiai suprasti,
kokie jy poreikiai, parodyti pedagogams, kaip
praktiskai galima jgyvendinti siilomus mokymo
metodus.

Mokymas bendradarbiaujant. Mokslo
erdvéje aktyviai tyrinéjama viena i§ pedagogy
bendradarbiavimo sri¢iy — mokymas bendradar-
biaujant (angl. co-teaching). Mokymas bendra-
darbiaujant néra universali priemoné efektyviam
SUP mokiniy ugdymui, taciau jis suteikia galimy-
be pedagogams tarpusavyje pasidalyti turimomis
Ziniomis, jgudziais, pasisemti patirties i§ savo
kolegy, o vaikams gauti daugiau pagalbos, jvai-
resnj ugdyma (Friend ir kt., 2010). Mokymas ben-
dradarbiaujant apibréziamas kaip dviejy profesio-
naly — dazniausiai klasés mokytojo ir specialiojo
pedagogo — bendra ugdymo veikla toje pacioje
fizinéje erdvéje, pvz., vienoje klas¢je (Cook,
Friend, 1995; Kauffman, Hallahan, 2011). Veikla
apima tris butinus pedagogy bendradarbiavimo
laukus — bendra mokymo planavima, bendrg inst-
ruktavima klaséje ir bendra jvertinima (Takala,
Uusitalo-Malmivaara, 2012). Sékmingam moky-
mui bendradarbiaujant reikalingas tam tikras pasi-
rengimas. Friend ir kt. (2010) nurodo ugdytojy
grupes, kuriy dalyvavimas butinas. I grupé — spe-
cialieji pedagogai. Sie specialistai turéty suprasti,
kaip jy Zinios, geb¢jimai gali biiti naudingi ben-
dradarbiaujant. Taip pat jie turi gebéti bendradar-
biaudami susitarti dél vaidmeny ir atsakomybés
pasidalijimo ir suteikti reikalingg pagalba SUP
mokiniams, kad tapty mokymo partneriais, o ne
klasés asistentais. 2 grupé — klasés mokytojai.
Profesionalus mokytojy tobuléjimas turéty vykti
juos rengiant mokymui bendradarbiaujant ir de-
monstruojant, kaip tokia programa gali padéti
SUP mokiniams, kad bty pakeista patirtis, kai
klas¢je dirba tik vienas mokytojas. 3 grupée — mo-
kyklos administracija. Siai grupei mokymas ben-
dradarbiaujant turéty buti pagrindiniu prioritetu,
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nes vien pedagogai negali pakeisti mokymo prak-

tikos, jei administracija nededa tam pastangy.

Mokyklos vadovai turi prisiimti atsakomybe ren-

giant pedagogus mokymui bendradarbiaujant,

sudarydami tinkamus tvarkarascius, skirdami vi-

siems patogy dazny susitikimy laika, suteikdami

informacija mokyklos bendruomenés nariams apie
mokyma bendradarbiaujant, uztikrindami tokios

programos nuosekly vykdyma. Kai minétos 3

grupés biina pasirengusios bendradarbiauti, turi

atsirasti lyderis, kuris gebéty visus suburti ben-
dram tikslui. Vieni i§ didziausiy bendradarbiavi-
mo iniciatoriy galéty biti specialieji pedagogai.

Bendradarbiaudami mokytojai plétoja sa-
vo kompetencijas, mokosi i§ kolegy, kaip galima
pritaikyti jgytas zinias praktikoje. Siekiamybé —
sukurta bendradarbiavimo sistema, kurioje visi
ugdymo proceso dalyviai gali aktyviai dalyvauti ir
padéti SUP mokiniams (Wiggins, Damore, 2006).

Tyrimo problemos esmg atspindi Sie klau-
simai: kaip pedagogai vertina bendradarbiavimg
tenkinant SUP? Kokios Lietuvos pedagogy ir spe-
cialiyjy pedagogy patirtys bendradarbiaujant
tarpusavyje? Dél ko siekiama bendradarbiauti?
Kokios dazniausiai taikomos bendradarbiavimo
formos?

Tyrimo objektas — pedagogy ir specialiy-
ju pedagogy bendradarbiavimas, tenkinant moki-
niy specialivosius ugdymosi poreikius bendrojo
lavinimo mokykloje.

Tyrimo tikslas — atskleisti pedagogy ir
specialiyjy pedagogy bendradarbiavimo ypatu-
mus, tenkinant mokiniy specialiuosius ugdymosi
poreikius inkliuzinio ugdymo aplinkose.

UZdaviniai:

1.  Identifikuoti pedagogy ir specialiyjy peda-
gogy nuostatas | tarpusavio bendradarbia-
vimg ir mokymga bendradarbiaujant.

2. Atskleisti pedagogy bendradarbiavimo pa-
tirtis mokykloje ir bendradarbiauti skatinan-
Cius veiksnius.

3. Nustatyti pedagogy bendradarbiavimo bii-
dus ir formas.

Tyrimo dalyviai. Tyrime dalyvavo sep-
tyniy bendrojo lavinimo mokykly pedagogai, ug-
dantys specialiyjy ugdymosi poreikiy mokinius.
Buvo apklausti 168 mokytojai: 12 specialiyjy pe-
dagogy, 118 dalyko bei 35 pradiniy klasiy moky-
tojai. Tyrimo dalyviams paaiSkintas tyrimo tiks-
las, anketos paskirtis, pateikta pildymo instrukcija.
Po instruktazo anketos pildymas vyko individua-
liai. Tyrimo dalyviai galéjo skirti pakankamai
laiko atsakymams, jy neveiké aplinka ir pats tyré-
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jas. Apklausiant respondentus laikytasi interesy
apsaugos, savanorisko dalyvavimo, informacijos
konfidencialumo principy. Tyrimas vyko 2012 m.
vasario — kovo mén. Jame dalyvavo pedagogai i§
Vilniaus, Radviliskio miesty, Klaipédos, Plungés,
Raseiniy, Radviliskio rajony bendrojo lavinimo
mokykly.

Tyrimo metodologija ir metodai. Duo-
menims rinkti naudotas apklausos metodas — indi-
vidualus anketavimas. Atlikus tiriamojo objekto
operacionalizacija, buvo parengta pusiau uzdaro
tipo anketa, sudaryta i§ dviejy daliy: demografinés
ir pagrindinés. Demografiniame bloke objekty-
viems duomenims apie tyrimo dalyvius nustatyti
naudotos nominalinés skalés. Buvo jvertinta: res-
pondenty lytis, amzius, kvalifikaciné kategorija,
pedagoginio darbo stazas, vietové, kurioje dirba-
ma, mokyklos tipas, tyrimo dalyviy pareigos. Pa-
grindinis blokas buvo suskirstytas j kelias smul-
kesnes dalis, kuriomis siekta identifikuoti: 1) pe-
dagogy nuostatas i bendradarbiavimo procesa; 2)
pedagogy bendradarbiavimo sritis; 3) taikomus
bendradarbiavimo btidus, formas ir jy poreikj; 4)
bendradarbiavimo situacijg mokykloje; 5) nuosta-
tas 1 mokyma bendradarbiaujant; 6) asmeninj ben-
dradarbiavimo jsivertinimg. Respondenty nuosta-
toms tirti naudota suminiy vertinimy Likerto ska-
lé. Kiekvienas teiginys buvo jvertintas 4 baly ska-
le (kai 4 — ,,visiSkai pritariu“, 1 —,,visiSkai neprita-
riu“). Anketiné apklausa buvo vykdoma gavus
bendrojo lavinimo mokykly, kuriose vyko tyri-
mas, vadovy leidimg. Anketos buvo iSplatintos
Vilniaus, Radviliskio miesty, Klaipédos, Plungés,
Raseiniy, Radviliskio rajony bendrojo lavinimo
mokyklose. ISplatinta 200 ankety, grjzo 168 (griz-
tamumas — 84 %).

Analizuojant duomenis, buvo taikomi statis-
tiniai metodai: aprasomoji statistika, faktoriné
analizé, socialiniy-demografiniy kintamyjy jtaka
nuostaty komponentams buvo tikrinta neparamet-
riniu ANOVA ir parametriniu Kruskal-Wallis
testais.

Tyrimo rezultatai

Pedagogu nuostatos i bendradarbiavi-
mo procesa ir mokymg bendradarbiaujant.
Siekiant identifikuoti pedagogy, ugdanciy SUP
mokinius, nuostatas j bendradarbiavimo procesa,
buvo naudota suminiy vertinimy Likerto skalé.
Pedagogams pateikta 10 bendradarbiavimo proce-
sg apibiudinanciy teiginiy (Zr. 1 lentele).
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1 lentele
Pedagogu nuostatos j bendradarbiavimo procesa (N = 168)*
Eil. Teiginys Vidurkis Standartinis
nr. ™M) nuokrypis (SD)
1. | Bendradarbiavimo turi siekti visi ugdymo proceso dalyviai. 3,32 0,62
2. | Manau, kad bendradarbiaujant galima jgyti naujy jgiidziy ir kompetencijy. 3,31 0,67
3. | Bendradarbiavimas yra reikalingas, kad visi kartu siekty bendry tiksly. 3,30 0,61
4. | Bendradarbiaujant galima pasiekti geresniy SUP vaiky ugdymo rezultaty. 3,27 0,60
5. | Bendradarbiaujant galima pasidalinti savo patirtimi, padéti kolegoms. 3,23 0,55
6. | Tai labai sudétingas procesas, reikalaujantis papildomy pastangy. 2,77 0,85
7. | Realiai bendradarbiavimui néra salygy, nes visi turi pakankamai savy reikaly. 2,50 0,76
] Bendradarbiavimas tik skambi savoka, kurig daugelis vartoja, bet ka ji i$ tikryjy reiskia, ne- 229 0.74
" | suvokia. ’ ’
9. | Bendradarbiavimas atima daug laiko ir realiai teikia maZai naudos. 2,16 0,69
10. | Geriau dirbti vienam ir stengtis tobuléti padiam. 1,98 0,62

* Skalé nuo 1 iki 4. Respondentai tur¢jo galimybe pasirinkti viena i§ §iy atsakymo varianty su atitinkamu jverciu: ,,Visiskai neprita-

riu“ — 1, ,Nepritariu®

Pedagogai linke teigiamai vertinti bendra-
darbiavimo procesa. Respondentai daZzniausiai
pritaré teiginiams, kad bendradarbiavimo turi
siekti visi ugdymo proceso dalyviai (M = 3,32),
bendradarbiaujant galima jgyti nawjy jgudziy ir
kompetencijy (M =3,31). HomogeniSkiausia
nuomong respondentai iSreiSké Zymédami teiginj,
jog bendradarbiaujant galima pasidalinti savo
patirtimi, padéti kolegoms (SD = 0,55). Didziau-
sias tyrimo dalyviq nepritarimas buvo i§reik§tas
leti paczam (M =1,98), nuomoné buvo gana vie-
ninga (SD = 0,62). Didziausia nuomoniy jvairové

-2, ,,Pritariu® — 3, ,,Visiskai pritariu — 4.

uzfiksuota vertinant teigini tai labai sudétingas
procesas, reikalaujantis papildomy pastangy
(SD = 0,85). Respondentai gana vieningai zyméjo
pritarimg pozityviems bendradarbiavimo teigi-
niams, o vertinant negatyvius teiginius responden-
ty nuomonés iSsiskyré. Pagal gautus duomenis
galima daryti prielaida, jog pedagogai teigiamai
vertina bendradarbiavimo procesa, jj traktuoja
kaip galimybe tobuléti ir dalytis patirtimi.

Panasiai buvo vertinamos ir pedagogy
nuostatos | mokyma bendradarbiaujant. Pateikta
skale sudaré 5 teiginiai (zr. 2 lentelg).

2 lentelé
Pedagogu nuostatos j mokyma bendradarbiaujant (N = 168)*
Eil. Teioinvs Vidurkis Standartinis
nr. sy M) nuokrypis (SD)
| Mokymas bendradarbiaujant suteikty galimybe pedagogui ir specialistui vienam i$ kito pasi- 307 0.47
" | mokyti. ’ ’
2. | Manau, dirbant kartu per pamoka, bty teikiama efektyvesné pagalba SUP mokiniams. 3,01 0,60
3. | SUP mokiniai nebiity atskiriami nuo bendraamziy. 2,90 0,58
4. | SUP mokiniai jaustysi nepatogiai, kai su jais dirbty papildomai klaséje. 2,53 0,71
5. | Toks mokymas blaskyty kitus klasés vaikus. 2,49 0,75
* Respondental tur¢jo galimybe pasirinkti vieng i§ $iy atsakymo varianty su atitinkamu jverciu: ,,Visiskai nepritariu“ — 1, ,,Neprita-

riu“ — 2, ,,Pritariu“ — 3, ,,Visiskai pritariu“ — 4.

Gauti rezultatai rodo, kad dazniausiai pe-
dagogai buvo linke pritarti teiginiui mokymas
bendradarbiaujant suteikty galimybe pedagogui ir
specialistui vienam i§ kito pasimokyti (M = 3,07).
Respondenty isreiksta nuomoné buvo labai homo-
geniska (SD = 0,47). Didziausio nepritarimo susi-
lauke teiginys foks mokymas blaskyty kitus klasés
vaikus (M = 2,49). Rezultatai leidzia daryti iSvada,
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jog pedagogai labai pozityviai vertina mokyma
bendradarbiaujant. Taciau kol kas Lietuvoje ben-
dradarbiavimo mokant vienoje klas¢je idéja yra
gana nauja ir negalima atmesti prielaidos, kad ne
visi tyrimo dalyviai vienodai suvokia mokymo
bendradarbiaujant esme. Gali biiti, jog dauguma
isivaizduoja, kad dirbant tokiu btidu pagalba SUP
mokiniams teikia specialusis pedagogas, o klasés
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ar dalyko mokytojas tuo metu dirba su kitais mo-
kiniais. Keefe ir Moore (2004), Magieros ir jos
kolegy (2005), Scruggs kartu su kitais (2007) at-
likti tyrimai atskleidé, jog mokymo bendradar-
biaujant metu klasés / dalyko mokytojai didziaja
dalj démesio skirdavo kitiems mokiniams, o su
SUP vaikais dirbdavo specialieji pedagogai, pasta-
rieji buvo linke prisiimti mokytojo padéjéjo vaid-
menj, 0 ne mokymo partnerio.

Nepriklausomy kintamyjy jtaka peda-
gogy nuostatoms j bendradarbiavimg. ANOVA
ir Kruskal-Wallis testais buvo tikrinama nepri-
klausomy kintamyjy (gyvenamosios vietos, res-
pondenty amziaus, kvalifikacinés kategorijos ir
kt.) jtaka priklausomiems kintamiesiems.

Vietovés, kurioje respondentai dirba, jta-
ka pedagogy nuostatoms j bendradarbiavimo pro-
cesg tikrinta ANOVA testu (pasirinktas p < 0,05
reikSmingumo slenkstis). Pastebéti statistiSkai
reikSmingi sutapimai tarp vietovées, kurioje dirba-
ma, ir neigiamy bendradarbiavimo nuostaty. Gauti
duomenys parodé, jog didZiyjy miesty gyventojai
labiausiai linke nepritarti teiginiui bendradarbia-
vimas atima daug laiko ir realiai teikia maZai
naudos (M =1,76). Asmenys, dirbantys rajono
centre, linke neigiamai vertinti bendradarbiavimo
procesa, jie dazniausiai rinkosi teiginius tai labai
sudétingas procesas, reikalaujantis papildomy
pastangy (M = 3,26) ir realiai bendradarbiavimui
néra sqlygy, nes visi turi pakankamai savy reikaly
(M =2,71). Kaimo mokyklose dirbantys respon-
dentai daugiausia rinkosi teiginj bendradarbiavi-
mas tik skambi sqvoka, kurig daugelis vartoja, bet
kq ji is tikryjy reiskia, nesuvokia (M = 2,74). Ty-
rimo rezultatai rodo, jog miesty mokykly pedago-
gai pozityviau vertina bendradarbiavimg tenkinant
mokiniy SUP, o rajono centro ir kaimo mokyklose
dirbantys pedagogai nusiteike labiau skeptiskai.

Respondenty amziaus jtaka nuostatoms |
bendradarbiavimo procesg tikrinta Kruskal-Wallis
testu, pasirinkus p < 0,05 reik§mingumo slenkst;.
Tyrimo duomenys (Zr. 5 lentelg) atskleidé, jog
dazniausiai teigiamai bendradarbiavimg vertino
jauni pedagogai (iki 25 mety). DaZniausiai teigi-
nius bendradarbiaujant galima pasiekti geresniy
SUP vaiky ugdymo rezultaty (M = 3,60), bendra-
darbiavimo turi siekti visi ugdymo proceso daly-
viai (M = 3,60) rinkosi respondentai, kuriy amzius
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yra iki 25 mety bei 25-35 metai. Taip pat pedago-
gai iki 25 mety amziaus daugiausia pritaré ir tei-
giniui bendradarbiavimas tik skambi sqvoka, ku-
rig daugelis vartoja, bet kq ji is tikryjy reiskia,
nesuvokia (M = 3,00). Galima daryti prielaida, jog
jauni pedagogai supranta tikrojo bendradarbiavi-
mo esme ir yra linke kritiSkai vertinti savo kolegy
bendradarbiavimo pastangas. Remiantis gautais
rezultatais, galima teigti, kad jauni pedagogai (iki
25 mety) yra labiausiai linke priimti pokycius,
pritarti bendradarbiavimo teigiamai jtakai ugdymo
procese. Tokius pasirinkimus galéjo lemti jauny
pedagogy noras keisti nusistovéjusia tvarka ug-
dymo institucijoje, kad galima bty bandyti visus
suburti bendram tikslui — siekti geresnés SUP mo-
kiniy ugdymo kokybés ir tobuléti patiems.

Tyrimo dalyviy turimos kvalifikacinés ka-
tegorijos jtaka nuostatoms ] bendradarbiavimo
procesg tikrinta Kruskal-Wallis testu, pasirinkus p
< 0,05 reikSmingumo slenkstj. Gauti duomenys
(zr. 6 lentele) rodo, jog pedagogo kvalifikacing
kategorijg turintys respondentai daZzniausiai pritaré
pozityviems bendradarbiavimo teiginiams ir dau-
giausia buvo linke nepritarti teiginiui bendradar-
biavimas atima daug laiko ir realiai teikia mazai
naudos (M = 1,83). Vyresniojo pedagogo kvalifi-
kacing kategorija turintys tyrimo dalyviai daz-
niausiai pritar¢ teiginiui bendradarbiavimas yra
reikalingas, kad visi kartu siekty bendry tiksly
(M =3,39).

Gauti testo rezultatai leidzia teigti, kad
pozityviausiai bendradarbiavimo procesg vertina
zemiausig kvalifikacine kategorijg turintys res-
pondentai. Galima daryti prielaida, jog pedagogo
kvalifikacing kategorija turi jaunesni responden-
tai. Tuomet pasitvirtina anksCiau iSreikStas daz-
nesnis jauny tyrimo dalyviy pritarimas bendradar-
biavimo id¢joms ir suinteresuotumas siekti ben-
dradarbiavimo ugdymo procese, tobuléti, mokytis
i$ savo kolegy.

Bendradarbiavimo patirtis ugdymo ins-
titucijoje. Bendradarbiavimo patirtj ugdymo insti-
tucijoje apibudinanciy kintamyjy struktiirg sudaro
11 teiginiy, kurie buvo pateikti tyrimo instrumente
ir patikrinti empiriskai, atliekant kiekybinj tyrima.
Sie 11 teiginiy buvo apibendrinti taikant faktorine
analiz¢ pasirinkus dviejy faktoriy modelj (zr. 3
lentele).
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3 lentelé

Bendradarbiavimo patirtis ugdymo institucijoje: faktorinés analizés rezultatai (N = 168)

Faktoriaus Testo Testo Zings- Cronbach Faktoriaus
avadinimas Pirminiai teiginiai Zingsnio | nio skiriamo- | KMO o apraSomoji
P svoris, L | ji geba, r/itt sklaida, %
Mokykloje jau¢iamas bendruomeniskumas. 0,835 0,614
@ Kolegos gerbia vienas kita, kiekvienas jauciasi 0.652 0.572
E g svarbus. ’ ’
= 'E s " = " " - " "
2= Sprer}(.hmal priimami bendrai, atsizvelgiant j 0477 0,585
Rl poky¢ius.
g € h Sekmingai dirbantys pedagogai ir specialistai | 458 0516 0,807 20,93
= gs noriai dalijasi savo patirtimi. ’ ’
2 E = En‘tuziastingai sickiama bendradarbiauti tarpusa- 0.437 0,499
~ vyje.
=~ Prisiimama bendra atsakomybé uz veiklos rezul-
tatus. 0,343 0,419 0,843
o Mokykla aktyviai dalyvauja projektinése veiklo- 0711 0.504
£ = se ir ieSko papildomy istekliy. ’ ’
2 % Bendra veikla vertinama teigiamai, 0.584 0.446
S S~ . . , ,
2 3% akcentuojama jos svarba.
= 2% —= — ——
S mA Siekiant bendradarbiavimo yra aiskiai pasiskirs- 0.497 0.593 0.652 18.72
g 2 I toma funkcijomis. ’ ’ ’ >
s § % Kiekyiel}as ugdymo proceso dalyvis gali laisvai 0.455 0391
R pareiksti savo nuomong. ’ i
2 = I8kilus sunkumams, kreipiamasi pagalbos | spe- 0.423 0411
cialistus, kitus pedagogus. ’ ’

Atlikus skalés, susijusios su bendradar-
biavimo situacija ugdymo institucijoje, faktoring
analize¢ buvo isskirti du faktoriai: ,,Bendradarbia-
vimg skatinanti kultiira“ bei ,,Bendradarbiavimo
procesas ir pagalba®, apimantys atitinkamai 6 ir 5
teiginius. Pirmasis faktorius ,,Bendradarbiavima
skatinanti kultiira“ paaiskina 20,93 % sklaidos. Sis
faktorius identifikuotas kaip bendradarbiavimo
skatinimo ugdymo institucijoje struktiirinis viene-
tas. Antrasis faktorius ,,Bendradarbiavimo proce-
sas ir pagalba“ paaiskina 18,72 % sklaidos. Sis
faktorius identifikuotas kaip bendradarbiavimo
proceso pazangos ugdymo institucijoje struktiiri-
nis komponentas. Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO)
koeficientas yra aukstas (0,84), tai rodo, jog mat-
rica tinkama faktorinei analizei. Pavieniy faktoriy
vidiné konsistencija, jvertinta Cronbach alpha
koeficientu, svyruoja nuo 0,65 iki 0,81, todél fak-
toriai yra gana homogeniski. Gautos koreliacijos
koeficiento reik§miy svyravimo ribos
(0,39 <r<0,62) rodo vidutinio stiprumo teiginiy
verciy koreliacija su iSskirtais faktoriais. Remian-
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tis gautais rezultatais galima teigti, jog egzistuoja
statistinis rySys tarp nurodyty teiginiy.
Respondentai, vertindami teiginius, at-
spindin¢ius budingas jy mokykloje situacijas,
dazniausiai iSreiSké pritarima jiems (Zr. 4 lentel¢).
Faktoriy vidurkiai rodo, jog faktoriaus
,.Bendradarbiavimo procesas ir pagalba“ teigi-
niams buvo pritarta dazniau (M = 2,88), kas i8rys-
kina pedagogy isitraukima j bendras veiklas ir
tarpusavio pagalba. ISrySkéjo pedagogy iniciatyva
ieSkoti kontakty ir kreiptis pagalbos j mokykloje
dirbancius specialistus, kitus kolegas — iskilus
sunkumams, kreipiamasi pagalbos j specialistus,
kitus pedagogus (M =3,06). Mokytojai jaucia
bendradarbiavimg palaikancia atmosfera, gali
laisvai reiksti savo nuomong. Taciau kuriant ben-
dradarbiavimo santykius ne visada pavyksta efek-
tyviai dirbti dél nepakankamo funkcijy bendra-
darbiavimo procese apibréztumo (siekiant ben-
dradarbiavimo yra aiskiai pasiskirstoma funkci-
jomis (M = 2,67)).
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4 lentelé
Pedagogu bendradarbiavimo patirtys ugdymo institucijoje (N = 168)*
Eil. nr. Teiginys Vidurkis Standartinis
™M) nuokrypis (SD)
Sékmingai dirbantys pedagogai ir specialistai noriai dalijasi savo patirtimi. 2,86 0,53
Sprendimai priimami bendrai, atsizvelgiant j poky¢ius. 2,80 0,53
F1 Prisiimama bendra atsakomybé uz veiklos rezultatus. 2,80 0,52
M = 2,77 | Mokykloje jau¢iamas bendruomeniskumas. 2,78 0,55
Kolegos gerbia vienas kita, kiekvienas jauciasi svarbus. 2,77 0,56
Entuziastingai siekiama bendradarbiauti tarpusavyje. 2,59 0,60
I8kilus sunkumams, kreipiamasi pagalbos | specialistus, kitus pedagogus. 3,06 0,42
Bendra veikla vertinama teigiamai, akcentuojama jos svarba. 2,93 0,44
F2 —— > — —
M = 2.88 Kiekvienas ugdymo proceso dalyvis gali laisvai pareiksti savo nuomone. 2,91 0,53
’ Mokykla aktyviai dalyvauja projektinése veiklose ir ieSko papildomy istekliy. 2,85 0,58
Siekiant bendradarbiavimo yra aiSkiai pasiskirstoma funkcijomis. 2,67 0,59

* Respondentai turéjo galimybe pasirinkti viena i§ Siy atsakymo varianty su atitinkamu jverciu: ,,VisiSkai nepritariu“ — 1, ,,Neprita-

riu“ — 2, ,,Pritariu“ — 3, ,,Visiskai pritariu“ — 4.

Faktoriaus ,,Bendradarbiavimg skatinanti
kultiira® identifikavimas rodo, kad pedagogai ug-
dymo istaigose pastebi bendradarbiavimg skati-
nancios kultliros pozymius (sékmingai dirbantys
pedagogai ir specialistai noriai dalijasi savo pa-
tirtimi (M = 2,86); mokykloje jauciamas ben-
druomeniskumas (M =2,78)). Dauguma nurodo,
kad sprendimai priimami bendrai, atsizvelgiant j
pokycius (M = 2,80), prisiimama bendra atsako-
mybé uz veiklos rezultatus (M = 2,80). Reciausiai
pritarta teiginiui entuziastingai siekiama bendra-
darbiauti tarpusavyje (M = 2,59), Zymint §j teiginj
respondenty nuomoné labiausiai  iSsiskyré
(SD = 0,60).

Pagal gautus duomenis galima konstatuo-
ti, jog pedagogai linke teigti, kad jy mokykloje
siekiama bendradarbiauti, o bendradarbiavimas
yra skatinamas ir vertinamas labai pozityviai. Pe-
dagogai inicijuoja saveikas su savo kolegomis,
iesko pagalbos. Taciau, nagringjant tyrimo rezul-
tatus, galima jzvelgti ir tam tikrus sunkumus, vy-
raujancius mokyklose, siekiant bendradarbiavimo
stokojama entuziazmo, ne visada pavyksta aiskiai
pasidalyti funkcijomis ir vaidmenimis. Remiantis
gautais rezultatais, galima daryti prielaida, jog
bendrojo lavinimo mokyklose vyrauja tendencija
siekti bendradarbiavimo, taciau kol kas tai yra tik
bendradarbiavimo proceso uzuomazgos. Vykstant
tikrajam bendradarbiavimui, kiekvienas $io proce-
so dalyvis savanoriskai ir entuziastingai turéty j ji
isitraukti, aiskiai Zinoti savo bei kolegy funkcijas.
Siy bendradarbiavimo elementy svarbg akcentuoja
daugelis autoriy (Meijer, 2005; Dettmer ir kt.,
2009; Friend ir kt., 2010; Kohler-Evans, 2006).
Galkiené (2003) bei Mitchell (2007), pateikdami
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bendradarbiavimo principus, akcentuoja pasidali-
jimg funkcijomis, pasitikéjima ir kolegy pagarba.
Tai yra bendradarbiavimo proceso pagrindas.

Bendradarbiavimo jsivertinimas. Res-
pondentai buvo paprasyti jsivertinti bendradarbia-
vima su kitais pedagogais ir specialistais. Rezulta-
tai pateikiami paveiksle.

50 429

40

28,6
30

NDNA A
244

20

10,1
10 H

Respondenty dalis, %

0

Pav. Bendradarbiavimo proceso vertinimas, %

Daugiausia tyrimo dalyviai pasirinko at-
sakymo varianta bendradarbiauju pakankamai
(42,9 %), maziausiai buvo pasirinktas teiginys
nededu daug pastangy bendrai veiklai su specia-
listais ir kitais pedagogais (10,1 %). Remiantis
diagrama, matyti, jog pedagogai daugiausia rinko-
si teiginius, kurie iSreiskia jy pakankamg bendra-
darbiavima ar pastangas tai daryti. Galima daryti
iSvada, kad respondentai linke teigiamai vertinti
savo bendradarbiavimag su kolegomis.

Vietoves, kurioje respondentas dirba, jta-
ka savo bendradarbiavimo proceso vertinimui
tikrinta ANOVA testu. Gauti rezultatai parodeé,
jog kaime dirbantys pedagogai dazniau nei kiti
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linke teigti, kad bendradarbiavimui lieka maZzai
laiko (M = 1,52).

Respondenty amziaus jtaka tikrinta Krus-
kal-Wallis testu. Dauti duomenys rodo, jog 55-65
m. pedagogai dazniau nei kiti linkg¢ manyti, kad
bendradarbiauja pakankamai (M = 1,64).

Pedagogu bendradarbiavima skatinan-
tys veiksniai. Siekiant iSsiaiskinti, kokiy motyvy
vedami pedagogai siekia bendradarbiauti ir iesko
kontakty su kitais kolegomis, pedagogy buvo
klausiama, kokiais atvejais ir j ka kreipiasi pagal-
bos susidiirg su mokiniy SUP. Apibendrinti rezul-
tatai pateikiami 5 lenteléje.

5 lentelé
Kada dazniausiai ir i ka kreipiamasi pagalbos, % (N = 168)
Eil. .. . Respondenty Asmuo, j kurj kreipiamasi pa- Respondenty
Nr. Kada kreipiamasi dalis, % galbos dalis, %
klasés auklétojas (-a) 54,8
Kai kyla sunkumy dirbant su vaiku ir man reikia k1t1'va.1k'q ugdantys p ed?gogal 417
1. . 91,7 socialinis pedagogas (-¢) 45,2
patarimy. -
spec. pedagogas (-¢) 60,7
kita 20,8
klasés auklétojas (-a) 51,8
kiti vaikg ugdantys pedagogai 32,7
2. | Kai norima issiaiskinti, kodél mokiniui nesiseka. 89,9 socialinis pedagogas (-¢) 33,9
spec. pedagogas (-€) 63,7
kita 23,2
klasés auklétojas (-a) 36,3
kiti vaikg ugdantys pedagogai 16,1
3. | Kai mokiniui sunku prisitaikyti prie aplinkos. 79.8 socialinis pedagogas (-¢) 56,0
spec. pedagogas (-¢) 31,5
kita 23,2
klasés auklétojas (-a) 8,3
Kai nezinoma, kaip pritaikyti vaikui mokomaja k1t1'va.1k'q ugdantys p ed?gogal 20,2
4. .. ; S 88,1 socialinis pedagogas (-¢) 12,5
medziaga, kokius mokymo metodus parinkti. -
spec. pedagogas (-¢) 80,4
kita 7,1
klasés auklétojas (-a) 8,3
Kai reikia SUP mokiniams rasyti pritaikyta ar k1t1'vanlk'q ugdantys p ed.agogal 14,9
5. individualizuots programa 87,5 socialinis pedagogas (-¢) 8,3
’ spec. pedagogas (-€) 86,9
kita 5,4
klasés auklétojas (-a) 18,5
Kai reikia papildomos informacijos, dirbant su kiti vaikg ugdantys pedagogai 19,6
6. o 83,3 socialinis pedagogas (-¢) 14,3
SUP mokiniais. -
spec. pedagogas (-¢) 76,2
kita 18,5

Gauti tyrimo duomenys rodo, kad di-
dziausia dalis pedagogy zyméjo teiginj kai kyla
sunkumy dirbant su vaiku ir man reikia patarimy
(92 %). Norédami iSspresti paminétus sunkumus,
daugiau nei pusé respondenty (61 %) kreipiasi |
specialiuosius pedagogus. Daugiausia pedagogy
pagalbos kreipési vertinimo proceso metu: kai
kyla sunkumy dirbant su vaiku ir man reikia pata-
rimy (92 %), kai norima issiaiskinti, kodel moki-
niui nesiseka (90 %). Vertindami mokinio sunku-
mus, pedagogai pagalbos linke kreiptis | specia-
livosius pedagogus. Tai patvirtina AliSausko
(2002) isreiksta teiginj, jog mokytojai kreipiasi ]
specialista, kai reikia nustatyti ugdytiniy proble-
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mas ir mokymosi sunkumus. Didziausia dalis pe-
dagogy (86,9%) i specialivosius pedagogus krei-
piasi, kai reikia SUP mokiniams rasyti pritaikytq
ar individualizuotq programgq. Gauti duomenys
atskleidé, jog visose srityse (vertinant mokinius,
planuojant jy ugdymg ir ugdant) respondentai
dazniausiai yra linke kreiptis i specialyjj pedago-
ga. Tai rodo specialiojo pedagogo vaidmens ug-
dymo institucijoje pripazinimg, ugdant SUP mo-
kinius. Nurodydami kitus pasirinkimo variantus,
pedagogai jrasé, jog kreipiasi pagalbos j psicholo-
ga, mokiniy tévus, administracija, pedagoging
psichologine tarnyba, ieSko informacijos internete.
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6 lentelé
Pedagogu tarpusavio bendradarbiavimo buidai bei formos (N = 168)
Esama situacija Poreikis Statistinis
Eil. Teiginys Vidurkis Standartll.us Vidurkis Standartn.us reikSmingu-
nr. (M) nuokrypis (M) nuokrypis mas
(SD) (SD) (p =0,05)
1 Kartu su specialistais raSau pritaikyta ar 236 0.65 2,75 0.65 0,000
individualizuotg programa.
Konsultuojamés su  specialistais ar  kitais
2. | pedagogais, kaip galime pritaikyti konkrecia 2,78 0,66 2,98 0,60 0,001
mokomaja medziaga SUP vaikams.
Stebiu kity pedagogy ar specialisty vedamas
3. | atviras pamokas, jy darbo su SUP mokiniais 2,58 0,71 2,89 0,71 0,000
biidus.
4 Bendradarbiaujame  klas¢je  (kartu  vedame 2.20 0.66 2.70 0,78 0,000
pamokas).
Bendradarbiavimo formy ir biidy analizé ISvados
(zr. 6 lentele) atskleide statistiskai reikSmingg
skirtumg tarp realiai taikomy bendradarbiavimo . Inkliuzinis ugdymas yra miisy Salies Svieti-

budy ir jy poreikio. DidZiausias skirtumas tarp
esamos situacijos ir poreikio yra renkantis teiginj
bendradarbiaujame klaséje (kartu vedame pamo-
kas). Pedagogai néra linke bendradarbiauti, ves-
dami kartu pamokas, ta¢iau noréty §j budag taikyti.
Mokytojai isreiskeé didelj poreikj stebéti kity pe-
dagogy ar specialisty vedamas atviras pamokas, jy
darbo su SUP mokiniais biidus. Maziausias statis-
tiSkai reikSmingas skirtumas tarp esamos situaci-
jos ir poreikio uZzfiksuotas renkantis teiginj kon-
sultuojamés su specialistais ar kitais pedagogais,
kaip galime pritaikyti konkreciq mokomgjg me-
dziagg SUP vaikams.

Remiantis gautais duomenimis, galima
teigti, kad dazniausiai pedagogy taikoma bendra-
darbiavimo forma yra konsultacijos, kai reikia
pritaikyti konkre¢ig mokomaja medziaga, kadangi
uzfiksuotas maziausias statistiSkai reikSmingas
skirtumas tarp esamos situacijos ir poreikio. Ga-
lima daryti prielaida, jog reCiausiai respondentai
bendradarbiauja klasé¢je, kartu vesdami pamokas,
nes renkantis §j teiginj uzfiksuotas didziausias
statistiSkai reikSmingas skirtumas tarp esamos
situacijos ir poreikio. Pedagogai iSreiskia poreiki
labiau plétoti mokymo bendradarbiaujant klaséje
patirtis.
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mo siekiamybé. Jis nejmanomas be ugdymo
proceso dalyviy bendradarbiavimo, kuriame
svarbiausia — pozityvios nuostatos, savano-
riSkas dalyvavimas, komandos nariy santy-
kiai, turimi resursai, bendri tikslai, moty-
vuoti pedagogai.

. Tyrimo dalyviai iSreiSké pozityvias nuosta-
tas | pedagogy bendradarbiavimg ir moky-
ma bendradarbiaujant. Bendradarbiavimas
pripazjstamas kaip viena i$ profesinio tobu-
1¢jimo priemoniy. Bendradarbiavimo idé-
joms dazniau linke pritarti jauni (iki 25 m. ir
25-35 m.), zemesne kvalifikacine kategorija
turintys pedagogai.

. Pedagogy bendradarbiavimo patirtis rodo,
kad ugdymo jstaigose siekiama kurti ben-
dradarbiavima skatinancig kultiirg, skatinti
pedagogy bendradarbiavimo procesa inici-
juojant sgveikas ir teikiant tarpusavio pa-
galba. Respondentai i§ esmés pozityviai
vertina savo bendradarbiavimo patirtis ug-
dymo institucijoje. Bendradarbiavimo su
kolegomis situacija labiausiai patenkinti vy-
resnio (55-65 m.) amziaus ir metodininko
kvalifikacing kategorija turintys pedagogai.

. Palankiausiai yra vertinama iniciatyva iski-
lus sunkumams kreiptis pagalbos i specialis-
tus ir kitus pedagogus, galimybé laisvai is-
reik§ti savo nuomong, kolegy dalijimasis
savo patirtimi. Aktyvumas inicijuojant sa-
veikas su kolegomis ir papildomy istekliy
paieska efektyvesnei pagalbai bei profesi-
niam tobuléjimui labiau biidinga miesto
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mokykloms. Sunkumy kyla pasiskirstant
funkcijomis ir apsibréziant vaidmenis ben-
dradarbiavimo procese, kai kuriais atvejais
stokojama entuziazmo, pagarbos tarp kole-
2.

Dazniausiai pedagogus bendradarbiauti ska-
tina pagalbos poreikis, kai reikia jvertinti
SUP turin¢iy mokiniy sunkumus, suplanuoti
juy ugdyma ir ji igyvendinti. Didzioji dalis
respondenty bendradarbiavimo parneriu
dazniausiai renkasi specialyji pedagoga. Di-
dziuosiuose miestuose dirbantys pedagogai
dazniau pagalbos kreipiasi ugdymo procese,
o miesteliuose ir rajono centro mokyklose
dirbantieji bei jauni respondentai — SUP at-
pazinimo ir vertinimo proceso metu. Pla-
nuojant SUP mokiniy ugdymga, bendradar-
biauti su specialistais labiau linke pradiniy
klasiy ir metodininko kvalifikacing katego-
rijg turintys mokytojai.

Identifikuotas labiausiai pedagogus bendra-
darbiauti su kolegomis skatinantis poreikis
geriau pazinti ugdytinio specialiuosius ug-
dymosi poreikius ir gauti vertingy patarimy
del tolesnio ugdymo lemia ir daZzniausiai
taikomg bendradarbiavimo ir dalijimosi in-
formacija formg — konsultacijas, kurios uz-
tikrina keitimasi ziniomis ir informacija, ta-
¢lau mazai orientuoja j aktyvesnes ir geres-
n¢ ugdymo kokybe uztikrinancias mokymo
bendradarbiaujant veiklas. Tik nedidelé da-
lis pedagogy bendradarbiauja pamokoje
mokydami kartu, suvienija savo pastangas
kartu rengdami pritaikytas ar individuali-
zuotas programas.
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The paper presents a quantitative research study that revealed the specifics of collaboration
between pedagogues and special educators in meeting the special educational needs of students in the
context of inclusive education. Positive attitudes of pedagogues and special educators were identified
towards their collaboration and collaborative teaching and their collaboration experiences at school
were revealed. It was established that teachers are highly stimulated to collaborate with their col-
leagues through the need to discern the special educational needs of their students and to receive use-
ful advice regarding their further education. This also determines the most frequently used collabora-
tion form — consultations, which ensure the sharing of knowledge and information, but hardly orient
towards the more active collaborative teaching activities necessary for the provision of quality educa-

tion.
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Introduction

In Lithuania, as well as in most other
European countries, inclusive education is de-
scribed in official governmental documents as an
aspiration', while meeting the special educational
needs (further SEN) of the students is discussed in
the context of inclusive education. Already in the
Salamanca Declaration (1994), signed by all
European countries, inclusive education has been
recognised as a key strategy, helping the creation
of an open and tolerant society, ensuring equal
opportunities and quality education for all society
members. The inclusive school and an efficiency
of meeting of SEN cannot be imagined without
collaboration-based relationships (the Salamanca
Declaration, 1994; Walther-Thomas et al., 2000,
Galkiené, 2003; AliSauskiené, Milteniené, 2004;
Mitchell, 2007; Dettmer. et al., 2009; Eccleston,
St. T., 2010). Collaboration in the context of in-
clusive education is understood as an inseparable

' The Law on Amendment of the Law on Education of RL.
2011 March 17th. No. XI-1281. Vilnius. Announced in:
2011-03-31, Valstybés zinios, 2011, Nr. 38-1804; Valstybiné
Svietimo 2013-2022 m. strategija. 2012-08-07 PROJEKTAS.
http://www.smm.lt/strategija/docs/VSS%202013%20metmen
y5%202012-05-16.pdf
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feature of a learning organisation that means
working together. It is a social interaction, during
which joint activities are organised, efforts are
joined and actions coordinated, mutual help is
provided and problems are solved together
(Galkiené, 2003; Vaicekauskiené,  2003;
AliSauskiené, Milteniené, 2004, Milteniené, 2005;
Mitchell, 2007; Simonaitiené, 2007). At the same
time it is an expression of participation in the ac-
tivity, community and solidarity. It is inevitable
that in order to provide quality education for stu-
dents with SEN, collaboration between the special
educator and other teachers working at school is
required. These professionals should coordinate
their competences and experiences so that the
child can learn more than if they had been work-
ing separately (AliSauskas et al., 2011; Eccleston,
St. T., 2010). Arthaud et al. (2007) emphasise that
collaborative skills are necessary for the modern
teacher and this has to be taken into consideration
while developing teacher training programmes.
The Profile of Inclusive Teachers, published by
the European Agency for Development in Special
Needs Education in 2012,” states that an ability to

2 Teacher Education for Inclusion. Profile of inclusive tea-
chers. (2012). European Agency for Development in Special
Needs Education. http://www.european-
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work with other people and collaborate is an es-
sential requirement for every pedagogue.

Numerous research concerning collabora-
tion among high school teachers, whilst educating
students with SEN, have been carried out in for-
eign countries. Rea et al., (2002), Keefe and Mo-
tore (2004), Magiera, et al. (2005), Scruggs et al.
(2007), who conducted research in this area, have
arrived at the conclusion that teachers tend to sup-
port the ideas of collaboration, teachers and spe-
cialists achieve better results in teaching students
with SEN whilst collaborating; however, they still
lack a clearer division of functions.

In Lithuania research into the pedagogue /
specialist and parent collaboration (LeiSiené,
2007; AliSauskiené, 2003;  AliSauskiené,
Milteniené, 2004) or teacher collaboration in pre-
school school institutions (Kairiené, 2010; Kaffe-
maniené, Zukaité, 2008) predominates.

Some aspects of teacher collaboration at
school have been analysed in the context of other
research  (AliSauskiené, Milteniené, 2004;
Milteniené, 2004; Milteniené, 2005). It has been
established that essentially pedagogues accept
collaboration; however, they are more geared to-
wards individual development rather than team-
work. Similar results have also been obtained by
Milteniené and Mauriciené (2010), who examined
teamwork in a mainstream school. This research
has established that teamwork really occurs only
during joint meetings and discussions. While in
the process of actually educating students with
SEN, teachers tend to employ the individual activ-
ity model.

Teacher collaboration. A collaboration
process cannot be imagined without recognising
equality and the importance of different compe-
tences. Without a readiness to learn from one an-
other, without any identification of the aims of
education and distribution of functions/roles,
without the joint planning of activities and prob-
lem solving, without assuming responsibility for
the outcomes of joint activities and joint discus-
sion of the efficiency of these activities, then col-
laborative endeavour is not possible(Galkiené,
2003; Milteniené, 2005; Mitchell, 2007). The effi-
ciency of collaboration and its positive role is
revealed in the research of Lithuanian and foreign
scientists. Stanovich (1996), Daniels, Stafford
(2000), Burbank and Kauchak (2003),

agency.org/publications/ereports/teacher-education-for-
inclusion-profile-of-inclusive-teachers/TE4I-Profile-EN.pdf
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Alisauskiené and Milteniené (2004), Milteniené
and Mauriciené (2010), Eccleston (2010) empha-
sise that in collaboration, a very important role is
played by the relationships between the special
educator and other teachers and by the construc-
tiveness of their interaction. Summing up, it can
be stated that it is important to make contacts at
the emotional level, without being afraid to show
one’s weaknesses, and to help and support each
other, without waiting until somebody else does
something for you. It is important to receive col-
leagues’ support and to use it in one’s own practi-
cal activities, because it is through close collabo-
ration that information is disseminated, knowl-
edge is shared and missing skills are developed.
Meijer (2005), Kohler-Evans (2006), Dettmer et
al. (2009), Friend et al. (2010) consider the ability
of the members of the team to share their func-
tions on the basis of efficient collaboration. The
researchers emphasise that it is most important for
all to know clearly who does what and when, to
understand their role, to feel equality with other
colleagues, to build on their competences, to at-
tempt to provide flexible and considered support.
In having common knowledge about the problems
of some of their students, teachers can help in a
much more efficient way than if they took care of
the student’s problems on their own. Galkiené and
Dudzinskiené (2004), having carried out research
into the functions of providers of special educa-
tional support in a mainstream school arrived at
the conclusion that for the support to be efficient,
it is not enough for the specialists to perform their
functions alone. It is necessary to develop pur-
poseful and constructive collaborative relation-
ships and provide complex support by collaborat-
ing and coordinating their actions. Teachers, while
collaborating, complement each other and can
provide comprehensive support to their students
with SEN. Head teachers should not be forgotten
either; their activities together with those of spe-
cialists, should be “joined by a chain of purpose-
ful collaboration, in which interaction manifests
itself in various directions: in specialists’ pairs, in
the whole group of specialists, it should expand
into the whole school community and beyond it”
(Galkiené, Dudzinskiené, 2004, p. 46).

Other authors argue that in striving for
collaboration, it is not only relationships and func-
tions that are important. It is also resources, man-
agement and leadership, as well as professional
development. Wiggins and Damore (2006) point
out the following preconditions for successful


http://www.european-

SPECTALUSIS UGDYMAS 2012 2 (27)

collaboration: a) a positive attitude, manifested
through a common philosophy towards the educa-
tion of students with SEN and a recognition of the
colleague’s competences; b) teamwork, when the
members interact and communicate among them-
selves in an active way; c) developing one’s pro-
fessional skills and competences by participating
in various in-service courses, seminars, lectures
and discussions, by sharing best practices and
engaging in various ways of self-study; d) man-
agement and leadership, when the leader shows
everybody his/her firm position, is able to organ-
ise, to involve school personnel in joint activities
by providing an opportunity for every teacher to
feel as a highly competent professional; e) re-
sources, i.e. an ability to find them (time and ma-
terial resources) and manage in order to achieve
quality education; f) efficiency. Gerber et al.
(2000) reveal that often the crucial importance in
successful teacher collaboration depends essen-
tially on how much time is allocated for joint
planning, on the setting of the aims and strategies
of education and on discussing the means and
outcomes of class management.

The role of special educators in the col-
laboration process. Eccleston (2010) singles out
the main qualities of special pedagogues neces-
sary in the process of collaboration with col-
leagues.

Reflectivity. Every special educator participating
in the collaborative process should reflect on
his/her activities, their strengths and weaknesses.
Reflective practice and sharing experiences stimu-
lates professional development. Special educators
reflecting on their activities, have to be ethical,
they have to possess such qualities as confidence,
conscientiousness, respect and care.

Subject competence. Special educators in order to
efficiently collaborate with the school administra-
tion, teachers, support teachers and other partici-
pants of the educational process, have to know
well the educational policy of the country, its im-
plementation strategy, and the specifics of the
organisation of work in meeting SEN. Also the
specialist has to continuously gather information
and accumulate experience in educating students
with various special needs, s/he should be able to
choose, apply and recommend appropriate educa-
tional methods, and know how to differentiate and
individualise teaching.

Empathy. The special educator, whilst being a
teacher, a counsellor and a coordinator, has to be
sincere in accepting students with SEN, to con-
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sider their feelings, their learning needs, to be
empathetic and caring. S/he also has to accept the
members of the team, their different attitudes and
opinions and to try to find a compromise in order
to create a supporting partnership.
Leadership. Special educators should lead a col-
laborating team, because a constant search for
information about the educational opportunities
for students with SEN and experience open to
them should make it possible for them to become
leaders among teachers in collaborating with the
school administration and in explaining to it the
needs of students with SEN and those of the
teachers working with them. These specialists
while working with students with SEN can also
gather information about them and acquaint
teachers with the most suitable teaching methods.
Special educators are closest to the students with
SEN, they can understand their needs best and
show other teachers how the suggested teaching
methods could be best implemented in practice.
Collaborative teaching. One of the
teacher collaboration spheres within research —
collaborative teaching or co-teaching — has been
recently actively researched. It is not a universally
efficient means to educate students with SEN;
however, it provides opportunities for the peda-
gogues to share their knowledge, skills and ex-
periences, whilst for the students it is a chance to
get more support and a more varied education
(Friend et al., 2010). Collaborative teaching is
defined as the joint educational activity of two
professionals — most often a class teacher and a
special educator — in the same physical space, e.g.
in one classroom (Cook, Friend, 1995; Kauffman,
Hallahan, 2011). The activity encompasses three
obligatory collaboration fields: joint planning,
joint classroom instruction and joint assessment
(Takala, Uusitalo-Malmivaara, 2012). For col-
laborative teaching to be successful, special
preparation is necessary. Friend et al. (2010) sin-
gle out groups of educators whose participation is
obligatory. Group 1 — special educators. These
specialists should understand how their knowl-
edge and skills could be useful for collaboration.
While collaborating, they also have to be able to
agree on the sharing of roles and responsibilities
and to provide the necessary support for the stu-
dents with SEN so that they would become teach-
ing partners and not class assistants. Group 2 —
class teachers. The professional development of
teachers should take place while preparing them
for co-teaching and demonstrating how such a
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programme can help students with SEN so that the
experience when only one teacher works in the
classroom would be changed. Group 3 — school
administration. To this group, co-teaching should
be the main priority, because teachers on their
own cannot change educational practice if admini-
stration doesn’t put any effort into it. School man-
agement has to take responsibility for preparing
pedagogues for co-teaching by making suitable
timetables, by allocating convenient time for all to
have frequent meetings, by providing information
to the members of the school community about
co-teaching, and by ensuring a consistent imple-
mentation of such a programme. When the three
groups are ready to collaborate, a leader, capable
of uniting all these people for the common aim,
should appear. Special educators could be the
main initiators of co-teaching.

While collaborating, teachers develop
their competences and learn from colleagues how
to apply the acquired knowledge in practice. The
ideal would be the creation of a collaboration sys-
tem in which all participants of educational proc-
ess can take an active part and help students with
SEN (Wiggins, Damore, 2000).

The following questions reflect the es-
sence of the problem: how do pedagogues view
collaboration in meeting SEN? What are the ex-
periences of Lithuanian pedagogues and special
pedagogues in terms of collaboration? Why is
collaboration sought? What forms of collaboration
are most popular?

Research subject is collaboration among
pedagogues and special educators in meeting SEN
of the students in a mainstream school.

Research aim is to reveal the specifics of
collaboration among pedagogues and special edu-
cators in meeting SEN of the students in inclusive
education environments.

Research objectives:

1. To identify the attitudes of pedagogues and
special educators towards mutual collabora-
tion and co-teaching.

2. To reveal teacher collaboration experiences
and factors stimulating collaboration at
school.

3. To establish the methods and strategies of
teacher collaboration.

Research subjects. Teachers who work
with students with SEN from seven mainstream
schools took part in the present research. 168
teachers were surveyed: 12 special educators, 118
subject and 35 primary school teachers. Research
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subjects were acquainted with the aim of the re-
search and the purpose of the questionnaire, they
were provided with instructions for filling it out.
The questionnaires were filled out individually
after the briefing. Research subjects could allocate
enough time for their answers; they were not in-
fluenced by the environment or the researcher.
While surveying the respondents, the principles of
interest protection, voluntary participation and
information confidentiality were adhered to. The
research took place between February and March
2012. Teachers from Vilnius and Radviliskis city
schools, also Klaipéda, Plungé, Raseiniai, and
Radviliskis regional mainstream schools partici-
pated in the research.

Research methodology and methods. To
collect data, a survey was used. Having performed
the operationalisation of the research subject, a
semi-close ended two-part questionnaire was de-
signed. The first part, a demographic block, con-
tained nominal scales to establish objective data
about the research subjects. The following was
taken into consideration: the respondents’ gender,
age, qualification category, working experience,
the place of work (location), the type of school,
and the respondent’s position. The main block
was divided into several smaller parts aiming to
identify the following: 1) pedagogues’ attitudes
towards collaboration process; 2) spheres of
teacher collaboration; 3) the ways and forms of
teacher collaboration and their demand; 4) col-
laboration situation at school; 5) attitudes towards
co-teaching; 6) personal self-assessment of col-
laboration. To evaluate the respondents’ attitudes,
a sum responses Likert scale was used. Every
statement was evaluated on the 4-point scale
(when 4 meant “strongly agree” and 1 meant
“strongly disagree™). The survey was carried out
having secured permissions from the senior man-
agement of the mainstream schools. The ques-
tionnaires were distributed in Vilnius and Rad-
viliskis city mainstream schools and Klaipéda,
Plunge, Raseiniai and Radviliskis region main-
stream schools. Out of 200 questionnaires, 168
were returned (the return rate of 84 %).

For data analysis the following statistical
methods were employed: descriptive statistics,
factor analysis, while the influence of social-
demographic variables on the components of the
attitudes was tested by non-parametric ANOVA
and parametric Kruskal-Wallis tests.
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Research outcomes

Pedagogues’ attitudes towards the col-
laboration process and co-teaching. In order to
identify the attitudes of the pedagogues’ who

work with students with SEN towards the process
of collaboration, a sum responses Likert’s scale
was used. Pedagogues were presented with 10
statements describing the process of collaboration
(see Table 1).

Table 1

Pedagogues’ Attitudes towards Collaboration (N =168)*

Mean Standard devia-
No. Statements M) tion (SD)
1. | All participants of the educational process have to seek collaboration. 3.32 0.62
2. | 1think that while collaborating it is possible to acquire new skills and competences. 3.31 0.67
3. | Collaboration is necessary for everybody to strive for common goals together. 3.30 0.61
4. | By collaborating, better results in educating students with SEN can be achieved. 3.27 0.60
5. | While collaborating, it is possible to share one‘s experiences and to help colleagues. 3.23 0.55
6. | Itisa very complicated process, requiring extra effort. 2.77 0.85
In reality, there are no conditions for collaborating, because everybody has enough on their
7. T 2.50 0.76
hands as it is.
3 Collaboration is only a high-sounding concept, used by many, without understanding of what 299 0.74
" | it really means. ) )
9. | Collaboration takes a lot of time and actually is of little use. 2.16 0.69
10. | It is better to work on your own and try to improve oneself. 1.98 0.62

* The scale is from 1to 4. The respondents had an opportunity to choose one of the variants of the answers with an appropriate rating:

“strongly disagree” — 1, “disagree” — 2, “agree” —

Pedagogues tend to evaluate the process
of collaboration positively. The respondents most
often agreed to the statements that all participants
of the educational process have to seek collabora-
tion (M = 3.32) and while collaborating it is pos-
sible to acquire new skills and competences
(M =3.31). The most homogeneous opinion was
expressed regarding the statement while collabo-
rating, it is possible to share one’s experiences
and to help colleagues (SD = 0.55). The strongest
disagreement was expressed by the respondents
with the statement it is better to work on your own
and try to improve oneself (M =1.98), and the
attitude was quite unanimous (SD =0.62). The

3, “strongly agree” — 4.

greatest variety of attitudes was recorded with the
statement it is a very complicated process, requir-
ing extra effort (SD =0.85). The respondents
quite unanimously expressed their agreement with
the positive statements concerning collaboration,
while their points-of-view diverged when they had
to evaluate the negative statements. It could be
said that pedagogues evaluate the process of col-
laboration positively and view it as a possibility to
develop and share experiences.

The pedagogues’ attitudes towards co-
teaching were quite similar. The scale consisted of
5 statements (see Table 2).

Table 2

Pedagogues’ Attitudes towards Co-Teaching (N = 168)*

Mean Standard devia-
No. Statement (M) tion (SD)

1 Co-teaching would give an opportunity for the pedagogue and specialist to learn from each 307 047

" | other. ) )
) I believe that by working together in the classroom a more efficient support would be pro- 301 0.60

" | vided for students with SEN. ) )
3. | Students with SEN would not be separated from their peers. 2.90 0.58
4. | Students with SEN would feel uncomfortable with support being provided in the classroom. 2.53 0.71
5 Such teaching would distract other students. 2.49 0.75

* The respondents had an opportunity to choose one of the variants of the answers with an appropriate rating: “strongly disagree” — 1,

“disagree” — 2, “agree” — 3, “strongly agree” — 4.
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The results show that the pedagogues
most often tended to agree with the statement co-
teaching would give an opportunity for the peda-
gogue and specialist to learn from each other
(M =3.07). The respondents’ views were very
homogeneous (SD =0.47). The statement such
teaching would distract other students was mostly
disagreed with (M =2.49). The results indicated
that pedagogues view co-teaching in a very posi-
tive way. However, the idea of co-teaching in the
same classroom is rather new and one cannot
eliminate an assumption that not all the partici-
pants of the research understand the essence of co-
teaching in the same way. It can be the case that
most of them imagine that co-teaching means
providing support for students with SEN by a spe-
cial educator, while class or subject teacher is
working with the rest of the class. Research car-
ried out by Keefe and Moore (2004), Magieros et
al. (2005), Scruggs et al. (2007) revealed that dur-
ing the co-teaching, class or subject teachers paid
most attention to the rest of the classroom, while
special educator worked with students with SEN;
the latter tended to assume the role of a support
teacher, not a co-teacher.

The influence of independent variables
on the pedagogues’ attitudes towards collabo-
ration. ANOVA and Kruskal-Wallis tests were
employed to check the influence of independent
variables (location of work, respondents’ age,
qualification category, etc.) on the dependent
variables.

The influence of the place where the re-
spondents work on the pedagogues’ attitudes to-
wards collaboration process was checked by
ANOVA test (p < 0.05 was chosen as significance
threshold). Statistically significant coincidences
between the location of work and negative atti-
tudes towards collaboration were established. The
data showed that residents of major cities tended
to disagree with the statement collaboration takes
a lot of time and actually is of little use
(M =1.76). People working in regional centres
expressed negative attitudes towards the process
of collaboration; they often chose statements such
as it is a very complicated process, requiring ex-
tra effort (M =3.26) and in reality, there are no
conditions for collaborating, because everybody
has enough on their hands as it is (M = 2.71). The
respondents working in rural schools most often
chose the statement collaboration is only a high-
sounding concept, used by many, without under-
standing of what it really means (M =2.74). The
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research outcomes show that teachers of urban
schools view collaboration in meeting SEN of
their students in a more positive way, while those
working in regional centres and rural schools are
more sceptical.

The influence of the respondents’ age on
the attitudes of the process of collaboration was
checked by employing Kruskal-Wallis test, with
p <0.05 as significance threshold. The research
data (see Table 5) revealed that young teachers
(up to 25 years of age) tended to evaluate collabo-
ration positively. The respondents who were be-
low 25 also those between 25 and 35 chose the
following statements most often: by collaborating,
better results in educating students with SEN can
be achieved (M = 3.60) and all the participants of
educational process have to seek collaboration
(M =3.60). Pedagogues below 25 also mostly
agreed with the statement collaboration is only a
high-sounding concept, used by many, without
understanding of what it really means (M = 3.00).
It can be assumed that young teachers understand
the essence of true collaboration and tend to be
critically disposed towards collaboration efforts of
their colleagues. On the basis of the research out-
comes it can be stated that young pedagogues (up
to 25) are most likely to accept changes and to
agree with the positive impact of collaboration in
the process of education. Such choices could have
been determined by the teachers’ wish to change
the well-established order in their educational
institution so that it would be possible to unite
everybody for the common goal — to seek quality
education for students with SEN and to develop
their own competences.

The impact of the qualification category
of the research subjects on the attitudes towards
collaboration process was examined by Kruskal-
Wallis test, with p <0.05 as significance thresh-
old. The data (see Table 6) show that people with
a qualification category of a pedagogue most of-
ten agreed with the positive statements on col-
laboration and most of them disagreed with the
statement collaboration takes a lot of time and
actually is of little use (M = 1.83). Teachers with
the qualification category of a senior pedagogue
most often agreed with the statement collabora-
tion is necessary for everybody to strive for com-
mon goals together (M = 3.39).

The results indicate that the respondents
with the lowest qualification category have the
most positive attitudes towards the collaboration
process. It can be assumed that younger respon-
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dents are those with the qualification category of a
pedagogue. This confirms the previously ex-
pressed agreement with collaboration ideas by
younger respondents; they are more interested in
seeking collaboration in the process of education,
in developing and learning from their colleagues.

Collaboration experiences in the educa-
tional institution. The structure of variables de-
scribing collaboration experiences in an educa-
tional institution consists of 11 statements, which
were presented in the research instrument and
checked empirically by carrying out a quantitative
research. The 11 statements were generalised by
applying factor analysis with a two-factor model
(see Table 3).

Table 3

Collaboration Experience in the Educational Institution: the Outcomes of Factor Analysis (N = 168)

Factor
. loading Item/ total Percentage
Tltfl:c(t)i:he Primary variables of the correlation, KMO Cror;bach of variance
test item r/itt explained %
L
Community spirit is felt at school. 0.835 0.614
) Colleagues respect one another, everybody feels 0652 0572
g 2 1important.
LRSS i i
= AN Solutions are made together with regard to 0477 0.585
£ g | changes. 0.807 20.93
=g Successful pedagogues and specialists willingly ’ ’
S =5 . ; 0.458 0.516
Os<C share their experiences.
= E People seek collaboration in an enthusiastic way. 0.437 0.499
“ Joint responsibility is assumed for the outcomes 0343 0419
of activities. ) ) 0.843
, The school actively participates in project activi- ’
Y . 0.711 0.504
e ties and looks for extra sources.
5w —— —
=5 _ Corprpon actlvm'es are regarded positively, and 0584 0446
S B2 their importance is emphasised.
S 2w In order to collaborate, the functions are clearly 0497 0.593 0.652 18.72
22!l distributed. ) ‘ : :
S = % Every member of the process of education can
S 2 L 0.455 0.391
o3 freely express her/his opinion.
) If some difficulties arise, help is sought with 0423 0411
specialists and other teachers.

Having performed a factor analysis of
the scale regarding the collaborative situation at
the educational institution, two factors were sin-
gled out: “Collaboration stimulating culture” and
“Collaboration process and support”, comprising
6 and 5 statements respectively. The first factor
“Collaboration stimulating culture” explains
20.93 % of variance. This factor is identified as a
structural collaboration stimulation unit at the
educational institution. The second factor “Col-
laboration process and support”, explains 18.72 %
of variance. This factor is identified as a structural
component of the progress of collaboration proc-
ess at the educational institution. Kaiser-Meyer-
Olkin (KMO) coefficient is high (0.84); this
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shows that the matrix is suitable for factor analy-
sis. The internal consistence of separate factors
evaluated by Cronbach alpha coefficient fluctu-
ates between 0.65 and 0.81; that is why the factors
are rather homogeneous. The obtained fluctuation
limits of the values of correlation coefficient
(0.39 <r<0.62) show a moderate correlation be-
tween the ratings of the statements and the singled
out factors. On the basis of the results it is possi-
ble to state that there exists a statistical relation-
ship between the indicated statements.

The respondents, while evaluating the
statements describing situations typical of their
schools, most often expressed their agreement
(see Table 4).
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Table 4
Pedagogues’ Collaboration Experiences in Educational Institutions (N = 168)*
Mean Standard

No. Statements M) deviation (SD)
Successful pedagogues and specialists willingly share their experiences 2.86 0.53
Solutions are made together with regard to changes. 2.80 0.53
F1 Joint responsibility is assumed for the outcomes of activities. 2.80 0.52
M =2.77 | Community spirit is felt at school. 2.78 0.55
Colleagues respect one another, everybody feels important. 2.77 0.56
People seek collaboration in an enthusiastic way. 2.59 0.60
If some difficulties arise, help is sought with specialists and other teachers. 3.06 0.42
F2 Common activities are regarded positively, and their importance is emphasised. 2.93 0.44
M =288 Every member of the process of education can freely express her/his opinion. 291 0.53
The school actively participates in project activities and looks for extra sources. 2.85 0.58
In order to collaborate, the functions are clearly distributed. 2.67 0.59

* The respondents had an opportunity to choose one of the variants of the answers with an appropriate rating: “strongly disagree” — 1,

“disagree” — 2, “agree” — 3, “strongly agree” — 4.

The means of the factors show that the
statements of the factor “Collaboration process
and support” were supported more often
(M =2.88), which highlights the pedagogues’
involvement in the joint activities and mutual
support. The pedagogues’ initiative to look for
contacts and apply to the specialists and other
colleagues working at school also became obvious
— if some difficulties arise, help is sought with
specialists and other teachers (M = 3.06). Teach-
ers feel the atmosphere supporting collaboration,
and can express their opinions freely. However,
while creating collaborative relationships, the
work is not always efficient due to the insuffi-
ciently defined functions in the process of col-
laboration (in order to collaborate, the functions
are clearly distributed (M = 2.67)).

The identification of the factor “Collabo-
ration stimulating culture” shows that pedagogues
notice evidence of collaboration stimulating cul-
ture in educational institutions (successful peda-
gogues and specialists willingly share their ex-
periences (M =2.86); community spirit is felt at
school (M =2.78)). Most of them point out that
solutions are made together with regard to
changes (M =2.80), joint responsibility is as-
sumed for the outcomes of activities (M = 2.80).
The statement people seek collaboration in an
enthusiastic way got least agreement (M = 2.59),
and the respondents’ opinion diverged most while
marking this statement (SD = 0.60).

On the basis of the data it can be said that
teachers tend to state that collaboration is sought
in their schools, while collaboration is promoted
and viewed in a very positive way. Pedagogues
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initiate interactions with their colleagues and seek
help. However, while analysing the research out-
comes, one can notice certain difficulties dominat-
ing in schools: the lack of enthusiasm while seek-
ing collaboration and the roles and functions are
not always successfully distributed. On the basis
of the research results it can be assumed that in
mainstream schools the tendency for collaboration
prevails, however, it is only the rudiments of the
collaboration process. In the case of real collabo-
ration, every participant of this process should
voluntarily and enthusiastically be involved in it
and clearly know his/her own and colleagues’
functions. The importance of these elements of
collaboration is emphasised by a number of au-
thors (Meijer, 2005; Dettmer et al., 2009; Friend
et al., 2010; Kohler-Evans 2006). Galkiené (2003)
and Mitchell (2007), by presenting collaborative
principles, emphasise sharing of functions, confi-
dence and colleagues’ respect. This is considered
to be the basis of the collaboration process.

Self-assessment in terms of collabora-
tion. The respondents were asked to assess their
own collaboration with other pedagogues and
specialists. The results are presented in the figure
below.
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Fig. Evaluation of the collaboration process, %

Most respondents chose the answer [ col-
laborate enough (42.9 %), fewest chose [ put little
effort into joint activities with specialists and
other pedagogues (10.1 %). The diagram demon-
strates that pedagogues mostly chose the state-
ments which express their sufficient collaboration
or efforts to collaborate. It can be concluded that

the respondents tend to evaluate their collabora-
tion with colleagues in a positive way.

The impact of the place of work of the re-
spondents on their evaluation of the process of
collaboration was checked by ANOVA test. The
test results showed that pedagogues working in
rural areas tended to claim more often than others
that little time is left for collaboration (M = 1.52).

The impact of the age of the respondents
was checked by Kruskal-Wallis test. The data
show that pedagogues aged 55-65 more often
than others tend to believe that they collaborate
enough (M = 1.64).

Factors stimulating teacher collabora-
tion. In order to find out the motives promoting
collaboration and search for contacts with other
teachers, the respondents were asked when and
with whom they collaborated when they encounter
SEN of their students. Generalised results are pre-
sented in Table 5.

Table 5

With Whom and When is contact most often sought? % (N = 168)

No. | When help is sought Respondents % Who is applied to Respondents, %
Class teacher 54.8
When difficulties arise while working with Oth?r teachers working with the child 417
1. . . 91.7 Social pedagogue 45.2
the child and I need advice. -
Special educator 60.7
Others 20.8
Class teacher 51.8
When T want to find out why the student Oth?r teachers working with the child 32.7
2. has problems 89.9 Social pedagogue 33.9
’ Special educator 63.7
Others 23.2
Class teacher 36.3
When the student has difficulties in adjust- Oth?r teachers working with the child 16.1
3. . . 79.8 Social pedagogue 56.0
ing to the environment. -
Special educator 31.5
Others 23.2
Class teacher 8.3
When I don’t know how to adapt learning Othf:r teachers working with the child 20.2
4. . 88.1 Social pedagogue 12.5
materials and what methods to choose. -
Special educator 80.4
Others 7.1
Class teacher 8.3
When I have to write an individual pro- Other teachers working with the child 14.9
5. | gramme or one adapted for students with 87.5 Social pedagogue 8.3
SEN. Special educator 86.9
Others 5.4
Class teacher 18.5
When I need extra information while teach- Oth?r teachers working with the child 19.6
6. | . . 83.3 Social pedagogue 143
ing students with SEN. -
Special educator 76.2
Others 18.5
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The research data show that most peda-
gogues marked the statement when difficulties
arise while working with the child and I need ad-
vice (92%). In order to solve the above-
mentioned difficulties, more than half of the re-
spondents (61 %) approach special educators.
Most teachers applied for help during the process
of assessment: when difficulties arise while work-
ing with the child and I need advice (92 %), when
1 want to find out why the student has problems
(90 %). While assessing the student’s difficulties,
teachers tend to seek advice from the special edu-
cator. This supports AliSauskas’ (2002) statement
that teachers approach the specialist when they
want to define the problem of their students and

their learning difficulties. Most teachers (86.9%)
approach special educators when they have to
write an individual programme or one adapted for
students with SEN. The data revealed that the re-
spondents tended to approach the special educator
in all spheres (in assessment, planning and in ac-
tual education). This shows a recognition of the
role of the special educator in the educational in-
stitution while teaching students with SEN.
Among “other” variants, the respondents men-
tioned approaching a psychologist, students’ par-
ents, school administration, Pedagogical-
Psychological Services, looking for information
on the Internet.

Table 6
Ways and Forms of Teacher Collaboration (N = 168)
Actual situation Demand .
Statistical
Standard Standard -
No. Statements Mean . . significance
deviation Mean (M) deviation
M) (p <0.05)
(SD) (SD)
1 1 write an adap.teq or individual programme to- 736 0.65 275 0.65 0.000
gether with specialists.
We have consultations with specialists or other
2. | pedagogues about how we can adapt concrete 2.78 0.66 2.98 0.60 0.001
teaching material for the students with SEN.
I observe open door lessons delivered by other
3. | pedagogues and specialists, also their working 2.58 0.71 2.89 0.71 0.000
methods with students with SEN.
4 We collaborate in the classroom (deliver classes 290 0.66 270 0.78 0.000
together).

An analysis of the ways and forms of col-
laboration revealed a statistically significant dif-
ference between actual ways of collaboration and
their needs. The greatest difference between the
present situation and the need is in choosing the
statement we collaborate in the classroom (deliver
classes together). Pedagogues are not inclined to
collaborate in delivering lessons together, but they
would like to use this form. The teachers ex-
pressed a great need to observe open lessons de-
livered by their colleagues or specialists, to see
their ways of working with students with SEN.
The smallest statistically significant difference
between the actual situation and the need is re-
corded in choosing the statement we have consul-
tations with specialists or other pedagogues about
how we can adapt concrete teaching material for
the students with SEN.

On the basis of the data obtained it can be
stated that the most often used form of collabora-

120

tion by pedagogues is consultation, when concrete
learning materials have to be adapted, because the
least statistically significant difference has been
recorded between the actual situation and the
need. It can be assumed that the respondents most
seldom collaborate in the classroom by delivering
lessons together, because while choosing this
statement the greatest difference was recorded
between the actual situation and the need. The
pedagogues expressed the need to expand class-
room collaboration experiences.

Conclusions

. Inclusive education is an aspiration of the
educational system of our country. It is im-
possible without collaboration among the
participants of the educational process, the
most important thing in collaboration being
positive attitudes, voluntary participation,
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relationships between team members, actual
resources, common goals and motivated
teachers.

Research participants expressed positive
attitudes towards teacher collaboration and
co-teaching. Collaboration is recognised as
one of the means of professional develop-
ment. Young teachers (up to 25 and 25-35),
with lower qualification category tend to
approve collaboration more.

Teacher collaboration experiences show that
in educational institutions efforts are made
to create a collaboratively stimulating cul-
ture, to promote teacher collaboration proc-
esses by initiating interactions and by pro-
viding mutual support. The respondents
have positive attitudes towards their col-
laboration experiences in the educational in-
stitution. Senior teachers (aged 55-65) with
qualification category of a methodologist
are most satisfied with their collaboration
situation.

The initiative to approach specialists and
other teachers in case of difficulties, possi-
bilities to express their opinion freely and to
share one’s experiences with colleagues are
viewed in the most positive way. Activity in
initiating interactions with colleagues and
search for extra sources for a more efficient
support and professional development are
more typical of urban schools. Difficulties
arise while distributing functions and defin-
ing roles in the process of collaboration, in
some cases there is a lack of enthusiasm and
respect among the colleagues.

Most often teachers are induced to collabo-
rate by the need for help, when the difficul-
ties of students with SEN have to be as-
sessed, their education planned and imple-
mented. Most respondents choose a special
educator as their collaborative partner.
Teachers working in major cities more often
apply for help in the process of education,
while those teaching in smaller towns and
regional centres as well as young teachers
seek help in the process of recognition and
assessment of SEN. Primary school teachers
and those with the qualification category of
a methodologist are more likely to collabo-
rate with specialists in planning education
of students with SEN.

121

The major need in motivating pedagogues
to collaborate with their colleagues was
identified: it is the need to better know the
special educational needs of their students
and to get valuable advice regarding their
further education. It determined the most of-
ten used form of collaboration and sharing
information — consultation. Consultations
ensure sharing knowledge and information,
however, they are little oriented towards
more active forms of co-teaching, warrant-
ing higher quality education. Only a small
proportion of teachers collaborate in the
classroom by co-teaching or by uniting their
efforts in preparing adapted or individual
programs.
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