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R A csompetency-bésre&'-t,’r'a_inin‘g program is’ an
*,ag;,;';.";:;;ap?goach to the systematic-organization of instduc-
7 "#Tttonal materials, media, and experiences with ap

end goal of optimizing the one job performance 6f

an individual who has been trained in utilizing i
.this techifque: The use of the word competeAcy in -
the‘phrase "competency-based training" does. not

*+ .1mply that all other programs which use a some-

what different style or systefff to train individualsg
are incompetent programs. It is generally .accepted .
that competency-based training programs ‘are not °
appropriate. for all individuals for all particular
-situations, However, if ‘the word competency is to

be safely defined as one who is .adequately trained’
.for tHe purpose or has suffieient or entry level®
skills as,opposed to the wordeproficient which * -
implies a high degree of competence’ through train-.
ing, the problem of expecting too-much from a .
competenoy-based training program is alleviated. -

-

Thus f}r, c;ne,_mpdel has been detailed in.
conjurction with competency-based training programs,

.
A




+ " Program (SEATP). .As a-.result-of this 'program model,
. other programs can be adopted and ut#ized to train( s,
. administrators in other vocational areas. -Two suck ‘
programs have been proposed for -this puEpose at the -
.University of Minnesota: a model for cempetency~
. bdsed training of lead personnel for specigl needs
v programs in vocational education, and a mbdel for- -
competencydbased training of administrators in early - ..
education programs sefving handicapped children. :f
-
) The following material will detail competency-
M based training programs which are currently being
used and planned in the-state of Minnesota for- y
.pessible nationwide adoptioﬁ*and distribution~

¢ . 2 k- 1‘*‘“ L. & -
1. Punpoé?tw R

In'September, 1973, the UniVérsity'of Minnesota
began operating a new training program-for special
education administrators. Known ag the Special

. Education’ Administration Training' Program (SEATP),
‘the project is a joint venture between two depart- g
¥ ments -of the University Departments of Special . '
" Education and Educational Administration: It is
supported by a grant from thewBureau of Education .
for the Handicapped, United States Office Educa- :
tion, and by funds from the'University of innesota.

) "The program is designed simultaneously to meeft
~a current, pressing need in Minnesota and also to
gerve as & model that can be replicated,in training
administrators and practitioners in other areas of

: human services (&.g., practitioners and administra- .
tors of day activity centers, group homes, nursing ’
homes, etc.). In addition, the general model of ’
this program may be applied to preparation programs-

for other types of positions.

. . .
‘ . The Special Education Agdministratjon Training
A ' Prdgram (SEATP) is a competency-based education -
program developed frog a systems orientation model




and-used for continuing education of professiona;
administtators to promote educational effectivenese o
» + and efficiency. . : s, < /
) ! A\competency—based (or perfdrmance-based) . : %
preparation” program is one in which . e

¢

t.oe .,.perfbrngnce goals are specified, and
agreed to, in rigorous detail in adVarce
' of imstruction. -The €tudent must dither
‘be able to demonstrate his abilities or
perform'.job tasks. He is held account-
able, not for passing grades, ‘but for v -
, ‘attalnlng a given level of competency... f/?\\\ ’
. the tralnlng 1nst;tutlon is itself held |, .
. *  accbuntable for producxng able practi- - S
T, tioners. ' Emphasis’' is on demonstrated .
’ . produce or output. (Elam, 1971, pp. Tji}. .
The Special Education Administration Training Pro-
gram's (SEATP) utilization of a competency-based
approach is an®attempt to focus on education - e
directly applicable to the special education admin-
istrator's actual job. As a result, the program
. (SEATP) will better accommodate individual educa-
* ' tional needs; and, in addition, tRe procedures .
developed to identify and validate competencies
will promote prompt changes in th® existing curricu-
= lum sequence to meet changihg conditions and to . ;7
facilkitate replication of the model elsewhere.
» 0
The requirement that, competency-based programs ‘
be able to demonstrate the. proficiency of each
. trainee implies that they are data based. The
Special Education Administration Training:Program
(SEATP) uses a-systems approach to identify each '
component of -the training development. sequence- .and
to attempt to assure sufficient information for..
" making decisions at each point. The systems orien-
tation also contributes substantially to ease of
-program modification and replication.

&+ ’

-
$

The Special Education Administration Training
Program is a continuiag education program which can , .

t‘. . < ° * ‘ ' .
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' be pursued by the employed diregtor of-speitaL edu~

L cation. This procedure has the advantage of enabling
more directors of special-educatioh to participate °
. tHan would be possible with graditional on-campus
training programs. It is gdso more efficient for
participants, both in térm®of time and in cost,
especially after the initial program development

* phase is completed. The program, theérefore, tan
readily be offered on either a preservice or inser- |
‘ vice basis, because of the nature of the competéhcies‘

toward which the program is difeéted'(ﬂfnimum -

essential op the job performances). :

£

‘ d, .
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2. DEFINITION OF TERMS ¥
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AN LT T~ ' . - .
L The foil'bwi\'lg terms and defin}h:ionlsj are '{aerti—
nent to this study as well as to the area of educa-
tional \administration: ‘ '

o "- Accreditation: the process by which an agency
. or organization evaluates and recognizes a program
. of study or an institution as meeting certain pre-
 determined qualifications or standatds.’
. o Certification: the process by which 3n agency
_or association grants recognition to an individual «
who ‘has met certain predetermimed qualifications
specified by that agency or association: Such . -~
qualificgtions hay imclude gradua;iﬁh from an accre-~
dited or approved program'and/or acdeptabie perfor-
mance on a qualifying exq@ination‘of series of. o .

. —exéminatipnq. SR R .
L. Créjéntialiqg: the“recognition,offprofessional, N
4 or technical competence. The credentialing-process
) may include registration, certificatign, licensure,
professional association me@bersh%p, or, the award of
a degree in the .field, in_the formal gense; or, in
. the informal sense, recognition of competence by )
virtue of désignated function (i.e., in-house
credentialing) . ‘ ) .
. » Discipline: a branch of-knowledge and learnimg
- in wHTEE_ZREE?Eon has received certain education and

N
. - . . ®
. ol ¢ " - M ‘
. ‘
. - . =
. . .
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ain Persons may function at various levels :
and with differing amounts qf responsibility, within, . °
. a discipline, depending upon the degree or amount of K
-edueation, trafning, and experierice. - ° ‘ :
" Equivalency Testing: the comprehensive evalua-
tion of knowrbdge acquired through alternate learn-
ing experience 'as.a substitute,for established
educalional reﬂbirements *
* . o Functional Area: a-.division of seruice within
i an institution, in which tasks are pe:@ormed by
persons who have been trained and educated in related .

W'disciplines or who are ibrking in related personnel

categories. : %r»—.
- " ¢ In-House Credentialing the currently employed
... . 1informal process by which an-institution deterpines
 that an individual meets the necessary requizements =’
. forg particular role, and. possésses the qualifica-

tiong- ‘necessary to perform a given task or group of
tasks as part of that role, when that individual's .
- ,qualifications to perform in that rote have not beenu
‘evaluated by a formal credentialing mechianism (i.e. R C
licensire, certification or registration). An insti-
. tution-might in-house credential an individual for
a particular role by satisfying itself that the =~ "~ .
individual had been adequately preparéd to funpction
v -in that role by any or all 6f the following means: L
= completion of a formal program of’ ducation in 4 .
) related field; on the job ttaininéfand work\experi-
- ence; or pfoficiency or equivalen¥y determination C.
: by formal examination or observatien. ¢
Institutional Credentialing: ‘a component of the
process of insfitational licensure. This ‘component
would entail the, forﬁhlization of the current process
o of in-house credentializing by which an institqtion
* « determines that an'individual meets.the necessary - . .
" tequirements for ‘@ particular .role. This determina-
. tion would attest that the individual possess the
) qualifications and competencies necessary to perform.
a given task’ or group of tasks as part of that &ole. -
- __The measurea to be employed in detetmining an . °
individual's competence to ‘perform might include
on the job observation of the qqplityqof performance

.
- -
. Y - ;




as ‘well as o;hers, such as: wfitten, -oral, ,and prac- °
tical ’daminacions e’ P ’
e 1 titutionaleicensure . in cOntep?' 4 process
by which an agency external to. the inetitution woul o
- 'accredit an institution whicte provides education to, )
' credential, by- appropriate methods, Cegtain\categories
., of its personnel under the. -aegis of ‘the institutiomal ~ ’
* ™ license.: The credenfialing dbulﬁ,be"@atr&ed out~hy,
. therinstitution, bu't the process W “$e monitored ¢ .
, -~ and approved by an.extérnal agency, efther public or
private. This approval would confer upon’ the insti-
© tution th§’ authority to' credential personnel (as" . - .
approved) under the standatd operating license e ros
e Licensure: the process by which an agency of e,
govermment grants permissiom to an indiy;dual.wha;~ -
or institution which, has met predetermined qualifi-
cations,to engage in-a givem occupation or junction
and/or use a particular title : .
* ¢ Persongel Category: a job #ole in which persons
with similar education and- training may performﬁ A’
personnel category s characterized bygje kinds of
tasks whichare performed. .Also, requgments are
* uglially established: fof individuals to work in a i
® -4 givep personnel catego;y, .e.g., type, and &mber o{’ .
years, or educatfonal preparation-and training. ° ’ s
o* Proficiency-Testing: an assessment of the ‘tech-.
nical knoﬁledge and skills reldted to the performance
.-* requirepents‘of asspecific joh. Such knowledge and

S

=

"skills liave been acquired through' formal or ;
) informdl means. ( s B
Lt Registration the process by which'ﬁualified . *
individuals are listed,on an official roster main-
; tained by a governmerrtal or nongovernmental ‘agency. .
" Acceptable performance\on a qualifying exafiination .

or series of‘@xaminati s may or may not e required.

. f - (Tucker & Wetterau, 1975, pp. viii-x),

- ® With ‘the above definitions detailed, tHe fol- {} )
lowing sedtions--program design, program implemens- MR
F tation, and outreach of the-.generic model--vill be
‘easier to understand. «
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“.1. HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT -A . . . « .-

-
[N

“'*-a.. THE "ADMINISTRATOR OF SPECIAL EDUCATION" . . -

POSITION.  Special education programs and services
* for hand. handicapped. children have expaiided during the
last decade at an unprecedented ratd. This sharp
acceleration in services is‘due to a number of fac-
tors, including philosophical acceptance of the right
“af all children to an education, advoogacy from par-’
ents of exceptional children as well as school

v

personnel for special 'services, ditigation and legI§=~—)/ii

-lation requiring puhlic schools to provide special
services, and: incr state and federal funding
for initiation and ngoing Support of such programs.

" This increaSe in-the number of services appears-
to be progressing with expariding .sophiatication in
the field. Research andeemonstration programg have.
provided insights into .the manner 'in which exceptioh-
'al children learn, and approptiate instructional
technology has beetk developed to cope with the .
problems. Many studies have dlso recommended new'
conceptualizations of service models and organiza- -°
tion patterns to facilitate pupil learning and
efficient use of resources.

One of the most prominent of these trends is
the philosophy referred, to in 1its various guises as,
m’ainstreaming/ " "Rormalizatijon," or "the.principle -
of least restrictive aiternatives.” It implies that
the. traditional methods pof providing special educa-
tion services need to be tﬁoroughly reexamined.
Meisgeier and King (1970), for example, stateathe
:following ) ) :
. ~ Coy .
The main,alternative to,a‘regular class
has been placement in a special self-
Ncontazned class. However, new sequen-
tial‘arrangements of 1n3truct1qga1 alter-
nativgs suggest that only a small number

4 - .
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» ' .

. > ~ “ »
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E . of exceptional children wsll require self-
*  contained;settings. The greatest wmnumber
:may be able to .remain in the main system
. if resource help is available and if that -
_ System makes use of concepts such as
<~ . ' differentiated s fing and provides
viable mechanisms MNor-the individuali-
9 . 2ation of instruction. (p. ix)

’ *  As ‘the school's capability to- accoinmodate, handi-
‘e , capped clrildren in regula¥ education programs .
s 1ncreases, the organizatfbn of special ‘education .

AN ser%ices must change accordingly.
.. .« . In the past, general educatien focused' -
‘.. - 4 . on the "modal" or large group of typical . .."

"children within the school population;
* special education was delegated the .
responsibility for educating those .
T ***, children who fell. into disapility cate-
' . gdries defined by general educators as.

L . being children unsuited for the general
> .~ -educational program. But events in
P : recent years indicate that 'these two '. ’

‘quasi-distinct educational ‘systems will .
converge,:and, the- next decade, may see | )
all chlldren and teacher§ ‘within the

. _parameters of ‘education. (Weatherman,
o ) 1968, p.. 173 -

-
.

!dweve:, as these changes take place, a parallel
Jtrend has been establishment of separate adminis-
\ trative units for'special education programs. . The A .

. - number of digectors and other administrators of ) ‘.
special education programs have been growing rapidly.
A'number of reasons account for this ttend and these
can best be examined within the content of the:
following broad rationale. -

i - -

-

(1) Purpose of special educatien. A general .
Lot purpose for which special education ' is organ— )
. ized is to provide 1ntervenfioﬂb designed ES
remedy or ameliorate those conditions whic

¥ . .
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thwart normal development. The responsible
organizational unit must include not only
special teachers, materials, etc., but also
provisions for effective advocacy of exception-
al children 8 rights and needs, and expertise
to plan and supervise special education inter-
ventfons and to ensure ongoing communications
within the schgol system apnd within appropriate
- community agendi

(2) Population to be served: Although many ) -
_mildly handicapped .children can be served in
L mainstream programs with appropriate support,
! schools are also being asked to provide comprehen-
sive services for severely and multiply impaired
children who were previously considered "unedu-
cable," and who require intensive, expensive
services. These services are often provided
' in conjunction with nonschodl agencies, ‘in
cooperation with other school districts, or
by intermediate disttic‘, rather than by the . N
distrdct in which the child resides; however,
thg local school district retaips responsibili-
ties for program Ronitoring and tuition payments.
(3) Categorical legislation and funding sources.
Most states provide categorical state funding
- for special education services, and increased
federal support for special education has become
. available. These factors -have created needs for -
. efficiént planning, ysupervision, and accounta-
bility for these multiple funding sources. T

I -

Program deve.lopment, organizatdon, and supervi-
sion involve many complex responsibilities for the '
director of special education. -A director of special
education, oftentimes, is expected to be a speciglist
in a variety of functions which can be classified as
~  follows: . . . -

» devising vays of ldentifying children vlth :
spacial needs; .
.o, ¢ assessing 'children with special needs fn ord,?x
. to determine uh!t kinds of special programs and




© <10

- services should be pgpvided; oot
« ®» planning the dppropriate’ variety of interven-
,-tions or program altermatives to mediate. properly |
between the child's “special education needs and tasks
of rehabilitation and/or educational development;
.‘0 marshalling and organizing the resources needed

»a comprehensive program of special education for

exceptional childres ' . ‘

. o directing, coordinating, and counseling appro-

- priately in gufding.the efforts of those engaged in
the special education’ enterprise; .

o eyaluating and condicting research in order to
improve special instruction and the quality of special
services; SR . :

o.” intempreting and reporting information to gain

'« public support and influence the power structure in

. helping to achieve ptogram objectived; and, &
e recruitment, selection and training of compe-
.tent staff. . . W e ’

- 1 B
" . " (Weatherman, 1968, p.'11)

AN Ylb
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b. INDICATORS OF TRAINING NEEDS. 1In the ”pa;t';
) colleges and universities have placed little empha-
~  sis on education of special education administra-
torﬂ. ) ' ’ -

. R

Milazzo and Blessing reported in 1964 that of
- . 225 colleges and upivergities preparing special educa-
' * tion perspoanel, only 40 .off@ld programs in adminis-
s tration and supervision.- Only eight programs offered
a sequence of general adminigtration courses, and
Milazzo and Blebsing reported a need for specific
B , training and erience .in administrative endeavors.
. Willenberg (1966) noted the "paucity of specific
research on administration of special -education" .
(p. 134) and described several obstacles which might
. account for this lack.. Comnnor (19%0) noted “an
‘. intermittent and slow rate-of interest in specifying
- and upgrading standards of preparation” (p. 373).

. . s § e .
T . More recently, Vance and Howe (1974)? in a
"' follow-up study of students who had received federal

T
-

n
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)

N

- 1j-usxl prectices in the national, gstate, regional or

s creating discrepgnt expectations of the administra-’ -

- -

training grants, n:i::/tgat«mdgt/apecial education: .

administrator trai was,provided at the ‘doctoral
+ level. T )
" ., ) N ’
T This is expen51ve, "time consuming and .

ignores the need for traihing at the

subdocteral level [for those individuals

just beginning a career at the manage- ' .
\ . ment level in special educationf‘ (p. 121) ;

o

Vance and Howe also indicated needs for competence
in general administrative processes and practices as
a result of the mainstreaming movement, skills in
undetstanding the implications' of due process, and
internship opportunities. :

. In considering development of preparatioh pro-
grams for’ these directors, however, a further need °
becomes apparent: ,the lack of precise definition of

. the curriculum due to ghe frequent ambiguity of -the .
special education admiaistrator s.role.

) Unlike the role of a ‘school principal or busi-.
ness agent for a school district, the role of the
special education administrator has been determined
by factors such as state laws and regulations, educa-

programs £3r which he/she id respongible, and,
~ the philosophy toward handicapped children which *
exists' in his/her organizational unit. A recent -
discussion (Kohl & Marro, 1971) commented: RPN

“It 1s/diff1cu1t to define the typical’

duties of this leader since he is found

in different administrative patterns

and has a variety of titles with little
-relationship to specific functions. (p. 9 .‘:
In additiom to variations in job .Jeseriptions
among directors, further ambiguity is created by the .
differing ways in which otl'g staff in the school,
diatrict and, community percdive the director's role,

tor of special e ucation (Hensley, 1973).
.- v Lﬂ / ¢ :‘
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Despite’ éhese variations in role definﬂiion,
however, some studies have noted a convergence on
typical or most pressing problems encountered by
special ucation directors in Minnesota, as per-
ceived.b¥®the directors themselves (Bilyeu’ 1973 .

Wedl, 1973). .

r
)

.C. MINNESOTA NEEDS. Inadequate educational oppor- .
« tunities,. insufficient role definition, a lack of

relévant research on administrator preparation, -the
need for education at the subdoctoral level, and the
need for administrative competencies aré all national
factors of which the Special Education Administration
Training Program (SEATP) planners were aware. With
the above national factors and further research, the

* SEATP planners were able to indicate training needs
-vof special education specific to the state of
Minnesota. '

[

As in other emergent fields, growth in speéial
education programs had meant that the demand for ~
qualified personnel has exceeded tbe available sup-
ply. To staff expanding programs, ; ,persons with
_minimal expérience and certificatibn have been‘hired,
creating needs for inservice or continuing education

* programs.’ Spriggs (1972) indicated that this is true
for ‘administrators as well as special education
‘T -+ teachers. The majority of directors or administra-
© ~- tors of, special education programs had assumed their
present positions recently; for most, their present
positions are their first administrative ones. Sprigg‘.,
Lalso indicated a high degree of educational level for’
qew special education administrators.. As a group, .
entry level administrators usually havé a masters
degree in’a particular special education disability
area or teaching specialty. They tend to be youmg,
with: three to five years of teaching or related pro-
.+ -fessional experience, but with limited administrative
experience. fd ?

s

-

The educational baekérqund of these~né§ special
education administrators tends to be somewhat differ-
gt from that of. the typical adiinistrator in

ot

S
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education.’ Generally, education admirMstrators
assume their titles and positioms only after cem-
pleting a certification program if school adminis-.
« tration, but the special education administrator
typically enters without a certification program
- in education or other administration or. management v
training. 'S

-»
v

Directors of special Education are often p
moted by their employing school districts into :gﬁiﬁ“‘
L. istrative positions New directors are oftentimes

> \ selected for their.positions because-of demonstrated
success as spécial education tedchers or for a.variety
of other reasons. The disproportionate number of
spectal education administrafors in Minnesota who

gists suggests‘that selection might be influenced by
prior visibility and interactiond with other adminis-
trators within the {istrict. Demonstrated adminis-
trative competence does not appear to be the major
selection criterion. .. v o >

,
- K

" Districts with new special education administra-
‘tors are frequently ‘rural or small town interdistrict
special-reducation cooperatlves located beyond. com-
muting distance’ from the Twin Cittes. Thé special .
education -administrator ig usually hired on a 12-
month contract. Consequently, a new director is not

¥

.“ e

undversity or college program fer administrative
preparation either during the school yedr or'in the
T .summer. Furthermore, new administrators are expected
. ., both by the organizations in “which they work and by,
L the State Department of Educatioh, to administer ‘the
' Pprogram successfully, and, when necessary, to learn
- “on the job. .

L]
d '

*d. COMPETENCY-BASED EDUEATION. Traditionally; prep~
aration programs for teachers and adminiptrators of .
educational programs consisted of a set of ‘experierices
which the prospective prdctitioner must untergo prior
to receiving licensyre or eertification in his/her’

" profession. Sucp programs tended not to specify in

were formerly school psychologists or'speech patholov >

.
¢

*

k. in‘a position to leave his/her job and'return toa °°

D
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. v detail the tasks ptospective educationiists needed to
be ‘able to do or aecemplish to,qualify for- licensure,
. Bior.was there any quective guarantee that graduates -
of sucl programs had been prepared to perform ‘the

_‘ ‘tasks actually expécted gf them once théy actually

" assumed teachiaﬁ or administrative pos.it,iqn.

K]
Critttisms of traditional teacher pxeparation
programs have beer mounting since the 1960's, apd,

s the sources of discontent are varied. Some sources
" of dissatisfaction are general,, including the .
|- increasing awarenesg in the last décade of lack of.

A

implications that ~vastly improved preparation require-’

ments are necessary both te meet changing conditions

qand to maintain the viability of public eduéational

- aration _programs. have increased; resulting in demands

3 ' for participation of présent:ard prospective teachers '
in determining education goals and methods. Another
source of demands for change in teacher preparation
programs comes from advances made in the art and !

T science of teaching, Technoiggical development, .
experimentdl - -instructional m 8, and the increased
availability of federal funds to support these '

' - research and development.efforts have enhanced the

possibiilty that improvements -in-fact could-be made".

and, undergirding all of these is the increasing
pressure for accountability in educational progrhms.-

of competency- or performaqce—based teacher education:
M
S 3 The 1nstructzdnal program is designed:
tq~br1ng about learner achievement of »
¢ified competenc1es (or performance .
‘ - go 1s) which ‘have been ° . -
- “

""' derived from systematic %nalysis
‘of the perfbrmahca desired as'end

ST product (usually that of recognized
. ' ! practitioners) and e
. - ', stated 'in advance of instruction
. in terms which make it possible to '«
Q . , » -
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systemé In addition, - -demands for.relevance of prep-’

The AACTE Comnittee on erformance-Based Teacﬁerf
Education (1974) has offered the following definition .

o
-

progress in méeting inadequacies in edu®ation and the .

.
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. determine ‘the ~éxtent to which . ‘. '

. . 2.

&
» ’

competency has been attained.

~Bvidence of .the learner's achievement
&

* is obtdined through assessment

of learner performance ; applying.
criteria statell in advance in terms
‘of expected levels of accomphsh- .
meiit under ‘specified conditions and .

* is used to guide the individ-
ual learner s efforts, to determine . t
his rate ‘of progress and canpletzoﬁ '
of the program and, ideally, to :
evaluate the efficacy of the, -

s

- dnstructioral system and add to .

the general body of knowledge: * .

B | undengirding tbe instructional
~ -  process. - e
The. foregoing implie$, of course, that: = .
- © 1. Instruction\is individuilized to a ;
considerable extent. - v :
) . 2. Learning experiences are guided by t
S feedback to the learner. 4 - ‘
N ’ 3. The program as 4 whole has the :
TN -qharactenstzcs«of a system. ‘
E N o " 4. Emphasis is on exit or outcane :
- - requirements. y - A
-o* ., . 5 "The learner is consideréd to have ' ~ .
. mastered the pragram only when he ot .
has demonstrated the rgqu.lred ’ -
. level- of performance.’ I
6. The instructional program is not - i g
. ;time-based in units 6f fixed '
y durat;an. (p. ) -
P I “ ¢
’ ¢ The terms cmpetmcy-bas}d" and ' performance- )
b 4" education are often used to refer' to ‘the same
movement . "Performnce-based" terminology stresses -
er in which the learner demonstrates know-
... ' ledge and skills and implies that knowledge gained
* A ) ¢ iy - .
3 ) . ) , . . 4, .
. . . \ 21 ', >




.mist be employed' in overt action. "Competenly- *
“based" terminology stresses, the notion of. a minimum
" standard for effective performance. Both identifiers
conndte educational programs that go beyond knowledge
fotr its own sake, and emphasize performance and con- /
‘sequence of actions (Houston, 1974). * - ‘ A
" .
~ In the majority'of cases, competency- Qr ,

‘performance-based education has been used for teacher
preparation' less use has been made of the concept’ in
develdping or organizing training programs for school -
administrators. Although competency-based prepata—

. tion for school administrators is required.or recgm-
- mended .as a basis for certification in Minnesota and
other states, specification of competencies often has .
not yet reached- the level® of behavioral or at least ..
- feasurable objectives (e.g., Rederick, 1973). In "\
addition, most of the competency-based educatjion ’
literature is concerned with.undergraduate preservioe
preparation of teachers, and less use is made of the .
concept fdr graduate continuing eéducation programs. .

@

" .. Despite~the lack of many precedents for
- competency-bas continuing edycation programs for
administrators, educational needs seen by Special
Education Administration Training Program (SEATP)
planners suggeated that a competency-based approach
might well be appropriate. and effective for this
. program. The emphasis on performance goals, system- .
- atically defined and derived from the performance of
‘ recognized pnactitioners, is relevant to the lack of °
. 'role definition noted earlier. The emphasis on’ '
’ . asséssment of both learner progress and effectiveness
of the instrustional system permits continued refine-
ment of a relatively experimental program im 1ts
developmental phases. In addition, the-flexibility
offered 'in delivery of services increases the prob-
ability that the program can be adapted to the
o _ variety of conditions which exist even within a
, given position in a single state.

In special education, factors in addition to
tl" mentioned above have resulted in changes in

G w
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training programs. The field has grown at an

unprecedented rate--~both in numbers -of pupils served '

,and in sﬁphistibation of practitioners.

the changes in trainlng programs for

. special igucation.has been the recently passed Pub-

lic Law 94-142, "Education for All Handicapped

' Children Act of 1975." 1In this Act, Congress found
the purpose to be the' f llowing

... to assume that all handicapped child-

ren have available to them...a free
appropriate public education which

empl“.lzes spec1al education and-related - -
services desbgned to meet their unique

needs., to assure that the rights of

-’ handicapped children and the;r parents
jﬁ' . or guardzans ate protected, to assist

States and localities to provide, for .

the education of all hand1¢apped.ch11d-

_ren and to assess and assure the effec-

tiveness of effortﬁ to educate handi- *
- capped children. (89 Stat. 775).

There have algo been majpr shifts in orientation =
(e.g., away from the "medical model?) which have
crealed training and retraining needs; and, anothgr’
source’'of demand is the number of person$ in special
education programs not appropriately certified,
despite the general oversupply of teachers, and who
require training programs thit are at one and the
same time entry level training and continuing educa-
tion.

I3
.

Iﬁ response to these conditions, 'the movement
toward competency-based or *performance-based

_teacher education (CBTE or(PBTEA{has emerged. Advo- Q
t

cates of competency-based education programs assert
that benefits BT\adopbing this approach will be felt

. throughout the educational system, and the payoffs

are both immediate and long range. Competency- or
performance-based teacher education (CﬁTE/PBTé? -
,promises. !

“ e L ) /
Y

v . - 3
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2Long . To\improve quality of © ¢

filRge . iMfstructipn in the nation's
(10 schools, and in eonsequehce |
years) " to improve teacher education.
- ¢ [} L]
-/ . Intermediate To prepare knowledgeable and ¢ -
range skillful teachers in a cur- )
(4-10 _ riculum whose elements have -
years) been tested foq.validity ’
against criteria of schoal '
. . effectivendss. L ] R
Short - Po identify tentative teach- . N
. range er competencies, to prepare .
. (0-4 instructional materials and )
, years) . evaluation procedures, and . -
. _ to éstablish conditions to
. validate® teacher education
. rurricula and promote S
. ' teacher behavior reséarch. . - : -
A ¢ - . . ‘ .-
Almost T *
- " immediate Stronger- relationships )
'\~ . between teacher educators,
' public schools. and the
: organized teaching pro-

! . . fession.
Gfeater student satisfac-
tion with skigl-oriented .
. R . teacher educalion programs.. L
' ) Increased acépunggb;litg .
of teacher edutation programs.

(Rosne;'& Kay, 1974,-p. i?&)

. k3

2. PROJECT COMPONENTS .

L © Y

.

o . . . - ' t

. . ) K .
The University of Minnesota has hag a prepara- .
tion program for administrators of speciél‘eddcatiod. '
for a numberzof years. \Lige mqst conventional " s
] + ] ;“,f, N
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programs, it has been an on-campus program, focus1ng '
-on training a limited number of persons at ‘the L
doctoral level, o

To reach the majority of new directors for whom
the existing degree program may not be appropriate d(
"the Special Education Adminfstration Training Program
(SEATP) has been developed as an alternative education
sequence.’ This program hads ‘not only been designed
specifically as a response to the conditions pre-
viously indicated, but it is also seen as having the
potential fpf‘widespread adoption for training special
education administrators in other states or for train- *
ing administrators and practitioners of other human
services programj. The Special Education Administra-
tion Trainifig Program (SEATP) has seved basic .

‘features; . + " T b

- L

e The objéctives are stated as competencies of a \.
direptor of special education. - -

e These competencies or performances are derived
empirically from examination of the job which existing
special education directors perform. X

« 'There exists an identifiable core of mipimum
essential competencies“for all director of special -
education positions, despite variations in individyal
job descriptions, scope of authority, line’ or staff - e
designation, size of program, and single or multi-
district organization. These core’ competencies con-
stitute the program curriculum.

® Instruction received by a participating director .

LIRS
®

0f special education is~hased on individual needs as .
‘determined by prior and on g assessments. .
, & Instguction is field rath han campus-based,

* The types of instruction offered emphasize teach-
ing of facts and concepts and the practice of skills
relevant to performance in, the position.

" ¢ The basis for evaluation of the success of the ‘
Eraining program-is student (administrator of special
education) practices, learning, and performance. : s

. P
Each of the above poimts will be discussed in greater
detail with corollary characteristics and assump- .
tions on which these characteristics are based.

o, ’

+
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a. COMPETWNCY-BASED ORIENTATION. The first char- o
acteristic of this’ program,: its competency-based’ .
orientation,’ reflects a number of current educa- .,
tlonal trends. The recent press for accountability"
‘in educational programs, the desire to reduce frag— '
mentation apnd overlap in training sequences, the
.peed to individualize instructiom, and the advantage °*

of cdﬁpuqicating to the participating student what -+

is .expected Have all contributed to the emergence

of competeqcy-based training programs in teacher '

edgcation.

-~

”

. Competéncy-based i{nstructional programs assume
that the competencies or performances which consti- -
+ tute an educational program can be identified and

stated. Although soma,people-w¥11 contend "that
this is a controversial point in competency-based
. teacher education, the results from needs assess- -
.ment activities and review.of literature in the
field of special education administration strongly A
. suggest that competencies in this area can be
identiffed and stated. ¢

b. EMPIRICAL DERIVATION OF COMPETENCIES. Tradi-
tiopal training programs attempting to convert to
;Ehe competency orientation have sometimes tended
to rely on the judgments of university faculty as,

. a means of'deriving gompetencies. The second
Special Education Administratioh Training Program
(SEATP) characteristic is the method of derivation .
of competencies for this training program which

_has been done by surveying the population at which
the training program is djrected. Although a con-
senégs on competencies by experienced gpecial edgga-
tion administrators at local, regional and state
levels, and college and university faculty has been
bbtained, a study of the role and function of the
director of special education and observation of .
Minnesota special education directors has also been
used-to empirically derive those tasks and those

~

.

performances which constitute the gpecial education ° .
adminigtrator's job. Competencies for this train-
proggam have ‘been derived from these needs assegs-
ment activities. ; :

3
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Although 'this basis for establishing educ¢ational
« program criteria may appear- to assume a certain amount
o§ stabflity* in position descriptlon, it is recognized:
e thar any position is a dynamic and changing one and -
~4hat preparation programs will require concomitant
revision,. Regulations, fncreases in knowledge in the
field, and changes in accept&d ptactices will ,all
T influence the knowledge, attitudes; skills and task
..+ capability necessary .for minimum performance in a
generalized position. Consequently, instructional
tontent and performance criteria will change over .
"time, as the job changes. The program design.pro= .
vides' for regular perlodic reassesspent of compefen- ‘
cies essential for performance of special educa- .
tion adiinistrative pos1tion‘- Some adjustments will
. be made on an- ongoing basis; overall ;eaé‘gxﬁents
of specific competencies-will Be made every three
years and at any time when changes in &ducatipn
- ) organizatiom, operations, legal constraints, and
external forces (e.g., fmedical progress) suggest that .
the position has undergone substantial ¢hange.

s

-,

.. €. CORE COMPETENCIES. The program asserts ‘that
\ there exists an identifiable core of minimal essen-
- . . tidl competenciés for all speciel education directors, »
r“"that they can be agreed upon, ‘and that ‘those compe-’
;enc1es will form the content or carriculum of the
preparatlon program. The Special Education Admimis- - k
tration Training Program (SEATP)“personrel are well
. aware of the variations which occur among specific
‘-, positions in ‘I:linnesot some,-of which vary systeml-
tically according to location (i.e., urban, suburban,
or Trural; single district or'interdistrzct coopera-
tive; o% Size of program) and others agcording to
range°of responsibilities and amount of authority
given a specific rector. Additipnal” sources of
variation are idfo syncratic to the heeds and desires
* of a particular school district. (onsequently,
epployers fecruiting prospective special education '

* adpinistratipns may desire performarces and skillse . v
‘ not included in this training program. However,’
. these tend to bewim addjtion to the minimum core
‘skills.which have been identified repeatgpdly tnrough .

- i ) . ‘

fRIC YL 2 B

’




2. ¥ :

-

~

.qtudiig conducted under this‘T;ainigg program and

elsewhere. “The Special Education Agministration
* , W Training Program (SEATP) assumes that persons who

have attained these core skills can function in ad .

entry level position and can adapt to the variations

which occur among districts.

’

d. INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTION. Competency-based ,
preparation programs make it posséble to pinpoint
individual needs. This program assumes that, despite
a common lack of experience on the job and little
prior formal preparation®in edpcation administratior,
-“new special education administrators wilggvary in°
. the extent to which _they have already attained the
miniha] essential competengies. ‘Initial performance
‘on domain-referenced.tests -of conteat and on perfor-
mance in simulations will determine specific preplra-
tion objectives for each participant; therefore, the
amount and content of instructional experiences will
vary among participants. Continuing assessment "
throughout the course of the preparation program .
, - will also enable the program to adjust to various
rates of participant learning. This accommodation
to individual needs applies both for instruction
& - . . conducted in'a group and on an individual basis. o
- . . ; e

. ’ ?
. . . - "
e. 'FIELD-CENTERED INSTRUCTION. A prominent feature
of this program 18 the location of instruction. .
‘Spécial education admipistratoxs tend to be scattered’
. ' throughout the state. Because of their 11- and-12- -~
. h- contracts, they are generally undble to attend’
" sclasses held on the University of Minnesota campus
v ‘in the Twin Cities. Instruction under this prepara-
*‘tion,program is therefore.field cente d. A number
. of program objectives can be met throfigh individual
study; -and, ongoihg group and individual meetings
with field consultants (experts in specific content -
y areas--e.g., fiscal) can be scheduled in locations -
close to 'the particiﬁants' residences ‘and places
of work. The program assumes not only that field-

i

’ »

) - centered instruction will increase the possible ¢ .
Yy number of participants who are willing to take ‘
s . . :

.

-
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further preparation, but also that the field setting

18 appropriate to the instruction to be.offered.

[y

f. CURRICULUM.- THe content of instruction offered °
through the program is also distinctive$ .it attempts
to teach basic facts (e.g., knowledge of special
education laws), concepts (e.g., program budgeting)
and skills (e.g., ability to develop a child study
subsystem}. Methdds of evaluation of the program

are consistent with' these kinds instruction, con-

* sigting of demonstrated retention of the facts, con-

Y,

v

cepts-and skills presented, and performaﬁce or appli-
cation (actual or simulated) of skills taught. The
assumption is made that a person can be successful

on the job if he/she can demonstrate those skill$

and that‘knowledge. In many cases ’Epplication of
skills taught to actual problems encountered in the
administrator's ongoing cyqie of activities will be
required. ‘

Y

As indicated earlier, participants are required
to be trained at the master's level prior to entry
into the program; thus, -philosophical ctonsiderations
are not stressed, nor are there extended direct
, attempts to influence attitudes.. However, newly
appointed special education administrators can pro-
fit from intetactions with experienced school adhin-
.istrators and With their peers (other special educa-

’

-
-

tiqn_girectors) A field consultant network-is .
developed and serves the follpwing functidns.

. ‘pnu e an 1 madn s -

¢ hotline system to partT’IpanEs to answer ques-—’

tions and help them obtain needed resburces to com-
plete curriculum;

‘e inssructional system-to offer regional seminars
on modular.topics from.curriculum,

‘e evaluation- system to_assess/approve participants'
projects and papgrs during coursework on modules, and

s role model for new administrators.

1 M L4

{
g. PERFORMANCE EVALUATION: The basjis for-evaluation
of the Special Education Administration Training

v . -

-
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 Program (SEATP) is the student's_('spécial education -

cdted abpove, there-is a-direct relationship -between
. training effered %nd methods .of evaluation, No s
attempt is made to shqw effects of this preparation
program on student (child) léarning. One reason for >
s this is that effects of staff development won child-
ren's .progress is still not. quite clear, thus, that .
opic generates considerable controversy within
ompetency-paded teacher education. Besidesy.tﬁéte
|is little reason to believe that a direct result of
fadministrator preparation will beseen from improve-
© | ment in child rn¥ng, even though pupils growth v
| and development is the purpose of all school-related.
activities. / - . . ' ’

Essential program characteristics, corollary
characteristizs, and assumptions on which these
| features are based;a?e summarized below. ,

a;zinistrator):learning'and-berformance: As indi-

.
e

L)

- R ) - ) '
SPECIAL ZDUCATION ADIRISTIATICN rllburec PROGRAN CRARACTERTSTICS
‘ Qarscteristics psoumpricas -
» 0

1. Osels of the traininy progres " Belevest goals cas e iden~
are stated a8 competescies or P £10d and so stated
porfermanced . v . . -

.8 . . .

Performences sre derived . fraining content and perfor- his is a resscashle jlace
empiricelly from jab asrice vriteria will change - to begim .
- s over time as does job . .

Corollasies .

T

Core of minisus essencisl other performances my )o.' * Mlullsq;ab.'um‘
competencies will be “7" doaised for specific positions upors Persons vith these
) ’ “ * coce skills ces fwnction i

. - gutry level positions

.
4. Imstryctiom is besed on » Amount and content will wery. People heve varying levels
Andividusl needs - Bste of progress will vary of prior traiming. sEperi=
. . ance, and nuuy, . '

- — v

v s. tom 18 field ‘ ' Ta continuing edecation for
: . b enploged persons. locatiom

. . sust be appropriate to the

training ¢tb be offered

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC

of instrection tavght-z
£ , concepts and skills

.
Sveluite training peogras

By studeat (difector) learn-.

) -
Pvaluation by descnstrated '
recention of information and

+ pprforsance (actusl or simu~

-

lated) of skills

Person can be sycvessful is
job if he/she has those
skills and that knowledge

rhere is that direct rela-

tionshly.
eZflocts oa student (chiid)

r
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. G. \ PROGRAM lwgm-:mnon
: 1 i

X systems approach is used to clarify*the basic

. ' phases or compohents fnaolved' in program development

which are.discussed al&hg with examples of* specific

. *  Special Edudation Administration'Training ‘Program *

. (SEATP) ptocedures and instrumentation. A Systems - - .
models ar 1ntention§11y developed at a general
level andgkarely change their major elements and. .
relationships during implementation. ‘The focus on
inputs, activities, and outputs has the advantage -
of being relatively independent of content, drd a
program stated in systems. tefms can bé& more readily.
adapted tbo any field in"which &imilar ‘initial condi-
tions pertain(i.e., where perfotmance can be observed). -

. In its most general form, the Special Education -
Administration Training Program (SEATP) model is i
relatively straightforward and has many features §n__ -

* common with other competency-bhsed education programs.

-

1. NEEDS ASSESSMENT T ) .

Gom e e ;r"i*"' SN - - ~ . ¥ = -
) The first program development task is to identify
. the target position, to estigate Phe extent of need .

“for training. within this target population, aed to”
describe the pqpulatioh.

" For some education programs, surveys of needs for

preparation programs may temd to be bypassed due to
legislative mandate or other extetrnal direptiyes.
For others, demonstrating that there ‘is’ a .néed for a
preparation program is necessary to secire funding
dnd other .resources and may be 1ncorporated as* an
ongoing function of self-examination and’ . renewal
processes. . . .

-

’ . * ‘adoption of a competency-based approach implies .
that definit¥ons of .need for’ preparation programs

. are derived from and/or supported by a description \

of the population to he trained. Internil consensus

~
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 among”faculty, although obviougly desirable, is not’
regarded by the Special EducationbAdqinistration
Training Program.(SEATP) staff as sufficient to ° * < )
establiffh needs without supporting documentation ’ ~ -
obtained from the field. Information gaine from
th&q initial planning phase is useful in delimiting
the content and determining organization of instruc-
tion. ¢ v
e A . . ‘
" The Speéial Education Administration Training
Program (SEATP) itself used a’number of previously
available sgurces of information in delineating the
population to be éducated. A reviey of the litera-
ture yielded summaries of the typical preparation:
an&‘gxperience background of Minnesota .special .
. education directors (e.g., Spriggs, 1972; Bilyeu,
’ 1973; Wedt, 1973y which, along with d review of -
‘present}y available educationzl/opportunities,
.suggested that priority be glven to exppnded‘and'
* -improved preparation. in administrative skills for
- present incumbents of these positions. Ase the .
. Speqial Education Administration Training Program ..
iy (SEATP) is implemented,_data‘from‘prtbr training =
efforts provide additional sources 6f information
. "regarding the target population.to be trained. o
- Other programs may wish to usetsimilar means, or may’
é * rely on démographic studies, internal and/or fiekld
T gurveys, Del?hi probes, -etc.

C SR N
S S

2. COMPETENCY -ISENTIFICATION

- ]
e The second comagﬁéﬁ%m;f the Special Education Co
Administration Training Program (SEATP) program
development model is the procéss by which competen-
“ cles or desired performances are identified. A
multidisciplinary approach is used, emplaying two
strategies (poal analysis and job analysis) which -
are used.to cross-validate each other., Each. of
these strategies has previously been used as the
basis for performance specification.. Together the
strategies present a’'reliable and valid description
of the minimum‘essential performances for a particu-
lar posi;iop.' L .

-




a. GOAL ANALYSI5Z Goal analysis is Mager's (1972)
- procedure for obtaining consengus among a group of

people. -This procedyre includgs’ ‘the fgllowing steps:
a panel is selected; descriptive wordsWind phrases
are elicited from each panel member; and all responses
are recorded. The panel then.meets to edit the
recorded list.:. Members ekiminate duplication and
‘ nonessential items, fill in deficient‘areas, ‘and
rewrite thel 1ist in performance terms. ' The groyg
then rates each item for désired level of pérformance,’
specifies the importance or centrality of achievement,
at the task, and agrees to the accuracy of the result- "
ing naterial after it has been edited into 'correct

. state‘ents of behavioral objectives

. The goal analysis provides the general statement

s of performance which, when combimed with the specific-
skills, ‘tasks and knowledge.fiom the position (job)
analysis,.allows relevant behaviorally stated objec-
tives to be developed for the position being studied. -
Thege competencies are then reviewed via the next )
procedure,'Latent‘Partition‘Analysis

: -Crucial to effective goal anlaysis is the compo-

sition of the panel. In the case of the Special Edu-
¢ation Administration Tralining Program (SEATP), the
special education administratqr's job functions (as
determinéd by literature review) were divided into
three parts--fiscal management, personnel management,

~__ and special.education program development--and separ-
ate panels of about eight persous were convened fo;J{
each function. This permitted seleetian of -specia

g c ~areas—te—pereieipeta—as—panei—mem-—-—————
~ bers without making each gtoup unduly large. Each
panel included representatives from'local school
districts, regional consultants, State Department of
. Education staff, and proféssors of education admin-
. istration and special educagion.

o

It is important to have the input of the target
groyp as well as the expert. Each dekegation con-
_tributes ‘hom its own viewpoint. Goal analysis
" panels that are weighted heav£§y with the practi-
tioner tend to generate goals ‘Which represent the =
‘here and now. A panel of experts Eends to focus on

Q ) .




28 ‘ . \ W
what should be ideally and often neglects the conven-
tional practices. The balance of the composition of
the goal analysis pamel is a judgment.that is contin-
gent upon the overall goal of*the training project.
The Latent Partition Analysis (LPA) procedure is a
correcting ‘device for overt biases on the part of the
goal analysis panel.. S Sy
- [} {
b. -JOB ANALYSIS. Job analysis, the second strategy,
uses a set of procedures derivell from’industrial
pgychoxi{ for carefyl study of a job within an
organi on. It has been defined by the, United —
States Bureau of Employneqtl’Security (1965) as:

; ...the process of ‘identifying, by obser-
vation, interview and study, and of )
reporting the significant worker activ- . .,
ities and requirements and the techni- ]

. cal and environmental facts of'a ' .- . -
specific job. It is the identification .o
of the tasks which comprise the job-and : "
of the skills, knowledges, abilities, B
and responsibilities ‘that are required
of the worker for successful performance

. and that differentiate the job ‘from alil

s  others. (p. 5)
2 v ‘ .

%

A number ifferent methods may be employed in )
conducting & job analysis. These 1nplude' question-
naires and checklists, observation, individual or, ..

group interviews, logbooks, or judgments about good -
and poor joh performance. . ’

Previous studies of special education adminis= .
trators tended to utilize analysis of existing job
descriptions and self-reporting by questionnaires
gent to directors. The Special Education Adminis-
tration Training Program ‘(SEATP) job analysis used
these procedures, but supplemented them with direct
observation and structuted irterviews with.a small
stratified sample of the population. ' Tasks, \sk:l.lls,
and knowledge reported. by any of these means were

s

n
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_duties and competencies change. .

.nusumnarized, distributed to all directors for comments,
and modified as needed (Weatherman & Harpaz, 1975).
’ .

Specificity and inclusiveness charactfrize dif<
ferences between results of goal .analysis and that qof
job analysis. Regults of "the Jjob analysis included

> a lengthy enumeration of all fhose specific tasks

_which every Minnesota'director: performed. Goal
analysis, on the other hand, included judgments &f
centrality.or importance of more 'global", performances
and may have omitted some tasks entirely. 'The two
procedures were used to check each other and produce
a more accurate description. Also, it is recognized

. that position requirements have a tendency to change

over time. In most positions, job requirements and
competencies will not show substantial’ differences
over time'spans of less than three years. Conse~"
quently, the Sﬁecial Education Administration Train-
ing Program (SEATP) intends to repeat goal analysis
and job analysis procedures every three yedrs to
revalidate performance specification as director

P -
[

3. COMPETENCY COMPONENTS R

Latent Partition Analysis (LPA) is a computer-
assisted technique that hfilps to organize and clarify
‘a set . of ideas as those' ideas are implicitly under-
stood by a group of people. ‘It is called "latent' -
because it reacheg for the understood but not pre-

———————————vieus}y—expreaaed——eeneg?ts——-it~isne—uﬁaf%%%%enﬂ*_—;u-é

because it classifies or dividds the ideas into con-
cepts. It is an '"analysis" in that it is a means of
examining-and organizing the ideas. -

Latent Partition Analysis (LPA) is a free sort.

‘That 1is, ‘the peopla who make up the sample or popu-

lation are left free to impose their own understand-
ing upon the set of ideas. What Latent Partition
Analysis (LPA) does is to tease out that framework

of .understanding:.’

”
.
)

- ’
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The “procedure, except for the computer-assisted:
calculations, is technical hut simple. -A set .of
ideas, in this instance competency statements, is
first made into an unclassified list (goal analysis
and job/task ahalysis). “This set is printed onto. *
cards, one competency per card. Blank cards are

- also provided so’that additional statements can be

-~

added by individuals asked to participate in the
procedure. The people whose understanding is sought
then sort the. cards according to instructions that :
leave them free to determine their own categories.
The Latent Partition Analysis (LPA) computer program,
takes the cards, computes, and reports how the group
organizes its competencies. The result is a list
and a classification schesie which is most compatible
with the understanding of the group. ,

Several features are characteristic of Latent
Partition Analysis (LPA). The most salient are: ’

e The resulting classification sclleme is likely
to be different from some of the standard schemes. -
For example, a competency category dealing with pub-
11ic relations may 'or may not emerge. What does
emerge is likely to be functiomal for the group.

e 1In spite of its superficialcresemblance to fac-
tor analysis, Latept Partition Analysis (LPA) differs

4

in that it accepts categorical data and does not imply

"any underlying causal factors.

e The Latent Partition Analysis (LPA) program

’ ‘yields, in addition to the most compatible categories,

two "confision indexes."” One index warms if a par-

ticular category is not sharply defined. The other
index warns if aT:j:ETculqr competengy has not been
clearly fitted by th§ group into the category where
it yas placed. last feature is useful at a
latexr stage wéll as pointing up the need to clari-
fy the competency statement.

e Lateng Partition Analysis (LPA) requires at ,
least as many participants in the sorting as there
are competency statements to sort. This is a mathe-
matical requirement, but it may also be good strategy
for the involvement of those ‘people. who will=be
affected by the results. ) :

36 ,
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In summdry, Latent Partition Analysis (LPA) is
a way of organizing the participation of the people

; who specifj competencies so as to draw ‘out their

¥4 ’ ideas and even thise ideas they had not previously //
put into words. I€ is a search for the functional’

| categories that are latent in the thinking of a -

- group of people. . T,

[ ’ )

. The Latent Partition Analysis (LPA) program is

N operational in the University of Minnesota computer
system and has been succesgfullytused to classify
other subject matter besides competencies.

- g A J

An additional'step to follew Latent Partition
Analysii (LPA) is the assigmment of priorities to
the competency statements within each of the cate- .
: gories discovered by LPA. , .

’ ®

S

. The ranking of the competency statements re-
. quires first that the Latent Partitién Analysis (LPA)
< program be -ran to .assign the categories and their
consents. Flnally, it requires that the same group
| (or a.group which has grasped the categorical struc-
ture in a thoroughly 1ntegrated manner) rank the
statements within each’ category. .

A program “for ranking or prioritizing is more
conventional than'is Latent Partition Analysis (LPA),
‘but a program compatible to LPA is advisable in this
situation. Such a program has been devised and is

+ operational in the Universéty of Minnesota computer:
system.

The "confusion index" of -individual competency -
statements has been mentioned previously. The priofi-
tizing program makes use of that index as a check
for internal consistency of the overall procedurev
* Other reliability checks are carried out as wgll. N

Following the Katent Partition Analysis (LPA) .
and prioritizing, it is now possible to organize .
the ‘derived competencies into an instructional
system.

L e
. .
.

+
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4. PREPARATION OF INSTRUCTION

Preparation of instruction begins by delimiting
the curriculum in view.of priorities established in
the goal analysis and job analysis; available infor-
mation on present competency levels of the target

‘and pragmatic considerations such as time, extent of
‘- funding, and qther resources. Once the scope and
gequence have been determined, course preparation® .
begins by selection of course authors who are gpecial-

"iats in specific content areas. .

Course authors are provided with course objec-
tives and are responsible, during developmental
. phases, for selecting and/or writidg gppropriate i
- . reading materials-and for preparing exercises on
-, each phase of the content area to give the partici-
. pant an opportunity to practice the skills being
. » taught and to apply concepts which have been pre-.
sented. (As indfcated earlier, course authors
[usually field consultints] have a cogtinuing func-
tion. During operation of training, they evaluate -
' _ performance on the course exercises and thus provide
the participant with feedback opn the extent to. which
concepts and skills have been mastered.)

\

Parallel to the development of curriculum and
materials is development of the service delivery
system, i.e., how will the instructional units be
brought to the participants. Needs assessment data
on the popul and&z :
of the content of training ptovide some cues to
delivery requirements which must be met and resources
(such as fielq consultants) which can be utilized.

*
~y

-
N A Y

9. ASSESSMENT

s The fifth component of the Special Education
Administration Training Program (SEATP) development

38

+  population (such as preliminary assessment results)} . -
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model--assessmept--is one of its most important
features. As a competency- or performance-based
progtam:/g; is by definition a data-based system:

Assessment lies at the heart of PBTE,

, Goais of instruction must be stated in
assessable terms; learner performance
must be -assessed and reassessed through-
out the instructional process; evidence
S0 obtained must be used- to evaluate
the accozpl;shments of the learner and _
-the effitacy of the system. Remdve®

.assessment from PBTE and all that.is
'left'is an enumeration of goals and
prqovision of instruction which hope-
fully will lead to their attainment--
not much on which to-pin one's hopes
for significant improvement in an
educational program. ' (AACTE, 1974, p. 18)

¢

The Special Education Administration Training
Program (SEATP) emphasis on assessment serves two
major purposes similar to those just alluded to:
it enables progfam managers to determine on an’
ongoing basis the extent to which participants .
achieve, at the criterion levels, the program's

‘objectives, and, it permits objective determihation

of the appropriateness of instructional methods, .
content of instruction, and established criterion
levels for achievement.

4 )

The,Special Education Administration Training °

“Peggran SSEKTP) focusés om compewgncies necessary
f:!%gerformance on ‘the job, and thus employs two
basic strategies to determine the extent fo which
these competencies are attained: performance
agsessment (using simulations of actual tasks which
all special education administrators must perform)
and cognitive assessment (measurement of the know-
ledge which a participant must have in order to
perform essential job tasks). These measures are
obtained on a pre and post basis. : .

rd
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Other data are )é;s formal and are collected

at various points prior to, during, and. following

_ the provision of imstruction. They include infor-
sation regarding participants' perceptions of their
competencies, the training they are receiving, and
results of course exercises completed in the field.

a. PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT.” Performance. assessment
consists primarily of a series of special education

- administrator job tasks, derived from program objec~
tives, performed in simulated settings which approxi-
mate field conditions and rated by experts for ade-
quacy. (Performance assessment by means of structured
observations of participants' actual performance on
the job was investigated, but discarded as not féa-
sible due to high costs.) 1In a¢dition,.participahts'
self-ratings of perceived proficiency .levels are '
obtained and compared with observed levels.

‘y -

Simulatiops developed for use in the Special
Education Administration Training Program (SEATP)
have been taifored to thé gpecific sitnations an
administrator. will encounter. For example, SEASIM
or Special Education Administration Simulation
(UCEA,.1973) which are related to program objectives
have been rewritten to apply to rural and multi- :
district programs. In many cases, however, no
paterials were available, and these had to be
developed by ptoject consultants and staff.

The use of simulationé‘hs-an agssessment -tool

departs from standard Proc s mos
programs follow simulations with ediate fnstruc--
tion to improve performance. Inftead, the. Special
Education Administration Training Program (SEATP)
uses performance assessment to select areas in
which instruction is to be provided. During the
participants' field experiences, feedback on gimu-
'lated performance and further practice on ¢hese.
tasks thgough course ‘exercises assist in, improving

. performance in deficient areds.
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l’oilowing instruction, participants are again
aeseaeed in-those areas in which they were pre-’
wiously’ deficient ‘to determine the degree of
i'nprovehent, Bi—«\,
3 -} ’

‘ »
b. COGNITIVE ASSESSMENT. Many Special Educatiqp
Administration Training Program (SEATP) objegrives -

' _lpe,cifi tasks the director of special education is

te perform, and demonstration of competency 1s
eonplete and direct (performance of- the task in-a .
setting whick latgs actual working conditions).

'Measurement 0 ge tasks nay be considered to be

cfiterion-referenced. -However, the knowledge (in-

- formation, grasp of oncepts, and ability to apply

them appropriately) required ‘to perform job tasks
must be inferred, and consequently domain-referenced

s-testifig 1s used for assesdjent of achievement fn

cognitive portions of t! raining program objec- -

’ tiVeB. - [y ¢

r [ M ’ "‘

. In:domain-referenced tésting,. the goal is toa,
create ‘1 extensive pool of items which represents,
in® miniature, the basic chatacteristica of some ’
important part ‘of the original universe ‘of know-
ledge (domain) (Hively,'1974). ‘A domain must be
capable 6f being desoribed very specifically both

in terms of coptent amd format. The major advan-'*:"
tage of domain-refdrenced testing is that it .allows

* estimates, from a small satple of i?s of the
o

participant's "leve] of functioning r theper- ’
centage of the total tasks of a~spec¢ified type. :
which would be answered correctly. The reliability -

- of"the test i§ the accuracy with which the prob-

abil‘il'i;ﬁ of correct performanee can be estimated ¥
» be assessed by logical analysis of
i deftnition, the item generation echeme,

The "domain" reierred to for prognam ﬁoses
is an educatiohnl objective.- ConeeQuently,.,in ‘

>,

. y

-




- .. developing assessment procedures' for any objectivé -
. with a cognitive component, an attempt was made to -
. . generate a large set of test items which would
= . represent the "pgol" £6r ‘that dompain. The number .
- of items generated was limited by practical con-
"straints--cost and ‘(co_mput.er) space. A domain or k
objective is regarded as fixed for the period
" b:ggen revalidation of competencies, but the con- . " g
_ temt of that domain may change at any time, and '
« test questionhs are periodi¢ally reviewed to deter-
mine their continued relevance (e.g., a training
2 may state that a special education
trator must be cognizant of the’'requirements
e process, byt4a change.in law or regulation:
ma¥ alter specif due, process procedurés which the °
dfrector must follow). oL B ) ) o

2 S

“Actual testing, under a domain-referenced
surement methad, is. done by meand of an instru-
mdnt which is a ramdom selectfon of thgse it

» - which measusée the objective. . For the Special? A~ -
‘ tion Adminigdgation Training Program (SEATP) 'p! sts, )
. . the items sd®cted for inelusibn cover a‘l]i objedWlves 1

. .being assessed, and are randomly "mixed.” An i-
. * mate is made of the criterion level (g.g., 80 percent®
" carrect) which constitutes tery of each objective . o
' . (domain), and instruction is provided in those domains’
. where the. participant falls below the criterion level.’
.. ' Posttests’are developed individyally ’for.ex_mh pazz?-
ipant§ and, they consist of’ items. randomly Selected’
.from each domain in which instructjon Yas provided.

t4

Vv VR v v .
. Since participants are tested on only a gmall
fraction of the items which measure 3chieve;nent of : :
- each objective, the reliabilfty of a domain-referenced ~:
testifg procedure is dependént’ upon the probability
ghat the participant's score on the items to-which
he/she responds repredents the score the participant &~
' would attain eg the entire.(infinite) set of items ’ ) .
‘? * %h that domain. The Special Educatiqn Administration
’

Ttaining Program (SEATLIZ'Q:u Bayesisn statistical

. ppocedutedy(Novick & Lewis; 1974; Novick & Jackson, @ .. N
S @ 1974) to thevicagth of° Che tes®ithe partic- T

ipant % eceiVve and to determine the criterion »
[ . . ' o ‘ ) u ' - /

‘
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level which approximates the mastery criterion for

¢ -~

The entire domain. s

~ .

All cognigive assessment information 1s tecorded
and scored on computer, and the system developed for
use in the Special Education Adminigtration,Training
Program (SEAT?lhcontains programs and disc.storage
files which contain the item pool; maintain the
statud of individual participants in the<training
project; select,.print, dnd Score pre and posttests
for each participant; and maintain an ongoing statis-
tical sgymmary of participants’ progress through the
training program (Hendrix 1974)

Use of systems models helps to clarify the
logical structure of procedure since they aré rela-
“tively independent of content and also independent
of time. ,gased upon the Special [ducation Adminis-
tration-Training Program.(SEATP) experiences, it is
necessary to add some estimates of the amount of

. time which should he allowed for development of each
_component of a training program using this model.
L] $
. The amount of time requ}red for“initial dete'
‘. minatiop of the‘population to be trained will vary
with the method used and with the extent of documen-.
tation of need required by relevant funding authori-
ties. -However, these activities are usually done
before a. training model se}e;ted, thus, time -
estimates for this componént are npt included here.

. For development of the temaining compoments of-
the model, a minimum of one year mus€ be allowed; ’
the amount of staff feime and other resources which |
must be/deployed ring that year will vary with the
extegt to which the Special Education. Administration
Traéning Program (SEATP) development procedures and
content (objectives, item pod or domain-referenced
testing, and instructional materials) can be used or
adapted: : Thus, léss effort would be required, to
develop a preparation program for special educati,pn
administraters in another state qhing this ‘model than
w0u1d be required to dgvelop a comparable program in
administration of other human:services. One could.

. - ‘/ N N Q
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T also project that less effort would be required to

e develap an administrative education program than one .
for teachers .or other direct service providers. The
procedures, however, would be applicable in any case.

-

A one yeér development period is necessitated 5

S Py the time required f@r competency identification, .
due to the inclusiom; of both identification and - -

. validatiqn procedures in the development phase.

The job analysis and goal analysis provide the
straining objectives, which are necessary input into
both the preparation of instruction and deveYopmeht
of- assessment components. Once objectilves.are known,
course authors can be selected and materials .prepara-
tion begun. If some use can be made of ‘the Special
Education Admjnistration Training Program (SEATP)
materials or if instructional materials for objec-
tives identified as high priority are readily avail-
able, instructional preparétion for a year's instruc-
tion can be done in less time. (If instruction is <
likely to be sequential, sbme’}nstructional prepara- - .
tion can continue while initial course work 1is
eonducted:” S . v i
- e C. , ! T
The .major tasks in develpping asgessmént proce-
dures, if the Special Education Adpinistration Train- |
ing Program (SEATP) computer” programs areé used, are®
preparing an ‘item.pool and developing simgl%tgd or on .
the job perforﬁance assessment\procedures;’.If‘many BN
items in the program's master item pool are applic- -
able to a profosed education program, ‘the task may '
be accomplished in perhaps eight months, -1f the
entire pool must be devgxgpéd, then a—mintﬁﬁm of a
year (after training objectivesghave bee déterm}néay’hﬁ
must be allowed. Generatiom of tés;“gﬁeﬁs isxa giffi- .
cult and often tedious process,-gud s *any persons T
as are qualified and available ghduld be involved in
this process. Development of pégforhhncg‘assessment‘
. procedures also varies with the ‘extent to which °
existing simulation materials.ap ols can be .

employed. » , -~ C




6. PROGRAM ORGANIZATION o *

»

cas ‘BLIGIBILITY Minﬂtsota special education direc-
tors are eligible to participate in the program if
they indicate interest and meet the following ini-
tial selection eriteria: limited experiences asg a,
director of special education (less than three years)
and little or no formal training in educational
* administration. These criteria were established to
maximize immediate impact -0f the project-in its
formative phases. ) T
Following a,ccept into the program, a parti-
. cipant s first activities. consist of an assessment
—~ of individual néeds. \ikarticipants are administered’
a cognitive domain-re erenced test covering know-
ledge and application of facti#lF procedures, and
concepts for all objectives in each of the three
.curriculum areas which have been_identified. fiscal
management, personnel management, and special educa-
tion program®development. .

b.” {COGNITIVE DOMAIN-REFERENGED TESPING. The format,

of. the test is a series of approximately 50 fwltiple

choice, true-false, and similar questions in each \

of the three curriculum areas. (If available infor-
" mation, such as results of prior training, indicates
o that a participant has already mastered an area, the
test can Be shortened aceqrdingly.) Results are
- analyzed ‘to determine areas in which participants N
do ,and do not have requisite knowledge, .using the .
prgdetermined Special Education Administration
Training Program (SEATP) criteria. Areas of deficit °
for eech participant become his/her training objec#
tives. (Criteria for adequate cognitive levels are
established by correlating domain-referenced scores
with performance assessmen;lgesults )

- .

I

~

. .
_In addition to the domain-referenced test, agseds-
‘ment includes rating of participant's performance using




. o . - . o

-+ gimufations of tasks necessarj~tq the position and
self-reporting of on 'the job performance. Simulations -

- are rated ;ndepgnpentfy by a panel of: judges,, and the
majority opinion is the participant's score. As with
.the domain-referenced test, perfotmance areas are com-
pared with~the psedetermined criterid, deficits are
detérmined, and the results are ‘used. % formulate
individudl training objectiVes, - ..

-

[

Cognitive pretests’can be administered in person
or via mail and should be returned and analyzed prior
to the performance asgessment. . Performance, simula-
tions are conducted dn a workshop setting.  The work-
shop is not only a convenient vehicle for performance.
assegsment, but als provideq an opportunity for
initial instruction the objectives for the parti-
cipants and for progr _planning with the Special
Educacion Administration Training Program (SEATP)
staff.. In addition, the workshop prowides orienta-
tion to'the field experience® in which participants ‘
are to be engaged. . S -

. s >

c. INSTRUCTION. The participant's program in the
‘field requires'completion,of course materials appro-
priate to his/her negds, provides periodic consul-
tant assistance in igproving performance, and allows
opportunities for small group interaction and prob-
lgp solving exercises. ) : :
’ ;
As a‘result of neefls assessment activities, the l .
acourge materials are dividgg into three curriculum
" areag--fiscal, personnel, and program. Within these
areas, there is a further breakdown into objectives. .
Each objective 1s a separate unit which is color- °
. coded and numbered Ynternally; each gbjective also
includes the following: preface, table of contents,
presentation of concepts, source materials, -and )
alternative suggestions for methods of implementing
the concept. The participant is sent a set of appro- .
priate field materials and activities for each . °
objective to which the pretest indicated his/her
performance to be below the criterion level.

'
’

.
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Participants then complete -an exercise demon-
 strfting their ability to implement the concept as
it applies to their, job; in many cases, course exer-
cises are tasks which must be doge on the job in any
‘event (such as developing a child study subsystem).
Exercises are assessed by field consultants who base -
their judgments on evidence that the participant has
correctly understood the concept and application of
the concept is appropriate to the participant 8
situation. < Exercises are rated "acceptable,"
"incomplete,¥ or 'unacceptable,” and comments are
included. i . A

The exercise part of the experience is generally ‘
.conducted by mail. Therefore, the cycle of .input -
from course materials, feedback on adequacy of per-
formance, and assistance fl roving performance
continues ‘threughout the training program. ’

vt
/

d. EVALUATION. After a participant satisfactorily
completes instruction in a curriculum area, the

. assessment proéess'is repeated, using posttest vers
sjons of both the performance simulation and -the
cognitive postte®® for an ohjective.

» . N . d

e. CREDIT.. Administrative certification is usually-

» circumvented for entry into the position’ of special
education director. Training offered (i.e., compe-
tencies attained) onder this program can be directly
applied toward future certification as certification -
requirements are revigwed and if applicants meet
other existing requirements. Participants have the
obtion of obtaining graduate credits in educational
adnini;ttation, which can be applied ‘to d degree .
program for their Special Education Administration
Training Program (SEATP) coursework.® However, the
student must also meet other graduate requirements
currently iexi_steggr‘to qualify for either of

‘these degreées. Participants may also have the
option of receiving certification thraugh the use
of Special Education Administration Training.Program

.
[}
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) .
to meet continuing education requirements established (
by the state, local, district, or other agency. i

“D. OutrReacH oF THE Géneric MopeL
Thus far, one model ﬁas been detailed in con-
junction with the competency-based training pr3§ram,
the Special Education Administration Training Pro-
gram (SEATP). The Special Education Administration
Training Program at the University of Minnesota has
two overall objectives; to train leadership person-
nel with strong competencies in general educational
admiE}Strétion, ang§ to provide the specific compe-
tencies needed to administer a comprehensive special
education program. ] . v
- ' “ ’

As a result of the above prograh model, other /”"'
"programs can be adopted-and utilized to train admin-
istrators in other career areas. Two such programs
have been proposed for this purpose M the Urfgver-

sity of Minnesota: a model for competency-bagded
training of lead personnel for special needs pro-
grams in vocational education, and 4 mo¥el for
combpetency-based training of administrators in-
early education programs serving handicapped child-
ren. .- v .

.

1. LEAD PERSONNEL FOR SPECIAL NEEDS PROGRAM IN .
VOGATIONAL EDUCATION - . ‘

The 1963 Vocational Educ:tion Act added a
responsibility for the’ vocational education of
students with special needs. The Vocational Educac
tion Amendments of 1968 made a more explicit*defini-
tion of this new mandate and of the students who ~
should be'served, and the Amendments specified that
15 .percent of the federal monies allottéd to the .
states for vocational education must be earmarked
for the disadvantaged and 10 percent earmarked for

[N

48




RIC. > - 49

43

-
- 1

" handicappéd students. With this information in

perspective, the central focus of the ptoposal for
Lead Personnel for Special Needs Programs in Voca-

tional Education is to design and implement inservice

training programé\é:f lead personnel in local (sub~-

state) -programs for\the handicapped and disadzantaged

in vocational education. The problem to be met is
that, nationally, these programs have not developed
their full potential, an important part of which is
for reasons that appear to be best described as a
managerial shortfall. Those persons who lead voca=-
‘tional education programs for the handicapped and

disadvantaged (Special Neegs programs) have not had -

a specific. training program available to them.

’ Requested assistance for this program would devise

and implement a training program which would equip
these leaders for more effective service..

2. EARLY EDUCATION PROGRAMS SERVING HANDICAPPED -
!, CHILDREN

’ (4

The need to design and to develop quality educa-

tional services for handicapped children in their
early years of life is an emerging national problem.
This is especially critical for those handicapped
.children who live in the rural and sparsely popu-
lated areas of the country. While programs for
handicapped children are being developed in the -

no well-developed model for the organization 3ad
administration of programs in urban and rural greas
so that the-state can respond to the challenge of.
providing early -intervention in the lives of all
handicapped children. "As a result of these factors

" a proposal was designed to insure that appropriate -

intervention strategies are known by administrators
of such programs and are incorporated into the
early education programs that are now in operation
and for those being planned. The p;dﬁ}ct would
also serve as a stimulus for program development
ins unserved communities.

* L

~

U -

.

¢

. major population centers, all identified handica?iff//y/)fé

. preschool children are not being served. There is

’



E-ConcLusion

The Special Education Administration Training
.Program (SEATP) has been developed as an attempt to
meet tritical coptinuing education needs of special
education administrators. At this point the program
and model are still regarded as tentative amd subject
to revision from experience. The Special Education
Administration Training Program® (SEATP) gains addi-
tional credence from consideration of the alternatives.
Inabilfty to specify and justify competencies appears
fraught with danger as court decisions and legisla-

- tive pressured regarding accountability of programs
to educate are added to other general concerns of
citizens for education as it is now structured.

«
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