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At the risk of seeming to state the obvious, I am going to start out by
saying that the ultimate goal of innovations and changes in -any aspect of
special education is or should be the improvement of the dclivery of services
to all exceptional children. This principle is the basis of the voluntary
collaboration model for special education teacher training which is the core
of my presentation here. Other models aire possible, of course, and I shall
discuss thice of then, but,/én my opinion, they fail in the improvement of the
delivery of services to our ultimate consumers.

In a laboratory situation, one tests models by holding all factors
constant except for the introduced variable, measuring the effects, snd drawing
the conclusions. In special education, we have neither a laboratory situation
nor the time to test out hypotheses rigorously. The field itself is in a
state of change because of internal trends and it is being rushed to change
even more because of outside forces. Because these trends and forces are a
necessary background to the voluntary collaboration model I shall present, the
first part of this presentation is devoted to them. The second part covers the

models I reject, and the third part is devoted to the model 1 propose.

* Prepared for CBTE Conference in Special Iducation, Albany, N. Y., May 14, 1974,
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. Forces and Trcends in Special Education

The most dramatic development in speciel education in the past two decades
has been the Judicial extension of the Fourteenth Amendment to handicapped
children,

l. The "right to education" directives now flowing from the federal
courts unequivocally mandate that all children--even the most profoundly handi-
capped—are to receive an educations.

The clear implication of these adjudications is that ;e must prepare and
supply the needed teachers and other staff to conduct programs for severely
and profoundly handicapped children. However, very few colleges and universities
are adequately prepared at this time to do this Job well, Nor should all
colleges try; Some school districts may wish to take care of their munpower
needs without invelving colleges.

2. The education provided for handicapped children must be "appropriate"
or suitable to the needs of the individual. It is not enough simply to permit
a child to attend school; he must be provided with an individualized vprogram
and we must be prepared to justify it.l

Although some of us may feel that "appropriate' education has always becg
a requirement for the education of handicapped children, in fact the courts hé}e
recently found that schools have been demitting children because they were
"inappropriate!" for existing programs. School systems have been directed to
create the "appropriate" forms of educaticn so that all children may be well
served as valued participants. Someone has said that the difference between
conservatives and liberals is that conservatives believe in sorting people
among existing institutional niches whereas liberals favor reshaping the niches

to fit peonle. In this sense, the recent court direcctives are liberal, indeed.

1 Wood, Frank 4. lNegotiation and Jjustifications An intervention model.

Exceptional Children, 1973, 40:3, 185~130,

O




3. Recent court cases clearly indicate that children should receive their
education in the "least restrictive environment," that is, they should be
educated in the regular classromienm regular schools of the community whenever
feasibles If displacement to special settings such as special classes or schools
is necessary, it should be only for minimum periods and for compelling reasons.

In a sense, the whole negative cascade by which handicapped persons have
been rejected to labeled “"set-apart" classes, schools, and institutions has
been reversed., The "special"” stations are emptying back to the regular schools
and classes and other natural environments of the community. "Mainstreaming,"
which has become the label for this process is under much discussion in the
schools these days: How to build support systems for handicapped children in
regular programs; how to open up boundaries between regular and special education;
how to retrain regular and special education personnel for new roles; and other
such questions. I assume that most special c¢ducators are willing to help in
the process of mainstreaming, that is, to reject the special enclave theory and
mode of operation as a sufficient perspective for their field and, instead,
to Join in broad efforts to build the accommodative capacity for exceptionality
in mainsticam settingse This cooperation mecans that boundary lines between
special education and regular education are blurred; and that specialized
training efforts are targeted on all school personnel.

Cne of the noteworthy factors contributing to the mainstreaming movement
has been the programwatic demission of patients from residential institutions
to their home communitiecse This trend stems from policies in the mental health
field which are deiived from more general mainstreaming movements. I am aware
of the recent, omnious aspects of this tiend here in New York, Describing the
forced reduction of patient populations in state hospitals, Walter Goodman, in
an article entitled "The Constitution vs the Snakepit," published in The New

York Tires lapazine of MHarch 17, 1974, concluded that "legal victories have a
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dark sideessss unprepared people are being dumped onto unprepared cermunities..."
(pe 37)s Since then, New York State's Department of Mental Hygiene has made a
major change in policy. In a private memorandum and directive, hospitals were
told that "we should not take the initiative in discharging the patient to the

commun: ty" {The New York Times, April 28, 1974, pp. 1, 32},

Le Every child—even tiic most profoundly havdicapped—properly nakes his
¢laim for education in his local school district.

The assuﬁption here ie that local school officials carry the basic obligation
to provide, or at least to support, educatiorn for eac': child. They ray fulfill
the obligation by arranging programs on an out-of-district basis for some
children, as in a BOCES facility or elsewhere, tut the assumption‘is that the
local educational official carrics the resprnsibility for the approoriateness
of such programs. At a minimum, this responsibility worldd require regular reviews
of each child's program, wherever it is conducted, and tie infiiation of chanzes
as they become necessary.

5« The school district is obligated to offer :ducetion to each handicapped
child as near to his usual place of residence as possible. For example, if a
blind child lives in a sparsely populated area in the northern part of the Staie,
he should receive specialized instruction there—in northern Hew York State—to
the extent that it is feasible. The family should not be expected to move to
a metropolitan area for educational facilitics or to send the child off alone
to some distant place,

This requirenent poses a trencndous distribution or delivery problem in
special education. University trainees often favor placements in the plush
atmosphere of the cities. Since not all handicapped children are there, new
rethods of distributing trained specialized personnel to points of need are

reauired.




Reynolds 5o

Some further dimensions of complexity in the problems ve deal with here center

specifically on the problems of training and retraining of personnel. Let me

continue the numbered series.

6  The extraordinary changes and developments in special education programs
which must be implemented require much retraining of personnel. A large
proportion of the resources for conducting the training are lodged in insti-
tutions of higher education; but the latter are not the direct object of the
recent court imberatives. Thus, there is indicated macrosystem planning, which
will include institutions of higher education (IHEs) as well as state and local
cducational systems. However, in the macrosystem, the schools have the mandate
and the colleges have the options-—or at least the colleges do not feel the hand
of the court so directly,

7. In this state, the Regents have mandated that 1HEs (institutions of
higher education) conduct their teacher training in a macrosystem or consortium
framework but they did not extend the mandate to the other participants. Pre~
sumably, all tne other participants could tell the IHEs to go to [expletive].

Partnerships in which only one party has the "buy out" option are
difficult,

8 1t is quite clear that the training activ.ties designed to meet the
new and emerging needs will need to be weighted toward an inservice rather than
a presec:vice format. llany school districts are already "oversupplied" with
teachers in 2 general sensej rather than reciuit a totally new staff for
innovative and expanding programs, the districts may wish to redirect their
present persornel into new roles.,

The formalizing of inservice education in the macrosystem of collaboration
by several participan®s will present many difficulties. Subset coalitions, for

example, between 1HEs and professional associations, as suggested by Howsam,
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ﬁight be attempted as a strategy., The professional organizations themselves
might take the ball and run with-it, as, indeed, the NEA may be doing in its
Teacher Centers., Simply on procedural grounds, working within the larger frame-
work with representatives of all the participants may be desirable but suffocatingly
difficult,

9. At the very time that colleges are required to work out their consortiums,
there is doubt in some quarters that IHEs should be necessarily involved at all,

For example, the superintendent of schools in Dallas apparently has sent
up preliminary signals that his school system will submit its teacher education
program to N C A T E for accreditation; it is my understanding that NC A TE
has no obvious, categorical basis for rejecting such a recuest.

The situation calls to mind the proceedings of a conference of distinguished

school administrators which was published unde: the title, The University

Can't Train 'Teachersl'2

Some manpower specialists have suggested recently that there is tremendous
wastage of resources in collegiate teacher education operations, and that the
placement of graduates from such programs is declining shaiply. In this context,
I remember a recent public discussion in which a high administrator of a large
school system spoke disdainfully of college faculty members who presumed to
train his teachers but who could not, in his words, "manage a class" in his
citys One of the rcalities to be considered is that a great many educators have
a rathe:r negative, even hostile, view of the higher education aspect of teacher
education, That view holds for special education and the rest.

10. The 1HEs in the field of special education face particularly difficult

problems of institutional specialization and of inter-institutional cooperation.

Bovman, J., Freeman, L., Olson, P., & Piecper, Jo The University can't train

tcachers, Lincoln, liebraskas The Study Commission on Undergraduate ducation

and Iducation of Teachers, Andrews Hall, University of leb:raska, 1971,
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There may be nced for no more than about ten really good teacher education
programs for the whole nation in the special area of blindness, for example.
Indeed, perhaps no more than three or four centers speclalizing at the level
of peripatology for blind children aré needed,

There are, of course, problems much closer to home for most of us, as
in deciding which colleges in a state, region, or city might specialize in
teaching deaf children orighe development of voca'ional education programs
for the handicapped. As teacher education trims down its general preservice
programs, there will be a general need for institutional specializatioq)but
perhaps no more so in any field than special education. HNew awareness, collabor-
ation, and generosity, along with healthy degrees of competition,.are needed
in this domain,

11, 7JTHEs in special education face extraordinarily complex financial
support problems which become entwined with planning. To be more specific,
the fedcral participation is significant in support of teacher education relating
to the nceds of handicapped children, perhaps more than in any other field.
Vocational education may be on a par with special education. This support
entails efforts by the federal government to achieve coordination among its
many granted training centers, for example, by building up something like a
"sign off'" in statc department of education offices.

College departments of special education find themselves drawn to inter-
locking with other depa:tments and programs in their own colleges and with
local cormunitiess At the seme time, they aie urged by national offices to
link into the larger state and national network of specialized centers. These
conditions nican that more than usual difficulty may be encountered by special
education in foiming coalitions which colleges may wish to negotiate on a
geographical basiss More than in other departments, special education faculty

mast think in large, regional, state, and nationsl frames of references
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12, The situation is further complicated by the PBTE mandate in your state.
It raises difficult technical and political questions. PBTE has great sex
appeals Political leaders want more of it than professionals are able to deliver—
somewhat as in the massive demands for "evaluation" which came with the ESEA in
1965, We were caught with an ideology well ahead of our technology.

May I suggest a view of PBTE which may be oversimplified but which helps
re to avoid some anxieties? Doesn't it involve mainly two things?

l. Being explicit, public, and sensible about the objectives of

our teacher education programs.

2. Using criterior-~based procedures to assess competenciese
These ideas of being clear about objectives and assessing their at£ainments
carefully, come from many sources besides PBTE., One of the problems with I'BTE
is that many of its advocates and early examples brought in so many other
elements of doubtful relevance to their central ideas.

13, As an adjunct to the PBTE mandate, we face practical problems of
creating new systems for documenting the competencies of teachers and other
educators, Partly,this is the problem of certification; but if I read the
Fleishman report and other indicators correctly, we probably are in for a
period of simplification in certification processes,at least in the field of
special educations And, if states simplify their certification piocesses, a
balancing problen is creating other systems for documenting the specific and
cBreer-long chain of developing competencies of school personnel,

Let me be a bit more specific on thesec points, first by discussing the
simplification of certification. On a recent DELPHIZ survey, involving about

1150 persons from many different areas of cducation from all parts of the nation,

3 Delphi Survev., Heport of the Professional Standa.ds and Guidelines Project.

Reston, Va,: The Council for Exceptional Children,
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respondents indicated that they believed that the number of different kinds of
special education certificates offered by state departments of education would
decline over the next decade. A special "lcaders" group in special education,
one of the subgroups on vhich analyses were made, indicated that, by 1983,

they expected the number in the field to be down from seven or eight different
kinds of certificates to just three or four, College faculty members in special
education, another subgroup, predicted that we would be down to about four
certificates by_1983. These certificates would be, probably, in the areas

of deaf education, education of the blind, and speech correction, plus a
general certificate for other special education areas.

Your ovm state report referred to the excessively "“narrow" p}eparation
of special education teachers and recommended that "a certificate for 'teacher
of the handicapped' should be issued for instiuctors prepared to teach a
wide range of handicapped children."u

If, as appears likely, it should happen that individuals will be
negotiating their special ecducation "certificates' on a more geﬁeral basis with
the state education departiient, it seems reasonable to assume that more detailed
accounting will be called for elsewhere, Quite assuredly, the colleges as
well as employing school distriets face giowing problems of assessing and
docunrenting the specific competencies of educational personnel. These pro-
cedures will be expensive, difficult, and resisteds 1n the colleges, for
exarple, it will be quite an undertaking to set up “transcript® systems on
the bases of well~tested competencies rather than of course titles and giadese

I am zure that this list of conce:ns is too long for attention at this

conferencces Let me sum up their impo:t by repeating a remark made to me

b Seo sec. Yoyl 0f the Cormission Henorts llew York State Commission on the

Quality, Cost and Financing of Elcmentary and Sccondary Educations Albany:
The Unive of the State of tlew York., The State Iducation Depariment, Octe 1372
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recently: "The whole thing is up for grabs" in teacher education today., The
same situation exists in many fields, of course. Recently, I served on a
committee on post-baccalaureate programs at my university, After many hearings,
it became clear that many of the problems faced in teacher education were also
problems in nursing, forestry, fruit farming, opthamology, engineering, pharma-
cy, social‘welfare, and many other disciplines, Indeed, one might conclude
that the restiucturing of professional training programs ought to be done on

a very broad front rather than in narrow streams, Narrow restiucturings

always require internal negotiations vhich are a difficult process in large
institupions. If IHEs wish to engage the community and the profession in
strength rather than in fragmented weakness, they have a difficult, major

organizing problem of which, at least in some cases, they are not aware.

Rejected Models of Macrosystem Teacher Training

How, then, should we proceed into macrosystem planning: to p:repare the
teachers, paraprofessionals, and other personnel essential to serve the
severely and profoundly handicapped?...t0 enhance the capacity of mainstream
educators to accommodate exceptionality?...to retrain some special educators
for support modes rather than special classes?...to work out the complex relations
among colleges, local education agencies (L&As), teacher associations, and
students?

I wish to outline briefly four models or strategies—I am sure there
are many more possibilities——through which the consortium problem might be
approacheds The first three nmodels are discussed in this'seetion; they aie
provided primarily for -hetorical purposes to prepare you for a discussion
in which I shall advocate a particular model and discuss aspects of its

application.
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The Sovietized Approach

One model would involve a highly centralized analysis of needs and
allocations of functions and resources deemed necessary to accomplish the
desired objectiveses For example, it might be decided that the state needs
precisely ten specialized regional training centers relating to hearing handi-
caps among children. Such centers would be funded on the basis of the plans
and obligations to meet needs in the prescribed regions. Institutions in a
region not "selbcted" for such training activities would be forbidden to
engage in or strongly discouraged from entering this special field; should
they do so, their training would lack credibility.

This approach gives primaiy power to governmental officialsi it could
be applie. on the national as well as at state levelse It has some appeal but
only from the standpoint of the efficient use of resources. Such a sovietized
procedurc is inherently unpalatable to most Americans; we prefer our institutions
to be formed mainly through the initiatives of individuals rather than by
government directive.s, There is scmething to be said for a degiree of healthy

competition among institutions.

The JHE Dissemination }lodel

A second model gives to colleges and universities the primary role.
It assumes that the necessa:y knowledges and skills are stockpiled within or
could be developed by IHEs and that the main problem is diffusion or dissemination.
Figure I represents this model schematicallye. The dotted line indicates that
the IHE program might actually ove:lap to some extent into the public school
domain, as in student teaching or othe: praciicum experiences. This model is

a close cousin to the so-called "R & D" models in which it is asswned that
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research is the point of origin in knowledge, then moves to a development phase,
and thence to demonstration, dissemination, and adoption phasess It is a
one-way transmission from an assumed mountain top source,

In this model, the money goes to the higher education pocket. Any involve-
ment of representatives of state education agencies (SEAs), LEAs, teacher
associations, other agencies, or students is at the pleasure of the IHE, The
limits of this model, indeed its arrogance, are widely known and accepted
at this time, even within the universities.

Programs conducted on the IHE dissemination model are usually calculated
to meet local needs in only a kind of statistical fashion; for example, they
prepare the number of teachers needed for “turnover" and "growth" purposes,
but they have no specific commitment to the needs of any particular community.
Trainees are admitted to training on the basis of individual promise as
candidates, and not on the basis of commitment to serve a specific need in a
specific places In an era of "right to education,” such shotgun or statistical

approaches may not meet the test.

The local liceds Assessment Model

The schematic obverse of the IHE dissemiration model is what might be
called the Local Needs Assessment Model (see Figs II)s Notice the one-way
direction of the arrow. The dotted line indicates that the LEA overlaps with
the IHE in various ways, perhaps in asking the college or university to accredit
vork actually offered outside the higher education framework,

In this instance, the money starts in the local pocket and the speci-
fication of the local needs is the primary activity. With data on needs at
hand, there is then a mere subcontract for training—often with ingsjbut some=-

times with selected individuals or private corporations, Increasingly, the
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training units used are those ¢reated within the schools themselves. Certainly
there is a growing tendency to call upon far-distant training resources, See
for example, the Monterey Language program, the Lindsley~Pennypacker precision
teaching operation, or the extern program of Nova University, or the far-flung

operations of Robert Glasser, Caleb Gattegno, and others,

College staff members frequently are apprehensive about macrosysteus
that put them in a subcontracting role to schools., It takes financial and
curriculun controls out of their hands and reduces their power to control
admission criteria for trainees. Many college people are mindful of the long
history of controls exercised over vocational education programs in colleges
and universities through state departments of education, and of the staid
values vhich come to permeate such programs. In a somewhat similar ﬁay,
Veterans Administration Hospitals and related programs exercised a high degree
of control over IHE programs in fields such as Social Work, Clinical Psychology,
and Physical liedicine, just after World War 1I. The effects were a reflection
of the values of the Veterans' programs and the neglect, for a time, of the
broader and deeper values that might have emerged from a more open model,

There is much to be said for using local needs assessments as a basis
for planning training programs, especially since primacy can be given to the
ultimate consumer—the exceptional child.  HNevertheless, a pure case of school
contiol of tiraining or of control by any one agency probably neglects important
values, just as turning the medical school over to the local hospitals or the

medical association, would entail a potentially cxcessive‘provincialism and the

i neglect,qf_values vhich the IHE can contribute from other frames of reference.
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The Voluntary Collabo:ation MHodel

What 1 have termed the "Voluntary Collaboration lodel,” would call upon
all agencies to plan training programs in sensitive and gencrous cooperation
with others, 1In drafting materials recently for CEC's project5 on professional
standards and guidelines, I phrasced standards and examples like those that

follow. The proposed standards are in all CAPS, followed by examples and

nonexarplese

5 The Project on Professional Standaids and Guidelines is a BEH/USOE-supported
activity. It is now in the early draft stage. The report is highly process

, oziented to traln‘ng program standazds, that is, it does not propose speclflc,"

'“f"substantlve standaxds fo. the trainlng of pexsonuel fox xoles of any klnd,»f[t  3:? /1

75:5;1ather it sugbests guldelxnes fo* GGClSlono about roles, functions, and

The Gounc1l of :‘ccptl'“al Ohlldxen 1n1t1ated’”he?:
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TRAINING CENTERS SHOULD DICIDE UPON THE TRAINING PROGRAMS THEY WILL
CONDUCT IN SENSITIVE COOPEHATION WITH OTHER AGENCIES AFFLGTED OR INTERESTED,
AS A WAY OF EIHANCING THE PLANS OF ALL CONCERNID, OF ADVANCING COOPLRATIVE
ENTERPRISE FOR THE FUTURE AND OF CONSERVING RESOURCES.

Examples: A state department of education invites college representatives
' to participate in a system for assessment of needs for new teachers
and ingervice education in the several regicns of the state.

S St

College and local school representatives meet regularly each fall
to plan coordinated training and service programs for the next
SUNmcLl e . )

College staff, local directors, and the state director of special
education design a cooperative three-year plan to upgrade teacher
preparation to deal effectively with children who show extrene
behavior piroblems,

Dt ——

A division of CIC assesses carefully the needs for continuing
education of college professors in a given domain and organizes the
NeCesSsary programs.

Nonexaniples: A univefsity announces an "Evening Class Schedule! for inservice
teachers without consultation with anyone but the professors involved.

A college offers "learning disability" extension courses in more
or less random locations to voluntee: enrollees, without attention
to programatic needs in any arcea,

A state department of e¢ducation offer's insetvice training on
“program evaluation™ to local administrators of special education,
~without informing or inviting local college staff members who will
later be involved, :
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IN DOMAINS IN WHICH ONLY A LIMIT:D NUMEER OF HIGHLY SPECIALIZYD
TRAINING CRNTEKS ARE N£iDED, IT IS DESIRABLE THAT IXISTING CINTERS TAnNS LEADRi=
SH1P IN DEFINING A DISTXIBUTION OF ACTIVITIES SUCH THAT TRAINING PROGRAMS FOR
TEACHEZIRS AND OTHIElt PERSONWEL WILL RESU:.” IN SERVICE TO EVERY EXCFEPTIO!NAL CHILDwwe
NO MATTER VHERE HE LIVES,

Examplecss: Institutions preparing teachers in a low incidence area jointly
sponsor an annual meeting to share informatior on training needs,
resources and plans,

The U, S. Oftice of Hducation sponsors a program of recurring
necds assessments for specialized personnel in low=incidence areas.

After carefvl study and advice, the U, S. Office of Education
decides to limit its support to three centers for preparation of
peripatologists.

Honexamples: A highly specialized preparation center prepares a substantial
number of capable teachers but takes no basic responsibility for
-placement of them where needs are greatest,

A specialized low-incidence preparation center offers practicums
for teacher tirainees only in its ovm enriched laboratories and, in
effect, fails to prepare teachers for services in poorly staffed
rural arcas vhere they are needed.

Directors of training centers in low~incidence areas take no
responsibkility for national needs—assessment and planning, while
claiming national impact.
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COLLEGES AND UNIVFRSITIES SHOULD UNDERTAKE PROGRAMS FOR THE PREPARATION
OF SPECIAL FDUCATION PiRSOUNEL ON THE RASIS OF PLANNING WHICH INCLUDES AWARE-
NESS COF AND CAREFUL DELYBERATIONS CN RESOULCES AND COMMLTMENTS OF OTHER INSTI-
TUTIONS WHICH MAY HAVE SIMILAR MISSIONS AlD VROGRAMS, THE OBJICTIVE BEING THAT
TRAINING RESOURCISS ARE CONSERVED AND THAT, IN BROADEST PERSPECTIVE, THE FIELD
SHALL HAVEL A BALAKCED AND COIPIIHENSIVE SET OF TRAINING PROGRANMS CAREFULLY
ATTUNED TO THE NEZDS OF CHILDQREN.

Examples: The state department of education publishes a report and convenes
an annual meeting of college and university representatives to review
training resources and productivity of each training program--as a
means of encouraging interinstitutional awareness and planning.

—

Colleges of a state regularly share tentative plans for summer
training programs one year in advance, so that programs will
complement and not duplicate one another,

A University decides to ¢lose a training program relating to
hearing impaired children, because another nearby institution has
a strong program which supplies all needs in the aivesa.

Nonexampless A college proceeds to organize the third program for preparation
of "teachers of the visually handicapped” in the state without refer=-
ence to established programs,

AW ot ey el

Teachers of the "trainable retarded", after neglect for years,
receive invitations to two sunmer training programs from diffesrent
colleges for the same month.

Three training centers in the same arca are simultaneously
developing "packaged" training modules on behavior medification
procedures, : ' ~
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WHEN

A GIVEN COLLEGE Oit UNIVERSITY DLCIDES ON THL DOMAINS OF SPLCIAL

EDUCATION 1IN WH1CH IT WILL AKD WILL NOT OFFER PREPARATION PROGRAMS IT SHOULD
CONTINUL TO SEEX AWANENESS OF NILDS IN ALL DONAINS, INCLUDING THIOSE IT LEAVES
VACANT IN 175 OUN OFFERINGS, AID SUPPOLT OTHER INSTITUTIONS WHICH UNDERTAKE
PROGRAMS TN THOSE “VACALTM™ AlLEAS,

Examples:

A collepge which does not offer specialized preparation in a given
areda, such as braille and mobility instiuction for blind children,
helps to iec:uit and refer promising students to institutions having
strong programs in those areas,

A state department of education, in announcing its annual sequence
of training institutes, also lists relevant t:aining sessions to be
conducted by othe:r agencies in the same period.

A college which does not have a program relating to profoundly
retarded child:en nevertheless considers hosting a summer program
in that field in cooperation with several other agencics when needs
become apparent.,

Nonexanples:

A college staff which offers "speech correction and mental
rvetardation" p:oglams has no apparent interest or current information
on programs for the hearing impaired.

A student who expresses interest in teaching the blind is recruited
instead to another field because that is what the local college offers,

Brochures wnhich announce highly specialized training programs in
"othe:" colleges and states are given minimal prominence.
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Ciecarly, it is desireable that agencies should cooperate with one another,
in the ways illustrated in the guidelines, as a means of encouraging mutual
developnent, efficiency, and comp:rechensiveness.s Since purely voluntary cooperation
is difficult to achicve, incentive systems may need to be addeds I take it
that the Regerts' action in New York may provide that kind of goading and
reinforcement, Similarly, professional organizations can add force, It
appears that CEC's current project on professional guidelines is doing that.
In effect, it i§ saying that training programs, whe:rever conducted; will not be
consideired creditable unless they are designed in consortium arrangements and
with due attention to larger sets of needs and resources in the regional,
state, and national frameworke In effect, this is an opti / “for the Yvoluntary
collaboration'" model but with strong obligations to justify decisions made. It
choosts an alternative at the far extreme from vhat 1 call the Sovietized
model, but it propcses a hard tes%fglandard of accountability to be met by
decision makers. |

Quite obviously, my preferences are on the side of the voluntaiy collaboration
conso;tium rodels But, clearly, that says too little. luch remains to be worked
out., In this context, let me suggest one set of ideas that may be helpful. It
involves a concept of'problem solving in complex consortium arrangements
coming from the work of Professor Havelock at the Center on Dissemination
and Utilization of Knowledge, at the University of Michigan.

Perhaps one of the questions to be asked as consortiums are formed is,
what are the criteria by which one might test the consortium? Consider the
followings |

« ,1, it IHCIGaSGS communlcatlon among all unzts involved, For exanple, If

IHEs, LLAs, and teacher ass oc1atlons are 1nvolved the comnunlcatlon

ought to bc two-way and not one~way bctween all pa'ties, and the consoxtlumf }‘f;f
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2» It increcases understanding of the problem-solving modes of all
institutions involved. ITf IHE, SEAs, LEAs, and teacher associations are
to work together, for example, the people involved from any one agency
should demonstrate growing understanding and ability to simulate
problem-solving activities and to respect the values of people in other
agencies,

3+ The model should result in satisfying the standards of quality held
in the several institutions involved. For example, a coodperative
program for teacher cducation should provide sirultaneously, in a single
seﬁting, for the effectivé instruction of both teachers and child:en

and it should help to cireate general knowledge vhile serving particular
nceds effectively,

Le It should provide for the enhancement of the capacity of all involved
institutions or groups to conduct improved training in the future in
vhatever domains may be involved. In other words, all parties should have
leained from the experience and specific efforts should have been made
to capture or "package! the best of the program elements,

5 It should provide fo: the delivery of all relevant knowledge to
service settings; equally, however, it should serve to inform research
and development personnel of the real problems in field situations as
known to teachers, students, and otherss This procesé may involve
development of linkages to reseaAch and development personnel at remote
places, to supplement the local resources,

A scheratzc xepresentatlon of the Pxoblem-Solvang l'odel6 is provzded

in Flgu ‘e IlI. -
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vso The riodel proposes continuous two-wray linkages between the University,
professional associations, and the schoolsj these may be thought of as dif-
fusion and needs transmissions (see two-way arrows in flguxe).

vos Professional Studies depa:tments in JHEs would engage in continuous two-vway
communications with the central or "inner core" disczpllnary structures of the
University.

vos The Professional Studies departments would info:m the disciplinary units con-
cerning needs it discovers in practice and consumer systems and help screen for
relevant basic knowledzes. They would se:ve also to draw talents from the total
university stiucture to concerns and app:eciations in community settingse They
would also scan and search beyond their own universities for relevant Pnowledge
and systens foi- influencing practice,

+ss The Professional Studies departments would aiso design their activities
(traininz, :research, and service) in concert with agents of the practice and
conswmer systetia

ses INn a sin;la‘ fashion, agencies representing practice or prof0351onal systens :
(such as Teacher Associations or Unio ) would link two wayst to the Professional

©units in 1lf¥s for pa:tne: *ship in contxnuang education and b. o£0051onal development,,:
~ and to Lhe Conswnier System (easgs, local school di stricts) for organizations of -
'[jfznsewaco education act1v1t1es and fbx genexal opexations in acco;dance hnth
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It is important to see this model as not simply a Research =
Development —> Diffusion ltodel; nor as a way of making IHEs into mere
subcontractors to LEAs, SEAs, or {eacher associations, The model proposes more
than a system for soft interactions and rmutual stimulation and consultation
at points of shared interests. Instead, it proposes a strong partnership in
which needs assessments, resource analyses, and planning are cooperative
efforts with inputs from and major effects of all concerned. Problems are
identified cooperatively, alternatives are generated and evaluated, and decisions

"are nade accordingly., The surmative result is a new paradign for consortium
operations,

In the problem-solving voluntary framework proposed here, thé IHE is
secn as the cxpert in the creation of training systems, rather than as the
operator of a relatively stable set of programs. It is p:repared to help design
retraining programs for sccretaries, teachers, prineipals, parents, school
boards, supcrintendents, and others; and it does so in the context of varieties
of other activities, including evaluation, research, writing of technical reports,
and the like, In this mode of operation the 1HE does not give up its desire
to create generalizable knowledge; that desire and drive are as great as ever,
What is new is its interaction in parity with other institutions, with all of
their realitles and encumbrances in field situations to solve educational
problems,

I believe that collaborative problem-solving behaviors of such positive
design as 1've jJust t:iied to poftray for you present not only the opportunity
for exciting and important work by the colleges but also, I believe, it offers

~the kird of fxamewozk fox IHES to recover some of the publac anpxec1atlon and

e ;supporb that now. tcnds to be dlmlnlshlng.;35, ’"2~ 'f?
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The needs of special education at this time provide a yalid starting point
for operation of a problem=solving volunta:y coordination or consortium model,
However, it can and should involve much more than Just special educators. The
concepts and skills needed to solve special education problems reach to regular
as well as special educators, and to administrators, school board members,
and the community at larges We need more than replication of static¢ training
modules; there are needs for consultation, technical assistance, info:mation
services, flexible training progiams, research, and evaluation. The college
that enters a consortium to solve special cducation problems will bring, I
hope, the full range of its talents to the scene; and while working on the
particular problems of the moment it will seek to grow in ability to formulate
approaches to problems elsewheres I am saying that special educators in
colleges should not neglect to bring their colleagues from other departments
with them as they enter consortiums to help solve special education problems,
One of the immediate problems, scheduled for much attention at this conference,
is the implementation of PBTE systems. |

Peirmit me to conclude with a few added thoughts or moralisms about  consortiums,
For all I know, these ideas will disappear in the heat of experience like
frost patterms in the sun,

1. Avoid narrowly based, fixed consortiums that establish territorial

rights. There is a tendency for colleges to divide up the territory in setting
up consortiunm arrangements., This tendency can lead to all of the provincialism
and inbreeding of ward politics and sow the seeds for undoing the system,itself.k
It’will not work for all fields, partiCularly not for special education,'éo :

1  genexal cotc‘nlnous xcglons are just not realzstlc. anally, 1t leaves some

" ;¢°11eg0s u1th no place to go or W1th a ter*zble "buy-out" cosb 1f the reglonal 5377

'”’:partnexsth dOes not woxk o
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Should we, instead, not seek inte:mittent rclations with various school
districts, associations, and agencies, offering supports where they are most
needed and will most profit all the participants. In this framework, one
sees the IHE as a growing rcsourcc; but one which creates ad hoc relations
with particular agencies, perhaps witﬁﬂin the framework of a broad state plan,
This characteristic of IHEs makes it possible for particular relations to be
started with only "little" problems, if they are all we can handle, and
then to géow from there—or even not to grow, but to discontinue for a time
a given line or place of worke.

2s In nerotiatineg consortium arransenents, 3t should be recornized that

a variety of cont:ol procedures are necessary; thev will obviate any general

negotiations on nouer or control., For exsmple, in the introductory phases of

their training, trainces need simplified situations, nrobably under high

control by the t:aining agency, to facilitate clear diserimination of concepts

and piractice of skills, Later, trainces will need to meet all of the complexities
of the real field situations, which is in high contiol by the employing school
agency., \hat we face, then, are needs fo careful analysis of tasks and

political negotiations for arcontinum of interactions and arrangements of
responsibility.

Let me close with a plea for a generous degree of t:ust as you enter
discussions about complex new velations.s Faced with the inexorable demand
kfor change and relatively impe:meable institutions, we are in a potentially
explosive situation, Unless we take care, e nay come to dist:ust one another

~and start sctting up’rules and proccduies vhich will stifle cvery good and
liVely intenﬁion We may have had. |
. The‘e is in- apeczal educatlon altogether too much dlstxust' by 1eglslators

'kwho dlot'uut bUIe&UC”ato and vir tually all profe351onals, by central offlce
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bureaucrats who distrust local burcaucrats and professional associations, by
legalists who take their court-won victories as a mandate for excessive and
hostile regulation writing, by local bureaucrats and professionals who dist:iust
national leaders who may w.ite unnecessa:y restrictions into programs, by
parents who distrust all professionals and the schools, and by college professors
who distiust union and association officers, Because of this lack of trust,
almost everyone seems to be building procedures to protect those interests
that he sees as of major importance and to force a kind of accountability to
otherss The problem is that the procedures themselves may become so burden-
some that as we try new consortium arrangements they will dull the edge and
slow the thrust of implementing program goals which may have been based on
nagnificent principles. "

Speaking generally of trends in our society, Richard Goodwin7 said
recently, '

Cur humanity is being consumed by the structure itselfs

by the iuling constituents——the institutions, the relation-

ships, the consciousness, and the ideclogy-—of the process

that contains modern Americas Our possibilities and our

awareness of possibility are rsmtilated by the growing strength

and effectiveness of that process (p. €6),

Let us not dull and rutilate the promises we make to exceptional children
in this state by letting ourselves becorie consumed by mistrust. You represent
the resourcss for a magnificent enterprise, but success will call for much

mutual tiust, statesmanship, and skillg

‘ 7“Richéxd e Coodsrin, Reflections (The American Social PrbcesseIIi)."
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