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Promoting self—determination has become an increasingly important goal for
programs serving students with Special Education Needs (SEN). Research examining
self—determination in relation to transition education has emerged as an important
topic in the field of Special Education. While studies have shown self—determination
training provides considerable benefits related to post—secondary outcomes, students
continue to be excluded from participating in a decision—making capacity during
planning sessions for Individualized Education Programs (IEP) or Individualized
Transition Programs (ITP). In this paper, we draw from a body of research in the
field of science education to argue for “cogenerative dialogue” as a beneficial instructional
strategy special educators and content area teachers could use to expand self—
determination practices of SEN students. We provide examples of how this structured
discourse method has been implemented by teachers and researchers to engage
students in participatory dialogue about how to improve science teaching and learning.
We conclude by raising questions about the efficacy of utilizing this method in
different cultural contexts and we offer directions for future research on using
cogenerative dialogue to expand self—determination practices of SEN students in
Korea.
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| . INTRODUCTION

During the last 20 years, fostering self—determination among students
with special education needs (SEN) has become a principal focus of policy
in the United States and in many other countries. Self—determination is a
concept long associated with efforts to afford maximum opportunities for
individuals with disabilities to exert greater control over their own lives
(Nirje, 1969). Self—determination entails having knowledge about one’s own
strengths, needs and interests, and being able to effectively communicate
choices. In practice, self—determination entails choice making, setting realistic
and attainable goals, identifying and solving problems, engaging in self—evaluation
of personal behaviors, and reflecting on actions in order to realistically
re—assess one’ s goals as needed, being self—aware, and being an advocate
for your own rights. To achieve these goals, students must be explicitly
taught self—determination behaviors and be provided opportunities to enact
these practices and reflect on the results of their actions over time.

In many countries, self—determination strategies (like goal setting, self
—advocating, and problem solving) are taught to SEN students as part of
their transition education services. These services include supporting SEN
students and their caregivers to develop and implement Individual Education
Programs (IEP) and Transition Education Programs (TEP) that meet the
needs and goals of each student. Supporting SEN students to take an active
role in planning their future and being directly engaged in the transition
education process by participating in I[EP and TEP meetings are important
goals of self—determination (Carter et al., 2010). However, the majority of
studies examining self—determination in the context of transition education
make clear that “student voice” is generally missing or extremely limited
in decision—making processes related to education, post—secondary transitions,
and every day life (Martin, et al., 2006; Lee, 2009). The term student voice
refers not only to vocal participation, but also to having authentic opportunities
to participate in decision—making processes (Taylor & Robinson, 2009).

In this paper, we argue the need for special educators to utilize more
democratic and participatory pedagogies in an effort to empower SEN

students to voice their personal goals for their education. Specifically, we
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advocate the use of a structured discourse method called “cogenerative
dialogue” that special education and general content teachers (e.g., science
teachers) can use to promote self—determination practices in SEN students
as part of the transition education process and in everyday teaching and
learning contexts. Drawing from research that was initially conducted in the
field of science education, we introduce cogenerative dialogue as a pedagogical
tool useful for promoting inclusive education practices that can expand
opportunities for SEN students to improve not only their self—determination
practices, but also their academic achievement and conceptual understanding
in content area courses.

In the sections that follow, we offer context for our focus on cogenerative
dialogues by first providing a brief overview of research on self—determination
and transition education. In an effort to highlight a wide range of problems
assocliated with laws and policies mandating individuals with disabilities
receive transition education services to promote self—determination, we focus
our attention on research conducted mainly in the United States. Building
from this discussion, we describe what cogenerative dialogue is and how
they have been used to engage students in participatory dialogue. Next we
introduce a model for implementing cogenerative dialogue between teachers,
students, and parents that could expand opportunities for SEN students to
participate more equitably in IEP and TEP meetings. We also discuss the
potential for cogenerative dialogue to help strengthen coteaching relationships
between special education teachers and general content area teachers (e.g.,
math or science). Finally, we share findings from recent research conducted
in Korean special education context to demonstrate how cogenerative dialogues
have been utilized to increase SEN students’ achievement and content understanding,
and to improve the quality of SEN students’ social interactions with their
teachers and peers. We conclude the paper by raising questions about the
efficacy of utilizing cogenerative dialogue to expand self—determination
practices of SEN students in different cultural contexts and by suggesting

directions for future research in Korea.
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II. SELF-DETERMINATION AND THE
TRANSITION EDUCATION PROCESS

Self—determination is broadly defined as having the skills, attitudes, and
supports needed to direct one’s life in the ways that are personally valued
(Field, et al., 1998). While there is no one agreed—upon definition, Michael
Weymeher’'s (1992) description of a self—determined individual as someone
who acts “as the primary causal agent in one’s life, free to make choices
and decisions about one’s quality of life, free from undue influence and
interference” (p. 302), is widely cited in the literature. Self—determination is
associated with individualistic values, such as autonomy, intrinsic motivation,
and self—efficacy. The fundamental goal of self—determination instruction is
to position individuals with disabilities to have increased control of their lives
and futures. While this concept may not seem revolutionary today, people
with disabilities have not always been provided the basic human right and
legal authority to make decisions for themselves. In an effort to draw attention
to some of the challenges facing educators and SEN students with regards
to teaching and learning self—determination strategies, in the sections that follow,
we discuss the extent to which SEN students are marginalized in the transition
education process and we discuss some of the reasons why educators and

parents fail to actively engage students in this process.

1. The benefits of teaching self-determination as part of transition
education services

Several studies examining the impact of self—determined behavior on
outcomes for individuals with disabilities revealed significant differences
between those who were self—determined and those who were less autonomous
(Wehmeyer & Palmer, 2003; Kim et al., 2001). Individuals who were identified
as being self—determined exhibited more positive post— school outcomes
(Cho, et al.,, 2012), especially with regards to financial independence and
employment (Lachapelle et al.,, 2005). Self—determination has also been

assoclated with improved academic performance, lower incidence of school
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absenteeism, more active class participation (Martin & Williams—Diehm, 2013),
increased rates of graduation (Gilberts, et al.,, 2001), improved employment
opportunities (Wehmeyer & Schwartz, 1997), expanded opportunities for
independent living arrangements (Gargiulo, 2012), and more positive perceptions
about general quality of life (McDougall, et al., 2010 Wehmeyer & Schwartz,
1997).

Students who have been afforded opportunities to develop their abilities
to self—regulate their learning, through self—evaluation and self—monitoring,
show enhanced motivation to learn (Thoma, et al., 2008). Solberg and
colleagues (2012) found that SEN students develop greater confidence in
their abilities to successfully engage in career—oriented activities (like
career planning, conducting interviews, and networking) when they have
access to a compelling and comprehensive educational program where they
are involved in career preparation, work—based learning experiences, youth
development and leadership experiences, and activities connecting youth to
their families and community. When students engage in goal setting, they
tend to view school as more meaningful and enjoyable (Lee, et al., 2009)
and tend to seek out learning opportunities to increase the likelihood of
successfully reaching their goals. As a result, students tend to be more
motivated to attend school and are more likely to engage in self—regulating
behaviors, such as focusing on lessons, completing assignments, and seeking
accommodation supports (Solberg, et al., 2012), all of which contribute to

improved academic achievement.

2. The current state of student participation in transition education
in the US

While many studies report positive outcomes associated with transition
education, research in transition education overwhelmingly shows that students
are not provided opportunities to develop these skills. For example, several
studies have reported that SEN students are not informed about the
purpose of the IEP and TEP processes, that they are not being invited to
attend planning meetings, they are generally unaware of the stated goals in
their own IEP and TEP plans, and they are not being provided with specific



238 S+us XE: 0|21 HHM(H 143 43)

transition services in accordance with federal laws (Martin & Hughes,
2008; Martin, et al., 2006; Martin, et al., 2004; Kohler & Field, 2003).
Other studies show that even when SEN students are asked to attend IEP
and TEP meetings, objectives for increasing self—determination skills are
generally absent from their plans(Grigal, et al., 2003), parental involvement
in the process is generally lacking (Martin, et al.,, 2004), and linkages with
adult service agencies necessary for transition planning are not made
(Wandry et al., 2008).

A study published this year (Landmark & Zhang, 2013) examined transition
components of student IEPs and found that no schools in the study were
fully compliant with the law. For example, the inclusion of annual statements
regarding students’ post—secondary goals aimed at continuing education/training,
employment, or independent living were lacking in many of the IEPs (Landmark
& Zhang, 2013). Studies showing that SEN students are not engaged in
decision—making activities, including active participation in their own IEP
and ITP meetings, are worrisome because this exclusion results in SEN
students missing opportunities necessary for developing the capacity to
make decisions (Getzel & Thoma, 2006; Grigal, et al., 2003), which may
lead to dismal post—school outcomes (Morningstar & Benitz, 2004). In the
following section, we highlight some commonly identified reasons for the

marginalization of students during the transition education process.

3. Challenges preventing SEN students from participating in
transition education

Presently, US legislation mandates students with disabilities have equal
access to highly qualified teachers, to the general education curriculum, and
the right to actively participate in the decision—making process concerning
their futures (Garguilo, 2012). Many studies indicate advances have been
made regarding SEN students’ access to highly qualified teachers and the
general curriculum, but considerable research shows the policies governing
student participation in transition education services continues to be largely
ineffective. Commonly cited barriers include lack of time, inadequate staffing,

and limited fiscal supports (Wandry, et al., 2008), which are all issues that
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need to be addressed by administrators and policy makers at district and
school levels. Other research points to more systemic issues, including
insufficient teacher training and lack of information about the availability of
curricula designed to promote self—determination skills in young people
(Martin, et al., 2006; Carter, et al., 2010).

Currently, preparation programs for special education teachers and
general education teachers in the US do not uniformly include coursework
or opportunities to practice the implementation of self—determination strategies
in real educational contexts (Thoma, et al., 2002). Limited knowledge about
and experiences with SEN students may help explain why on a recent
survey, teachers (and parents) ranked self—determination as the least
important quality of life indicator for people with disabilities (Schalock, et
al., 2005). Interestingly, the same study showed that when people with
disabilities were asked to rate the importance of self—determination, they
ranked it much higher than their family members, teachers, or other service
professionals (Schalock, et al., 2005). Several studies (Agran, et al., 1999;
Wehmeyer, et al., 2000) have indicated that even when teachers professed
to value self—determination, this belief did not translate into classroom
practice. This finding is consistent with other research showing that merely
having knowledge about the benefit of instructional strategies is not sufficient
for making changes in classroom practice (Darling—Hammond, 1994).

Such findings suggest teachers may fail to teach self—determination
strategies because they do not truly understand the goal of self—determination
for students. Studies examining teacher perceptions about self—determination
revealed that teachers commonly believe that self—determination is about
students having “absolute control” or about students “just having choices”
(Thoma, et al., 2008). When teachers define self—determination as simply

“choice making” they limit student opportunities to lead a self—determined
life (Wehmeyer, 1998). Because becoming self—determined is a developmental
task (Pierson, et al., 2008), improving educational and post—secondary
outcomes for youth with disabilities is dependent upon both the capacity of
the individual and the opportunities provided to develop behaviors and
practices associated with being self—determined. For students with disabilities
to develop their capacity for self—determination, they must be involved in

learning environments that are designed to provide them with the experiences
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necessary for promoting these skills (Carter, et al., 2008). Thus, in order
for SEN students to really develop their capacity for self—determination,
students must be able to make choices and to have the opportunity to
understand the consequences which result from the choices they made —
even when the outcome is not what the student intended.

Some of the issues (such as, lack of time or resources) preventing
teachers from fully engaging SEN students in the transition education process
may be addressed through structural changes at administrative levels in
school districts and schools. However, teachers’ negatively held perceptions
about the relative value and benefit of student autonomy and their
skepticism about SEN students’ capacity to become self—determined (Chambers,
et al., 2007) are more challenging issues to address (Oh, 2002). A recent
study (Thoma, et al., 2008) confirmed teachers’ misconceptions about the
purpose of self—determination are often used as a rationale for why self—
determination is not an appropriate goal for students with disabilities. Due to
misconceptions held about the purpose of self—determination and about the
capacity of SEN students to become self—determined, teachers and caregivers
may reject self—determination as an attainable or responsible goal for SEN
students. If teachers and caregivers fail to recognize that the true value of
self —determination comes not from making choices, but from having the
opportunity to understand how choices shape our lives — then SEN students
will continue to be limited in their opportunities to engage in problem solving
and reflection with others, which will effectively limit them from developing
the capacity to live a self—determined life.

However, changing a teacher’s beliefs requires that he/she experiences
an epistemological shift regarding what it means to be self—determined and
whether it is possible, or even advisable, to help SEN students to cultivate
these skills. Research on cogenerative dialogue demonstrates an important
outcome of teacher participation in conversations with students is teacher’s
improved understandings of student abilities and goals related to school and
education. In the section that follows, we introduce cogenerative dialogue
and discuss how they have been employed as both a methodological tool
for examining how people learn to teach science and as a pedagogical tool
for improving student achievement and participation in science. First we

discuss the methodological framework that structures this discourse method
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and then we offer examples of its use as a pedagogical tool.

lIl. USING COGENERATIVE DIALOGUE TO
TRANSFORM TEACHING AND LEARNING

Grounded in the phenomenological concept of being in/with others,
cogenerative dialogues were originally developed as part of a methodological
approach used to generate local theory about how people learn to teach
science while coteaching (Roth & Tobin, 2002a). In this approach to learning
how to teach, pre— and in—service teachers explicitly co—planned and co—
implemented science lessons with a goal of reflecting on what was learned
from their shared experiences being in (the same classroom teaching situation)
with others (pre— and in—service teachers). The practice of cogenerative
dialogue emerged from “debriefing sessions” that took place after a science
lesson was cotaught (Roth & Tobin, 2005; Martin, 2009). The debriefing sessions
focused on having teachers and researchers make explicit connections between
classroom practices and theories about how people teach and learn science
(Roth, Tobin & Zimmerman, 2002) and to negotiate roles and responsibilities
for teaching (Roth & Tobin, 2005).

Initially these debriefing sessions did not include students, but over
time, researchers and teachers extended the concept of being in/with others
to include students who had also participated in the co—taught lesson. Once
students became involved (Elmesky & Tobin, 2005), researchers began to
explore the potential of cogenerative dialogues as not only methodology for
exploring how people learn to teach, but they also began to recognize its
value as a pedagogical tool. In an attempt to ensure equitable and ethical
participation between teachers and students, researchers introduced Guba
and Lincoln’s (1989) authenticity criteria to structure participation in cogenerative
dialogue. These four criteria necessitate that participants engage in conversations
that are Ontological, Educative, Catalytic, and Tactical in nature.

Ontology refers to the importance of having each person share their

individual perspectives about what is happening during the lesson, how they
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experience teaching and learning, and how they make sense of the activities
in which they participate. By adhering to this criterion, participants are
asked to acknowledge that each person brings a unique perspective to the
dialogue and that it is important to explicitly acknowledge the power
differentials that exist between participants (e.g., pre— and in—service
teachers; teachers and students; experts and novices) with the intent of
minimizing those differences to promote equitable dialogue between all
participants. The second criterion states that dialogue should be Educative,
meaning that participation in the conversation requires that each person
commits to listening to other participants and being willing to learn from
(or be educated by) their perspectives. It is important to make clear that
while participants are asked to listen to others and to accept that a change
in ontology (change of belief or perspective) may occur as a result of being
educated about differing perspectives, there is no requirement for participants
to accept the same beliefs — only to value the differences between people.
The third criterion is cogenerative dialogue should be Catalytic, meaning
positive changes should occur as a result of engaging in dialogue. Changes
may be ontological (e.g., a possible change in beliefs as a result of being
educated about someone’s perspective or experiences) or concrete (e.g.,
designing and implementing a new classroom teaching or learning strategy).
After implementing the planned action, the participants meet again to reflect
on the outcomes and to reflexively consider the roles individuals must play
to maintain the desired outcome or, if necessary, to cogenerate a new or
modified plan. To adhere to the fourth criteria, participants are asked to
engage in dialogue that is 7actical. This refers to the need for participants
to share responsibility to not only identify the need for change, but to also
actively support transformation as a result of what was learned in the dialogue.
In this way, cogenerative dialogues are cyclical, meaning that individuals
engage in conversations over a period of time to identify problems and
cogenerate solutions, and then collectively reflect on the changes made to

determine if new or different action is needed.

1. How have cogenerative dialogues been used by researchers
and teachers?
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Employed as a methodological tool, cogenerative dialogue has been used
to research coteaching interactions between pre— and in—service science
teachers (Roth & Tobin, 2001a; Roth & Tobin, 2002b; Tobin, et al.,, 2003;
Siry, 2011), as a model for developing positive coteaching relationships
between two or more classroom science teachers (Roth, 2001; Roth, Lawless,
& Tobin, 2000), and as an assessment and evaluation method as part of a
science teacher education program (Roth & Tobin, 2001b; Tobin & Roth,
2002; Martin & Scantlebury, 2009). The focus of discussion when used
methodologically is on learning from bemng in a particular situation with
other teachers and students and reflecting on that experience to generate
theory about teaching and learning. When used as a pedagogical tool, the
focus of cogenerative dialogue is on transforming the teaching and learning
of science.

Studies using cogenerative dialogue have been conducted at the primary
grades (Stith & Roth, 2006; Siry & Lang, 2010), and at the secondary level
with low achievers (LaVan & Beers, 2005; Emdin, 2007; Grimes, 2010) and
with high achievers (Olitsky, et al., 2010; Martin, 2006). In addition, researchers
and instructors have used them at the university level in science content
courses (Martin & Scantlebury, 2009) and in science teacher education
programs (Martin, Milne, & Scantlebury, 2006; Siry & Martin, 2010). There
have been numerous studies conducted in various educational contexts with
diverse participants. In each study, the method for implementing cogenerative
has been a little different (e.g., when the conversations took place, how often,
how long, with how many participants) — but in each case, the methodology has
been consistent — meaning that the authenticity criteria served as a framework

to structure equitable participation in the dialogue.

2. What do cogenerative dialogues look like?

Participants in cogenerative dialogues can include various stakeholders,
including teachers, students, researchers, school administrators, counselors
and even parents. Cogenerative dialogues can take many different forms,
including one—on—one, small group, or whole class — but generally cogenerative

dialogues take place between one teacher and 2—3 students (LaVan &
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Beers, 2005). The dialogues vary in length from 20—45 minutes and because
it is a practice implemented in school contexts, they usually occur during
lunch or before or after school. Teachers and students generally sit in a
circle so they can all see one another. Often the teachers provide a snack
and they may choose to show a short video clip from the classroom using

a laptop or projector.

3. How do teachers get started using cogenerative dialogues in
their own classrooms?

Teachers usually begin by telling students they have been invited to
participate in a cogenerative dialogue with the teacher because the teacher
1s interested in working with students to introduce a positive change in the
teaching and learning environment. To start, the teacher shares with students
the basic premise of cogenerative dialogue by describing the authenticity
criteria. The teacher then introduces a set of guidelines to help structure
the talk (LaVan, 2004). Specifically, teachers remind students that 1) no
one voice is privileged; 2) that while every person has the right to speak;
3) speaking is optional, and finally 4) what is discussed in the meeting is
considered confidential and should not be shared outside of the group
unless all participants agree (Martin, 2006).

In general, these “rules” provide participants a concrete method for
structuring turns at talk, while the authenticity criteria help guide the
quality of the talk. Generally the rules are introduced by teachers at the
beginning of the first meeting in an effort to structure interactions between
individuals during the discussion. During subsequent cogenerative dialogues,
teachers and students routinely re—iterate the rules (either orally or by
referring to a printed set of the rules). If all members are aware of the
rules, there is no specific requirement to review the rules at the beginning of
each meeting, but doing so can be helpful. These rules support participants
to adhere to the spirit of the authenticity criteria by explicitly acknowledging
inherent hierarchies that exist in social life (for example, between adults
and children, teachers and students, experts and novices) with the intention

of “flattening” these hierarchies so that teachers and students can engage
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in a two—way dialogue about the needs of each individual within the group.

Researchers have found that cogenerative dialogues are most productive
when specific events are recalled from the class and when all participants
are asked to reflect on the events and share their perceptions. For
example, watching a video of an event (recorded from a previous lesson
and shared as a short video vignette about 1—2 minutes in length) or
examining an artifact (like an exam or section of a textbook) has been
shown to promote discussions that are more focused in nature. Teachers
and students may engage in open dialogue when they have no specific
questions or events to discuss. During this type of cogenerative dialogue,
participants may choose to review video from a previously recorded class
—stopping the video when someone notices an interaction they want to
examine more closely Finally, participants may also choose to engage in
conversations around a general question, such as: What do you like the
most about our class? What do you like the least about our class? What do
you enjoy most about science class? What activities help you learn the
most during class?

Regardless of who is involved in the dialogue or how long the conversation
takes place, participants engage in conversation with the intention of identifying
conditions that could improve teaching and learning, and then allocating
individual and collective responsibility for enacting the changes necessary to

co—generate the optimal learning environment (Bayne & Scantlebury, 2013).

IV. COGENERATIVE DIALOGUE AND
INCLUSIVE SCIENCE EDUCATION

Cogenerative dialogue is a tool for expanding participation in education.
That the tool has been so widely utilized in the context of science
education research is no accident. A major national science education goal
is to promote “science for all Americans” (AAAS, 1993, NRC, 1996). The
notion that all students can learn science if provided the proper tools and

supports (NRC, 1996) has strongly influenced national policies, science
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teacher education programs, and school science curriculum — which all seek
to expand student participation in science at all levels and in all schools.
The origin of research for cogenerative dialogue is urban science classrooms
where the reality of the “science for all” doctrine has historically been
impeded by what urban researchers have identified as inequalities in the US
education system which places urban youth at a disadvantage due to a lack
of available of resources, limited access to the community of science, and a
lack of culturally relevant teaching. Urban science educators who are
concerned with addressing these inequities in science education have found
cogenerative dialogue to be a critical tool for not only examining the
challenges that exist in urban schools, but to actively seek to transform
science teaching to be more inclusive. Researchers and teachers who
embrace the need to engage students in participatory dialogue challenge the
notion that there should be a one—size fits all approach to learning science.
This standpoint is critical for special education teachers who have the goal of
making science learning both meaningful and accessible for SEN students.
Limited data for SEN students on international assessments make it
challenging for us to have a clear understanding of SEN students’ science
proficiencies, but results from national standardized science exams in the
US indicate SEN students have significantly lower achievement than their
peers (Steele, 2004). SEN students may perform poorly due to difficulties
with academic skills, behavior problems, or limited prior experiences with
scientific phenomena. In addition, science teachers’ limited knowledge and
lack of experience creating appropriate modifications to support SEN students’
science may also contribute to decreased science achievement (Villanueva,
et al., 2012). Instructional strategies that alienate and disadvantage many
students in urban science classrooms may also limit SEN students’ learning.
For example, science instruction traditionally relies heavily on lecture and
textbook (Scruggs & Mastropieri, 2007). For students who have difficulty
with reading or processing auditory information, lecture and being forced to
learn from reading the textbook can greatly reduce opportunities for SEN
students to be successful. In addition, because science textbooks utilize
linguistically dense text and a writing style that is not familiar to many
students, SEN students may not have access to appropriate instructional

materials in science class.
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Currently, there is limited research in the field of science education
regarding SEN learners (Villanueva, et al., 2012), but the research on
cogenerative dialogues suggests that engaging teachers and SEN learners
(and their peers) in dialogues to identify problems and collectively suggest
new practices can provide teachers and students an effective, classroom-—
based strategy to make science more accessible to and inclusive of SEN
learners. In order for SEN students to have equitable opportunities to
engage In science, teachers need to engage students in setting learning
goals that are appropriate, supported by necessary material resources, and
taught wusing instructional strategies and assessment methods that are
responsive to the needs of the student. Being able to successfully engage
in group—work, conduct laboratory activities, and generate explanations
about phenomena is a challenge for all students. However, utilizing inquiry—
based instruction and hands—on activities can provide SEN learners with
opportunities to experience scientific phenomena from which they can build
improved conceptual and academic understanding (Scruggs, et al., 2008).

No matter if SEN students are being taught in exclusive “special

«

education” classrooms or mainstreamed into “general’” science classrooms,
educators who want to expand learning opportunities for those students
need to improve the quality of social interactions that occur in the classroom
(e.g., between SEN students and their peers and between teacher and SEN
students). Teachers and students who engage in cogenerative dialogue
develop new understandings about one another’s perspectives concerning
teaching and learning, which expands their opportunities to learn how to
effectively communicate their goals and challenges. By engaging in cycles
of participatory dialogue over time, teachers and SEN students can gain an
improved awareness of themselves and the roles they each play in
classrooms. Conversations addressing the purpose of science education and
how to accommodate SEN students so they can effectively meet their
learning goals could positively transform science teaching in special
education contexts. For these reasons, we believe cogenerative dialogue
could provide special educators and general education teachers an effective
method to improve inclusive education practices — especially when used to
engage students in dialogue about their goals for learning through the

transition education process and when used as part of the normal classroom
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practice to cogenerate ways to improve classroom teaching and learning.

V. USING COGENERATIVE DIALOGUE IN THE
CONTEXT OF SPECIAL EDUCATION

In this section, we argue that the need for cogenerative dialogues to be
ontological, educative, catalytic and tactical in the context of transition
education and in special education classrooms. We demonstrate how the
frameworks structuring interactions in cogenerative dialogues can be used
to expand possibilities for SEN students, special education teachers, and other
stakeholders to enact new practices that can transform transition education
and the teaching and learning of students with special needs. Specifically,
we describe how special education teachers can use cogenerative dialogue
as a tool to facilitate the development of SEN students’ self—determination
skills in transition education and to support special education teachers to
distribute responsibility for teaching SEN students by developing more effective
collaborative relationships with content area teachers (e.g., math or science

teachers).

1. Facilitating self-determination skills of SEN students through
cogenerative dialogue

An important goal for student self—determination is to have a student
take a more active role in directing his/her own IEP and TEP meetings.
Unfortunately, research examining student participation in IEP meetings
(Martin, et al., 2006) found that teachers spoke the majority of the time
during IEP meetings (more than 60%), that adults rarely pose questions
directly to students (Agran & Hughes, 2008), and that when students were
invited to speak, they did so for less than 3% of the entire conversation
(Martin, et al., 2006). These statistics demonstrate a clear lack of student

voice in transition education meetings. But research has shown that student
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voice is not the only one lacking in IEP and TEP meetings as studies have
also found that parents also feel disconnected from the process.

Parents reported that they feel disempowered with regards to the
teachers and the school, which left them with considerable discomfort and
pessimism concerning their child’s future (Whitney—Thomas & Hanley—
Maxwell, 1996; Trainor, et al., 2008; Chambers, et al., 2007). Citing an

(.

overreliance on the use of “jargon” during meetings, many parents reported
they were unsure of the true nature of their own child s disability (Fish,
2006). Alternatively, teachers have reported family members to be an
obstacle during transition education efforts (Pierson, et al., 2008; Carter, et
al., 2008), especially if those families are not well educated or are economically
disadvantaged. In these instances, teachers report frustration that parents
believe the school should take greater responsibility for teaching students
the self—determination skills that can help their child to become more independent
(Agran & Hughes, 2008). In these studies, teachers felt parents were
neglecting their own responsibility to support the development of their child.
This misalignment in teacher and parent beliefs regarding responsibility for
the student’s education can be a major source of friction and frustration in
IEP conversations.

To expand opportunities for SEN student’ s to participate in the transition
education process and to help teachers and parents more effectively negotiate
their roles and responsibilities, we recommend that special education teachers
use cogenerative dialogues to conduct IEP/TEP meetings. To do so, special
education teachers would first need to invite all stakeholders (teachers,
SEN students, caregivers, counselors, etc) to engage in dialogue that is
ontological and educative — meaning they would each be asked to share
their understanding about the role and responsibility of each person in the
transition education process. Next all stakeholders would be asked to articulate
realistic and attainable goals for each person (especially the student) and to
work to collectively identify challenges associated with meeting these goals.
Next, all members would be asked to help cogenerate a plan (clearly
negotiating the roles of each individual) for meeting these goals (.e.,
catalyzing change) and agreeing to take responsibility to ensure the plan is
successful. At the end of the meeting, and in subsequent follow—up

meetings, all stakeholders would be asked to evaluate the effectiveness of
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the plan — working to problem solve challenges and even re—negotiating the
action plan if necessary (i.e., considering tactical authenticity).

To structure IEP/TEP meetings using cogenerative dialogues, teachers
would also need to remind participants about the rules for engaging in
equitable dialogue. To promote ontological and educative dialogue, teachers
would encourage caregivers and other stakeholders to express their beliefs
and to provide feedback for the student, but care should be taken to ensure
that adult voices (and the voices of “abled” people) are not privileged
over the voice of the SEN student. Thus, teachers must be prepared to
stop participants from dominating the dialogue. This is because no one
voice should be privileged. Making sure no voice 1is privileged is not
necessarily about allocating equal time to speak (which is important), but it
1s also about making sure that no one person is allowed to assert authority
over another by exalting their views above others.

One way to address this issue is by reminding participants to make
space In the dialogue by ceding time for others to speak — and even by
creating long pauses in the dialogue so that others can join. These strategies
are useful for increasing opportunities for everyone to share their perspective,
but they may not be sufficient for inviting SEN students (and some caregivers)
to join the conversation. This is because different power dynamics exist
between adults and adolescents, teachers and parents, and abled and
disabled people. Teachers, parents, and adults are in positions of authority
in the life of SEN students. In addition, abled people are generally in positions
of power as those who “are able” do things that disabled students are not.
These dynamics have to be considered when engaging in cogenerative
dialogues because being told each person has the same rights to speak and
be heard is not the same as having the tools needed to articulate one’s
beliefs, goals, and concerns.

Conducting IEP/TEP meetings using cogenerative dialogue (once or many
times) will not necessarily ensure equitable participation, shared understanding
and responsibility for action, or the self—determination of a student. This is
because the likelihood that any tool will be effective is related to how the
tool is used. Cogenerative dialogue is not a panacea — meaning that in order
for transformation to occur, teachers must do more than structure turns at

talk. To catalyze change, teachers, parents and even SEN students must be
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willing to closely examine their own ontological beliefs about what it means
to be disabled and what constitutes reasonable or desirable goals for
students to pursue. This will require all participants are willing to not only
educate others about their own views, but to also listen to and learn from
others. Negative held beliefs about SEN students and their ability to
meaningfully contribute to the transition education process is the first
hurdle participants must overcome if they are to transform transition education.
Research from the field of science education suggests that if special
education teachers employ cogenerative dialogues (supported by the rules
of dialogue and aligned to the authenticity criteria), they can provide parents,
SEN students, and other stakeholders the social space necessary to engage
in a dialogue that may support everyone to cultivate new/different beliefs
and practices over time.

Research has shown that when teachers use cogenerative dialogues to
expand participation of students, parents, and stakeholders in decision—
making, they can also begin to share responsibility for teaching and learning
with others. Sharing responsibility for supporting SEN students to become
self—determined positions special education teachers to ensure students can
successfully transition into post—secondary life because they will have
greater access to people and resources. In the next section, we describe
how teachers can use one—on—one and small group cogenerative dialogues
to model for SEN students how to participate more effectively during their
own IEP/TEP meetings. By preparing SEN students to be able to advocate
for themselves during these meetings, teachers can help distribute some of

the responsibility for decision making to the student.

2. Using cogenerative dialogue to share responsibility with SEN
students

If teachers intend to employ cogenerative dialogue as a tool for
expanding SEN student participation during IEP or TEP meetings, they may
first need to provide students with opportunities to develop skills to identify
and solve problems, engage in self—evaluation of personal behaviors, and

gain knowledge about how to advocate for their own rights. Currently,
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several methods, strategies, and lesson packages exist to teach students to
become actively involved in the transition education process. Some examples
include Whose Future Is It Anyway? (Wehmeyer, et al.,, 2011), the Self—
Determined Learning Model of Instruction (SDLMI) (Wehmeyer, et al., 2000),
the Student—Led I[EPs: A guide for student involvement (McGahee, et al.,
2001), the Student—Directed Transition Planning curriculum (Woods, et al.,
2010), and the Self—Directed IEP (Martin, et al., 1997). Each of these methods
seeks to develop students’ abilities to be better able to actively engage in
the transition education process.

From the perspective of cogenerative dialogue, it does not matter which
of the methods a teacher chooses to use, the most important thing would
be for the teacher and student to engage in dialogue focused on individually
and collectively identifying short—term and long—term goals for both
academic and social needs. This is because transition planning necessitates
attention is paid to the long—term goals students have for post—secondary
education and employment. To be able to meet these goals, students need
support to develop short—term goals designed to address academic needs
(e.g., which courses should be taken and what accommodations will necessary)
and social and vocational needs (e.g., which extra curricula activities or
employment activities would provide students the best opportunities to meet
their long—term goals). The focus of these one—on—one cogenerative dialogues
would be on setting realistic goals and on cogenerating an understanding
between the student and teacher about the responsibility required of each
person to be successful in the short— and long—term.

Using one—on—one cogenerative dialogues, special education teachers
could engage in dialogue with SEN students to set academic goals and to
understand how progress in their academics links to their career aspiration.
So that students can better understand the roles that teachers and support
professionals play in helping the student meet their goals as outlined in
their IEP (Hart & Brehm, 2013), teachers can engage students in one—on—
one cogenerative dialogues to explicitly discuss the IEP process and the
concept of accommodation services. Additionally, cogenerative dialogues
could provide a structured space for teachers to model accommodations so
the student can understand how the accommodation is designed to help and

what the accommodation will look like when applied in a real classroom
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situation. During these conversations, teachers could ask students to
provide feedback about the effectiveness of accommodations, which could
improve teacher instructional practices that leads to increases in student
achievement. Teachers could also use these dialogues to engage students in
conversations about when their accommodations can be used, how to ask
for accommodations when needed, and what actions the student should take
if a student is denied their right to access an accommodation (Hart &
Brehm, 2013). Because cogenerative dialogues are cyclical, they can be
used to engage students in focused conversations to track changes in
student progress over time and to refine student goals based on feedback.
Teachers could also engage multiple students in a small group cogenerative
dialogue as a way to role—play the group IEP/TEP process. During the
role—play, teachers could walk SEN students through the structure of the
meeting, providing students opportunities to learn how to ask questions, to
deal with difference of opinion, to express their own limits, and to advocate
for needed supports.

However, in order for students to effectively participate in these one—
on—one and small group cogenerative dialogues and to adhere to tactical
authenticity, it would be critical for students to have knowledge about their
disability. This is because it is not tactical to suggest that a student should
simply “work harder” or “achieve” something that is not within their ability
to actually do. Currently, US law does not require that teachers and parents
engage SEN students in conversation about their plans for transitioning into
post—secondary life until they are 16 years old (Garguilo, 2012). Not
understanding the characteristics of one’s own disability may prevent a
student from being able to set reasonable and attainable goals and research
shows that students benefit from gaining knowledge about their disabilities,
their IEPs, the IEP process, and why they receive services (Jones, 2007).
However, many children report being unsure about why they receive special
education services, why they have IEPs/TEPs, or how their disability may
shape their academic and social potential as they continue to grow older
(Abernathy & Taylor, 2009).

An important component of self—advocacy is self—knowledge regarding
how a student’s disability affects his or her academic and social life. If a

student reaches the age of 16 without being knowledgeable about their
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disability, then their ability to participate in the decision—making process
regarding their own future has already been limited. Teachers who employ
cogenerative dialogues to design educative experiences for SEN students
are positioning students to be able to share responsibility for their own
teaching and learning. In the next section, we discuss the need for special
education teachers to position students to be successful academically by
sharing responsibility for improving teaching for SEN students by using
cogenerative dialogue to effectively collaborate and coteach with content

area teachers.

3. Using cogenerative dialogue to catalyze change in teaching
and learning of SEN students

Legislation over the last 10 years has radically altered the way SEN
students are instructed in public schools, but teacher education programs
have not necessarily managed to change pace as quickly. For example,
preparation programs for special education teachers and general education
teachers do not uniformly include coursework or opportunities to practice
the implementation of self—determination strategies in real educational
contexts (Thoma, et al., 2002). However, NCLB and IDEIA 2004 require
SEN students to learn content (science, math, reading, social studies) from
“highly qualified” teachers. To meet this goal, instruction for SEN
students has shifted towards an inclusion education model. This means that
SEN students who once attended “special education classes” taught by
teachers with special education certifications are now being “mainstreamed”
into general education classrooms where they can be instructed by certified
content teachers. According to the National Center for Education Statistics,
in 2009 less than 5 percent of all students with disabilities aged 6—21
were attending special schools for students with disabilities (NCES, 2012).
Of the 95% of SEN students attending public schools in the US, at least
60% spend the majority of the school day being instructed in the same
classroom with their general education peers (NCES, 2012).

This means that the vast majority of SEN students in the US are being

educated using an inclusion model of education in which a content area
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teacher may be solely responsible for supporting SEN student learning. In
some schools, the content area teacher may also be required to collaborate
with a special education teacher who “pushes in” to the class to engage in
a form of coteaching with the content area teacher or to provide one—
on—one support for the SEN learner.

These developments are very disconcerting because it means that both
content specialists and special education teachers are forced to “teach out
of field” to instruct SEN students for which they are not properly trained.
Because content area teachers are now responsible for teaching SEN
learners, they are also required by law to participate in student IEP/TEP
meetings with a goal of aligning content instruction with transitional planning
goals to support students to be successful after high school.

One study engaging special education and content area teachers in
collaborative coteaching using cogenerative dialogues (Lehner, 2007) offers
findings that could help support coteachers to improve content instruction
for SEN learners. In this study, researchers found that the theoretical and
methodological frameworks underpinning cogenerative dialogue provided
teachers a structure for engaging in goal setting (identifying content learning
objectives) and identifying problems (lack of content understanding by special
education teacher and limited knowledge about how to modify activities to
support SEN student learners by science teacher). By reviewing video
captured from cotaught science lessons, the two teachers identified some
challenges they each faced when coteaching — including knowing when to

“pass the baton” to the other teacher so they could explain a concept or
suggest an accommodation. Using cogenerative dialogue, the teachers shared
their understandings about how they wanted to restructure the lessons and
they cogenerated a new plan for implementing a cotaught lesson that would
better support SEN students during the lesson. The teachers engaged in a
cycle of cogenerative dialogues, to coplan, implement a lesson, and reflect
on the outcome of the lesson. In doing so, they each developed an improved
understanding of the roles and responsibilities of each teacher and they
found more effective ways to support SEN student learning (Lehner, 2007).

Currently, teacher education programs for content area teachers require
limited coursework about the needs of students with disabilities, instructional

strategies that support their learning, or the administrative processes related
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to transition education. As such, content specialist, like math or science
teachers are somewhat limited in their abilities to effectively support SEN
learners in the classroom or to help facilitate effective dialogue about
appropriate goals for SEN learners during the IEP/TEP meetings. Another
complication revealed in a recent study (Carter, et al., 2008) suggests that
because content area teachers are held accountable for SEN student
performance on content exams, there may be even fewer opportunities (or
reason) for these teachers to engage SEN students in self—determination
building activities during class time or IEP/TEP meetings because improving
performance on exams would likely take precedence.

To help counter these trends, special education and content area
teachers could utilize cogenerative dialogues to meet a variety of needs. In
the case of co—teaching between a special education teacher and a content
area teacher, the participants may choose to focus attention on how to
more effectively engage in co—planning, setting goals for content learning
that effectively utilize accommodation strategies for each SEN student, or
how to practically coordinate movement and interactions with one another
and with students while co—teaching in the same classroom. Doing so would
afford these teachers the opportunity to develop new ways of enacting
practices in the classroom that bring about concrete changes in their teaching,
which could expand learning opportunities for SEN students. Engaging content
area teachers in one—on—one and small group cogenerative dialogues with
SEN students and special education teachers could provide a social space
for the content area teacher to learn about the needs of their students and
to develop social relationships that can help students feel more connected
to the teacher. These conversations could also provide teachers and
students a chance to set content specific learning goals and to model and

“try out” accommodations to support the student’s learning. Finally,
participating in these small group cogenerative dialogues can help the content
area teachers be more knowledgeable about their role and responsibility
with regards to IEP/TEP meetings. In each scenario, special education
teachers would be provided a means for sharing more responsibility with
other educators and the students. As we noted earlier, we think that special
education and science content teachers could especially benefit from using

cogenerative dialogues as part of their coplanning, coteaching, collaborations
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during IEP/TEP meetings, and as a pedagogical tool used with SEN students
to directly address classroom practice.

In the following section, we provide an example of cogenerative dialogue
utilized in a special education science classroom in which a special education
teacher and a science teacher invited seven SEN students to engage in
dialogue about how to improve science class. This research is unique
because it is the first to examine the co—teaching relationship between a
science and special education teacher and because the study takes place in

a Korean public middle school.

4. Cogenerative dialogue in Korean Contexts

Research on cogenerative dialogue is relatively new in Korea, but (Kim,
2013) a recently conducted study utilized both coteaching and cogenerative
dialogue as tools to create an inclusive model of science education practice
called Model of Inclusive Research About CLass of sciencE (MIRACLE).
The MIRACLE model focused participants’ attention on analyzing teacher
and student interactions during a co—taught science lesson in a special
education classroom in an urban middle school. Using this model, teachers,
SEN students, and researchers examined phenomenological vignettes captured
from class activities, which they discussed during cogenerative dialogue
with a goal of understanding and changing teaching and learning practices. A
specific aim of this research was to support the two teachers to collaboratively
enact teaching practices that served to expand SEN student opportunities to
participate in laboratory activities and to engage in discourse about science
learning. The research revealed structural limitations that impeded the
science learning of SEN students, including teachers’ low expectations
about the learning ability of the students and teachers’ lack of knowledge
and understanding about how to effectively modify science practices and
assessments to meet the needs of these particular students. As teachers
and students engaged in MIRACLE, the teachers began to transform
classroom activities to align to student interests. Over time, the teachers
learned how to enact more appropriate strategies for the individual learners

in the classroom, which helped expand student science learning opportunities,
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increased student achievement, and increased students’ science fluency.

VI. CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS

Today there are a variety of studies focused on identifying strategies
that will more effectively include students in their own educational planning
(Test, 2004) and prepare students to be able to advocate for their own
needs and interests (Test, 2005), and engage them to direct their own
learning (Lee, et al.,, 2009). These studies indicate a growing appreciation
of the need for educators and researchers to prepare SEN students to play
an active role in making decisions about post—secondary life. Most
adolescents experience risks associated with self—determination and have
the potential to make errors in judgment that can affect goal attainment.
However, they are generally provided opportunities to develop this skill
over time. Students with disabilities are largely excluded from transition
education services and are rarely supported to develop the self—determination
skills necessary to become advocates on their own behalf.

We believe that there are important implications for practice in teacher
education, for there is a need to ensure adequate teacher training to promote
the self—deternination of students with disabilities (Lee and Wehmeyer,
2004). Specifically, we believe that pre—service and in—service teachers
would greatly benefit from teacher education programs and professional
development that encourages participatory dialogue with students using
methods like cogenerative dialogue. Our findings suggest that teacher
education programs that provide pre—service teachers (special education
and general education) with opportunities to engage in dialogue with SEN
learners using cogenerative dialogues could help to challenge these teachers’
negative perceptions about SEN students’ capacity for learning and to more
critically consider the importance of self—determination as a goal for SEN
students. Used as a pedagogical tool in the classroom, teachers and
students could be positioned to change their perceptions about the purpose

of school, science education, or even what it means to teach and to learn.
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Finally, using cogenerative dialogue to help structure transition education
meetings could benefit parents by supporting them to develop expectations,
negotiate responsibilities, and understand the roles all members are expected
to play as their child transitions to post—secondary life.

Today in special education research, there are many calls for qualitative
research to better understand students and families so we can develop
more effective models of transition education to ensure that students
increase their capacity for self—determination. Science educators who are
committed to the notion of “science for all” must also become invested in
engaging in research to promote more inclusive science education practices.
In this paper, we argue that cogenerative dialogue is a beneficial instructional
strategy special educators and content area teachers could use to expand
self—determination practices of SEN students, which could also lead to
improved science teaching and learning. We provide examples of how this
structured discourse method offers researchers, teachers, SEN students,
and caregivers a social space from which to engage in participatory dialogue
that is necessary for learning how best to support SEN students’ to meet
their learning goals. However, we believe that additional research is needed
to understand how this tool can be used to improve learning opportunities
for students with special needs, both in the context of transition education
and in everyday classroom contexts and in different content areas.

In this paper, we drew heavily from research published in the United
States. We want to raise some questions about the extent to which these
findings, which are situated within dominant cultural values that promote
individualism as a cultural norm, may or may not be well aligned with societal
values of non—western countries. For example, Lee (2009) suggested a
direction of future study related to the self—determination or transition
education in consideration of the Korean cultural context. Western cultures
often give priority to individualism over collectivism, which raises question
about whether self—determination, which is most commonly understood and
promoted from an individualistic perspective, is really relevant to or
translatable for people from collectivistic cultures. For special education
teachers in Western cultures, the family or society might be viewed as an
obstacle to individual choice and self—determination and as a result, SEN

students may be encouraged to develop goals that are more self—oriented
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than group—oriented. For example, providing opportunities and supports to
promote independent living (Fleischer & Zames, 2001) is often viewed as
positive goal for SEN students to have as part of their TEP, but for many
collectivistic cultures where multigenerational households is the norm,
independent living may be viewed as a goal that should not be promoted
(Geenen, Powers, Vasquez, & Bersani, 2003).

While one study has been conducted in Korea, we still have many
questions about how students’ cultural identities impact on their self—
determination practices or beliefs or how teachers and parents contribute to
or limit the self—determination of the student. Research may show that
educators may need to adopt a more flexible view of self—determination in
their efforts to support SEN learners and their families to strike a balance
between interdependence and autonomy that fits the needs of the individual,
the family, and society. Studies utilizing cogenerative dialogue may provide
researchers a central vantage point from which to re—conceptualize self—
determination based on cultural considerations. Understanding the role of
culture in determining how educators, students, and families make sense of
self—determination and the transition education process is an important area

for future study.
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