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Abstract Results Methods
Skills related to mathematics are important concepts for all people to Of the 69 survey responses, 24 met inclusion criteria (n=24). 7 respondents were A gquantitative, non-experimental survey was used. Participants met the
understand, including individuals with disabilities. Despite the importance SMEs in general education mathematics, 15 were special education SMEs, and 2 following criteria: (a) those currently teaching, or who have taught
of mathematics, special education teachers report feeling unprepared to had a dual focus. special education or elementary math courses to preservice teachers
teach mathematics and general education teachers report feeling (PSTs) within the last five years, (b) least one year of experience

. A . RQ1: Statistical Test: Independent T-Tests . . T
unprepared to teach students with disabilities, despite the fact the preparing PSTs, and (c) those who teach in teacher certification

majority students with disabilities receive instruction in general education Special .ebc.z:}ica;uon SME had a stronger Eelle;]‘ tha‘: t?eyhhavetﬁreatc‘e[r e programs. The survey focused on instructional course hours,
classrooms. The primary goal of this nationwide survey is to elicit the resPONSIDIITY TOT Preparing - Preservice teachers 1o teach mathematics at thelr instructional practices, PST preparedness, and practice-based learning

opinions of subject matter experts (SMEs) to see what practices and HEs (M = 3.730, 5D = 1.100) than did general education SMEs (M = 1.860, 5D = opportunities
P , J , , P , 1.070), a statistically significant difference, M = -3.758, 95% CI [- 2.918, -.835], PP '
approaches, including course hours and practice-based learning

. , , t(20) = -3.758, p = .001. .
opportunities are recommended when preparing preservice teachers and Recruitment Process

what practices and approaches are happening within Institutions of o .  snowball sampling through social media and word of mouth
Higher Education. The responses of general education and special RQ 2: Statistical Test: Mann Whitney U Tests » systematic sampling by emailing every fifth accredited college and

- : : Special education SMEs and General Education SMEs were asked to rank each of - - :
education faculty who are preparing preservice were compared to see the following What Works Clearinghouse Practices as “Essential”, “Important”, or university across all fifty states.

what differences exist between their perceptions of instructional “Not Necessary”: e purposive sampling based on expertise and geographic region,
responsibilities, teaching practices, and practice-based learning »  Deliberate word problem instruction specifically targeting presenters from the DADD 2025,CEC 2025, NCTM
opportunities that are provided. *  Provide systematic instruction during intervention 2024 and TED 2024 conferences.
. . Regularly used timed activities as a way to build fluency
Introduction . Teach clear and precise mathematical language Broadel‘ |mpllcat|0nS
This research examines faculty beliefs, instructional practices, and e  Use number lines to facilitate the learning of mathematical concepts and
perceived levels of preparedness for teaching mathematics to students procedures
with disabilities. Teacher preparation programs aim to equip future . Use well-chosen sets of concrete and semi-concrete manipulatives — —=\ Equitable Student
. . - L . . [ Outcomes for .
educators with the skills necessary to meet the diverse needs of students. For general education preservice teachers, there were no statistically significant Lot ) Sudentawits leagharigientign
differences in SME recommendations. For special education preservice teachers, 5/ Disabilties
TPP INPUTS TPP PROCESSES TPP OUTPUTS IDEAL OUTCOMES “use number lines...” was the only statistically significant finding: |
| | |
& : 2N .
4 - h (( T ™ | U=28.0, z= -2.107, p=.035 mean rank Gen Ed= 15.00 mean rank SPED= 9.87 Bl o s el N
: teacher istemological 29acHior
Bxpactios hstal RQ 3: Statistical Test: Fisher’s Exact Test 9 preparedness :g:r%czgsi %)Neen 9 Bitperediips
e > ™ . . enedan
5 | ) F;eduﬁed SMEs ranked 14 practice-based opportunities as "Necessary" or "Not Necessary", :
: . e < X . ’ | Aifrii:,: including course-based instruction, coaching, co-teaching, classroom
Content ’ observations, clinical experiences, practicums, student teaching, lesson study, References
: : Application o | G r . . . . . . . . . .
| X \ ) = ¢ < mmrgteachmg,‘reflectlveJf)urnalmg, mlxeo! reg!lty simulations, peer coaching, Billingsley, B. S., Griffin, C. C., Smith, S. J., Kamman, M., & Israel, M.
k j . . - | and tutoring, and video analysis (self/others). Significant results are shown below:
{ ] \ / (2009). A review of teacher induction in special education: Research,
+ \ / Gen Ed SME SPED SME val . dt I I t NCIPP D N RS 1
( lnstructional\ and Practice Based Learning Opportunity Recommend Yes Recommend Yes I?is\:'naelrj’i practlce, ain ecnnoilogy Solutions ( OC. INO. - )
o o ( Eaiitate, Equitable ) 1 % j % Gainesville, FL: University of Florida, National Center to Inform Policy
program Opportunities ) Outcomes for Coaching for SPED > 12.9 - 733 021 and Practice in Special Education Professional Development (NCIPP)
\ / for SWD ” SWD Field based: classrooms observations for SPED 3 42.9 15 100.0 .005 _ . '
% 1 # Field based: clinical experiences for SPED 3 42.9 15 100.0 .005 Brasiel, S., & Gudknecht, J. (2023, August 22). What we are learning from
Field based: practicums for SPED 3 42.9 15 100.0 .005 research using NAEP mathematics response process data. Inside |ES
Field based: student teaching for SPED 3 42.9 15 100.0 .005 Research. Institute of Education Sciences. Boe, E. E,,
The study explores four questions: k:iscsr‘;"tz:('::‘i’nf°;:rp:&o direct instruction 2 265 = cU— Cook, L. H., & Sunderland, D. D. (2008). Teacher turnover in special
, , , , , , , on a specific SE“” 2 28.6 13 86.7 .014 education: An analysis of recent trends. Journal of Special Education,
1.Do general education and special education faculty differ in their beliefs nasp ; o 42(3), 187-199.
. . i o Video Analysis for SPED (reviewing , 58 6 14 93 3 004 ’ . . .
about instructional responsibilities: own teaching) ' ' ' Bursal, M., & Paznokas, J. (2006). Mathematics anxiety and pre-service
L . . : elementary teachers: The role of self-efficacy. International Journal of
2.D0 they prlorltlze What Works C|earlngh0use (WWC) Result 4: Statistical Test: Mann Whltney U-Test Mathemat%ca| Education in Science and Tecf»]/nology’ 37(4)’ 419-429.
recommendations differently when preparing preservice teachers? Regarding preparation, the only statistically significant difference in general Drake, M. (2022). Teacher preparedness in mathematics
education and special education SME perceptions was regarding the preparedness . . i
3.Are there differences in recommendations for practice-based learning of general education preservice teachers to teach mathematics to students with education. Journal of Education and Development, 9(3),
Sboortunities? disabilities. Special education SME rated the preservice teachers as less 112-126.
PP | prepared than general education SMEs. Ely, M. (2013). Perceptions of preparedness to teach
4.How do perceived levels of preparedness vary among special General education preparation to U=24.50, z=-2.041, p=.041 students with disabilities: A national survey of preservice GENERAL
education, general education, and dual certification teacher candidates? teach mathematics to students with mean rank Gen Ed= 14.50 teacher preparation programs. Teacher Education and %%%%'&”tké"
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