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ABSTRACT
First, a description of the Early Childhood Special Education (ECSE) field is
developed through: an historical overview, a discussion of the unique features of the
ECSE field, and a review of ECSE leadership preparation. Secondly, this study expands
the currently limited knowledge base about ECSE leadership preparation. Based on data
collected across the United States for the 1995-1996 and 1996-1997 school years, this
dissertation identified MEs that offered doctoral preparation in ECSE, described the
characteristics and components of ECSE doctoral preparation, described ECSE faculty
and doctoral students, and identified trends. Qualitative data revealed that EHEs
charaaerized their doctoral programs as committed to promoting quality services to
infants and young children with disabilities and their families and to producing
interdisciplinary leaders. Data was presented to describe program characteristics, required
components, curriculum opportunities, and implementation of interdisciplinary focus.
Evidence was presented that confirmed strong structural supports for an interdisciplinary
focus. Varied interdisciplinary curriculum opportunities included ECSE course work,
internships, and research options. IHEs were found to have relatively stable faculties and
student enrollments. ECSE leadership preparation appeared to be both established and
dynamic in its responsiveness to the rapid changes in the field. A major finding of this
study was that there were few descriptions of the standards or competencies used for
ECSE leadership preparation. The major recommendations included: establishing a
national comprehensive database system, a joint effort to conceptualize ECSE leadership
and develop strategies to promote ECSE leadership preparation, and. specific research
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topics to address the information needs of ECSE leadership preparation. Finally, initial
guidelines for developing ECSE leadership preparation programs were presented.

CHAPTER I;
LEADERSHIP PREPARATION IN
EARLY CHILDHOOD SPECLVL EDUCATION
"The preparation of the future leaders is essential to maintaining the intellectual
health and vitality of any professional field" (Bos, Roberts, Rieth, & Derer, 1995, p. 147).
Doctoral degree programs in institutions of higher education (IHEs) are the primary
vehicle for preparation of special education leaders. Typically, doctoral graduates join the
profession in leadership roles as university faculty or researchers; administrators and
program and curriculum developers in state, local, and private agencies; policy makers at
federal, state, and local levels; or researchers in private research facilities (Bos et al., 1995;
Pierce & Smith, 1994). Federal funding for special education leadership preparation began
in the late 1950s and has continued to support the growth of doctoral preparation through
the 1980s (Bos et al., 1995). From the late 1980s into the 1990s the number of doctoral
programs remained level, while funding declined slightly (Geiger, 1991).
Supply and demand studies conducted during the last 10 years have documented
the increasing need for leadership personnel and, particularly, for special education faculty
in IHEs (Dil, Geiger, Hoover, &. Sindelar, 1993; Pierce, Smith, & Clarke, 1992; Smith &
Lovett, 1987; Smith, Pierce, & Keyes, 1988; Tawney & DeHaas-Wamer, 1993). The
continuing faculty shortage at IHEs, the increasing demands for special educators and the
declining funding are further complicated by the lack of information available describing
the general characteristics of special education doctoral preparation, doctoral students.
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and the financial assistance provided to these students (Bos et al., 1995; Smith & Pierce,
1995).
Background of the Problem
Early childhood special education (ECSE) faces unique and complex challenges
regarding leadership preparation. Celebrating the eleventh anniversary of landmark
legislation. Education of the Handicapped Act Amendments of 1986 (Public Law [PL]
99-457), ECSE which addresses services for infants, toddlers, and preschoolers with
disabilities and their families is a relatively new and complex field. Young children with
disabilities and those at risk for developmental delays at the infant, toddler, or preschool
age are part of the ECSE domain.
Since the 1986 passage of PL 99-457, states have moved towards implementing
services for young children with disabilities and towards providing qualified personnel
(Hains, 1996). Current literature addresses policy development, service implementation,
defining best practices, development of teacher certification standards, development of
teacher competencies and the preparation of preservice and inservice teachers. Little
research however, has focused specifically on ECSE leadership preparation. Like the
broader field of special education, leadership roles in ECSE include researchers, program
developers, policy makers, administrators, and university faculty. The ultimate success of
ECSE is dependent upon the leadership preparation. As a rapidly growing and changing
field, quality preparation of our future leaders is essential. This survey study describes the
current ECSE leadership preparation offered by universities and colleges in the United

States and should provide information concerning various aspects of ECSE leadership
preparation.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to update and enlarge the database on leadership
preparation in ECSE based on information about the doctoral programs during 1995
through 1997. The specific objectives of the study were to (a) identify EHEs that offered
doctoral preparation in ECSE, (b) describe the characteristics and components of doctoral
preparation in ECSE, (c) describe the characteristics of current ECSE faculty, (d) describe
the characteristics of ECSE doctoral students, and (e) identify trends in doctoral
preparation in ECSE.
Research Questions
This study was designed to generate descriptive information on leadership
preparation in ECSE for 1995 through 1997. To address the first objective regarding the
identification of IHEs offering leadership preparation in ECSE the following questions
were asked:
1. What IHEs are currently in the process of developing doctoral preparation in ECSE?
2. What IHEs had doctoral preparation that included ECSE during the 1995-1996 and
1996-1997 school years?
3. What are the demographics (e.g., location, public/private, university/college, student
enrollment) of IHEs that include doctoral preparation in ECSE?
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To address the second objective regarding the characteristics and components of
leadership preparation in ECSE the following questions were asked;
1. How do IHEs describe their ECSE leadership preparation programs within the
university structure that such programs are placed (e.g., colleges, graduate schools,
departments)?
2.

What are the program characteristics of doctoral preparation with specializations in
ECSE?
a. How is leadership preparation in ECSE positioned within the university
structure?
(1) In what colleges are doctoral preparation with specializations in
ECSE being offered?
(2) In what departments are doctoral preparation with specializations
in ECSE being oflfered?
b. What degrees with specializations in ECSE are being oflfered?
(1) What doctoral degrees (i.e., Ph.D., Ed.D. or both) are being
offered?
(2) Do IHEs which offer doctoral preparation with ECSE
specializations also offer undergraduate. Master's, or Educational
Specialist degree programs in ECSE?
c. What is the age group focus of the program (i.e., birth-2 years, birth-5 years,
birth-8 years, 3-5 years, 5-8 years or 3-8 years)?

3. What are the specific required components for the Ph.D. and Ed.D. degrees
with' specializations in ECSE?
a. What are the admissions requirements?
b. What are the basic doctoral requirements?
c. What are the program of studies requirements?
4.

What are the curriculum opportunities for doaoral students with a specialization in
ECSE?
a. What courses specifically address ECSE?
b. What internships are available?
c. What research courses are available?

5.

In what ways do colleges/departments provide interdisciplinary focus within ECSE
leadership preparation?
a. How do IHEs describe their implementation of interdisciplinary focus within
doctoral preparation in ECSE?
b. What are typical minors and/or second specialization areas for students who
include ECSE as a specialization in their doctoral preparation?

To address the third objective regarding the characteristics of the ECSE faculty in 19961997, the following questions were asked;
I. What are the characteristics of these ECSE faculties?
a. What is the average number of ECSE faculty positions at EHEs with leadership
preparation in ECSE?
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b. What percentage of these positions are full-time tenure-track?
c. What percentage of these positions are adjunct positions?
d. What professorial rank (full professors, associate professors, and/or assistant
professors) are these positions?
e. What changes in ECSE faculty staffing are anticipated in the next three years?
To address the fourth objective regarding the characteristics of doctoral students in ECSE
in 1995-1997, the following questions were asked for each school year (1995-1996 and
1996-1997);
1. How many ECSE doctoral students were actively enrolled (full-time and part-time)?
2. How many doctoral students graduated with a specialization in ECSE?
3. What was the approximate number of years to complete requirements for a doctoral
degree with a specialization in ECSE?
4. What were the age range, gender, disability status, and minority status of doctoral
graduates with a specialization in ECSE?
To address the fifth objective to identify trends within doctoral preparation in ECSE, the
following questions were asked:
1. How many years has ECSE doctoral preparation been oflfered?
2. How recently has the ECSE doctoral preparation been revised?
3. Are there current plans to revise the ECSE doctoral preparation?
4. What changes were implemented or are anticipated?

Significance of the Study
No descriptive data addressing leadership preparation in ECSE was found in the
current literature. The information gathered in the study should establish baseline data
describing ECSE faculty, students, curriculum, and program components at the doctoral
level. EHEs are in competition for funding to support ECSE leadership preparation. The
database will provide useful information concerning leadership training, internships, and
course work. Identification of trends in ECSE leadership preparation should inform
decision making and should have policy implications for BHEs which currently offer ECSE
leadership preparation and for those EHEs which are developing new programs.
The U. S. Department of Education's 18'*' Annual Report to Congress on the
Implementation of the IDEA, released in December 1996, indicated that states are
working to improve the capacity of their statewide systems to deliver ECSE and increase
the number of personnel. "In 1993-94 school year, the number of infants and toddlers
receiving early intervention services [Part H] increased to a total of 165,253, an increase
of 7% [over previous year]. The number of eligible preschoolers [Part B] in FY 1995 rose
to 524,458, an increase of 6.7%" ("18th Annual Report Affirms," 1997. p. 5). These
increases suggest the continued need for proactive planning in ECSE and in leadership
preparation. Ultimately, the quality of leaders in ECSE impacts the quality of personnel
preparation, and the effectiveness of programming, policy, and curriculum development.

Limitations of the Study
This survey study was designed to generate descriptive information on leadership
preparation in ECSE for 1995 through 1997. There were several methodological factors
that limited the study including: voluntary participation, narrow focus, variety of
respondent sources, and sampling framework.
The study was limited by the fact that it depended upon voluntary participation
constrained by deadlines. Every effort was made to encourage participation through three
mailings and telephone, facsimile (fax), and electronic-mail (E-mail) contacts. Secondly,
the study was limited in its own descriptive purpose and narrow focus. To promote a high
return the number of questionnaire items was limited. Additionally, the overall time period
addressed was limited to two school years. Thirdly, the study was limited in that the
respondents included a variety of sources, such as department chairs or graduate studies
faculty. Every eflfort was made to contact the most appropriate faculty member involved
with doctoral preparation in ECSE at each EHE. Finally, the study was limited in that the
sample framework was developed from polling of 155 respondents at 146 institutions
rather than a polling of all IHEs across the United States.
Definition of Terms
Areas of specialization within doctoral preparation: study areas such as: administration;
curriculum and instruction; early childhood special education; educational leadership;
special education; and teacher education, in which doctoral students may design a
concentration which includes specific course work, independent studies, research, and/or
internships that enhance the development of their expertise and may focus on ECSE.
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Association of Teacher Educators (ATEV. professional organization of teacher educators.
At risk: a child who is not currently identified as disabled but is considered to have a
greater-than usual chance of having developmental delays because of environmental or
biological factors (Guralnick, 1997).
Compensatory education: early intervention programs created to focus upon
disadvantaged children such as Head Start and Follow-Through (Noonan & McCormick,
1993; Peterson, 1987).
Comprehensive System of Personnel Development (CSPDV. a component of Education for
All Handicapped Children Act of 1975, PL 94-142 and subsequent amendments which
requires that each state have a comprehensive system of personnel development.
Education of the Handicapped Act Amendments of 1986, PL 99-457's minimal
requirements include a comprehensive system of personnel development for training for
early intervention personnel.
Division of Early Childhood (DEO: a division of CEC that focuses on the needs of young
children with special needs from birth to age eight years and their families
DEC Recommended Practices: a set of practices developed by a DEC task force that
reflect quality in early intervention and early childhood special education services for
young children with disabilities and their families. These practices are designed for infants
and children between birth and 6 years of age who have developmental delays or
disabilities.

26
Doctoral preparation in ECSE: advanced studies which lead to an upper level graduate
degree including Doctor of Philosophy (Ph.D.) and/or Doctor of Education (Ed.D.) with a
major, specialization, cognate, or concentration in ECSE.
Doctoral: refers to an upper level academic degree including Doctor of Philosophy (Ph.D.)
and/or Doctor of Education (Ed.D.).
Early childhood education (ECEl: refers to services and education provided for typically
developing children from birth through age eight (Morrison, 1995).
Earlv childhood special education (ECSEV encompasses early intervention (Birth to 3
years) and preschool special education (3 to 5 years) to form a seamless system for
delivery of services to children with disabilities or developmental delays or those at risk for
developmental delays. This field provides direct services to young children and their
families under federal and state laws and guidelines (Bowe, 1995; Peterson, 1987).
Earlv childhood special educator: a professional qualified and certified by a state's
Department of Education to deliver special education services provided by early
intervention or preschool programs (Bowe, 1995; Peterson, 1987).
Earlv intervention (ED: a subset of ECSE, early intervention refers to providing services
to infants or toddlers, who are developmentally delayed or at risk for delay, and their
families. These services can include speech, physical therapy, occupational therapy, and/or
educational therapy (Bowe, 1995; Peterson, 1987)
Higher Education Consortium for Special Education (HECSEI: an organization for which
membership qualifications are institutions of higher education which offer a comprehensive

doctoral preparation program and employ at least 5 full-time special education faculty
members.
Higher education interdisciplinary programs: those programs that provide coursework,
internships, research, or other preservice collaborative experiences to students from more
than one professional discipline.
Infants and toddlers with disabilities: describes young children with disabilities from birth
through 35 months of age.
Interdisciplinary: two or more professionals from different specialization areas working
together to assess and plan for services for a particular child and family. Persormei
preparation that encompassed two or more disciplines, such as special education,
psychology, family services, early childhood education and related services such as social
work, speech and language pathology, nursing, occupational therapy, and physical therapy.
Inservice training: refers to preparation programs oflFered by colleges, universities, state
agencies, and/or school districts for personnel who are already in the field to keep them
abreast of new methods, mandates, and/or to update and meet certification requirements.
Institutions of Higher Education TIHEs): Colleges and universities.
National Association for the Education of Young Children fNAEYC): a professional
organization of individuals committed to fostering the growth and development of children
from birth through age 8.
National Board for Professional Teaching Standards rNBPTSI: professional organization
which is developing national standards for educators and is certifying accomplished
teachers, who have at least a baccalaureate degree and three years of teaching experience.
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Narional Early Childhood Technical Assistance System rNEC*TAS): a collaborative
system funded through the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) of the U.S.
Department of Education. NEC*TAS goals are to assist state agencies in developing and
implementing comprehensive services for young children with special needs, birth through
age 8 years and their families, and to assist projects in the Early Education Program for
Children with Disabilities (EEPCD).
Preschoolers with disabilities: refers to three, four, and five year old children with
disabilities.
Preservice preparation: a term that refers to preparation programs offered by colleges or
universities for initial preparation of personnel; also refers to training professionals before
they enter the field as opposed to inservice training of professionals who are already in the
field to keep them abreast of new methods and mandates.
Professional Competencies: the specific knowledge, skills, and attitudes defined as
essential for effective professional practice.
Special education: specially designed instruction that meets the unique needs of a student
with disabilities or young child who is at risk for developmental delays. Specially designed
instruction may include special materials, teaching techniques, or equipment and/or
facilities (Hallahan & Kaufiman, 1994).
Teacher Education Division (TED): a division of CEC that focuses on teacher education in
special education.

CHAPTER n:
LITERATURE REVIEW
The emergence and rapid growth of the ECSE field have been influenced by a
combination of social and political developments, parent advocacy, empirical research, and
advancing technology. Foundational to ECSE is the core belief that early intervention can
positively influence the lives of infants, toddlers, and preschoolers with disabilities and
those at risk for developmental delays. However, such an innovative paradigm was not
always evident in the United States. To understand ECSE and leadership preparation in
the ECSE field, it is important to examine its historical roots and unique features. This
chapter will present a three part description of the ECSE field including; an historical
overview, a discussion of the unique features of the ECSE field, and a review of leadership
preparation in ECSE.
Part I; Historical Overview of ECSE
Early childhood special education is founded upon respect for the child, family,
education, and individuals with disabilities. These perspectives have evolved over time and
will certainly continue to change as theoretical, societal, and political influences shape the
future of ECSE. The following historical synopsis will review changing theoretical,
societal, and political perspectives. Changing theoretical perspectives will address; (a)
philosophical foundations, (b) advances in the medical field and educational pedagogy, (c)
advances in assessment, (d) theoretical foundations, and (e) empirical research and eflScacy
of ECSE. Changing societal perspectives will highlight societal attitudes and belief systems
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that have affected ECSE. Changing political perspectives will discuss the impact of
political movements, litigation, legislation, and policy upon ECSE.
Changing Theoretical Perspectives
Theoretical perspectives have evolved from our understandings and beliefs about
human nature, child growth and development, learning, human behavior and relationships,
teaching, culture, families, language, and environment. This section will discuss changing
theoretical perspectives and their impact on ECSE including: (a) philosophical
foundations, (b) advances in the medical field and educational pedagogy, (c) advances in
assessment, (d) theoretical foundations, and (e) empirical research and eflBcacy.
Philosophical Foundations
The philosophies, theories, and research of great educators created the foundation
for the early childhood education and ECSE fields. Religious beliefs about the nature of
man and purposes of humanity brought philosophers like Martin Luther (1483-1546) and
Comenius (1592-1670) to support universal education beginning at an early age and
continuing through adulthood. John Locke developed his educational theory based on the
belief that it is the environment, not innate characteristics, that determine a child's
potential. Jean-Jacques Rousseau (1712-1778) hypothesized that learning unfolded as a
result of maturation according to natural timetables. Johann Pestalozzi (1746-1827)
believed that education should follow the child's lead and that all education should be
based on sensory impressions. He concluded that children could achieve their natural
potential, through sensory experiences. Taking his philosophy one step further, Pestalozzi
advocated for teaching systems that any mother could use. Friedrich Froebel (1782-1852),

known as the "father of kindergarten," developed curriculum, methodology, and teacher
training for educating young children. His concept of learning was based on the
philosophies of Rousseau and Pestalozzi. Froebel believed that children learn when they
are ready through the avenue of play. Viewing the kindergarten teacher as facilitator, he
trained teachers to observe the child's natural unfolding and to design learning experiences
and activities (Morrison, 1995; Peterson, 1987).
Advances in the Medical Field and Educational Pedagogy
Around the beginning of the 19"' century, the first attempt to educate a retarded
person was recorded. Jean Itard (1775-1838) a physician who had developed systems for
working with the deaf, took on the task of educating Victor, "The Wild Boy of Aveyron."
Although Itard was disappointed that he had not reached his goals for Victor, the world
remembers his work as evidence that persons with mental retardation can leam (Itard,
1894/1962). Itard's student, Edouard Seguin (1812-1880) applied Itard's educational
principles to work with mentally retarded persons in the United States. These principles
included: individualized instruction, carefully sequenced series of educational tasks,
sensory stimulation, immediate reinforcement, and activities to build independence and
functional skills (Seguin, 1866).
Maria Montessori (1870-1952), the first woman in Italy to become a physician,
became interested in the work of Itard and Seguin. Believing that mental deficiency was an
educational problem, she questioned the medical model of mental deficiency. In 1907 she
opened the first nursery school in the slums of Rome. Convinced that the early years were
the most critical learning period in a child's development, Montessori developed

environment, curriculum, and learning activities based on the individual child not the
group (Elkind, 1967; Montessori, 1912/1964; 1965; Morrison, 1995; Peterson, 1987).
Others contributed to the development of pedagogy for dififerent disability areas
including; Thomas Gallaudet (1787-1851), who taught the deaf to communicate using a
system of manual signs; Samuel Gridley Howe (1801-1876), who succeeded in educating
the deaf-blind; and Louis Braille (1809-1852), who developed a system of reading and
writing for the blind. Anna Freud (1895-1982) used psychoanalysis to treat children's
mental illnesses (Morrison, 1995; Peterson, 1987). By the early 1900s, states had
established institutions for persons with mental retardation. The special class movement
began in 1896 in Providence, Rhode Island with classes for children with mental
retardation. By 1948, 87,030 children were enrolled in special classes across the United
States (Heward & Oriansky, 1988).
Advances in Assessment
Alfred Binet (1857-1911) was one of the first scientists to challenge the belief that
intelligence was a genetically fixed entity manifested behaviorally through the sensory
functions of the body (Kelley & Surbeck, 1991). He argued that complex mental
fiinctioning could not be determined by a simple test of sensory fiinctioning and that
judgment, reasoning, and comprehension were more adequate dimensions of intellectual
ability (Binet & Simon, 1905/1916). To determine general mental development, Binet and
Simon (1905/1916) developed standardized procedures for administration, scoring, and
item placement. Their work pioneered intelligence assessment and introduced the concept
of mental age which is still being used today (Kelley & Surbeck, 1991).
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Arnold Gesell (1925), "argued for a maturational perspective that incorporated
time-bound qualitative change in development" (Kelley & Surbeck, 1991, p. 4). His
developmental schedule was derived from psychological examination and an observational
survey of the child's behavior at home for each level. Gesell devised 150 items in 4 areas
including: motor development, language development, adaptive behavior, and personal
social behavior (Gesell,1925). Gesell's work merged assessment with developmental
theory (Kelley & Surbeck, 1991).
Terman and Merill (1937) revised the 1916 Stanford-Binet to incorporate more
non-verbal items, memory items, and items for the preschool child. The emerging
conceptualization of a multifactored approach to intelligence lead David Wechsler (1949)
to incorporate subtests within the verbal and performance areas to measure the various
aspects of intelligence. Wechsler summarized his views; "intelligence is the overall capacity
of an individual to understand and cope with the world around him" (1974, p. 5). Author
of a widely used norm-referenced assessment instrument, the Wechsler Intelligence Scale
for Children-in (WISC-III) (1991), Wechsler conceived intelligence as a global entity and
avoided singling out any singular ability as overwhelmingly important (Kelley & Surbeck,
1991; McLoughlin & Lewis, 1990; Salvia & Ysseldyke, 1985).
With the implementation of Headstart and Follow Through federal programs and
state programs for young children came requirements to establish the effectiveness of
these programs. Therefore, the development of instruments that were appropriate for
young children and reflective of program goals became a priority. Two notable evaluation
instruments included the McCarthy Scales of Children's Abilities (MSCA) (McCarthy,
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1972) and the Wechsler Preschool and Primary Scale of Intelligence (WPPSI) (Wechsler,
1967). During the 1970s through 1990s the demand for accurate and age-appropriate
evaluations of young children has produced screening instruments, criterion-referenced
instruments, developmental domain-specific tests (e.g., language development scales),
perceptual processing assessments, behavioral rating scales, neuropsychological
assessments, family needs assessment tools, clinical observational techniques, and
ecological approaches to assessment of young children. As evaluation needs changed and
theoretical foundations evolved, basic assumptions emerged and became a cornerstone of
ECSE assessment. These assumptions included; (a) assessments are samples of behavior
and only aids to decision making, (b) the primary goal of assessment is to improve
instructional or intervention activities, and (c) evaluation is an on-going process used to
inform intervention and communicate a child's progress to his/her family (Bailey &
Wolery, 1989; Bracken, 1991; Kirk, 1976; McLoughlin & Lewis, 1990; Salvia &
Ysseldyke, 1985; Witt, Elliott, Kramer, & Gresham, 1994).
Theoretical Foimdations
The theoretical framework of ECSE encompasses several theories including
developmental, cognitive, behavioral, social constructivist, and ecological components. At
the core of ECSE are developmental theories that recognize that young children are active
learners who go through specific developmental stages. Cognitive theories have assisted
ECSE by identifying the complexities and diversity found within the realm of cognition.
Behavioral theories have contributed to ECSE methodology and assessment. Social
constructivist theory helped define teacher roles and emphasized the interactive nature of

learning for young children. Ecological theories have facilitated ECSE's recognition of
children developing within the contexts of their families, neighborhoods, communities, and
cultures. Numerous other concepts and approaches have contributed to ECSE, such as
language acquisition theories, death and loss theory, infant attachment theory and the
theory of emotional intelligence.
Developmental theories. The ideas of early philosophers, such as Locke, Rousseau,
and Pestalozzi, combined with the work of early educators, Froebel and Montessori, have
contributed to developmental theory (Morrison, 1995). In the 1920s and 1930s, Arnold
Gesell (1925), an American psychologist/pediatrician hypothesized that children's physical
and cognitive development progressed through stages. Eric Erikson (1963) proposed that
young children pass through developmental stages of crises and resolving crises. Jerome
Bruner (1966) advocated for a discovery learning approach to strengthen the process of
knowing. Lawrence Kohiberg (1969) believed that moral development shaped individual's
learning.
Jean Piaget viewed infants, toddlers, and young children as active learners who go
through specific developmental stages. Piaget's stages recognized significant contributions
of sensory and motor input towards cognitive development. Piagetian theory focused on
how children within specified age ranges fiinction similarly and how their behavior
contrasts with older or younger children (Piaget, 1952). His approach did not address
individual differences but does explain young children's cognition in global characteristics
or stages. These stages were thought to be applicable across a variety of tasks, settings,
and cultures. His work described development as a continuous process that evolves fi"om

maturation and interactions between the child and his/her physical and social environments
(Morrison, 1995; Piaget, 1952; Stallibrass, 1989). Coupled with Montessori methodology,
Piagetian theory has contributed to changing attitudes towards children with disabilities by
supporting the premise that special children are more 'like' normal children than 'unlike'
normal children. Elkind (1967) summarized the contributions of Montessori and Piaget:
these innovators have derived the general laws and principles regarding child
thought and behavior which were implicit in their observations. In the case of
Piaget, these observations led to a new philosophy of knowledge while in the case
of Montessori, they led to a new philosophy of education....What they do argue is
that an understanding of normal development is a necessary starting point for a full
understanding of differences between individuals.... Both of these workers
manifest what might be called a genius for empathv with the child...Tpp. 535-536).
Cognitive theories. Just as in developmental theory there are numerous cognitive
theories that have contributed to ECSE. "Cognition refers to the processes or faculties by
which knowledge is acquired and manipulated" (Bjorklund, 1995). It includes conscious
problem solving and unconscious processes. It includes activities that are geared toward
acquiring, understanding, and modifying information (Bjorklund, 1995).
Bloom and others (1956) developed the Taxonomy of Educational Objectives
delineating six levels that emphasized a range of learning beyond the reiteration of facts
and figures. These levels included: knowledge, comprehension, application, analysis,
synthesis, and evaluation. Hom-Cattell theory of intellectual processing offered a complex,
hierarchical model of cognition and intelligence that included nine broad intellectual

abilities. Recognizing individual differences in processing, the Hom-Cattell cognitive
theory detailed interactive components of cognition and attempted to delineate cognitive
diversity (CattelL, 1971; Horn, 1988). In 1983, Howard Gardner, a developmental
psychologist, presented his theory of multiple intelligences and advocated for individualcentered education geared towards optimal understanding and development of each
student's cognitive profile (Gardner, 1983, 1993). Gardner placed intelligences within the
realm of biology and culture (Bjorklund, 1995). His theory identified seven intelligences;
linguistic, musical, logical-mathematical, spatial, bcdily-kinesthetic, interpersonal, and
intrapersonal (Gardner, 1983) and later added an eighth intelligence, naturalist (Gardner,
1997). Advocating for assessment that extends naturally fi-om the curriculum, Gardner
emphasized including observational evidence that goes beyond psychometric testing
(Bjorklund, 1995).
Daniel Goleman (1995) argued that current views of human intelligence are far too
narrow. He proposed that development of emotional intelligence is at the "center of
aptitudes for living..." including the ability "to rein in emotional impulse; to read another's
innermost feelings; to handle relationships smoothly..." (Goleman, 1995, p. xiii). Central
to Goleman's theory is the notion that the neurological and biological basis for emotional
intelligence is malleable. For ECSE, these theories support viewing cognition as
multifaceted and highly individualized, and therefore support providing individualized
intervention. Additionally, Goleman's concept of emotional intelligence and its malleability
provides ECSE new avenues for working with young children with emotional disabilities
and impulse control difficulties.
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Behavioral theory. The behavioral model recognizes the significance of
environment and external influences upon human behavior. The behaviorist perspective:
suggests that the environment-or, specifically, an individual's history of
reinforcement-is largely responsible for shaping and governing an individual's
behavior.. .By ultimately linking behavioral development to external variables,
behaviorism offers an organized and complete model for understanding the ways
individuals survive, grow, and become instrumental in their interactions with the
physical and social environment. (Strain, McConnell, Carta, Fowler, Neisworth, &
Wolery, 1992).
Skinner's (1953, 1960) foundational work in the theoretical application of operant
conditioning techniques to complex human behavior related behavior to consequences.
Pioneer studies like that of Bijou (1966) demonstrated applied behavioral analysis in the
classroom and gave educators the concept of shaping behavior through reinforcement.
Often misinterpreted as too esoteric, behaviorist theory recognized that a complete
analysis would include genetic, cultural, and experiential variables (Skinner, 1990; Strain
et al., 1992). Strain et al. (1992) summarized the features of behavioral theory that are
shared with early intervention [ECSE];
(a) a theory of developmental retardation that focuses on observable, and thus
changeable, conditions;
(b) a research methodology that focuses on the idiosyncratic patterns of children's
behavior through the use of repeated, intensive assessments;
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(c) an assessment approach that focuses on factors that cause or maintain a
child's behaviors; and
(d) an intervention approach that emphasizes quality of a treatment's
implementation, its social acceptance, and its effectiveness (p. 127).
Behaviorism's pragmatic approach offered optimism to parents of children with disabilities
and provided methodology for educators (Heward & Orlansky, 1988).
Social constructionist theorv. Lev X^gotsky, a Soviet psychologist, believed that
children's mental, linguistic, and social development are formulated through social
interaction. He argued that cognitive fiinctioning occurs first between people in social
interaction and then within the child on the psychological plane (\^gotsky, 1978).
VVgotsky hypothesized that an individual's cognitive processes have specific
organizational properties, which reflect the social life fi"om which those processes are
derived (Vygotsky, 1978). Viewing cognition as a socially constructed entity, gave
increased significance to the role of educators. Within Vygotsky's zone of proximal
development, the role of educator became that of a facilitator (Cole, John-Steiner,
Scribner, & Souberman, 1978; Morrison, 1995; Wertsch, 1990). \^gotsky's theory
supports several ECSE principles; planned intervention, formulated assessment and
evaluative observations, and recognition of the impact of home and cultural environment
upon young children.
Ecological theories. A basic premise of ecological theories is that children
influence and are influenced by their environment. Bronfenbrenner's (1976, 1977) model
placed human development within a nested arrangement of four levels of the environment.

40
These layers of ecology included; microsystem, mesosystem, exosystem, and
macrosystem, with the child at the center of the ecological nest. Bronfenbrenner's systems
model supported the ECSE principle of family-focused intervention, recognizing cultural
values and diversity, and teaming. Another, ecological theory is the transactional model
(Sameroff & Chandler, 1975; Sameroff & Feise, 1990). The transactional perspective
emphasized the reciprocal and ongoing nature of parent-child relationships. For ECSE, the
ecological theories stressed the importance of multidimensional approaches.
Language acquisition theories. The importance of the phenomenon of language
acquisition to the developing child cannot be understated. Numerous theories have
attempted to explain the complexities represented in language acquisition. The behavioral
approach emphasized environmental reinforcement to explain the average child's search
for communicative competence (Skinner, 1957). The behaviorist perspective gave
educators a methodology for language intervention. Noam Chomsky (1959) challenged
the behaviorist view that language was shaped entirely by reinforcement. Chomsky
believed that language acquisition was innately human and language behavior was a
species-specific behavior. He asserted that neither the general mechanisms of cognitive
development nor the linguistic environment were able to account for the abstract,
complex, and language-specific structures of language. He concluded that language must
be innate (Chomsky, 1959, 1965, 1972). For early interventionists, Chomsky's linguistic
theory supported the belief that all humans had the ability to acquire language and need
little assistance to acquire language (Boharmon & Warren-Leubecker, 1989). Social
interactionist approaches, such as \ygotsky, asserted that young children acquired

language through the guidance of more competent adults (Bohannon & WarrenLeubecker, 1989). Piaget's (1954) cognitive developmental approach did not assume that
language was a separate innate characteristic. He believed that language abilities were a
result of cognitive maturation and that the sequence of cognitive development determined
the sequence of language development (Bohannon & Warren-Leubecker, 1989; Piaget,
1954).
Contributions of other theories and approaches. ECSE has gleaned significant
concepts fi"om other theories and approaches.. Abraham Maslow (1954) posited that
needs, such as survival and safety, impact reaching one's potential. John Bowlby (1973)
emphasized the importance of infant-parent relationship as a necessity for the healthy
emotional development of a child. Elizabeth Kubler-Ross (1969) suggested that families
go through a grieving process as they work through accepting a child with disabilities into
their lives. Minuchin (1974) asserted that the interactive nature of the family is so
powerful, that what affects one member affects all members. The dynamic nature of family
fiinctioning and the impact of a child with a disability were conceptualized by Tumbull,
Summers, and Brotherson (1986) and Tumbull and Tumbull (1986). Their application of
family systems theory recognized the significance of culturally based beliefs, values, and
coping mechanisms (Seligman &. Darling, 1989). Tumbull and Tumbull (1986) argued that
professionals need to realize that interventions impact the child and the family system,
therefore interventions must respect each family they serve. Each of these theories and
approaches have contributed to the family-focused principles within ECSE.
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Empirical Research and Efficacy
The efficacy of early intervention has been advanced by research that challenged
the belief that intelligence was fixed and unchangeable. The work of Itard, Sequin, and
Montessori first opened the world's eyes to the concept that early intervention can
positively change the lives of young children with disabilities. One of the earliest attempts
to demonstrate the close relationship between nurturing environment and mental growth
process grew out of 1930s' Iowa Growth Studies (Heward & Orlansky, 1988). Skeels and
Dye (1939) provided evidence that enriched environments and increased stimulation
actually increased intelligence. Their dramatic longitudinal study presented impressive
results that also supported the efficacy of early intervention. Samuel Kirk's (1958)
research on the aflfects of preschool training on the social and cognitive development of
mentally retarded children confirmed the positive gains. The Milwaukee Project offered
evidence that a program of maternal education and early infant stimulation can reduce the
incidence of cultural-familial mental retardation (Garber, 1988; Garber & Heber, 1973). In
the 1960s two authors strengthen the arguments for the benefits of early intervention.
Benjamin Bloom (1964) and J. McVickers Hunt (1961, 1980) concluded that the period of
most rapid intellectual growth occurs before age eight.
One of the largest and most comprehensive longitudinal studies, the
Developmental Continuity Consortium study examined the effects of 12 preschool models.
Lazar and his colleagues (Lazar, Darlington, Murray, Royce, & Snipper, 1982) found that
preschool programs had remarkable lasting affects on children fi-om low income families.
Their findings demonstrated that children who were in preschool programs were less likely

to be retained or placed in special education and actually had higher achievement scores in
math and reading, than children who were not preschool graduates. Additionally,
preschool graduates demonstrated higher self-esteem and valued achievement more than
the control group. In late adolescence and early adulthood the preschool graduates
demonstrated increased labor market participation. This research did not address children
with disabilities but certainly gave evidence to the cost effectiveness of early intervention
(Meisels, 1985; Noonan & McCormick, 1993). As to identifying specific curriculum
models as effective in bringing about child outcomes, the Consortium's work was unable
to make those conclusions. However, results did substantiate that parent-focused
programs were more likely to produce long-term gains (Mallory, 1994).
White, Bush, and Casto (1986) found that 94% of a sample of 52 previous reviews
of literature concluded that early intervention resulted in substantial immediate benefits for
children with disabilities, those at risk, and those living in impoverished envirormients.
These benefits included better relationships with parents and siblings and improved
cognitive, language, social-emotional, and motor growth. Bryant and Maxwell's (1997)
review of first generation efficacy research, including the Perry Preschool study
(Schweinhart & Weikart, 1993), the Chicago Child and Parent Centers study fi-om 1965 to
1977 (Fuerst & Fuerst, 1993), the Syracuse University Family Development Research
program (Honig & Lally, 1982), the Houston Parent Child Development Center, (Johnson
&. Walker, 1988) and the Carolina Abecedarian Project (Campbell & Ramey, 1994), found
varying degrees of positive effects. Pointing to the successes of first generation efficacy
research, Bryant and Maxwell concluded that "high-quality, intensive programs that last

for some years [were] the most likely to result in children's improvements in school or
later real-life activities, but [there were no] guarantee[s]" (1997, p.43). Although the
eflBcacy of early intervention continues to be debated by researchers and policy makers,
parents and educators are not so doubtful (Bricker, 1986b; Heward, 1996; Meisels, 1985;
Peterson, 1987)
Summary
Impetus for changing paradigms in ECSE can be found in the changing theoretical
perspectives. Philosophical foundations contributed to ECSE by aflSrming the belief that
young children learn from their environment and achieve their natural potential through
the avenue of play. Advances in the medical field, pedagogy, and assessment provided
evidence that specialized approaches to the education of persons with disabilities were
possible and beneficial. Theoretical foundations contributed to ECSE by delineating the
complexities of cognition, processing, development, psycholinguistics, and interactive
learning, as well as the impact of diversity, interpersonal relationships, family systems,
family belief systems, family values, and cultural background. Behavioral theory focused
on observable, changeable conditions and behaviors and provided a model that links
assessment to intervention. Ecological theories cautioned early intervention against
ignoring the reciprocal relationships of children and caregivers, the impact of culture on
families, and the impact of environmental systems upon the child and family. Finally,
empirical research examined the efficacy of early intervention and explored the application
of theory to practice.

Changing Societal Perspectives
Societal values shape and change the educational systems that society creates. For
example, society's attitude towards children and persons with disabilities has changed over
the past thirty years in the United States. In the early 1900s, society became concerned
about the care and welfare of young children. This concern was reflected in child labor
laws, compulsory education laws, and the establishment of public schools throughout the
nation. For many years, special education was not provided within public school settings
but limited to state institutions that emphasized custodial care. Children who were deaf or
blind attended state institutions that attempted to educate and produce adults who were
useful to society. Numerous institutions that housed children with cerebral palsy or
physical disabilities and adults with mental retardation and mental illness became huge,
insensitive warehouses. Society's fears and lack of understanding or knowledge
concerning the nature and cause of disabilities contributed to the negative treatment of
persons with disabilities (Bowe, 1995; Heward & Orlansky, 1988, 1992; Peterson, 1987).
American attitudes toward disability changed after World Wars I and II because
many able-bodied persons came home disabled. In 1918 and 1920, rehabilitation
legislation was passed by the federal government. As veterans came home, rehabilitation
became an accepted discipline and Americans began to recognize that persons with
disabilities could be helped to recover normal functions (Bowe, 1995). During this era, the
military needed accurate and reliable evaluation instruments to screen and place personnel.
"The intelligence, personality and other ability tests that were developed were used later to
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screen and identify handicapped persons for educational placement" (Peterson, 1987, p.
98).
Although an improvement, these new attitudes did not filter down to public
education for persons bom with disabilities. Prior to the 1950s many children with
disabilities, even trainable mentally handicapped children, were entirely excluded from any
publicly supported educational program (Personal communication with McCarthy, 1997).
Some were neglected and hidden, while others were abused and exploited. States' laws
frequently permitted public schools to exclude any child with a disability (Heward &
Orlansky, 1988, 1992). This lack of services for school-aged children also meant that
preschoolers, toddlers, and infants with disabilities were generally dealt with by their
families. Professionals routinely recommended institutionalization, particularly if the
impairments were severe and apparent at birth or during the early years. Efforts to teach
these young children were regarded as questionable and a waste of time, so parents were
left to manage on their own. Children whose disabilities involved serious medical problems
were allowed to die from natural causes by withholding medical treatment, dehydration, or
hunger (Drillien, Thomson, & Burgoyne, 1980). Society viewed that solution as humane
(Heward & Orlansky, 1988, 1992; Peterson, 1987).
As medical technology improved, the number of surviving children with mild
disabilities increased (Bowe, 1995; Heward & Orlansky, 1988, 1992; Peterson, 1987). For
young children with mild, subtle disabilities professionals advised parents to "wait and see"
if the problems warranted treatment (Heward, 1996; Peterson, 1987). Developmental
delays were not regarded as a serious problem and did not fit definitive biological
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diagnoses. Working from a medical model, treatment was not given without a clear
diagnosis of the problem (Peterson, 1987). Special programs for young children with
disabilities or developmental delays were ahnost nonexistent. Children who were not toilet
trained, ambulatory, or able to express their needs were not accepted in most community
programs. It was during this time that private providers, such as Easter Seals, Cerebral
Palsy Foundation, and the Association for Retarded Children, began to ofiFer services for
young children with disabilities (Personal communication with McCarthy, 1997).
The evolution of inclusive family-centered practices for young children with
developmental differences can be traced, in part, to the changing of two core social values
(Mallory, 1994). First, the concepts of equal opportunity and equal access to education
emerged out of the civil rights movement, court decisions, and legislative actions. Second,
the value of "maximum feasible participation" or empowerment recognized that when
participants of a program are involved in the planning and implementation positive results
were maximized (Mallory, 1994). These changing social perspectives fired contemporary
commitment to inclusive education for young children with disabilities.
As the 20"* century comes to a close, American society projects a more positive
attitude towards persons with disabilities, which is reflected by society's acceptance of its'
responsibility to (a) provide education, (b) arrange for barrier free environments, and (c)
support families of children with disabilities through services. Even our language to
describe persons with disabilities reflects a progressive view of the person as an individual
first. Changing societal perspectives, supported by changing theoretical perspectives, have
paved the way for political action.

Changing Political Perspectives
During the late 1950s and 1960s, American society's concepts of equality,
freedom, and justice changed. The notion that persons with disabilities constituted a
minority group, to whom society had obligations, came from the civil rights movement
(Bailey, & Wolery, 1992; Bowe, 1995; Reward & Orlansky, 1988, 1992; Peterson, 1987).
The concept of a free, appropriate public education for children with disabilities emerged
from the civil rights movement. The landmark case of Brown v. Board of Education of
Topeka (1954) challenged segregated schools and resulted in the U.S. Supreme Court
decision that education must be made available to all children on equal terms. In the
following decades, parent and professional advocacy translated into political action and
brought about legislation that opened public school doors to children with disabilities.
Civil Rights for Persons with Disabilities
Parents of children with disabilities and caring professionals demanded that the
principles of equal access to education include their children. The concepts of equal
protection and due process, found in the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments, strengthened
parental arguments for equal educational access. In the early 1970s, federal courts
interpreted these constitutional amendments as applying to people with disabilities. Four
cases in particular initiated monumental change Diana v. State Board of Education (1970).
Pennsylvania Association for Retarded Children (PARC) v. Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania (1972). Mills v. Board of Education of the District of Columbia (1972'). and
Larrv P. v. Riles (1979). These judicial decisions had far-reaching affects in establishing
legal precedence for key educational principles including: free, appropriate public

education (FAPE); due process; nondiscriminatory evaluations; and least restrictive
environment (LRE). These principles are essential components of current special
education and ECSE (Bailey, & Wolery, 1992; Bowe, 1995; Heward & Orlansky, 1988,
1992; Kirk & Gallagher, 1989; Martin, 1991; Peterson, 1987). In Mills, the court held that
lack of funds or limited funding could not be used as an excuse to deny appropriate
education to children with disabilities (Heward & Orlansky, 1988, 1992).
Congress formally ensured civil rights to people with disabilities with the passage
of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (PL 93-112, actually implemented in 1977). Section 504
of this law prohibited discrimination based on a disability, emphasized accessibility to
programs, and required the provision of appropriate auxiliary aids for students with
impaired sensory, manual, or speaking skills (Heward & Orlansky, 1988, 1992).
Patterned after Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, the Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA, PL 101-336) was passed on July 26, 1990. ADA ensured the right
of individuals with disabilities to equal opportunity and to nondiscriminatory treatment in
the specific areas of employment, transportation, public accommodations, state and local
government, and telecommunications (Bowe, 1995; Heward & Orlansky, 1992; Hallahan
& Kaufiftnan, 1994). "A person with a disability [was] defined in the ADA as a person (1)
with a mental or physical impairment that substantially limits that person in a major life
activity; (2) with a record of such an impairment; or (3) who is regarded as having such an
impairment" (Heward & Orlansky, 1992, p. 52). For persons with disabilities. Section 504
and ADA essentially required the leveling of barriers and an end to discrimination,
throughout the country.
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Federal Dollars Support the "General Welfare"
Under the U. S. Constitution, the states have jurisdiction over education, however
the federal government can advance the "general welfare" by supporting state efforts in
education. The cold war and success of the Soviet Sputnik I encouraged Congress to
become involved in education for the sake of the "general welfare". Teacher preparation
was assisted by Grants for Teaching in the Education of Handicapped Children (PL 85926, 1958) while the Mental Retardation Facilities and Community Mental Health Centers
Construction Act (PL 88-164, 1963) expanded funding to include college instructors,
research personnel, and supervisors of special education teachers. President Kennedy
established the President's Committee on Mental Retardation in 1961. The Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (PL 89-10, ESEA) established the precedent for federal
educational funding. Discretionary funding for the education of young children with
disabilities was first implemented by PL 89-313 that amended the ESEA. Significantly, PL
89-313 provided federal funds to expand and improve state programs for young children,
school-aged children, and youth with disabilities (Bowe, 1995; Martin, 1974; Heward &
Orlansky, 1988, 1992).
President Johnson's "War on Poverty" recognized that the best way to break the
cycle of poverty was to provide early intervention. Thus in 1965, Head Start was
established to serve impoverished preschoolers. The 1967 ESEA amendments created the
Bureau of Education for the Handicapped (BEH) to assist states in implementing special
education programs, to support demonstration projects, to sponsor research, and to
provide funds for training special educators, support personnel, and parents. In 1972 the
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Economic Opportunity Amendments (PL 92-424) mandated that Head Start centers
reserve no less than 10% of their enrollments for preschoolers with disabilities. Clearly,
Congress intended to support the "general welfare" by encouraging states to serve young
children, school-aged children, and youth with disabilities (Bailey, & Wolery, 1992; Bowe,
1995; Heward& Orlansky, 1988, 1992; Noonan& McCormick, 1993; Peterson, 1987).
PL 90-538. The Handicapped Children's Early Education Assistance Act
(HCEEAA, PL 90-538, 1968) was the first legislation to deal exclusively with education
of handicapped children without being attached to another legislative bill. PL 90-538
established discretionary funding for the Handicapped Children's Early Education Program
(HCEEP). Its purpose was to develop and demonstrate exemplary program models for
serving infants, toddlers, and preschoolers with disabilities (Bowe, 1995; Heward &
Orlansky, 1992; Peterson, 1987). HCEEP, often referred to as the First Chance Network,
began in 1969 with 24 programs and by 1985 grew to 173 different programs across the
nation. Now know as the Early Education Program for Children with Disabilities
(EEPCD, Part C of IDEA), it continues to contribute to ECSE by developing screening
and assessment instruments, curriculum, and parent training models, and demonstrating
the eflScacy of early intervention (Bowe, 1995; Heward & Orlansky, 1992; Peterson,
1987).
PL 94-142. On November 29, 1975, President Ford signed into law the Education
for All Handicapped Children Act (EHA, PL 94-142). This landmark legislation
established that all children and youth ages 3 to 21 years are entitled to a firee, appropriate
education (FAPE). Secondly, services were mandated for children ages 6 to 18 years.
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regardless of the type or severity of their disability, while services for preschoolers were
encouraged with discretionary funding. Other provisions within PL 94-142, which became
the cornerstone of services, included: child find; nondiscriminatory testing, classification,
and placement; appropriate education within the least restrictive enviroiunent;
individualized educational plan; parental rights to procedural due process; and shared
decision making between parents and service providers. A literal interpretation of FAPE in
Timothy W. v. Rochester School District (1989) established the principle of zero reject.
which required that schools must enroll every child, regardless of the nature or severity of
his or her disability (Heward, 1996). Finally, PL 94-142 required that each state provide a
comprehensive system for personnel development (CSPD) (Bailey, & Wolery, 1992;
Bowe, 1995; Heward & Orlansky, 1988, 1992; Noonan & McCormick, 1993; Peterson,
1987).
PL 94-142 formally endorsed early education for preschoolers with disabilities by
providing State Plan Grants to encourage states to serve children fi-om 3-5 years.
Importantly, states that accepted fianding were required to identify and evaluate the needs
of children with disabilities in the birth to 5 range (Bailey, & Wolery, 1992; Bowe, 1995;
Heward & Orlansky, 1988, 1992; Peterson, 1987). By the 1980s, under the voluntary
provisions of PL 94-142, numerous states were providing some type of services to
preschoolers with disabilities (Bailey & Wolerj', 1992; Bowe, 1995). However, services for
preschoolers were not required by state law in many states. Intervention services for
infjints and toddlers were still rare (Koppelman, 1986). "In the 1980-81 school year only
16 states provided special education services for the full 3- to 5-year-old range; an

additional 22 states required services for preschoolers with disabilities at the age of 4 or 5"
(U.S. Comptroller General, 1981).
The Amendments to PL 94-142, passed in 1983 under PL 98-199, offered grants
to states for the purpose of planning, developing and implementing a comprehensive
service delivery system for the provision of special education for all handicapped children
from birth through age 5 (Peterson, 1987). Providing significantly more funds than had
been authorized in the past for the Preschool Incentive Grant Program, these grants were
also noncompetitive (Bowe, 1995; Heward & Orlansky, 1992; Peterson, 1987)..
PL 99-457. By 1986, Congress was concerned that the Preschool Incentive Grants
and the State Plan Grants had not yet produced a real change in services for young
children with disabilities (Bowe, 1995). Evidence presented to Congress estimated that
states were serving 70% of children with disabilities aged 3-5 years under the voluntary
provisions of PL 94-142, while 31 states and territories did not require special education
for at least part of that age group (Koppelman, 1986). For infants and toddlers with
disabilities from birth through age 2, services were scarce or nonexistent in many states
(Bowe, 1995; Heward, 1996; Heward & Orlansky, 1988, 1992). Congress responded with
a second amendment to PL 94-142, the Education of the Handicapped Act Amendments
of 1986. Known as PL 99-457, it extended all the rights, protection, and provisions of PL
94-142 to young children with disabilities and those at risk for developmental delays (3 to
5 years) and linked federal appropriations to preschool services. By altering the funding
mechanism to encourage states to serve all eligible preschoolers, PL 99-457 accomplished
a mandate to serve preschoolers with disabilities (Noonan & McCormick, 1993).

Consequently, Part B of PL 99-457 facilitated family focused services for preschoolers
with disabilities, which included: special education, related services, transition services,
and Individual Education Plan (lEP). Section 619 of Part B expanded the Preschool
Grants Program and gave states a 5 year phase-in planning period. Congress vastly
increased appropriations for preschool services "from a 1986 level of $28 million,...to
$180 million in 1987, to $201 million in 1988 and [to] $247 [million] in 1989" (Bowe,
1995, p. 431). Apparently, Congressional "strings" were successfully tying services to
funding.
Part H, the Infants and Toddlers with Disabilities Program, of PL 99-457 invited
states to expand and improve services to infants and toddlers (birth to 3 years) with
diagnosed conditions, developmental delays, and those who were at risk for
developmental delays and their families. Delineation of diagnosed conditions and definition
of developmental delay and at risk status were the responsibility of each state. This law
specifically allowed states to set eligibility criteria for developmental delays in the five
developmental domains: cognitive, physical, communication, emotional/social, and
adaptive (self-help) (Hallahan & Kaufiman, 1994). These provisions of Part H represented
a unique feature that conceptualized intervention as a means of prevention (Florian, 1995).
Recognizing the unique dilemmas faced by early intervention, PL 99-457 encouraged the
development of statewide, comprehensive, coordinated, multidisciplinary, interagency
programs of services to address the needs of infants, toddlers and their families (Bailey &
Wolery, 1992; Bowe, 1995; Heward & Orlansky, 1988, 1992). Part H outlined minimal
components of a statewide system including: comprehensive child find system; public
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awareness program; central directory of services, resources, and experts; comprehensive
system of personnel development; lead agency; policies and procedures addressing
contracting with service providers, procedural safeguards, personnel standards and
certification; and a system for compiling data on the number young children receiving
services and type of services. Appendix A presents the minimum components of a
statewide system required by Part H.
Part H grants provided financial support to first develop and establish, and later
maintain, state wide systems for early intervention. "'Although participation in Part H has
always been voluntary, every state has chosen to develop a statewide system and, as of
October 1, 1994, has committed to seeing that services are available to every eligible child
and his and her family within its borders" (NEC*TAS, 1995, p. 5). Continuation of Part H
has been updated through amendments: PL 101-476 (IDEA, 1990); PL 102-119 (1991)
and PL 102-421 (1992) amendments to the IDEA; PL 103-382, amendment to the IDEA
in the Improving America's Schools Act of 1994 (NEC*TAS, 1995); and PL 104-134, the
Omnibus Appropriations Act of 1996 for FY" 1997 (Walsh & Jesien, 1996).
IDEA. Reflecting changing paradigms, the Individuals with Disabilities Education
Act (IDEA, PL 101-476, 1990) renamed the foundation legislation Education for All
Handicapped Children Act (EHA, PL 94-142). Significantly, the new name reflected
positive ideas and the language of the law was altered. "Children" became "individuals"
and "handicapped" became "with disability". Therefore, the law encouraged changing
paradigms, which emphasized persons as individuals first, with a disability as just one
characteristic of that individual. This legislation added two new federal categories of

disability, autism and traumatic brain injury, both having significance for young children.
Additionally, the IDEA addressed the need for transitional services fi-om school to work.
Concerning teacher preparation, the IDEA directed the U.S. Department of Education to
encourage recruitment of members of minority groups into special education careers
(Bowe, 1995; Hallahan& Kaufi&nan, 1994; Heward & Orlansky, 1992).
In 1991, the monies provided for by Part B and Part H had significantly increased
services. However, Congress realized that several states might be forced to drop out of the
Part H program as detailed in PL 99-457. Consequently, PL 102-52 (1991) altered the
funding formula to assist those states. This law clearly stated that "after a maximum of
two years of extended participation, states were eligible for Part H fiinds only if they have
in efiect a statewide system of early intervention services for all eligible infants and
toddlers" (Bowe, 1995, p. 433).
The 1991 amendments to the IDEA (PL 102-119) extended Part H for three
additional years. To facilitate seamless transitions between Part H (infant and toddler) and
Part B (preschool) PL 102-119 allowed states more flexible use of federal monies (Bowe,
1995). This legislation allowed states to develop and use a noncategorical approach to
providing services to preschoolers with disabilities. States had the option of using federal
disability categories or using a preschool-specific/noncategorical approach (McCarthy,
Harris, & Reeves, in press). Under this option states were to define developmental delay
and set eligibility criteria based upon appropriate evaluation of the five developmental
domains. PL 102-119 strengthened the roles of parents and families by emphasizing
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services within the natural environment and allowing families to decline related services
without jeopardizing their rights to other services (Bowe, 1995).
Reauthorization of the IDEA. The U.S. Department of Education's 18"* Annual
Report to Congress (1996) on the Implementation of the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act summarized the accomplishments:
In the 1993-94 school year, the numbers of infants and toddlers receiving early
intervention services increased to a total of 165,253, an increase of 7 %. The
number of eligible preschoolers receiving early intervention services in fiscal year
(FY) 1995 rose to 524,458, an increase of 6.7% ("18th Annual Report Affirms,"
1997, p. 5).
Despite these encouraging statistics, the reauthorization of the IDEA became a complex,
up-hill battle within the 104"* Congress. During the spring and summer of 1996, Parts C
and G that included EEPCD and personnel preparation were in jeopardy and delays
continued to threaten the DDEA's reauthorization ("IDEA Amendments and Budget,"
1996; "Advocacy in Action," 1996). Since the 1960s, EEPCD supported early
intervention through research, teacher and parent training, curriculum and assessment
development, model programs, and technical assistance ("DEC Fights to Restore
Funding," 1995). On August 3, 1995, the U.S. House of Representative eliminated all
funding for the IDE As grants to EEPCD. At adjournment, the 104"* Congress tabled the
IDEA'S reauthorization until January, 1997. Although Part B including the Preschool
Grant Program were permanently authorized and needed no Congressional action to
protect it, the discretionary programs under Parts C-G continued to be in jeopardy.
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Immediately before the adjournment. Congress agreed to increase funding for Part B from
October 1, 1996 through September 30, 1997 and maintain funding for Part H and
Preschool Grants Program (Walsh & Jesien, 1996). Despite continued political pressure to
balance the federal budget and cut federal spending. Congress passed PL 104-134, the
Omnibus Appropriations Act of 1996 for FY 1997 that represented an increase of 15.4%
over FY 1996, for a total of $26.3 billion. Preschool Grants rose from 360.27 to 360.41
million; Early Intervention Program from 315.63 to 315.75 million; Early Childhood
Education remained constant at 25.17 million; and Special Education Personnel
Development continued at 91.34 million. The original House action to eliminate Early
Childhood Education and Special Education Personnel Development was thwarted ("We
Did It," 1996).
Convening in January, 1997, the 105"* Congress placed high priority on completing
the IDEA amendments (Lewis, 1997). However, reauthorization was stalled by differences
between the House and Senate bills and continuing disagreements in Congress and in the
field over specific provisions. One divisive issue, which centered on student and parental
rights, addressed discipline provisions which would allow termination of educational
services to students with disabilities considered to be seriously disruptive. A new proposal
under consideration was the permanent authorization of Part H Early Intervention
Program that, under existing law, required periodic reauthorization by Congress (Lewis,
1997). Other questions reviewed, which directly impact ECSE, included discretionary
funding for research, personnel preparation, parent training, and technical assistance
(Lewis, 1997).
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PL 105-17
On June 4, 1997 the long awaited reauthorization was passed. The Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act Amendments of 1997, PL 105-17, ensured educational services
for students with disabilities into the next century. Overall, funding was increased and
funding formulae were changed. The new law will gradually base federal moneys on
census data and account more accurately for poverty. Allocations nearly doubled for Part
C, The Infant and Toddler Program (formally Part H) authorizing $400 million in FY 1998
and "such sums" through FY 2002 ("IDEA Reauthorization Hikes Funding", 1997).
Preschool funding formulae were changed and overall $500 million for FY 1998 was
authorized ("IDEA Sails through Congress", 1997). New formulae gave states assurances
that funding stability for Parts C (infants and toddlers) and B (preschool) will be in place.
Additionally, PL 105-17 extended the states' option to identify children with disabilities as
developmental delayed and provide services for those children from age 6 to 9 years
(IDEA 1997). Other PL 105-17 provisions addressed; continuing services for students
with disabilities who exhibit violent or dangerous behavior, restraints on attorney fees,
new provisions for mediation, mechanisms to support professional development of special
educators, inclusion of students in state- and district-wide performance assessments,
changes in lEP content and evaluations, and increased commitment to involvement of
parents and general education teachers in the lEP process (CEC, May, 1997).
Summary
While changing theoretical and societal perspectives were the catalyst for the
accomplishments of the last fifty years, the changing political perspectives have given

ECSE the strength to move forward. Twentieth century American education has seen
tremendous progress towards free, appropriate education for all individuals with
disabilities from birth to adulthood. Undoubtedly, the budget debates will continue in
Congress, in states' legislature, and on local school boards. Legislation and litigation will
continue to shape educational systems for the next millennium.
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Part II: Portrait of a Young Field: Unique Features of ECSE
Although the notion of early intervention can be traced to the work of early
philosophers, physicians, and educators, ECSE is considered to be a young field. The
1968 passage of the Handicapped Children's Assistance Act (PL 90-538) formally
launched the ECSE field, while subsequent legislation (PL 94-142, PL 99-457, PL 102119) has delineated the future pathways for ECSE. Foundational to ECSE is the core
belief that early intervention can positively influence the lives of infants, toddlers, and
preschoolers with disabilities and those at risk for developmental delays and their families.
NEC*TAS summarizes a rationale for early intervention:
Research shows that growth and development are most rapid in the early years of
life. Learning begins at birth and involves a constant interaction between the child
and the environment. A child with a disability or a significant developmental delay
may be more limited in his or her ability to interact with the environment than a
typically developing child and may not acquire many basic skills. The earlier in a
child's life that problems or potential risks are identified, the greater the chance of
eliminating or minimizing existing problems or preventing fiature problems through
early intervention (1995, p. 2).
ECSE is a complicated and rapidly changing field with the potential for affecting many
lives and families. This section will describe thirteen unique features of ECSE and the
bright and challenging horizons of ECSE.
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Unique Features of ECSE
In Early Intervention for Handicapped and At risk Children. Peterson (1987)
creates an intriguing portrait of ECSE. Her description includes the contributions of
ECSE's parent fields and a discussion of eight key features, which depict the unique
qualities of ECSE. Peterson's representation of the field will be summarized, updated, and
expanded upon in light of leadership preparation. Current literature reveals four additional
unique features: (a) vested interest in serving young at risk children; (b) ties to medical
advances and technology; (c) research challenges, issues, and demands; and (d) personnel
preparation systems, demands, and issues, that will be presented and discussed in
relationship to leadership preparation in ECSE.
A blend of practices and values fi'om three parent fields. ECSE has evolved fi"om
three parent fields; early childhood education, special education, and compensatory
education (Noonan & McCormick, 1993; Peterson, 1987). The field of early childhood
education has contributed knowledge about the development of young children and
methodologies to facilitate their growth. The field of special education, which focused on
school age children with disabilities, has contributed knowledge about the impact of
disabilities, strategies for adapting materials and instruction to meet the individualized
needs of children, and the significance of working with families. The eflBcacy of early
intervention and the principle of working with families have evolved fi^om compensatory
education such as Head Start and Follow-Through, which focused upon young
disadvantaged children. Peterson (1987) believes that the contributions of these three
parent fields are:

exceedingly important. They cannot be ignored and should be capitalized upon.
But EC-SPED [ECSE] is a unique field in its own right. We cannot assume that
practices in any one of its parent fields encompass all of what this new field is
about. Neither can we assume that practices in any one of its parent fields should
automatically be applied to the education of handicapped and at risk children under
age 5. We cannot assume that the policies and practices of any one parent field
define what EC-SPED is-or should become (p. 69).
As the field progresses into the 21" century, leadership preparation will have significant
influence on ECSE's evolution and successful implementation of quality services.
A cross-categorical field. ECSE is a cross-categorical field in that it addresses
children with all types of disabilities, all levels of impairment, and ranging fi-om birth to
kindergarten age (Bowe, 1995; Bricker, 1986b; Noonan & McCormick, 1993; Peterson,
1987). States may qualify young children for services by using the federal categories
(mental retardation, emotional disability, hearing impairment, deaf, visual impairment,
blind, orthopedic impairment, speech/language impairment, specific learning disability,
autistic, other health impairment, traumatic brain injury, or multiple disabilities). The
IDEA (PL 102-119) allows states to develop and serve infants, toddlers, and preschoolers
under a noncategorical approach, wherein a child whose development is delayed can
receive services. Additionally, PL 99-457 and PL 102-119 give states the option of serving
young children who are at risk for developmental delays. ECSE includes mild, moderate,
and severe degree of impairment. Peterson (1987) summaries the diversity of ECSE:

It encompasses children during unique phases of their growth-infancy, the toddler
stage, preschool, and kindergarten years. Such a diverse population of children
adds greatly to the complexity of early intervention programs. It also dramatically
expands the potential roles and competencies needed by [ECSE] professionals...
(p. 71).
Personnel preparation must therefore develop a substantial knowledge base and
intervention skills to address these cross categorical components of ECSE.
The diversity among the children served within ECSE is doubly significant for
leadership preparation in ECSE. First, IHEs offering leadership preparation in ECSE must
address the diversity found within; (a) disability categories; (b) the broad definition of
developmentally delayed and at risk for developmental delays; (c) the age range that
includes the most rapid periods of human growth and development, birth to 8 years; and
(d) families and cultures. These factors represent a vast expanse of expertise to be
developed for the future leaders of ECSE. The development of such expertise is further
complicated by leadership roles such as policymakers, administrators, program and
curriculum developers, and researchers. Second, the responsibility for personnel
preparation falls largely to IHE faculty. Therefore, leadership preparation must address
pedagogy, curriculum development, and student evaluation that facilitate the development
of personnel competencies in the area of diversity.
A. field with a purpose of intervention. The ultimate purposes of early intervention
services are to minimize the negative impact of a disability, a diagnosed condition, or at
risk conditions and "maximize opportunities to engage in the normal activities of early

65
childhood" (Peterson, 1987, p. 72). Bricker's (1986) rationale for early intervention
includes four major arguments: (a) maximizing the child's development, (b) preventing the
development of secondary disabilities, (c) providing support and instruction for families,
and (d) cost-effectiveness. The long term goals of intervention are not remediation or
enrichment, but rather to reach specific goals and objectives designed for an individual
child and his/her family. Effective early intervention is based upon the premise that services
that are intensive, comprehensive, continuous, and individually designed will positively
impact a child's growth and development (Bowe, 1995; Bricker, 1986b; Peterson, 1987).
Bricker (1986) challenges supporters of early intervention to become veritable advocates.
This advocacy challenge and accompanying responsibilities are magnified within
the realm of leadership preparation in ECSE. Leadership roles within ECSE include;
faculty; researchers; federal, state, and local policy makers; and administrators and
program and curriculum developers in state, local, and private agencies (Bos et al., 1995;
Pierce & Smith, 1994). Each of these roles requires professional knowledge, expertise,
and research abilities to advocate for effective early intervention. For example, an ECSE
faculty person will need the expertise to prepare service providers to be advocates for
quality programming when dealing with systemic barriers and for the child and family
during evaluation procedures, intervention planning, and multidisciplinary team meetings.
Private and public agencies or schools may request consultations with an ECSE faculty to
assist in program development. That same faculty member may serve on federal and state
committees which address legislation, fiinding, or policy development for ECSE. Finally,
faculty leaders are an essential part of professional organizations which; develop
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professional standards; provide a forum and networking system for the field; encourage
research; publish professional journals; and provide information to political systems,
professionals, families, and the public.
A field with a vested interest in serving voung. at risk children. With the passage of
PL 99-457, Part H (infants and toddlers) and PL 102-119, Part B (preschoolers) Congress
clearly gave states the power to emphasize the preventative aspects of early intervention
by allowing states to serve young children with disabilities and those who were at risk for
developmental delays and their families. Delineation of developmental delav and at risk
status was designated as the responsibility of each state. The past three decades have
brought about an awareness concerning both biological and environmental risk factors.
Biological at risk faaors include the potential for developmental delay associated with
known conditions (e.g., Down syndrome, cerebral palsy. Fragile X syndrome, spina bifida,
etc.); preterm infants (very low birth weight, VLBW) (AIs, 1997); and low birth weight
(LBW) infants (Blair & Ramey, 1997). Children bom with acquired immunodeficiency
syndrome (AIDS) or human immunodeficiency virus (HTV) are at risk for developmental
delays (Cohen, Grosz, Ayoob, Schoen, 1997; Olson & Burgess, 1997). Environmental risk
factors include: social and economic disadvantage (Bryant & Maxwell, 1997; Hart &
Risley, 1995), prenatal exposure to alcohol and other drugs (Olson & Burgess, 1997),
prenatal risk factors, such as malnutrition or diseases during pregnancy (Heward, 1996),
and exposure to maltreatment or violence (Bamett, 1997). The resiliency and malleability
of infants, toddlers, and young children do not lessen their vulnerability to biological or
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environmental risk factors, but emphasize the urgency of implementing effective early
intervention.
The preventative aspects of ECSE challenge leadership preparation to develop the
abilities to be proactive, to take initiative, and to be responsible (Covey, 1989; Daresh,
1991). In The Seven Habits of Highly Effective People. Covey (1989) defines proactive
leaders: "They're smart, they're value driven, they read reality, and they know what's
needed" (p. 88). "Taking initiative means recognizing our responsibility to make things
happen" (p. 75). "Knowing that we are responsible—'response-able'—is fundamental to
effectiveness..."(p. 93). ECSE researchers need to continue to identify the at risk factors,
disseminate findings, and conununicate to the general public. Research has demonstrated
that early intervention is not a quick fix but needs to be a long term commitment (Biyant
& Maxwell, 1997; Guralnick, 1997). Therefore, proactive ECSE leadership would
facilitate political and societal changes which support systemic long term commitment to
young children.
ECSE leaders must be able to take initiative and go beyond the development of a
knowledge base concerning risk factors. The fundamental essence of leadership must
always be conceived of as the process of bringing about needed change and having a
vision for that change (Eisner, 1991; 1993; Fullan, 1991; Fullan & Hargreaves, 1991; Hart
& Risley, 1995). Implicit wdthin any leadership role, is a responsibility to foster the type of
change that will stimulate continuous growth and development (Lipham, 1965).
Leadership roles, such as research, advocacy, policy development and evaluation, program
implementation and evaluation, curriculum and assessment development, and personnel
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preparation, all require continuous growth and development particularly concerning the
preventative aspects of ECSE.
A field with unique ties to technolosv and medical advances. Technological
advances have aided children with learning, augmented communication, mobility, and in
numerous other areas to gain an enhanced quality of life. Both technology and medical
advances have increased our ability to identify, pinpoint the etiology of, and treat diseases,
conditions, and syndromes. However, advances can also pose many ethical considerations,
causing debate about the very nature of preserving life in the premature infant, or in the
manipulation of genetic material.
From diagnosis to prognosis, medical advances over the past 30 years have directly
afifected children, families, and ECSE. In the area of prevention, successful treatments
range from routine surgery (e.g., implantation of tubes to relieve otitis media [Rogers,
1997]) to the complexities of genetic counseling (e.g., to lower the risks of having a child
with Tay-Sachs [Caplan, 1993]). As the mysteries of DNA (deoxyribonucleic acid) are
unlocked, physicians and geneticists are able to identify certain genetic influences strongly
associated with biological risks, provide genetic counseling, and may eventually be able to
alter genetic makeup. Amniocentesis and chorion villus sampling provide techniques for
prenatal diagnosis. Medical research has provided answers concerning the identification of
the etiology of birth defects, such as rubella and cytomegalovirus (CMV), and
environmental risks, such as lead poisoning. There are new treatments on the horizon for
attention deficit hyperactive disorder (ADHD) and attention deficit disorder (ADD).
Medically fragile children are now in the classroom, receiving such treatments as tube

feeding or monitoring of chronic asthma or diabetic conditions. Miraculous advances in
utero and pediatric surgery have developed over the past 25 years. Daily triumphs of
pediatric surgery include correcting deformed limbs, treating hydrocephalus, closing spina
bifida, and repairing cleft lips and palates. Congenital problems are correctable; transplants
are doable; and the possibilities of fetal surgery are expanding (Koop, 1997).
Perhaps the most miraculous advances are found in technology's unraveling of the
secrets of the human brain. Brain cartography is moving beyond snapshots of brain
structure provided by CATs (computer-assisted tomography) (Begley, Wright, Church, &
Hager, 1992). Powerful new devices open new windows that allow neuroscientists to see
the brain at work. PETs (positron emission tomography), SQUIDs, (superconducting
quantum interference device SPECTs (Single-photon emission computerized tomography),
MRIs (magnetic resonance imaging), and EEGs (electroencephalogram), "pinpoint neural
activity in all its electrical, magnetic and chemical glory" (Begley et al., 1992, p. 66).
These imaging techniques enable scientists to map the brain systems, examine how the
brain acquires knowledge, detail neural eflRciency, and investigate consciousness, memory,
emotion, and learning (Begley, 1996; Begley, 1997; Begley et al., 1992; Lemonick. 1995).
-Applications for imaging tools are yet to unfold. Our current knowledge of normal and
abnormal brain development is certainly in its infancy stage (Walker, 1993). Perhaps the
most significant contribution of neurological imaging to ECSE is the scientific evidence
which supports: "experiences after birth, rather than something innate, determine the
actual v-iring of the human brain... Early-childhood experiences exert a dramatic and
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precise impact, physically determining how the intricate neural circuits of the brain are
wired" (Begley, 1997, p. 30).
Finally, technology is providing direct support to parents and families. Two of the
greatest needs of families of children with disabilities are information and support groups
(Bricker, 1986b; Peterson, 1987). The information age offers families of children with
disabilities support and in depth information through online sites such as; Parents Helping
Parents, Down syndrome. Rare Genetic Diseases in Children, the sickle cell anemia link,
and Cure Autism Now (Gordon, 1997).
The impact of technology and medical advances on ECSE leadership preparation is
represented in the explosion of knowledge and the possibilities opened by the information
age. ECSE leaders must be prepared for the changes, challenges, and ethical questions
brought forth by technology.
A field vvdth its own service delivery approaches. ECSE employs a broad range of
service delivery models to address the needs of infants, toddlers, preschoolers, and their
families across the nation. The variability in service delivery approaches evolves; (a) out of
the diversity found in the communities in which children are served; (b) fi*om the variance
included within rhe age ranges covered; and (c) from the complexities derived out of the
diversity among the children represented within cultures, families, and disability impact
(Peterson, 1987). Peterson identifies six factors that have contributed to the variability
found within ECSE service delivery models;
(1) programs across the country are not operated by parallel organizations or

agencies or under similar administrative structures. They are operated by
public schools, private groups, citizens' advocacy organizations, universities,
profitmaking agencies, churches, and a number of other entities. Each has its
own administrative organization and financial resources.
(2) the age group served in any particular state, conraiunity, or even within an
individual program may vary. What makes for an appropriate service delivery
approach at one site may be quite inapplicable at another.
(3) the number of children served and their geographical dispersion vary.
(4) the local resources for creating and supporting programs financially differ
because funding sources are not standardized.
(5) the handicapping conditions, the level of severity among the children served,
and the total number of children needing services may differ greatly. The
geographical dispersion of children also will affect what service delivery
approaches are most feasible (1987, p. 75).
Under PL 99-457, states are given the power to appoint a lead agency to
coordinate statewide efforts to provide services and develop a CSPD. Lead agencies vary
across states with some using their department of education or health and welfare, or
human service agencies. The variance in lead agencies may contribute to variance in
service delivery models.
Along with this variability in service delivery models comes the challenge of the
development of "statewide, comprehensive, coordinated, multidisciplinary, interagency
program of early intervention services" fPL 99-457, Sec. 671 [bl]). States face the

complicated task of developing organizational structures to create collaborative
coordinated mechanisms that facilitate planning and decision making at the state, regional,
and local levels. NEC*TAS reports that;
41 states have local interagency coordinating councils in their Part H system. In
addition, states have or are developing coordination plans and interagency
agreements with other initiatives that are also concerned with young children such
as Head Start, developmental disabilities, GOALS 2000, maternal and child health,
child care and development, mental health. Healthy People 2000, Title I and Even
Start, and Medicaid (1995, p. 9).
As states develop policies and resources to implement services each must address;
eligibility criteria, individualized family service plans, service coordination, seamless
transitions, natural environments, procedural safeguards, outreach and child identification,
health care, and diversity (NEC*TAS, 1995).
The variability found in; (a) service delivery models within ECSE, (b) the
statewide systems needed to support service delivery, and (c) the development of policies
and resources to implement services present notable challenges for leadership preparation
in ECSE. The shear magnitude and complexity of these three components of service
delivery have implications for leadership preparation. Each IHE must respond to the
diversity found within their own state and community and the specific needs of both rural
and urban areas in their own geographic region. Beyond local, state and regional needs,
IHEs may elect to develop programs which address leadership demands on the federal
level. Other IHEs may emphasize a particular age range expertise, such as infancy and

toddler years. The collaborative nature of service delivery in ECSE suggests that
leadership preparation should include collaborative and interdisciplinary components.
Doctoral students may have specific desired outcomes concerning their professional
preparation and therefore require individualized internship opportunities and study options
to develop specific expertise. Finally, ECSE leadership preparation should address
research skills and experiences that will enhance the field's knowledge, identify trends, and
inform decision making for the future concerning: (a) the eflScacy of service delivery
models, (b) the eflSciency of statewide systems in their attempts to support service
delivery, and (c) the impact of policy and resources upon implementation of service
delivery.
A field with its own curricular priorities and pedaeoev. As a young field, ECSE is
in the process of defining best practices that involve curricular priorities and pedagogy.
Children with disabilities, developmental delays, and those who are at risk, are first and
foremost children. They are more like their typically developing peers than they are
different. However, their special needs equate with more and different needs than their
typically developing peers. Regular early childhood programs are;
arranged to offer a rich variety of experiences and opportunities that facilitate
normal developmental processes in young children. Activities are planned to give
children choices, to entice interest and curiosity, and to enlist involvement in
activities from which they will learn and discover new things in their environment.
(Peterson. 1987, p. 77).

Generally, typically developing young children thrive and learn in these enriched
environments without need for specific objectives or individualized training programs. For
young children with disabilities however, curriculum and learning activities place greater
emphasis upon individualized goals and specific objectives. A distinctive feature of the
ECSE perspective is that we can not assume that children with disabilities have the inner
drive towards child-initiated activities, social interaction, and active child engagement in
play (Peterson, 1987). Young children with disabilities do not always demonstrate
curiosity and motivation nor do they always benefit fi-om incidental learning (Walker &
Hallau, 1981). Additionally, Lund, (1979) found that generalization of concepts in young
children with disabilities may not occur without direct instruction.
Early childhood special educators do not want to miss critical learning
opportunities during the developmental phase. The teacher's role is to facilitate and
arrange the environment, so that a child will become actively engaged, and to encourage
play (Bricker, 1986b; Peterson, 1987). ECSE best practices include recognition of the fact
that disabilities impact learning such that a child may not be able to perceive, explore, or
construct their own environment and learning. McCarthy summarizes: "The conclusion to
be drawn... is that what to teach and how to teach depends on the unique characteristics of
the child.. ."(1989, p.61). For infants and toddlers the question of where intervention is to
occur takes on new importance. The family centered focus of ECSE supports the
involvement of families and recognizes that the home is a natural learning environment.
Within ECSE, curriculum and learning activities for infants and toddlers place greater

emphasis upon mastery of specific developmental skills within the natural envirorunent
(Bricker & Cripe, 1992; Peterson, 1987).
For preschoolers with disabilities and those at risk for developmental delays the
question of where intervention takes place has significance not only within the realm of
service delivery models, but for curricular priorities and pedagogy. As ECSE moves
towards providing services in inclusive settings, issues concerning ESCE curriculum and
pedagogy have emerged. There has been much debate questioning the use of
developmentally appropriate practices as a standard for providing services to young
children with disabilities (Carta, Schwartz, Atwater, & McConnell, 1991; Bredekamp,
1993; Safford, 1989; Wolery & Bredekamp, 1994; Wolery, Strain, & Bailey, 1992).
The impact of these issues upon persormel preparation has significance for ECSE
leadership preparation. The formulation of preservice personnel preparation programs is
the responsibility of ECSE faculty, the graduates of current leadership preparation
programs. Another responsibility that falls upon the ECSE leadership is curriculum
development and research. This includes assistive technology devices and assistive
technology service, which offer support to individuals with disabilities to perform basic life
activities (Bricker & Cripe, 1992; Boyless, 1993; Bowe, 1995).
•A. field with its own assessment procedures. Within ECSE, assessment procedures
difier ft'om those typically practiced with school-aged children with disabilities or with
normally developing preschool-age children (Peterson, 1987). Evaluation of young
children addresses five major purposes:
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(a) for screening to identify children with developmental irregularities that warrant
follow-up and possible intervention, (b) for diagnostic purposes to identify the
nature of specific problems in areas of physical, sensory, motor, cognitive, and
social development, (c) for developmental assessment to identify a child's
functional skills and skill deficits so that an individualized intervention program
with specific goals and treatment objectives can be outlined, (d) for monitoring
each child's progress, and (e) for assessing the overall outcomes of the intervention
program (Peterson, 1987).
Assessment of infants, toddlers, and preschoolers with disabilities and those at risk for
developmental delays presents a unique set of challenges. The essential question is; How
can meaningful evaluations be done with children so young (Linder, 1993; Peterson,
1987)? Obtaining valid and reliable assessments with young children is a difBcult task
(Linder, 1993; McCarthy et al., in press; Peterson, 1987). State eligibility criterion relies
heavily upon quantitative measures (McCarthy et al., in press; Harbin, Danaher, Bailer,
Eller, 1991). However, the use of quantitative instruments may be inappropriate and
inadequate descriptors of preschoolers (McCarthy et al., in press), toddlers, and certainly
infants (Linder, 1993). Beyond eligibility questions, linking assessment to intervention has
long been a hallmark of ECSE. Additionally, NAEYC guidelines emphasize that
assessment must inform practice, benefit children, and assist in the communication with
parents (Bredekamp & Rosegrant, 1992, 1995).
Developing assessment competencies, the ability to connect assessment to
intervention and communicate assessment results to families, and the ability to involve

parents in the assessment process are essential personnel competencies (Division for Early
Childhood, Council for Exceptional Children, National Association for the Education of
Young Children, & Association of Teacher Educators,1995), and therefore relevant to
leadership preparation. The impact of assessment issues permeates the quality of services
that ECSE provides. Therefore, leadership preparation must address the issues presented
by assessment within personnel preparation, within policy development and
implementation, and in research.
A field with its own system of identification, labeling, and elieibiUtv criteria. Within
the field of special education the benefits and disadvantages of labeling and the dilemmas
associated with the assessment, identification process, and eligibility criteria have long
been debated (Hobbs, 1975; Heward & Orlansky 1988, 1992; Lilly, 1992). The tasks of
identifying candidates for early intervention and in establishing appropriate eligibility
criteria present unique challenges (Bemheimer, Keogh, & Coots, 1993; Bricker, 1992;
Harbin et al., 1991; Mallory & Kerns, 1988; Peterson, 1987). In response to the concerns
about labeling young children the IDEA (PL 102-119) permits states to develop and use a
noncategorical approach to providing services to preschoolers with disabilities. Numerous
states use more than one type of eligibility approach including the use of federal disability
categories and the use of a preschool specific/noncategorical approach (Harbin et al.,
1991; McCarthy et al., in press). In 1994, McCarthy et al. (in press) found 42 states
reporting that preschool children with specific learning disabilities would probably be
served under a preschool-specific/noncategorical label rather than the federal category,
specific learning disability. The term "'Developmentally Delayed" was found to be the most

commonly used preschool-specific/noncategorical label and appeared to be taken from the
language of PL 102-119. States used a variety of labels including "Preschool Child with a
Disability," "Early Childhood Special Education", or one of twelve other labels. Vermont
managed to label the program without 'labeling the child' by using "Eligible for Essential
Early Education" (McCarthy et al., in press).
As ECSE pursues innovative approaches to the task of identifying and labeling
early problems in young children and defining eligibility, we must continue to examine the
impact of the labeling process. Bricker (1992) addresses the labeling issue within the field
of ECSE by asking the essential question; "Do the labels we use move us toward our goal
of quality services for children and their families... or do they interfere with that goal? (p.
95). Issues surrounding identification, labeling, and eligibility criteria for young children
with disabilities will continue into the next decade particularly in relationship to federal
and state funding. For example, as Congress considers the reauthorization of the IDEA,
the Council for Exceptional Children (CEC) recommended allowing states to use the term
developmental delay for students with disabilities ages 3-8 ("CEC Testifies before
Congress," 1997).
The role of ECSE leadership preparation concerning the issues imbedded within
the system of identification, labeling, and eligibility criteria are multifaceted. Doctoral
graduates will become the administrative leaders and policymakers at federal, state and
local levels who address these issues. IHE faculty members will convey knowledge of
these systems to the next generation of service providers. Leadership preparation will
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directly impact research and evaluation of the impact and efficacy of our identification,
labeling, and eligibility criteria.
A field representing multidisciplinarv involvement and needing interdisciplinarv
collaborative skills and attitudes. The IDEA emphasizes that service programs for infants,
toddlers, and preschoolers be comprehensive, multidisciplinary, and coordinated. Efiective
intervention requires the input and cooperative teamwork of many professional disciplines
and agencies who service young children with disabilities and those at risk for
developmental delays and their families. "[If] intervention efibrts are to be effective,
attention must be given to a child's total well-being, including physical, sensory, motor,
linguistic, cognitive, and social development" (Peterson, 1987, p. 81). Thus, the need for
expertise firom several disciplines, fi-equently fi^om different agencies, heightens the need
for coUaborative, interdisciplinary efforts (Widerstrom & Bricker, 1996). Bailey identifies
four major themes found in the literature that support the rationale for a team approach to
early intervention;
(a) the complex nature of many disabilities requires high levels of specialization,
but the rapidly expanding knowledge base means that no one person or discipline
has access to all of the information needed; (b) services need to be integrated; (c) a
process is needed to build shared ownership and commitment to goals and
services; and (d) decisions made by a group generally are superior to decisions
made by an individual (1996, p. 4).
Professionals across disciplines agree that interdisciplinary teaming is foundational to
effective intervention and emphasize that achieving interdisciplinary teaming is challenging
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(Widerstrom & Bricker, 1996). Two major barriers to establishing and maintaining
eflfective team collaboration include lack of preservice course work in collaboration and
field-based experiences in settings with exemplary teaming models (Widerstrom & Bricker,
1996).
For ECSE leadership preparation the multidisciplinary and interdisciplinary
components have important implications. Because numerous disciplines have a vested
interest in serving the special needs of young children with disabilities and those at risk for
developmental delays, leadership preparation crosses disciplines. For example, psychology,
social work, health professionals, physical and occupational therapists, speech and
language pathologists, audiologists, child development specialists, early childhood
teachers, and special educators may all hold partial responsibility for services. IHEs may
address the multidisciplinary factor by involving different departments and colleges in
ECSE leadership preparation, by collaborative teaching of courses, or by requiring courses
and internships across different disciplines, but need to emphasize the "we" of
collaborative efforts (Gallagher, LaMontagne, & Johnson, 1994).
Leadership preparation in interdisciplinary collaboration takes on complicated
dimensions. If future faculty members are to lead ECSE personnel preparation in the
development of professional collaborative skills and attitudes, it appears logical to assume
that the training of those faculty persons should include an interdisciplinary focus. Current
literature addresses the importance of developing ECSE personnel preparation that
includes collaborative teaming (Bailey, 1996; Bricker & LaCroix. 1996; Kilgo & Bruder,
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in press; Widerstrom & Bricker, 1996). However, little information on interdisciplinary
leadership preparation is represented in current literature.
A field involving parents as team members. The very nature of delivering services
to infants, toddlers, and preschoolers implies that families should be involved. PL 99-457,
Part H (infant and toddlers) and Part B (preschoolers), clearly sets the expectation that
services for young children with disabilities and those at risk for developmental delays
include family involvement. Recognizing the unique dilemmas faced by each family and
individualized by the nature and extent of the disability, PL 99-457 encouraged the
development of statewide, comprehensive, coordinated, multidisciplinary, interagency
program of services to address the needs of infants, toddlers and their families (Bailey &.
Wolery, 1992; Bowe, 1995; Heward & Orlansky, 1988, 1992). The standard of providing
coordinated, multidisciplinary. interagency services was designed in response to the
muitifaceted needs of the child and family. The long term goals of intervention are to reach
specific objectives designed for an individual child and his/her family as documented within
the Individualized Family Service Plan fIFSP) or Individualized Education Plan (lEP).
Effective early intervention is based upon the premise that services that are intensive,
comprehensive, continuous, and individually designed will positively impact a child^s
growth and development. Particularly for infants and toddlers, therapy, curriculum, and
learning activities place emphasis upon mastery of specific developmental skills within the
natural environment, the home. The family centered focus for preschoolers supports the
involvement of families in evaluating and planning intervention and transitions, as well as
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participation in therapy and learning aaivities (Bowe, 1995; Bricker & Cripe, 1992;
Under, 1993; Peterson, 1987).
Although it seems logical that ECSE involve families and the law clearly requires
and encourages that involvement, the completeness of family focused intervention is still
emerging. Preschool teachers, early interventionists, related services providers, policy
makers, and administrators must accept responsibility for weaving family focus into the
tapestry of ECSE services. The quality and extent of parent involvement vary and
personnel preparation plays a critical role in improving professional-family relationships
(Capone & DiVenere, 1996; Shonkoff & Meisels, 1990; Winton & DiVenere, 1995).
Again, the relationship between ECSE leadership preparation and ECSE personnel
preparation adds an important dimension to the family partnership component of ECSE.
Leadership preparation must first recognize of the impact of childhood disability from a
multisystems perspective (Seligman & Darling, 1989) and honor the significance of family
diversity (Bowman & Scott, 1994; Williams, 1994). Second, the responsibility of
conveying those values to personnel preparation falls to the ECSE leadership roles
(Winton, 1996). Future faculty members will contribute to the success of family
partnerships through research and through the effectiveness of their teaching.
A field with unique research challenges, issues, and demands. In any field the
development of new knowledge and the testing of theories evolves fi"om research (Odom,
1987). Theory and practice are actually integral to each other. Practice generates theory,
which in turn guides practice (Berger, 1980; Widerstrom & Abelman, 1996). ECSE is a
complicated and rapidly changing field with numerous research demands and issues. The

vastness of the field is only surpassed by the inherent research challenges. Research which
explores the special needs of young children with disabilities and those at risk for
developmental delays may include any of thirteen types of disabilities, all levels of
impairment, and a unique age range (Bowe, 1995; Bricker, 1986b; Noonan & McCormick,
1993; Peterson, 1987).
Methodology problems leave numerous questions to be answered by future
research (Bryant, & Maxwell, 1997; Gurahiick, 1989; Karnes & Johnson, 1988). Heward
summarizes the research dilemmas:
Although the resuks reported on the long-term efficacy of early intervention are
generally positive, numerous methodological problems make it difficult to conduct
this kind of research in a scientifically sound manner (Bricker, 1986a; Dunst, 1986;
Strain & Smith, 1986). Among the problems are the difficulties in selecting
meaningfiil and reliable outcome measures; the wide disparity among children in
the developmental effects of their disabilities; the tremendous variation across early
intervention programs in curriculum focus, teaching strategies, length, and
intensity; and the ethical concerns of withholding early intervention from some
children so that they may form a control group for comparison purposes (Bailey &
Wolery, 1992; Casto, 1988; Guralnick, 1988) (1996. p.637).
Bryant and Maxwell's review of second generation efficacy research concluded with
strong recommendations that "research designs and analyses become more complex to
enable us to answer [more complex questions]" (1997, p.42).

Despite the general consensus that early intervention programs are indeed
eflfective, Gurahiick (1997) stated that many critical questions relating to the principles and
practices of early intervention remain unanswered and unexplored. Gurlanick (1989, 1997)
proposed an organizational framework to guide future research. His multidimensional
model illustrated three primary elements; (a) the influence of program features, (b) the
influence of child and family characteristics, and (c) the specific outcomes or goals of early
intervention. Emphasizing the interactive nature of these three dimensions, Gurahiick
(1989, 1997) challenged researchers to identify the relevant features for each dimension
and carry out systematic and programmatic research. Mallory (1994) reviewed empirical
studies that cut across child and context variables and that focused on the effectiveness of
diverse intervention approaches for young children living in conditions of environmental
risk. His concluded that the methodological research problems do not negate the benefits
of early intervention, but rather point to the need to determine what outcome questions
should guide research. Demchak and Drinkwater (1992) recommended that program
evaluation model include examination of multiple outcomes for early intervention
(Mallory, 1994).
Essentially, Guralnick (1989, 1997) recommended defining best practice through
investigations that explore eflfective service delivery approaches, curricular priorities, and
pedagogy within a framework that recognizes the significance of child and family
characteristics. Beyond best practice Guralnick's research framework should produce
evidence to guide policy and future research. Assessment procedures and policy issues
which address identification, labeling, and eligibility criteria for young children oflfer

85
another area in need of ongoing evaluation and research (Harbin et al., 1991; McCarthy et
aL, m press). New knowledge pertinent to ECSE should emerge from research possibilities
across numerous disciplines as well as the challenge of interdisciplinary family centered
services. The implementation and the process of interdisciplinary teaming that includes
family partnerships are areas that require careful research to assist ECSE in establishing
collaborative practices (Widerstrom & Bricker, 1996). Other research topics for ECSE
include effective preservice and inservice personnel preparation, certification and licensure
issues, best practices, transition, and cultural diversity.
-A5 the 21" century approaches, the ECSE field needs to develop global
perspectives that would allow the field to use research from other fields, such as
neurology, family systems, and assistive technology. Research on effective staff
development (Anders &. Richardson, 1994; Peters & Templeman, 1996; Wolfe. 1993),
adult learning styles (Kolb, 1993; Moore, 1988), distance education (Ludlow. 1994),
teacher educators and teacher education (McCollum & McCartan, 1988) and qualitative
research (Anders &. Richardson, 1994; Stainback, &. Stainback, 1988) should be used to
expand possibilities within inservice and preservice personnel preparation. Finally,
progress in any field is dependent upon enlightenment beyond its own professional
community. Paramount to progress in ECSE is the dissemination of research findings to
the public, politicians, professionals, and individual families facing the demands of raising a
child with disabilities or developmental delays (Karnes & Johnson, 1988). Loyd advocates
for "presenting scientifically solid information in a popular forum" (1997, p. 5). For
example. Special Edition of Newsweek. Your Child: From Birth to Three. (Smith, 1997)

included research addressing; motor development, language development, cognition,
infant neurology, advantages of preschools, nutrition, birth defects, attachment and
bonding, and the role of family systems. Technology such as Internet and television should
be used to disseminate current research to the public, politicians, professionals, and
families.
A field with unique personnel preparation svstems. demands, and issues. Quality
early intervention is dependent upon knowledgeable policymakers and administrators,
efifeaive service coordinators, and competent caring service providers. In Reforming
Personnel Preparation in Early Intervention: Issues. Models, and Practical Strategies.
Winton and McColIum summarize the significance of quality personnel preparation fi-om
the perspectives of three stakeholder groups;
When families describe their experiences with early intervention, the presence of
competent and caring practitioners often is the key to those experiences being
positive and successfiji. When practitioners describe incentives to working in early
intervention, additional instruction and opportunities to be mentored by a more
experienced practitioner are top priorities (Pierce & Beutler, 1996). When early
intervention administrators describe the challenges they face, one of the biggest is
recruiting and retaining qualified practitioners (Hebbeler. 1995). Each of these
constituent groups-families, direct service providers, and administrators-places a
high value on competent, confident personnel (in press).
IHEs and their faculty play a major role in training entry level ECSE personnel and in
providing continuing education to existing ECSE personnel. However, MEs and their

faculty are not the only stakeholders in ECSE personnel preparation systems. Part H of PL
99-457 requires that a statewide system include "a comprehensive system of personnel
development" and "policies and procedures relating to the establishment and maintenance
of standards to ensure that personnel necessary to carry out this part are appropriately and
adequately prepared and trained" (Sec. 676, [b,8; b,13A]). Persormel are needed across
disciplines, agencies, institutions, and bureaucratic levels, therefore personnel preparation
is multifaceted. Comprehensive and innovative plans to ensure quality personnel
preparation will require input from the perspectives of families, administrators, direct
service providers, policy makers, professional organizations, and IHE faculty members
(Winton, 1995; Winton & McCollum, in press; Winton, Catlett, & Houck, 1996).
Winton and McCollum (in press) have chosen an ecosystemic framework to
examine the issues, complexities, and interrelated phenomena found within early
intervention personnel preparation [these authors use the term early intervention, whereas
the current study uses the term ECSE, to include the birth to kindergarten age range]. One
of the complexities for ECSE is that it comprises muhiple service systems and financial
agents (e.g., health, education, mental health, social services. Head Start, public and
private preschools. Medicaid, insurance companies, health maintenance organizations,
private consultants) who operate at multiple levels (i.e., federal, state, community, agency)
(Winton & McCollum, in press). Service providers, administrators, and coordinators
employed by these agencies and the families they serve represent muhiple disciplines,
backgrounds, and perspectives. "The personnel development systems that support these
individuals are equally diverse (e.g., universities; community colleges; professional

organizations; employers; local, state, and federal agencies)"...(Winton & McCollum, in
press). Reform and change in personnel preparation must rely on input from the various
stakeholders and include "linkages among the layers and players of the different relevant
systems..(Winton & McCollum, in press).
In addition to the multiple stakeholders and systems, ECSE personnel preparation
faces numerous challenges. These complex demands include:
(a) immediate and predicted national personnel shortages across disciplines
(Hebbeler, 1994; Widerstrom& Abelman, 1996);
(b) shortages of personnel to meet the needs of rural (Carlson, 1992; Squires,
1995) and urban communities (Hebbeler, 1994);
(c) high attrition rates for existing staff (Palsha, Bailey, Vandiviere, & Munn,
1990);
(d) recruitment of minorities (Reward, 1995; Heward & Orlansky, 1992);
(e) need for trained personnel at multiple levels (e.g., paraprofessionals, and
associate, bachelor, master, specialist, and doctoral degrees) (Bruder,
Brinckerhoff, & Spencer, 1991; Wolery, Martin, Schroeder, HuSman, Venn,
Holcombe, Brookfield & Fleming, 1994);
(f) development and integration of certification and personnel standards
(McCollum & Bailey, 1991; McCollum, McLean, McCartan, & Kaiser, 1989;
McCollum & Yates, 1994);
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(g) need for collaborative interdisciplinary training (Bricker & LaCroix, 1996;
Gallagher, LaMontagne, & Johnson, 1994), which includes family-professional
partnerships (Capone & DiVenere, 1996; Winton & DiVenere, 1995);
(h) need for preservice and inservice training (Bailey, 1989; Bailey, 1996;
Widerstrom & Abelman, 1996); and
(i) need IHE faculty rebuilding, renewal, and support (Bailey, Simeonsson, Yoder,
Huntington, 1990; Bruder, Lippman, & Bologna, 1994; McBride, Sharp,
Hains, & Whitehead, 1995; Winton, 1996).
Interwoven into each of these demand areas are complex issues that will require
leadership expertise, research expertise, and interdisciplinary collaboration. Considering
these complexities, the essential question is; How can IHEs prepare qualified, competent
personnel? Changing the traditional approaches to personnel preparation will assist the
ECSE field in achieving that goal.
Emerging literature on personnel preparation indicate changing paradigms and
innovative progress. McCollum, Rowan, and Thorp's (1990; 1994) work demonstrated
that a well-articulated philosophy, developed by interdisciplinary faculty members, can be
used as a very direct and explicit training fi-amework to guide the professional
development. Within a preservice training context their fi"amework addressed; interactions
with families, team participation, and professional reflection and self-evaluation. McBride
et al. (1995) found that faculty members felt that they were better teachers and were more
connected to the reality of family situations, having co-instructed with a parent. Bruder et
al. (1994) demonstrated an inservice model for IHE faculty that successfially increased the
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capacity of IHEs to offer coursework and practicum across personnel preparation
programs for disciplines involved in early intervention. These authors found faculty
members from multiple disciplines intrinsically motivated to work collaboratively and to
expand their knowledge in early intervention. Winton (1996) also found that faculty
members were committed to quality personnel preparation, and eager to develop
networking opportunities and to participate in interdisciplinary, interagency collaborative
planning to support state CSPDs. Rooney (1994) found that a lack of commitment to
collaboration on the part of the university, faculty, and state agencies that oversaw teacher
certification and licensure was identified as a major barrier to interdisciplinary program
implementation.
Bright and Challenedna Horizons
-As we face the new millennium, educators, administrators, researchers, and
university faculty are being challenged to improve and implement best practices for the
education of infants and young children with disabilities and their families. One attempt to
define best practice was
the National Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC) published
guidelines reflecting the profession's "consensus definition of developmentally
appropriate practice (DAP) in programs serving children from birth through age 8
(Bredekamp, 1987). The NAEYC effort was motivated primarily by the need to
respond to the increasingly pervasive pressure for early childhood programs to
conform to an academic model of instruction typical of programs designed for
older children. Throughout the document, there is also evidence of the intent to
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advocate for the field's long-standing core values of respect for and nurturing of
young children as among the necessary means to achieve the democratic goals of a
just and compassionate society. (New & Mallory, 1994, p. 1).
Viewed as a significant step forward by many, DAP was scrutinized by others who
questioned the individual appropriateness of DAP for children of diverse cultural
backgrounds and children with disabilities. In Mallory and New's Diversity and
Developmentallv Appropriate Practices: Challenges for Earlv Childhood Education (1994)
the controversial DAP, inclusive services, and diversity are explored by contemporary
experts. Lubeck discussed the politics of DAP reminding us that "How a nation deals with
issues of unity and diversity is one of the principal political questions of our time (1994, p.
36)"... and certainly of our past. After reviewing inclusive policy, practice, and theory,
Mallory (1994) concluded that the ECSE field needs to develop an expanded
conceptualization of DAP that can accommodate the particular characteristics and special
needs of infants and young children with disabilities and their families. Mallory, New,
McCollum, Bair, Ludlow, Berkeley, Bowman, Stott. and others presented arguments and
recommendations for the expansion of DAP.
Mallory suggested that we must first review theories and develop a convergent
theoretical model that centers on commitment to age appropriateness and individual
appropriateness. He proposed a triangulated model that incorporates the cognitivedevelopmental model, the functional model, and the biogenetic model.
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Mallory summarized;
Put simply, biogentic factors prepare the child for coping with the world,
developmental faaors mediate the child's understanding of that world, and
functional abilities enable the child to succeed in varying and increasingly complex
social environments (1994, p. 58).
Ludlow and Berkeley emphasized changing theoretical perspectives to view development
as a
process of individual change that proceeds due to maturation (physical growth
under the influence of genes) plus learning (direct and/or mediated interactions
with the environment in time and space). Development is holistic (each organism
operates as an irreducible whole); dynamic (a continuously evolving process); and
transactional (the individual changes the situation even as it changes her or him).
Development is not fragmented (domain-specific); static (outcome- or stageoriented); or unidirectional (representing a one-way effect by either individual or
environment). Developmental changes caimot be captured by observing specific
behaviors at isolated times; rather they can be understood only by analyzing
patterns of actions overtime and across settings.(Ludlow and Berkeley, 1994, p.
110).

Ludlow & Berkeley (1994) postulated that such a refocus of theoretical perspectives
would require longitudinal research designs using qualitative methodologies to facilitate
studying the whole child, examining both human and environmental factors. Considering
the complexity of investigating the process of development, Ludlow and Berkeley believed

that Lewis and Starr's (1979) salient responses model offered researchers new possibilities
for understanding the process of development. This model did not limit understanding
within discrete developmental domains nor by quantitative standardizations. Instead, the
salient responses model provided a standard means of understanding which includes
"quantity, quality, speed of acquisition, utilization, affective tone, generalizability,
organizational properties, and intention in the use of information... (Lewis and Starr,
1979, p. 657)
New's review of culture, child development and DAP, lead her to recommend "a
new interpretation of the teacher's role as a collaborative researcher with parents in
determining developmentally appropriate goals and practices in culturally diverse early
childhood settings... (1994, p. 65). This new conceptualization of the educator's role
views teachers as adult learners who research as classroom ethnographer, epistemologist,
and cultural anthropologist. New strengthens her argument with illustrations of EC
teachers in Reggio Emilia, Italy conducting formal and informal observations (classroom
ethnographic), hypothesizing about and experimenting with diverse teaching strategies
(epistemology), and informing themselves about the basic characteristics of the child's
home environment, parental beliefs about development and goals for the child, and cultural
influences (cultural anthropology). New summarized her beliefs and recommendations for
expanding DAP to include individual appropriateness and respect for cultural diversity:
.An expanded understanding of developmental appropriateness must take into
account not only the lives of children, and the course of their development, but
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also the lives of adults (both teachers and parents), and the cultural and societal
contexts in which those children and adults live (New, p. 78).
Perhaps more than any other issue facing ECSE, the challenge of expanding DAP
to address individual appropriateness, to support inclusive services for young children with
disabilities and their families, and to respect the cultural and linguistic diversity cuts across
all features and aspects of ECSE. This challenge requires taking existing theoretical
frameworks one step further to the point of convergence "in order to develop a more
cohesive approach to enhancing the development of young children with disabilities...
(Mallory, 1994, p. 50)". This challenge requires a theoretical perspective that views human
development as a process that require new approaches to research (Ludlow & Berkeley,
1994). This challenge includes new interpretations of teachers' roles as collaborative
researchers with parents (New, 1994). This challenge requires new translations to connect
the cycle of theory, research, and practice to enhance services to infants and young
children with disabilities and those at risk for developmental delays and their families.
Summary
Woven together, the unique features of ECSE create a ponrait of a complex
emerging field, dedicated to improving the lives of young children with disabilities and
their families. Growing from its three parent fields (early childhood education, special
education, and compensatory education), ECSE cuts across all disability categories with
the purpose of maximizing the child's potential and minimizing the negative impact of a
disability or a diagnosed condition. Emphasizing the preventative aspects of early
intervention, ECSE has a vested interest in serving infants, toddlers, and young children
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who are at risk for developmental delays.. ECSE responds to the needs of these children
and their families through unique service delivery approaches, curricular priorities and
pedagogy, assessment procedures, and a unique system of identification, labeling, and
eligibility criteria. The uniqueness and contributions of ECSE evolve fi-om its
multidisciplinary involvement, interdisciplinary collaboration, and family partnerships.
ECSE faces extensive challenges in conducting research and disseminating findings.
Technology and medical advances are unfolding new possibilities, dilemmas, and ethical
challenges for ECSE. Comprehensive ECSE personnel preparation encompasses all of the
unique features previously discussed, the responsibilities inherent in those features, and
additional challenges such as; higher education interdisciplinary collaboration; and
development and implementation of curriculum, practicum, and pedagogy at the
college/university level. On the horizon are the formidable tasks of providing services that
are developmentally appropriate, individually appropriate, and sensitive to diverse
cultures, linguistics, beliefs, and values. ECSE leadership must be up to the challenge.

Part III: Leadership Preparation in ECSE
The preparation of the future leaders is essential to maintaining the intellectual
health and vitality of any professional field" (Bos et al., 1995, p. 147). Although the
importance of leadership preparation in special education and ECSE appears to be an
accepted tenet, the literature describing doctoral preparation in both fields is sparse and
sporadic (Bos et al., 1995; Smith & Salzberg, 1994). The first section will discuss topic
areas found in current literature that are related to ECSE leadership preparation. The
second section will highlight selections fi^om NAEYC's Leadership in Early Care and
Education and their relevancy to leadership preparation in ECSE.
Current Related Topics
This section will discuss topic areas found in current literature that are related to
ECSE leadership preparation including; supply and demand; federal funding; demands
which shape leadership preparation; and the need for a national, comprehensive data base.
Supply and Demand
The majority of the literature addresses supply and demand issues for leadership
personnel and. particularly, for special education faculty in IHEs ((Dil et al., 1993; Smith
& Lovett. 1987; Smith et al., 1988; Pierce et al., 1992; Tawney & DeHaas-Wamer, 1993).
Most of these studies called for more comprehensive investigations including components
to address production rates, attrition rates, relocation patterns, faculty diversity, doctoral
student recruitment, demographics of students, doctoral students' areas of emphasis, and
doctoral graduates career choices (Pierce & Smith, 1994: Pierce, Smith, & Clarke, 1992;
Sindelar, Buck, Carpenter, & Watanabe, 1993; Smith & Pierce, 1995; Smith & Salzberg,

1994;). Several of these studies concluded that there is a need to establish a national
comprehensive data base (Bos et al., 1995; Smith & Salzberg, 1994; Tawney & DeHaasWamer, 1993). Bos et al. (1995) and Smith and Pierce (1995) recommended that future
research address the general characteristics of special education doctoral preparation,
doctoral students, and the financial assistance provided to these students.
Federal Funding of Leadership Preparation
Federal funding for special education leadership preparation began in the late
1950s and has continued to support the growth of doctoral preparation through the 1980s
(Bos et al., 1995). From the late 1980s into the 1990s the number of doctoral programs
remained level, while funding declined slightly (Geiger, 1991). With the development of
ECSE, funding for doctoral students has been extended to this new field (Personal
communication with Chalfant and Pysh, Spring, 1997).
Sindelar et al. (1993) concluded that "federal investment in leadership preparation
has been increased since 1988, but the purchasing power of that investment has been
diminished by inflation. The current level of investment does not appear to guarantee an
adequate supply of graduates." (1993, p. 246).
Frequently, ECSE is included as one of the fastest growing fields, however, other
information is lacking. Smith and Salzberg (1994) recognized the intense demand for
direct service providers, administrators, and leadership personnel in ECSE. Bos et al.
(1995) identified ECSE as a focus area within special education doctoral studies, most
frequently offered at HECSE institutions (n = 38 or 86%). Going beyond the supply and
demand issue, a 1988 national symposium Excellence in Doctoral Leadership Training:
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Special Education and Related Services recognized the need for "program descriptions of
size and geographic distribution, number of graduates produced and post-graduation
employment information..." (Bunsen & Bullock, 1988).
Demands which Shape Leadership Preparation
Within the portrait section of this literature review the dozen unique features of
ECSE and the challenges each presents for leadership preparation have been discussed.
Current literature does not specifically address standards for ECSE leadership preparation.
However, three documents that are relevant include; the personnel needs identified by
HECSE members (Smith, Drew, Healey, Hughes, & Salzberg, 1991), CEC Code of Ethics
(Council for Exceptional Children, 1996), and the NAEYC Guidelines for All Advanced
Degree Candidates (National Association for the Education of Young Children, 1996).
The personnel needs identified by HECSE members call for leaders in the areas of distance
educators, researchers, technological specialists, multicultural special educators, and
teacher educators (Smith, Drew, Healey, Hughes, & Salzberg, 1991) (Appendix B).
.Although these leadership persoimel needs are generalized to the field of special
education, it is reasonable to extend them to the ECSE field. The CEC (1996) Code of
Ethics provides guidelines for members of the special education profession that hold true
for the leadership cadre in ECSE (Appendix C). The NAEYC (1996) Guidelines for
preparation of earlv childhood professionals describes professional knowledge base in
theories, content area, and methodologies; skills in collaboration, evaluation, reflective
inquiry, and critical analyses; abilities to apply theoretical and research knowledge;
capabilities in taking on leadership roles; and the ability to interpret and expand the field's
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knowledge base (Appendix D). As the portrait of the unique features of ECSE and these
documents indicate, the sum total of demands upon ECSE leadership preparation are
extensive.
The Need for a National. Comprehensive Data Base
In "Leadership Training in Special Education: A Status Analysis," Bowen (1990)
synthesized issues and informational needs regarding supply and demand for doctoral level
personnel in special education. Bowen consolidated literature addressing the barriers to
leadership training including: (a) lack of financial support for doctoral students and the
erosion of existing financial resources (Sindelar &. Taylor, 1988), (b) diminished job
satisfaction and professional satisfaction (Zabel, Smith, & White, 1984), (c) non
competitive salary levels for faculty and researchers in higher education (Bowen &.
Schuster, 1986), (d) low initial salary for beginning college faculty (Bowen & Schuster,
1986), and (e) attrition through retirement (Smith & Lovett, 1987). Bowen's work
identified 16 issues that demonstrated the need for a comprehensive data base that tracks
the production of doctoral level personnel, the need for a national disseminator of specific
supply and demand data, the need for closer working relationships between IHEs and
employers, and a need for studies on the retirement trends and patterns of educators.
More recently. Smith and Salzberg (1994) and others (Bos et al., 1995; Smith et
al.. 1991; Tawney & DeHaas-Warner, 1993) emphasized the need for a national data-base
that would provide comprehensive information about special education doctoral students,
graduates, and faculty. These authors suggested that the Office of Special Education and
Rehabilitation Services (OSERS) should accomplish this task or contract it to an
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organization with the necessary expertise and resources. Furthermore, Smith and Salzberg
recommended that cooperative planning effort of IHE faculty, employers, and
representatives of national and state agencies should identify the information needs that
the national database should address. Recognizing that information needs change over
time. Smith and Salzberg suggested a systematic, aimual investigation into the following
topics;
1. Doctoral student recruitment (e.g., trend in mean age of students admitted,
successful and unsuccessful recruitment strategies, reasons potential students
reject an acceptance offer, national of local recruitment patterns);
2. Demographics of students enrolled in doctoral programs (e.g., age, ethnicity,
sex, parental status, expected graduation date, geographic preference for
employment);
3. Doctoral students' areas of emphasis (e.g., major and minor fields, general
special education versus specialty area);
4. Career choices (e.g., reasons for choice, did choice match job preference);
5. Demographics of special education faculty (e.g., age, ethnicity, sex rank, career
goals, retirement plans and options);
6. Searches for open faculty positions (e.g., reasons for failed searches, number
applicants, qualifications of candidates, job descriptions);
7. Field variables (e.g., emerging areas of specialty, financial conditions of the
region, university restructuring) (1994, p. 59-60).
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Stressing that the data-base be readily available to all who request information. Smith and
Salzberg believed that it should be comprehensive, kept current, and flexible and
responsive to changing contexts, conditions, and needs. The emergence of ECSE
represents a field experiencing extensive change in context, conditions, and needs that
would certainly benefit fi'om a national data-base.
Summary
During the past decade, ECSE has experienced growing pains as states have
moved towards fulfilling the immediate demands of implementing services and providing
qualified personnel. Current trends and projected needs for the 21" century indicate
continued demands for qualified ECSE personnel, which in turn will place increased
demands upon ECSE leadership preparation. A substantial portion of current ECSE
literature focuses on interdisciplinary collaboration, inclusive service delivery, familycentered practice, and personnel preparation. Specific investigations into the numbers,
types, or characteristics of or recommendations for ECSE leadership preparation are
lacking. ECSE's progress is dependent upon its quality personnel and quality leadership,
therefore research examining ECSE leadership preparation is warranted.
Seeking a Definition of Leadership and Its Properties
The NAEYC's recent publication. Leadership in Earlv Care and Education (Kagan
& Bowman, 1997), presents a thoughtfial discussion of the many facets of leadership in
early childhood education. This ground breaking dialogue explores the current challenges
and issues for the early childhood field, reviews historical and contemporary perspectives
on leadership, presents a closer look at leadership within EC, discusses new directions in
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fostering EC leadership, and makes recommendations for moving the EC leadership
agenda forward. These discussions have much to oflfer ECSE, therefore the following will
highlight selections from Leadership in Early Care and Education.
Kagan and Bowman's introductory statements addressed the importance of
leadership to sustain quality and facilitate advancement in any field or organization. Their
goal for this publication was "to provide a forum to examine current understandings about
leadership and to explore future possibilities for its development.... [and] to engage in a
systematic and collaborative discussion of the properties of leadership " (1997, p. xi).
Recognizing the need to begin at the beginning, these authors offered the following broad
definition;
leadership is not necessarily synonymous with job title or job fiinction—that is,
that many people, irrespective of their titles, exert profound leadership on the
field. It also assumes that formal degrees alone do not create a leader. Thus,
leadership is broadly defined in this volume. It is a fi"agile commodity, earned over
time, it can accrue to individuals and to organizations. At its core is a deep
knowledge of the field, a willingness to take risks, and a breadth of vision and
thinking that transcends individual programs, services, or orientations. Leadership
in early care and education is innovative but sensitive to history, diversity, and
context, and it is collaborative yet bold...(1997, p. .xii).
After reviewing the challenges and issues facing their field. Kagan and Bowman suggested
four steps to foster leadership development in early care and education; (a) come to a
consensus around a broad definition of leadership; (b) develop an understanding of what
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leadership does, its functions and purposes; (c) develop an understanding of and sensitivity
to "the context in which individuals and organizations become leaders and to the context
in which they will lead..(1997, p. 7); and (d) explore new paths to leadership.
Morgan examined studies from other fields, particularly business research, and
concluded that the following basic understandings of leadership were of value to the EC
field:
• Understand that leadership is a set of reciprocal relationships, not a static
quality.
• Reinforce holistic thinking and planning through knowledge about how
systems work.
• Develop a more extensive knowledge base and a theoretical fi"amework
concerning roles, competencies, and teams specific to early childhood
professions.
• .Accept authority and its place in relationships with children, parents, followers,
and other leaders.
• Acknowledge the distinction between and the value of diflferent forms of
leadership.
•

Match the complexity of work with compensation to reward higher levels of
preparation and personal growth.

• Work to advance concepts that focus on families as well as on children (1997,
p. 13).
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The second section of Leadership in Early Care and Education described the
functions and purposes of "Five Faces of Leadership" which include; pedagogical
leadership (Katz), administrative leadership (Culkin), advocacy leadership (Blank),
community leadership (Crompton), and conceptual leadership (Kagan & Neuman). Each
of these authors explored the scope, function, purposes, and competencies of the diflferent
types of leadership found in EC, followed by a commentary of another contributor.
Bloom's (1997) commentary on administrative leadership emphasized differentiating
leadership functions and managerial functions. Derived from organizational literature in
business and industry, these global concepts have much to offer EC and ECSE leadership.
Leadership functions relate to the broad view of helping an organization clarify and
affirm values, set goals, articulate a vision, and chart a course of action to achieve
that vision. Like an artist, the leader paints the picture, creating the images of what
an organization could be. The leader's job is to create a healthy tension between
current reality and an imagined ideal. Managerial functions, on the other hand,
relate to the actual orchestration of tasks and setting up systems to accomplish a
vision. (Covey, 1991 as cited by Bloom. 1997, p. 34).
Bloom continued with a discussion of different conceptualizations of competence,
competent, and competencies. She pointed to Fenichel and Eggbeer's belief that
competence is "the ability to do the right thing, at the right time, for the right
reasons...[that] competence involves the capacity to analyze a situation, consider
alternative approaches...evaluate the outcome, and articulate the rationale for each step of
the process" (1990, p. 13). As to the nature of competence. Bloom believed that
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competence is context specific and that levels of proficiency in a various competencies
must be viewed on a continuum. Additionally, Bloom suggested that there are three
components for competencies;
(1) knowledge competency, which includes knowledge in such areas as group dynamics,
organizational theories, child development, teaching strategies, and family systems;
(2) skill competency, which includes the technical, human, and conceptual skills needed to
perform different tasks...; and
(3) attitude competency, which includes beliefs, values, dispositions, and emotional
responses that support optimum performance (1997, p. 35).
Bloom agreed with Isenberg's (1979) recommendation that competence must be viewed as
a synthesis and integration of knowledge, skills, and attitudes. She suggested that the
work of Sergiovanni (1984) and Hayden (1996) provides a hierarchical framework to
examine competencies. This model views five areas of competency on a continuum
ranging fi"om competent to excellence. The five ascending competency areas are technical,
staff relations, educational programming, public relations, and symbolic. In her discussion
of the implications for training and credentialing. Bloom recommended using the
hierarchical competency fi-amework to provide "structure to the content and sequence of
training and help frame the ways credentialing efforts are conceptualized. The ultimate
goal of both training and credentialing is to create a system to screen out incompetence,
guarantee competence, and promote excellence" (1997, p. 37).
Blank's thorough discussion of effective leadership advocacy has much to offer
EC and ECSE as we face the challenge of ensuring that every child is valued and has a
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supportive, nurturing environment. Her characteristics of advocacy leadership are both
practical and insightful as well as relevant for local, state, federal, international levels.
These characteristics included:
•

Having a vision, planning for the long term, and moving beyond the press of
everyday responsibilities;

•

Reaching out and working with people and organizations beyond familiar
colleagues;

•

Scanning the environment to seize strategic opportunities to move an issue
forward;

•

Making strategic use of data and expert support;

•

Developing new approaches to reach the public and policymakers;

•

Making tough decisions and risking being unpopular;

•

Hanging tough, being relentless, and continually developing new approaches to
highlight the issues;

•

Knowing how and when to compromise; and

•

Inspiring and supporting new leaders and collaborating with colleagues
(Blank, 1997).

Crompton's discussion of community leadership focused on effective leadership
that transforms a vision into reality. Of particular interest was his discussion of three
personal attributes for leaders, character, passion, and optimism. Crompton stated that
character is "the unspoken message you send to people about who you are. It is revealed
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both by your behavior and your attitude—by what you do and say, how you treat people,
and how you respond to conflict and a host of other situations" (1997, p. 53). Passion was
described as the attribute that allows leaders to influence others because "they speak from
their hearts, and everyone in the room can feel it" (1997, p. 53). Optimism was described
as the attribute that allows leaders to maintain positive enthusiasm that makes progress
possible. With similar emphasis on the personal dimensions of leadership, Espinosa defined
leadership as "the ability to influence, inspire, motivate, or affect the thoughts, feelings,
and actions of others" (1997, p. 97). She argued that "knowledge, experience, and training
are necessary but not suflBcient requirements for early care and education leaders" and that
it is "imperative to help young leaders develop a set of personal principles that will fiiel
their professional contributions" (1997, p. 97. P. 102). The personal principles that
Espinosa referred to were moral principles, vision, and courage.
Kagan and Neuman defined conceptual leadership as an openness to "new ways
and process of thinking, willing to challenge conventional assumptions, and prepared to
think forward and to think broadly" (1997, p. 59). The five characteristics of conceptual
leadership included: "(1) think[ing] in terms of the whole field; (2) ... [responding] to
diverse perspectives; (3) think[ing] long term; (4) push[ing] the what-is to the what-mightbe—thinking possibility, invention, and vision; and (5) seek[ing] to impact the social
good" (1997, p. 60). Kagan and Neuman concluded their discussion with
recommendations to promote conceptual leadership including attitudinal change for the
field of early care and education. This recommendation seems most poignant and
meaningfial for the ECSE field as well;
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The early care and education field must recognize that it offers more than a set of
services to children and families; rather, that high-quality early childhood education
is a social imperative deserving a permanent place on the social agenda. All our
actions must take place within a context that views early care and education as a
social necessity, as essential to a democracy, and not merely as ancillary fnnge. To
achieve this, out 'think' (be it legislative, quality enhancement, or service delivery
efforts) must transcend individual programs and projects; we must conceptualize
ourselves as a unified field and profession...(1997, p. 63).
In the final chapter of Leadership in Earlv Care and Education. Bowman and
Kagan summarized recommendations for "Moving the Leadership Agenda" forward;
1. Pioneer new definitions of and visions for leadership for early care and
education professionals.
2. Engage allied groups and organizations concerned about children and families
in the development of a new emphasis on and vision for early childhood
leadership; encourage their recognition and support.
3. Formalize a leadership structure for the field.
4. Encourage higher education to match leadership training to the needs of the
field.
5. Promote nonacademic opportunities for early childhood leaders to learn and
gain experience.

109
6. Advance diversity through opportunity and the elimination of bias
(pp. 157-160).
These recommendations are applicable to the ECSE field.
Finally, a stellar explanation of leadership developed by Stephen Covey (1991) is
Principle-Centered Leadership. He summarizes the basic principles of effective leadership
with the proverb; "Give a man a fish, and you feed him for a day. Teach him how to fish,
and you feed him for a lifetime" (1991, p. 14). This analogy captures the essence of
leadership for ECSE. With this principle, early childhood special educators enable children
and families to face the daily challenges of disabilities and developmental delays. With this
principle, ECSE leaders develop and implement community, national, and global solutions
to the challenges of disabilities and developmental delays. Covey's concept of PrincipleCentered Leadership has much to offer the field of ECSE.
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Chapter Summary
ECSE is a field with a rich heritage and a challenging future. Founded upon
respect for the child, family, education, and individuals with disabilities, ECSE is
experiencing rapid growth. The emergence of the ECSE field has been influenced by a
combination of social and political developments, theoretical perspectives, parent
advocacy, empirical research and innovative technology. Foundational to ECSE is the core
belief that early intervention can positively influence the lives of infants, toddlers and
preschoolers with disabilities and those at risk for developmental delays. This paradigm
has evolved over time and permeates all components of the field. The unique features of
ECSE contribute to its complexity, dilemmas, issues, and challenges. Leadership
preparation encompasses all aspects of ECSE, its history, beliefs, and unique features, and
will play a major role in the fijture successes of ECSE. The literature has yet to address
the conceptualization of ECSE leadership. However, we can leam and borrow fi-om other
fields. To sustain quality, to facilitate growth, to maintain the intellectual health and vitality
of our field, ECSE needs to define leadership and to promote leadership development. If
we are to accomplish our mission of quality services for infants and young children with
disabilities and at risk for developmental delays and their families, we must turn our
attention to conceptualization of ECSE leadership and then to development of strategies
that will foster leadership preparation in ECSE.
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CHAPTER ni;
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
The present study was undertaken in an effort to describe leadership preparation in
ECSE at IHEs across the United States during the period of 1995 through 1997. The
specific objectives of the study were to; (a) identify IHEs that offered doctoral preparation
in ECSE, (b) describe the characteristics and components of ECSE doctoral preparation,
(c) describe the characteristics of the ECSE faculty, (d) describe the characteristics of
doctoral students who specialize in ECSE, and (e) identify trends in doctoral preparation
in ECSE. This chapter describes the research design, definition of the subject pool,
participants, data collection procedures, data management, and data analysis.
Research Design
The descriptive study employed survey methodology that consisted of four
components: (a) an initial survey to identify colleges and/or universities offering doctoral
preparation in ECSE: (b) a comprehensive survey of those IHEs; (c) follow-up telephone,
fax, and/or E-mail contacts with ECSE faculty; and (d) an analysis of documents
describing ECSE leadership preparation, requirements, and curriculum opportunities for
each IHE.
Definition of the Subject Pool
Delineation of the subject pool was accomplished over a five month time period.
Steps to complete the process included: a review of four sources; Initial Survey, Parts A
and B; development of a preliminary list; Initial Survey, Part C; and development of a
comprehensive list of IHEs offering doctoral preparation with specializations in ECSE.
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Review of Four Sources
To determine wliich IHEs in the United States were offering doctoral preparation
in ECSE, the investigator conducted a review of four sources: (a) the CEC Directory of
Programs for Preparing Individuals for Careers in Special Education 1995 Edition
(Weintraub & McLane, 1995); (b) the Division of Personnel Preparation Projects funded
in 1994 through 1995; (c) IHEs receiving federal leadership grants from 1993 through
1996; and (d) IHEs that were 1993 members of the Higher Education Consortium for
Special Education (HECSE) with doctoral preparation with ECSE specializations as
identified by Bos, Roberts, Rieth, and Derer (1995). The conflicting information
represented within these sources led the investigator to develop a two part initial survey to
determine which IHEs were offering doctoral programs in ECSE in the 1996/1997 school
year.
Initial Survev Part A
From the CEC Directorv of Programs for Preparing Individuals for Careers in
Special Education 1995 Edition (Weintraub & McLane, 1995) two lists were complied by
the investigator. The first listed 25 IHEs offering doctoral preparation with specializations
in ECSE. The second listed 46 IHEs offering doctoral preparation with specialization
areas in (a) special education, (b) administration, (c) curriculum and instruction, (d)
educational leadership, (e) teacher education, and (f) transition. The decision to include
these doctoral programs was based upon the assumption that these study areas could
include an ECSE specialization. IHEs which were identified by the CEC directory as
offering doctoral preparation with specializations in specific disability categories, generic
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special education, mild/moderate disability, severe/profound disability, adaptive physical
education or movement studies in disability were excluded, based upon the assumption
that these study areas would not include extensive work in ECSE.
Initial Survey Part A was conducted on September I, 1996 and polled 46 IHEs
offering doctoral preparation in areas other than ECSE. A cover letter requested
clarification concerning the doctoral program offered by each institution (Appendix E). A
survey postcard asked respondents to (a) verify the area[s] in which doctoral programs
were offered, (b) identify programs which included opportunities to specialize in ECSE,
(c) verify that such a specialization included specific ECSE course work, and (d) identify
plans to develop an ECSE doctoral program or an ECSE specialization (Appendix F). A
second request was mailed to respondents on September 16, 1996.
By December 10, 1996, 82% of these EHEs had responded to Initial Survey Part
A. Third and fourth requests, mailed on December 30, 1996 and January 20, 1997
respectively, coupled with telephone contacts made on January 3 T', yielded a 95%
response rate. The results identified 28 IHEs as offering ECSE specializations within
doctoral programs in areas such as special education, administration, curriculum and
instruction, educational leadership, or teacher education. Details will be presented in
Section One of Chapter 4.
Initial Survev Part B
From the grant titles reported by the Division of Personnel Preparation (1994-95),
the investigator developed a list of IHEs involved in projects relating to leadership in
special education or ECSE. This list identified 77 different institutions and 86 different
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project directors. If projects were in diflferent departments at the same college/university,
each department was contacted. Project titles which clearly described ECSE or special
education doctoral or graduate programs, as well as project titles which were ambiguous
were included in Initial Survey Part B. Projects titles which addressed the preparation of
specialists in specific disability categories such as learning disabilities, related services,
psychology, or paraprofessionals were not included in the survey.
Initial Survey Part B was conducted on September 7, 1996 and targeted 77
difiFerent institutions including 86 respondents. A cover letter explained that the
investigator sought to identify doctoral programs in ECSE using the Division of Personnel
Preparation Projects Funded in 1994-95 as an initial source (Appendix E). A survey
postcard asked respondents to; (a) verify the existence of a doctoral program; (b) identify
areas, such as ECSE, special education, administration, curriculum and instruction, teacher
education, leadership, and/or others in which their institution offers doctoral degrees; (c)
verify that those programs included opportunities to specialize in ECSE; (d) confirm that
such a specialization included specific ECSE course work; and (e) identify any future plans
to develop an ECSE doctoral program or an ECSE specialization (Appendix F). A second
request was mailed to respondents on September 16, 1996.
By December 13, 1996, 85% of the respondents had replied to Initial Survey Part
B. Third and founh requests mailed on December 30, 1996 and January 20, 1997
respectively, coupled with telephone contacts made on January 31", yielded a 98%
response rate. Of the 55 IHEs which offered doctoral programs, 45 offered doctoral
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programs which included opportunities to specialize in ECSE. Further analysis will be
presented in Section One of Chapter 4.
Prelimmarv List
The results of Initial Survey Part A and B were compared with the CEC Directory,
(Weintraub & McLane, 1995), the federal leadership grants, and the findings of Bos et al.
(1995). The investigator developed a preliminary list of IHEs offering doctoral preparation
with a specialization in ECSE, including 80 institutions, representing 39 states and the
District of Columbia. Any institution identified as having a doctoral preparation with a
specialization in ECSE by the CEC Directory (Weintraub & McLane, 1995), by Initial
Survey Part A or B and/or by Bos et al. (1995) was recorded on the preliminary list.
Institutions which were in the process of developing new ECSE doctoral programs or
specializations were not included on the preliminary list.
Initial Survey Part C
The eleven states which were not represented within the 80 IHEs included Alaska,
.\rkansas, Delaware. Louisiana, Maine, Montana, New Hampshire, New Jersey, Rhode
Island. South Dakota, and Wyoming. On November I, 1996, each of these States'
Department of Education was contacted by mail, with a request for information
concerning IHEs which offer doctoral programs in ECSE. This was an attempt to ensure
that this study would be based on a comprehensive sample fi"ame (Fowler, 1993). AH
eleven states responded with information identifying IHEs which offer doctoral or
graduate programs relating to special education or ECSE. These institutions (23) were
contacted on November 22, 1996. A cover letter, which explained that the investigator

!

116
sought to identify doctoral programs in ECSE and the survey postcard used in Initial
Survey B were sent (Appendices B and C).
By December 23, 1996, 73 % of these IHEs had responded to Initial Survey Part
C. Second and third requests, mailed on December 30, 1996 and January 20, 1997,
coupled with telephone contacts made on January 31", yielded a 91% response rate. Seven
EHEs reported doaoral programs which included opportunities to specialize in ECSE.
Details will be discussed in Section One of Chapter 4.
Comprehensive List
The combined results of Initial Survey Parts A, B and C represented a polling of
155 respondents at 146 institutions. The associated response rate was 96.7%. From this
data a comprehensive list of IHEs offering doctoral preparation with specializations in
ECSE was created. Any institution identified as having doctoral preparation with a
specialization in ECSE by the CEC Directory (Weintraub & McLane, 1995), by Bos et al.
(1995), and/or by Initial Survey Parts A, B, or C, was recorded on the comprehensive list.
This process identified 88 IHEs offering doctoral programs with opportunities to
specialize in ECSE. Institutions (7) which were in the process of developing doctoral
preparation with ECSE specializations were not included on the comprehensive list but
were placed on a separate list. The University of New Hampshire, which reported having
opportunities to specialize in ECSE under other study areas and being in the process of
developing a doctoral specialization in ECSE. was placed on the comprehensive list as
well as the list identifying IHEs developing new doctoral ECSE specialization.
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Participants
At this point the investigator decided that a subject pool of 88 IHEs was not large
enough to warrant the use of random sampling and that the research should include all 88
IHEs (Fowler Jr., 1993). To ensure that the data base was as complete as possible, the
next phase of research distributed the comprehensive survey to 88 IHEs including both
private and public universities and colleges across the 50 states and the District of
Columbia. The final participants were determined by those IHEs that responded to the
comprehensive survey. The 77% response rate identified 46 IHEs that reported oflfering
doctoral preparation in ECSE. Seventeen other respondents indicated that their doctoral
preparation did not offer ECSE specializations as defined by the study. One EHE, that had
reported offering doctoral preparation in ECSE on the Initial Survey, declined to
participate in the comprehensive study.
Data Collection Procedures
Data were collected through; (a) the initial survey Parts A, B, and C; (b) the
comprehensive survey; (c) follow-up telephone, fax, and/or E-mail contacts with ECSE
faculty; and (d) examination of written documents, CD ROM; College Source (Career
Guidance Foundation, 1996), and information obtained from IHEs' Internet sites
describing the requirements and curriculum opportunities. The primary data collection was
accomplished through the comprehensive survey. Clarification and expansion of data were
accomplished through telephone, fax, and E-mail contacts and review of written
documents provided by respondents, CD ROM; College Source (Career Guidance
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Foundatioa, 1996), a data base of college profiles and college catalogs, and information
gained fi-om IHEs' Internet sites.
Comprehensive Survey
The development of the survey instrument for the comprehensive survey consisted
of five primary activities: preparation of questionnaire, expert review, clarification of
terminology, pilot testing, and final modifications. The final version was entitled Doctoral
Preparation in ECSE Questionnaire (Appendix G). Conducted over four months, the
comprehensive survey included three mailings to 88 IHEs.
Preparation of Questionnaire
The purpose of the comprehensive survey was to gather descriptive information
about; the characteristics and components of doctoral preparation in ECSE; ECSE faculty;
doctoral students who specialize in ECSE; and trends in leadership preparation in ECSE.
Considering these purposes, the investigator designed and used a written questionnaire
with both open-ended and forced-choice items (Fink & Kosecoflf, 1985; Fowler, Jr., 1993).
The questionnaire consisted of 23 items which addressed (a) how doctoral
preparation in ECSE is positioned in IHEs, (b) program characteristics and components of
ECSE doctoral preparation, (c) curriculum, (d) interdisciplinary leadership training, (e)
ECSE faculty, (f) ECSE doctoral students' characteristics, (g) trends in leadership
preparation in ECSE. and (h) institution information. The questionnaire was based on the
instrument used by Bos et al. (1995) to examine the special education doctoral programs
of HECSE institutions. Additional questions addressing the supply and demand issues of
special education professionals at universities (Pierce, Smith, & Clarke, 1992) were
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included. To explore the interdisciplinary nature of ECSE doctoral programs, questions
were added concerning minors and second specialization areas, collaborative teaching, and
courses across departments, and/or colleges. To investigate trends within the ECSE
leadership preparation, items addressing recent or anticipated revisions were included.
Expert Review of Questionnaire
The Doctoral Preparation in ECSE Questionnaire was reviewed by the
investigator's dissertation committee members and revised. Recommendations concerning
(a) overall length and appearance, (b) precise instructions, (c) modifications of items for
clarity, (d) eliminating items to narrow the overall focus, (e) definition of terms, and (f) reclustering of items for conceptual clarity were incorporated into the questionnaire. One
major change was the use of matrices rather than singular questions. Next, a letter
explaining the purposes of the study and requesting feedback was sent with the
questionnaire to experts at NEC*TAS, TED and DEC. As a result of the expert review,
minor revisions were made in the directions and response spaces on matrices.
Clarification of Terminology
Initial Survey Parts A and B used the terms doctoral programs in ECSE and/or
specializations in ECSE. Respondents comments demonstrated different interpretations of
these terms. In addition, the expert review of the questionnaire indicated the need to
clarify these terms. Consequently, doctoral preparation in ECSE or doctoral preparation
with a specialization in ECSE was incorporated into the questionnaire and used
throughout the remainder of the investigation.

i
I

J
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Pilot Testing of Questionnaire
Self-administered questionnaires are heavily dependent on the clarity of their
language and pilot testing quickly reveals whether or not the questionnaire is user friendly
and if it will provide the information needed (Fink & Kosecoff^ 1985). For these reasons,
the Doctoral Preparation in ECSE Questionnaire was sent to ten IHEs on the
comprehensive list.
Using the six accreditation regions of the United States as a demographic guide,
one IHE from each region was chosen (Table 1). From the largest regions (Southern and
North Central), the remaining four IHEs were chosen to represent private and public
institutions, as well as both colleges and universities. Additionally, attempts were made to
include IHEs which had been identified by each of the initial four sources (CEC Directory
of Programs for Preparing Individuals for Careers in Special Education 1995 Edition
[Weintraub & McLane, 1995], the Division of Personnel Preparation projects funded in
1994 through 1995, federal leadership grants recipients from 1993 through 1996, and
1993 HECSE institutions with doctoral preparation with ECSE specializations as
identified by Bos et al. [1995] ). Overall, the pilot sample was balanced with IHEs from
urban and rural areas.
On November 18, 1996, the Doctoral Preparation in ECSE Questionnaire was
mailed to the ten pilot study IHEs. An introductory letter requested their participation,
explained the purposes of the study, and solicited feedback for improving the
questionnaire (Appendix H). By December 30''', 6 of these IHEs had responded to the
pilot study. Of these institutions, three offered doctoral preparation in ECSE. Data from
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these three IHEs was incorporated into the overall results gathered by the comprehensive
survey. The remaining IHEs (3) indicated that each offered masters level preparation in
ECSE. One of these EHEs explained that when the federal funding ended, their university
was unable to continue offering doctoral preparation in ECSE. Preliminary analysis of the
pilot responses indicated that comprehensive list of IHEs should not be viewed as a
definitive summary of institutions with doctoral preparation in ECSE.

Table 1: Reaonal Accrediting Agencies
Accreditation Regions

States

Middle States Region

Delaware. District of Columbia. Maryland. New Jersey. New York. &
Pennsylvania.

New England Region

Connecticut, Maine. Massachusetts. New Hampshire, Rhode Island. &
Vermont.

North Central Region

Arizona, Arkansas. Colorado. Illinois. Indiana, Iowa. Kansas. Michigan.
Minnesota, Missouri. Nebraska. New Me.xico. North Dakota. Ohio.
Oklahoma. South Dakota. West Virginia. Wisconsin. & Wyoming.

Northwest Region

Alaska. Idaho. Montana. Ne\'ada. Oregon, Utah. & Washington.

Southern Region

Alabama. Florida, Georgia, Kentucky-. Louisiana, Mississippi. North
Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee. Tc.\as. & Virginia

Western Region

California & Hawaii

Final Modifications of Questionnaire
.'Vfter pilot testing, changes in formatting of the questionnaire reduced the length to
two pages printed back to back. The question addressing the use of DEC/NAHYC/ATE
professional standards in the development of ECSE doctoral preparation (Appendix G.
item # 20) was added at the suggestion of one expert reviewer after the pilot. The cover

122
letter was modified to include a precise definition of doctoral preparation in ECSE for the
study (Appendix I).
Administrative Procedures for Comprehensive Survey
On December 30, 1996, the Doctoral Preparation in ECSE Questionnaire
(Appendix G) was maUed to 88 IHEs. A cover letter requested their participation,
explained the purposes of the study, and defined doctoral preparation in ECSE (Appendix
I). The definition of doctoral preparation in ECSE used for the comprehensive study was;
advanced studies which lead to an upper level academic degree including Doctor of
Philosophy (Ph.D.) and/or Doctor of Education (Ed.D.) with a major, specialization,
cognate, or concentration in ECSE..
Every effort was made to encourage participation through three mailings, spaced
approximately one month apart, and the use of stamped addressed return envelopes. The
first request yielded a 21% return rate and confirmed 12 IHEs with doctoral preparation in
ECSE. On January 20. 1997, a second request was mailed with "All Children Can Leam"
logo stamped on each envelope and a label which indicated the addressee [the
investigator] would pay any postage due. Ten days later, follow-up contacts were made to
all nonresponding EHEs. The second request, coupled with the follow-up contacts,
produced a 63% return rate, confirming doctoral preparation in ECSE at 39 IHEs. A final
request was mailed on February 20, 1997 with the personalized letters including a final
plea: "Be a lifesaver, please respond!" attached to a candy Lifesaver™. Additional
telephone, fax, and E-mail contacts were used as needed. Overall, the investigator found
respondents to be encouraging and genuinely interested in representing their IHE as
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accurately and thoroughly as possible. The final request and contacts brought the total
response rate to 77% [N = 68] and identified 46 IHEs with doctoral preparation in ECSE.
Follow-up Contacts
On the advice of two experienced researchers, the investigator decided to contact
respondents ten days after the second and third comprehensive survey mailing. Preparation
included; (a) generating lists of IHEs, which had and had not responded; (b) identifying
the investigators' questions, which had emerged fi^om the returned surveys; (c) composing
a guiding outline to be used during telephone contacts; and (d) generating a list of
telephone numbers fi-om the CEC Directory (Weintraub & McLane, 1995), returned
questionnaires, and telephone information services.
Approximately ten days following the second and third mailings, telephone, fax,
and/or E-mail contacts were made with IHEs. The purposes of these contacts were to: (a)
encourage nonrespondents to complete the comprehensive survey; (b) clarify any concerns
or questions concerning the questionnaire or research purposes; (c) gain referrals to other
contact persons, who were directly involved with ECSE at the doctoral level; and (d)
clarify investigator's questions concerning information reported on completed
questionnaires.
Document Review
Included in the cover letter that accompanied the Doctoral Preparation in ECSE
Questionnaire was a request for a graduate catalog, program brochures and/or
departmental documents describing doctoral requirements, ECSE course work, and
internships. A variety of materials was provided by 67% (N = 31) of the respondents.
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Additionally, Internet sites for all 46 IHEs were contacted in the spring and summer of
1997. In an attempt to complete specific information, the CD ROM; College Source
(Career Guidance Foundation, 1996), provided access to a database of college profiles and
fiiU-text college catalogs. Again, E-mail contacts were used to clarify data obtained fi"om
the written documents and Internet sites. These data sources were particularly useful for
learning the technical aspect of each program including required components, such as
admissions, basic doctoral requirements, and program of studies. Additionally, these
sources provided IHE self-descriptions that revealed mission statements; philosophies of
education, leadership preparation, special education, and/or ECSE; and a discussion of
program goals, competencies, and professional roles.
Data Management
As questionnaires were returned and written documents arrived, information was
filed according to university. Careful documentation on a data collection log, allowed the
investigator to keep accurate records to organize the three mailings designed to elicit an
adequate response rate. Summary data tables and graphs were developed using Microsoft
Word for Windows 95 ™ and Microsoft Excel for Windows 95™ software. As data was
gleaned from the comprehensive survey, written documents, Internet sites, or the followup contacts, it was recorded on the appropriate table by university. Data tables addressed
a single questionnaire item or charted details concerning admissions requirements, basic
doaoral requirements, and program of studies requirements. Data that emerged from
written documents and Internet sites were sorted into the broad categories and recorded
as: IHE self-descriptions, unique features, or competencies.

I
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Data Analysis
Quantitative data were analyzed by calculating frequency counts, averages, ranges,
modes, and percentages. Qualitative data were first clustered to enhance understanding of
the data (Miles & Huberman, 1984). Further content analysis revealed emerging patterns
and assisted in creating a data coding system for each set of data. Each coding system was
reviewed by the investigator's dissertation committee members or other university experts
and appropriately revised. For instance, a coding system for the examples of research
courses was first developed by the investigator, then reviewed by dissertation committee
members and revised based upon the consensus. After consulting with a learned expert in
the field of educational research, the final recommendations for data coding were put in
place.
Chapter Summary
The purpose of this study was to update and enlarge the database on leadership
preparation in ECSE based on information about the doctoral programs. The methods
delineated in this chapter were dexased to provide a means to describe ECSE leadership
preparation during 1995-1996 and 1996-1997 school years. These methods included:
research design, definition of subject pool, participants, data collection procedures, data
management and data analysis. Subsequent chapters describe the data as collected and the
analysis of that data.
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CHAPTER IV:
RESULTS
This study was designed to generate descriptive information on leadership
preparation in ECSE for 1995 through 1997. The results are presented in five major
sections, corresponding to the central research questions. The first part focuses on
identifying IHEs that ofiFered doctoral preparation in ECSE during the 1995-1996 and
1996-1997 school years, describing the demographics of those institutions, and identifying
IHEs that were in the process of developing doctoral preparation in ECSE. The second
part describes characteristics and components of ECSE doctoral preparation. The third
part describes ECSE faculty. The fourth part describes ECSE doctoral students. The fifth
part discusses trends in leadership preparation in ECSE. Finally, the chapter summary
presents an overview of the study's results.
Part I: IHEs Offering Leadership Preparation in ECSE
Identification of EHEs offering leadership preparation in ECSE was accomplished
through the three part initial survey and refined by the comprehensive survey. The initial
survey identified IHEs that had developed or that were in the process of developing
doctoral programs with specializations in ECSE and defined the subject pool for the
comprehensive survey. Forty-six IHEs were identified as offering doctoral preparation
with specializations in ECSE by the comprehensive survey and provided the data base for
this study. The comprehensive survey, written documents, follow-up contacts, and IFDEs'
Internet sites were used to collect demographic data on each institution.
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Initial Survey Summary
The combined results of Initial Survey Parts A, B and C represented a polling of
155 respondents at 146 institutions across the 50 states and the District of Columbia. With
a 96.7% response rate (N = 150), the results identified 71 IHEs as offering doctoral
preparation in ECSE. Any institution identified as having a doctoral preparation with a
specialization in ECSE by the CEC Directory (1995), by Bos et al. (1995), and/or by
Initial Survey Parts A, B, or C, was recorded on the comprehensive list. These sources
identified 88 IHEs offering doctoral programs with opportunities to specialize in ECSE.
Seven institutions identified by the initial survey as in the process of developing completely
new doctoral programs with specializations in ECSE were not included on the
comprehensive list but were placed on a separate list (Table 2). The University of Florida
ECSE leadership program was scheduled to start in January, 1997, and therefore was
included on both lists.
Table 2: IHEs De\eloping Doctoral Preparation with ECSE Specializations
State

IHE

Cit\'

FL

Universit\- of Flonda

Gainesville (Starting Date: January. 1997)

[A

Universily of Northern Iowa

Waterloo

ME

University of .Maine

Orono

NH

University- of New Hampshire

Durham

TX

Our Lady of the Lake University

San Antonio

VA

University of Virginia

Charlottesville

VA

Virginia Pohlechnic Institute &
State Universm-

Blacksburg
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Comprehensive Survey and Final List
The next phase of research distributed the comprehensive survey to 88 IHEs
including both private and public universities and colleges across the 50 states and the
District of Columbia. The final participants included those IHEs that responded to the
comprehensive survey. Sbcty-eight surveys were received for a return rate of 77% which
identified 46 IHEs offering doctoral preparation in ECSE. Twenty-one respondents
indicated that their doctoral preparation did not offer ECSE specializations as defined by
this study. One IHE. that had reported offering doctoral preparation in ECSE on the Initial
Survey, declined to participate in the comprehensive study.
Demographics of IHEs
Forty-six institutions offering doctoral preparation in ECSE were found in 31
states and are presented by state in Table 3. Demographics for the participating institutions
indicated that 89% (N = 41) were public and 11% (N = 5) were private. Total student
enrollment at the participating institutions ranged fi"om fewer than 5,000 students to more
than 40,000. Two percent reported fewer than 5,000 students; 13% reported 5,00010,000 students; 22% reported 10,000-20,000 students; 46% reported 20,000-30,000
students; 11% reported 30,000-40,000 students; and 6% reported more than 40,000
students.

•<I»

Table 3; IHEs with Doaoral Preparation in ECSE by State
State
AL
AL
AZ
CA
CO
CO
DE
FL
FL
FL
GA
GA
lA
IL

DL
IN
KY
LA
MA
MD
MD
MI
MN
MO
MO
MS
NC
NC
ND
NE
OH
OR
PN
PN
RI
TN
TN
TX
TX
UT
UT
VA
VA
VA
WA
WV

IKE
Auburn Universily
University of Alabama
University of Arizona
San Francisco State University
University of Denver
University of Northern Colorado
University of Delaware
Rorida International University
Florida State University
University of Florida
Georgia State University
Valdosta State University
Iowa Sate University
Southern Illinois University
University of Illinois
Indiana University
University of Louisville
University of New Orleans
Tufts University
John Hopkins University
University of Maryland
University of Michigan
University of Minnesota
University of Missouri
University of Missouri
University of Southern Mississippi
University of North Carolina
University of North Carolina
University of North Dakota
University of Nebraska
Kent State University
University of Oregon
Pennsy lvania State University
University of Pittsburgh
Salve Regina University
University of Memphis
Vanderbilt Universitv-Peabody College
Texas Woman's University
Universitv" of North Texas
University of Utah
Utah State University
George Mason University
University' of Virginia
Virginia Commonwealth
University of Washington
West Virginia University

Citv
Auburn
Tuscaloosa
Tucson
San Francisco
Denver
Greeley
Newark
Miami
Tallahassee
Gainesville
Atlanta
Valdosta
Ames
Carbondale
ChampaignAJrbana
Bloomington
Louisville
New Orleans
Medford
Baltimore
College Park
Aim Arbor
Minneapolis
Columbia
St. Louis
Hattiesburg
Chapel Hill
Greensboro
Grand Forks
Lincoln
Kent
Eugene
Hamsburg
Pittsbiu-gh
Newport
Memphis
Nashville
Denton
Denton
Salt Lake Cit\"
Logan
Fairfax
Charlottes\ine
Richmond
Seattle
Morgantown
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Part II; Characteristics and Components of Leadership Preparation in ECSE
Forty-six IHEs with doctoral preparation in ECSE were identified by the initial
survey and confirmed by the comprehensive survey. An analysis of the data gathered firom
the comprehensive questionnaire, written documents, IHEs' Internet sites, and follow-up
contacts provided information to describe characteristics and components of ECSE
doctoral preparation for 1995-1996 and 1996-1997. First, EHEs' self descriptions of
ECSE leadership preparation will be presented. Next, program characteristics, required
components, and curriculum opportunities will address specifics of ECSE leadership
preparation. Additionally, implementation of interdisciplinary leadership training as
reported by respondents will be presented.
IHEs' Self Descriptions of ECSE Leadership Preparation
The documents provided by respondents and obtained through university Internet
sites yielded a variety of institution self descriptions of doctoral programs and ECSE
leadership preparation. A content analysis of these descriptions revealed mission
statements; philosophies of education, leadership preparation, special education, and/or
ECSE; and a discussion of program goals, competencies, and professional roles. Appendix
J presents examples of these descriptions of ECSE leadership preparation, housed within
varying university structures.
Descriptions of special education leadership programs fi-equently began with a
statement addressing an overall commitment to establishing, maintaining, and improving
services to individuals with disabilities. Fulfilling this commitment was related to the IHEs'
roles in preparing exemplary personnel and future special education leaders. Secondly,
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statements were included that addressed the development of both a breadth and depth of
knowledge and global understanding of the special education field and the issues which
influence the discipline. Thirdly, these descriptions characterized their programs by listing
competencies, such as teaching, research, service, program evaluation, policy
development, and special education foundations. Finally, references were made to the
development of leadership perspectives and abilities to assume professional leadership
responsibilities in the areas of research, teaching, and service.
Paralleling special education leadership preparation, the IHE descriptions of ECSE
leadership preparation pledged their commitment to promoting quality services to infants
and young children with disabilities and their families. Some described those services
referring to qualities, such as community-based; family-centered; comprehensive;
interdisciplinary; sensitive to ethnic, language and cultural diversity; or referring to the
CEC, DEC Recommended Guidelines for Personnel Preparation (1995). Most of these
descriptions included roles and responsibilities that ECSE leaders would assume.
Brochures and department documents from Florida International University, the
University of Oregon, and the University of Florida provided comprehensive portraits of
their ECSE leadership preparation including philosophical premises and implementation of
their educational approaches. Florida International University included a belief statement
addressing leadership; "[O"'"! philosophy is based upon the belief that well-prepared
leaders are empowered to make informed decisions, competent in making connections
with other professionals and family members, and responsive to the diverse needs of
professionals who serve individuals with disabilities (Florida International University,
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1996, p. 1)." The University of Oregon described their EI/ECSE doctoral program as
tailored to meet the individual career goals of participants through an apprenticeship
model. Implementation of their apprenticeship model was described as requiring doctoral
students to be integrated into authentic activities, such as developing service delivery
options, creating state policy, conducting research, professional writing, and preservice
and inservice teaching. The University of Florida described their program as one that
promotes "inclusive education and collaborative teacher education through the unification
of the disciplines of ECE and ECSE." Additionally, the University of Florida emphasized
•'fieldbased context for research, teaching and service in Florida, a state that reflects the
conditions and cultural diversity of today's society...and interdisciplinary preparation"
(University of Florida, n.d., p.2).
Three universities that offered leadership preparation in ECSE within unique
programs are Pennsylvania State University (PENN), Tufts University, and Virginia
Commonwealth University (VCU) (see Appendices J & L). Recognizing that special
educators and school psychologists are especially important partners in early intervention,
PENN State offered a joint preparation program with an interdisciplinary focus. Within
their self description PENN State emphasized the interdisciplinary preparation model and
the goal of preparing leaders "whose missions will be to prepare new professionals and to
advance the interdisciplinary field of early intervention." Tufts University's doctoral
program in applied child development was described as emphasizing the "need to apply
theory and research on child and family development to the many programs and issues
confronting those who are concerned about the care, education and welfare of children."
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Leadership preparation in the Urban Services Program at VCU was described as being
based on a holistic view of learning. Their approach to leadership preparation stressed
building on the student's life interests and experiences through authentic activities and
collaborative learning opportunities.
Brochures, Internet sites, university and graduate catalogs, and departmental
documents provided informative snapshots of leadership preparation in ECSE used to
recruit doctoral students. Appendix J presents examples of IHE self descriptions found in
these sources. Additional analysis of these sources revealed unique features, such as
university collaboration, admissions, doctoral requirements, and program opportunities.
These features are presented in Appendix K and discussed in appropriate sections of this
chapter.
Program Characteristics
Program characteristics included the position of ECSE within the university
structure, degrees offered with specializations in ECSE. and the age focus [e.g., typical
ranges found within birth-8 years] of the ECSE doctoral preparation. Data on these
specific program characteristics were collected from the comprehensive survey and
confirmed within written documents and [HE Internet sites.
ECSE Position within the University Structure
The data on the position of ECSE within the university structure is presented in
Table 4. The Colleges/schools and departments that offer ECSE doctoral preparation are
listed by IHE. The majority of IHEs (N = 42 or 91%) offered doctoral preparation in
ECSE within the college/school of education. Titles, such as Teachers College, Education
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and Psychology; and Education and Human Ecology, Education and Human Development,
Human Resources and Education were coded as a college/school of education. The other
9% CN = 4) of the EHEs placed ECSE doctoral preparation within the College of Family
and Consumer Sciences, the College of Arts and Sciences, the College of Human
Resources, or Graduate Humanities.
Of the 46 IHEs, 11% (N = 5) reported a nondepartmentalized structure. Of these
IHEs, 3 used a structure in which ECSE was positioned within graduate studies/program.
Eighty-nine percent (N = 41) reported a departmentalized structure within their
colleges/schools. Of these IHEs, most offered doctoral degrees with ECSE specializations
within Departments of Special Education (N = 14 or 34%) or departments that have
combined special education with related disciplines (N = 12 or 29%, e.g.. Educational
Psychology, Early Childhood, Communication Disorders, Community Resources, or
Educational Leadership). Thirty-seven percent (N = 15) offered doctoral degrees with
specialization in ECSE within departments that did not include the name special education
in their titles (e.g.. Curriculum and Instruction [N = 5 or 11%]; Educational Psychology
[N = 3 or 7%]; Family Studies/Child or Human Development [N = 3 or 7%] and others).
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Table 4; Placement of ECSE wthin University Structure
IHE

College/School that Offers
ECSE Doctoral Preparation

Department that Offers ECSE
Doaoral Preparation

Auburn Uruversitv

College of Education

Rehabilitation &
Special Education

Florida International University

College of Education

Educational Psychology &
Special Education

Rorida State University

College of Education

Special Education

George Mason University

Graduate School of Education

Special Education

Georgia State University

College of Education

Educational Psychology &
Special Education

Indiana University-

College of Education

Curriculum & Instruction

Iowa State University

College of Family &
Consumer Sciences

Human Development &
Family Studies

John Hopkins University

School of Continuing Smdies in
the Division of Education

Special Education

Kent Slate University

College of Education

Educational Foundations of
Special Services

Pennsylvania Slate Uni\ersity

College of Education

Educational & School
Psychology & Special Education

Salve Regina University

NA

Graduate Humanities

San Francisco Slate Universiiy

College of Education

Special Education

Southern Illinois Uni\ ersity

College of Education

Educational Psychology

Texas Woman's University

College of Education &
Human Ecology

Early Childhood &
Special Education

Tufts Universirs

College of Arts & Sciences

Eliot Pearson Department of
Child Development

Uni\ ersuv of Alabama

College of Education

Teacher Education
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Table 4 - Continued

IHE

College/School that Offers
ECSE Doaoral Preparation

Department that Offers ECSE
Doaoral Preparation

University of Arizona

College of Education

Special Education &
Rehabilitation

University of Delaware

College of Human Resources

Individual & Family Studies

University of Denver

College of Education

Educational Psychology®

University of Florida

College of Education

Special Education

University of niinoisChampaign/Urbana

College of Education

Special Education

University of Louisville

College of Education

Early Childhood &
Special Education

University of Maryland

College of Education

Special Education

University of Memphis

College of Education

Instruction & Curriculum

University of Michigan

School of Education

NA"

University of Minnesota

College of Education &
Human Development

Educational Psychology

University of Missoun-Columbia

College of Education

Special Education

University of Missoun-St. Louis

School of Education

Behavioral Studies

Universitv" of Nebraska

Teachers College

Special Education &
Communication Disorders

University of New Orleans

College of Education

Special Education &
Habilitation Services

University of North CarolinaChapel Hill

School of Education

NA'^

NA = Not applicable
^ ECSE program has been phased out; Child & Family Studies phased in. encompassing a broader focus
but includes ECSE.
School of Education is nondepartmentalized.
' School of Education has two divisions: teacher education programs and specialized graduate program.
There are si.\ graduate programs. ECSE is placed within one of these graduate programs. Special
Education and Literacv Studies.
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Table 4 - Continued

HE

College/School that Offers
ECSE Doctoral Preparation

Department tliat Ofifers ECSE
Doaoral Preparation

Univcrsit>- of North CarolinaGreensboro

School of Education

Curriculum & Instruction

Universit\- of North Dakota

College of Education &
Human Development

Teaching & Learning

Universitv' of North Texas

College of Education

Technology & Cognition/
E'rograms in Special Education

University of Northern Colorado

College of Education

Special Education

Universit\' of Oregon

College of Education

Special Education &
Community Resources

University of Pittsburgh

College of Education

Instruction & Learning

Universit>' of Southern
Mississippi

College of Education &
Psychology

Special Education. Ps>chology,
Adult EducatioiL &
Educational Leadership

Universit>- of Utah

Graduate School of Education

Special Education

University of Virginia

College of Education

Human Services

University of Washington

College of Education

NA-

Utah State U'niversitv

College of Education

Special Education

Valdosta Stale Umversic>

College of Education

Curriculum & Instruction

Vanderbilt UniversityPeabody College

College of Education

Special Education

Virginia Commonwealth
Universitv

School of Education

Graduate Studies in Education

West Virginia University

College of Human
Resources & Education

Special Education

^ College IS nondepanmentalized. Area of Special Education.
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Degrees Offered
Table 5 presents the data addressing degrees offered with specializations in ECSE.
Thirty-seven (or 80%) of the 46 participating IHEs offered the Ph.D. degree. Twenty-five
(or 54%) of the 46 IHEs offered the Ed.D. degree. Of the participating 46 IHEs, 16 (or
35%) offered both the Ph.D. and Ed.D. degrees; 21 (or 46%) offered the Ph.D. degree
only; and 9 (or 19%) offered the Ed.D. degree only. The majority offered a master's
degree (96% or N = 44). Five IHEs offered all degree levels (e.g., baccalaureate, master's,
educational specialist, Ed.D. and Ph.D.) with specializations in ECSE.
Age Focus
The age focus of ECSE ranged from birth through 8 years of age, servicing infants,
toddlers, preschoolers, and primary children. The majority (N = 27 or 58%) of
participating IHEs focused on birth to 5 years of age. Twelve (26%) IHEs emphasized the
birth to 8 years of age and 4 (8%) focus on ages 3 to 5 years. One IKE reported focusing
on ages 3 to 7 years. Two IHEs indicated their program had no specific age focus.
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Table 5; E)egree Programs
IHE
BS
Auburn University
Florida International University
Florida State University
George Mason UniversityGeorgia State University
Indiana University
Iowa State University
John Hopkins University
Kent Stale University
Pennsyl\-ania State University
Salve Regina University'
San Francisco State University
Southern Illinois University
Texas Woman's UniversityTufts University
University of Alabama
University of Arizona
University- of Delaware
University of Denver*^
University- of Florida
University of IllinoisUrbana/Champaign
University of Louis\-ille
University of Maryland
University of Memphis
University of Michigan
University of Minnesota
University of Missouri-Columbia
University of Missouri-St. Louis
University of Nebraska
UniN crsm of New Orleans

Degree E*rograins That QEFer ECSE Specializations
MS
Ed. Sp.
Ed.D.
Ph.D.
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X

X
X
X
X

X

X
X
X

X
X

X
X

x*

X
X
X
X
X
X

X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X

X
X

x=
X
X

X
X

X

X
X

X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X

X'
X

X

' Specialty in Education.
' Minor m Early Childhood.
" Emphasis m Special Education.
' ECSE program has been phased out: Child & Family Studies phased, in encompassing
a broader focus but includes ECSE.
' Emphasis in behavioral developmental processes; subarea Special Education or ECSE.

X
X
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Table 5 - Continued

IHE

University of North CarolinaChapel Hill
University of North CarolinaGreensboro
University of North Dakota
University of North Texas
University of Northern Colorado
University of Oregon
University of Pittsburgh
University of Southern Mississippi
University of Utah
University of Virginia
University of Washington
Utah State University
Valdosta State Universit\Vanderbilt UniversitvPeabody College
Virginia Commonwealth
University
West Virginia UniversityNumber
Percentage

Degree Programs That Offer ECSE Specializations
Ed. Sp.
MS
E±D.
Ph.D.
BS
X

X

X

X

X

X*

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X^

X

X
X

X

X

X
X
X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

14
30%

X
44
96%

•• Individually tailored to student interests.
Concentration in ECSE with professor & independent studies.

15
32%

X
25
54%

37
80%
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Required Components
Required components were found in three areas; admission requirements, basic
doctoral requirements, and program of studies requirements. Data concerning required
components were gathered from departmental documents and brochures, university and/or
graduate catalogs, and IHE Internet sites.
Admission Requirements. Descriptions of admissions requirements were varied and
sometimes diflScult to delineate. Some university criteria stated "see department for
specifics," while some departmental information referred applicants to university criteria.
For example, within admission criteria, a university or graduate catalog indicated that the
foreign language requirement was determined by individual departments. However, the
departmental description of admissions requirements did not specifically state "no foreign
language requirement". Adequate written descriptions of the admission decision making
process were hard to locate, with most IHEs advising applicants to contact departments
for details. Descriptions of admissions requirements were obtained on 83% [N = 38] of
the IHEs.
The autonomy of departments concerning admissions requirements was evident
concerning the criteria addressing completion of baccalaureate or master's degree. A
university requirement might state that an applicant would be considered with a
baccalaureate or master's degree, while the college/department expectation required a
completed master's degree in a related field. All IHEs required official transcripts of
previous course work and degree completion. Grade point average (GPA) from
undergraduate and/or graduate work was expected to be in the range of 3.0 to 3.5. Some
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IHEs detailed GPA requirements for the last 60 credit hours of undergraduate work to be
at the 3.0 level, with master's degree work to be at the 3.5 level. Testing required by the
majority of IHEs included the Graduate Record Examination (ORE) or the Miller's
Analogies Test (MAT). The University of Southern Mississippi required the MAT or
National Teacher Examination (NTE).Frequently, specific score ranges were given as
requirements for admissions into the doctoral programs. However, statements, such as
"The admission process is highly individualized, designed to select the applicants who may
best benefit from doctoral study in this interdisciplinary program....(Virginia
Commonwealth University, 1996, p. 5)." tempered the rigidity of testing requirements.
Several IHEs included procedures for an applicant to apply to an appeals committee,
particularly concerning ORE scores.
Most IHEs included relevant work experience as an admissions requirement.
Virginia Commonwealth University stressed the significance of work and leadership
experience within their admissions guidelines as well as within their program philosophy
(Appendices K & L). Generally, IHEs required 3 letters of recommendation from persons
qualified and willing to rate the applicant's intellectual and leadership ability. The
importance of an educational/professional goals statement, applicant and an interview with
graduate school or departmental faculty was evident for many IHEs. Other general written
expression requirements included; personal statements, work experience statements.
resumes, and portfolios. A few IHEs asked applicants to supply examples of academic
writing, which could be any published work or graduate papers. Other requirements
included sponsoring faculty member, demonstration of proficiencies in computer use and a
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second langu^e. Florida International University (FIU) required an Admissions Portfolio
and detailed materials to be included (Appendix K). As members of the Federation of
North Texas Area Universities, Texas Woman's University (TWU) and University of
North Texas (UNT) required applicants to pass the Special Education Federation
Admissions Written Examination to be taken within the first 12 credit hours of doctoral
work.
One of the most unique and thoroughly described admissions procedures and
process was the admissions process for Florida State University (FSU) that involved a
three step procedure. First, the Doctoral Program Coordinator and faculty committee
reviews the applicant's transcripts, recommendations, GRE scores, example of
professional writing, and a paper addressing applicant's interests, strengths, reasons for
pursuing doctoral degree, professional goals, and personal philosophy of special
education. A preliminary decision accepts applicants on a tentative basis. Second, students
are inter\'iewed by a faculty member and asked to visit campus and meet with several
faculty members. Finally, students are expected to pass a Departmental Doctoral
Diagnostic Exam which addresses knowledge base and problem solving abilities
(Appendix K). Students can be admitted on a temporary basis to allow time to complete
the departmental examination.
Basic Doctoral Requirements. Data concerning basic doctoral program requirements were
gathered from departmental documents and brochures, university and/or graduate
catalogs, departmental, graduate studies, and university Internet sites, and E-mail contacts
with faculty members. Descriptions of basic doctoral requirements were varied and
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sometimes brief. However, data were obtained on 85% [N = 39] of the participating IHEs.
Basic doctoral requirements included; (a) qualifying/admissions examinations early in the
course work phase of the program; (b) specific numbers of credit hours required beyond
baccalaureate or master's degrees; (c) residency requirements (d) comprehensive or
preliminary examinations to be completed at the end of course work, before achieving
candidacy or starting dissertation; (e) specific credit hours for dissertation work; (f)
presentation of dissertation; (g) other evaluation criteria; and (h) maximum number of
years allowed to complete doctoral degree. The results will be presented based on the data
fi-om these 39 IHEs.
Qualifying/admissions examinations were required within the first year or
completion of a specific number of credit hours for 20% of the IHEs [N = 7]. As members
of the Federation of North Texas Area Universities, TWU and UNT use the Special
Education Federation Admissions Examination. The University of Arizona's qualifying
examination must be taken during the student's first semester of residence. To meet this
College of Education requirement, students receive support for this endeavor through a
departmental doctoral seminar. .Arizona's examination requires students to write and
defend a paper, present a detailed course plan, and discuss professional goals. The exact
structure of other qualifying/admissions examinations was not available.
The minimum number of credit hours of course work beyond a baccalaureate
degree or a master s degree was most frequently represented in semesters credit hours and
excluded the credit hours required for the dissertation. The average semester credit hours
beyond a baccalaureate degree was 89 with a range of 72 to 120 and a mode of 90. One
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IHE required 135 quarter hours beyond a baccalaureate degree. The average semester
credit hours beyond a master's degree was 70 with a range of 54 to 96 and a mode of 60.
Three IHEs required an average of 90 quarter hours beyond a master's degree (range 90123, mode 90).
A majority of the IHEs had a residency requirement which state that a student
must participate in full-time studies for a specific time period. Criteria for full-time smdent
was most frequently defined by the number of credit hours a student takes during a
semester/quarter. The specific time periods ranged from 2 consecutive semesters to 3
years. George Mason University used a combination of successful completion of specific
core courses and two seminars (Leadership and Ways of BCnowing) and continuous
enrollment as criteria for the residency requirement.
A majority of universities required examinations, both written and oral, at the
completion of course work and prior to achieving doctoral candidacy or acceptance of
dissertation proposals. These were usually referred to as the comprehensive, preliminary,
candidacy, or qualifying examinations. Some universities allowed the departments or
committee to waive the oral examination, while others required all committee members to
be represented at the oral examination. A few IHEs had timelines which placed these
examinations in a specified semester or year. During the second year of studies Florida
State University (FSU) permitted students to take a written examination or write an
extensive paper referred to as the "6000 paper". At the oral examination FSU required
students to defend their written examination or paper and present their Doctoral Portfolio
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(see Appendix K). Vanderbilt University required two written examinations, a general (sitdown or take home) and a specialty area (examination or major area paper).
The average semester credit hours required for the dissertation was 15 with a
range of 9 to 36 and a mode of 12. Using quarter hours, the average requirement for the
dissertation was 21 with a range of 15 to 27 and a mode of 27. Presentation of the
dissertation was a generally accepted requirement whether referred to as the oral defense
or final examination.
Other evaluation criteria included maintaining a GPA (3.0 to 3.5 range),
demonstration of college/departmental competencies, proficiency in research skills,
proficiency in a foreign language, annual or semi annual reviews, specialty area paper,
portfolios, and two written products of publishable quality as judged by departmental
faculty. Finally, most IHEs delineated the maximum number of years allowed for
completion of a doctoral degree. The average was a requirement of 7.6 years with a range
of 3 to 10 years and a mode of 10 years.
Program of studies requirements. Each IHE had specific requirements that addressed the
overall program of studies for doctoral students. Some of these were very prescriptive,
defining the number of credit hours and specific courses, while others were more general
guidelines allowing students to determine the number of credits within a range and to
select courses within study areas. Of the 46 participating IHEs. complete data on program
of studies requirements were obtained on 65% [N=30]. Examples of varying doctoral
program of studies requirements are presented on Appendix L.

An analysis of the 143 components listed by these 30 IHEs revealed patterns
within doctoral programs of study. The average number of components listed within the
requirements was 4.8 with a range of 2 to 9 and a mode of 4. Two components common
to all IHEs were the research/inquiry component and the dissertation component. A
foundational component in professional studies/knowledge was required by 30% of the
IHEs. A major or concentration in special education component was delineated by 47% of
the IHEs. An additional 26% of the IHEs requiring a major with general titles, such as
"scholarship" or "concentration". Thirteen percent of the IHEs required departmental
components, such as human development and family, child and family, or curriculum and
instruction. Components dealing with leadership were required by 33% of the IHEs. These
components were entitled Multicultural and Global Perspectives, College Teaching,
Personnel Preparation, Program and Policy, Leadership, Doctoral Seminars, and Ed.D.
Core. Internships were required by 20% of the IHEs, while an additional component
addressing research tools, research product, or academic writing product were required by
13% of the IHEs. A component requiring a minor, cognate, or specialty (e.g., fewer credit
hours than the major or concentration) was required by 93% of the IHEs. Two of these
IHEs required a double minor for their doctoral students.
Curriculum Opportunities
The depth and breadth of any educational program are represented within its
curriculum opportunities. For ECSE leadership preparation ECSE course work,
internships, and research requirements and options enhance the quality of educational
experiences. Data to describe these curriculum opportunities were gathered through the
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comprehensive survey, written documents provided by respondents, and IHE Internet
sites.
ECSE course work. Of the 46 participating IHEs, 63% [N = 29] reported that doctoral
students are allowed to take master's level courses in ECSE. Thirty-two percent [N = 15]
indicated doctoral students were allowed to take master's level ECSE courses with
modifications. Respondents noted that such modifications included allowing a doctoral
student to take a master's course, prepare a teaching file for that course, and participate as
a collaborative presenter and instructor in preparation for teaching the course. Only 4%
[N = 2] of the IHEs reported that doctoral students would not be allowed to take master's
level ECSE courses. One of these institutions indicated that there were no specific ECSE
doctoral courses and that the ECSE emphasis was handled with directed readings and the
special education core. Thirty-nine of the 46 IHEs listed ECSE course work that doctoral
students would be allowed to take. Of these institutions, 56% [N = 22] included doctoral
and master's level courses, 33% [N = 13] reported master's level courses only, 8% [N =
3] stated ECSE courses were the same for master's and doctoral level, and 3% [N =1]
listed doctoral level courses only.
Table 6 summarizes the type of master's level ECSE courses available to doctoral
students. An analyses of 189 course titles revealed 12 study areas within ECSE. Most
courses were found in methods and intervention (specific to age group or disability). Other
areas included were assessment, family focus, introductory courses, child development,
seminars/special topics, ECSE programming, language development,
collaboration/teaming, research, and cultural diversity. The number of master's level ECSE
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courses available to doctoral students ranged from I to 16 with an average of 6 and a
mode of 4.5.
Table 7 summarizes the type of doctoral level ECSE courses available. These
courses were listed as doctoral level courses by respondents and included master's level
courses that were modified to meet the needs of doctoral students. An analysis of these 80
course titles revealed that most addressed special topics, issues, and trends through
advanced seminars. Seven study areas within ECSE advanced courses included were
intervention, leadership, assessment, research, child development, ECSE programming,
and cultural diversity. The number of doctoral level ECSE courses available ranged from 1
to 11 with an average of 4 and a mode of 2.
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Table 6; Master's Level ECSE Courses Available to Doaoral Students
Studv Area

Percent

Examples

Methods

23%

Advanced Curriculum Study in Early Childhood Education
Behavioral Principles & Young Children with Disabilities
Curriculum for Children with Special Needs
Educational Strategies for At-Risk & Exceptional Preschool Children
Managing Educational Environments During the Early Childhood Years
Methods in ECSE
Teaching Infants &, Young Children with Disabilities

Intervention

14%

Behavioral Principles & Yoimg Children with Disabilities
Communication Interventions for Persons with Severe Disabilities
Commimication Systems for Noirverbal Children with Disability
Interv ention Strategies for Infants & Toddlers
Medically Fragile Infants
Motor Performance of Exceptional Children
Nature & Needs of At-Risk & Exceptional Preschool Children
The Hospitalized Child

Assessment

10%

Advanced Study of Exceptionalitv- Education; Diagnosis & Assessment
Assessment & Intervention ; Birth to 5
Assessment of At-Risk & Exceptional Preschool Children
Evaluation/Assessment (Birth-2 VTS.)
Methods of Assessment of Young Children with Disabilities

Family Focus

10%

Family Systems & Services
Family/Professional Consultation: Developmental Disabilities
Family-Guided Early Intervention
Foundations of Family-Focused Services
Parent Ed/Collaboration & Cooperation
Parent/Professional Partnerships
Family Centered Practices. Infants & Toddlers with Disabilities
Working with Families

IntroductorvCourses

9%

Early Education for Children with Disabilities or At-Risk Conditions
Foundations in Early Childhood & Early Intervention
Introduction/Orientation to ECSE
Practices & Theon- in Earlv Intervention

Child Development

8%

Advanced Study of Child Growth & Development
Applied Aspeas of Physiological Development
Biomedical & Developmental Aspects of Neonatal/Infant Care
Exceptional Child Development
Development In Childhood/InfancvInfant Development & Stimulation
Social & Affective Processes in the Development of Young Children
Tvpical & Atvpical Early Development
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Table 6 - Continued
Study Area

Percent

Examples

Seminars/Special
Topics

7%

Advanced Studies in Early Childhood
Interdisciplinary' Seminar in Developmental Disabilities
Issues in Early Intcrvention/ECSE
Issues in Working with Families of Young Special Needs Children
Professional Seminar in ECSE
Seminar ECE for Children with Disabilities
Social & Educational Issues in ECSE
Special Topics in Education of Exceptional Children; Creative Methods
of Solving Problems

ECSE
Programming

6%

Early Childhood Program Models
Education Programming for Preschool Children with Disabilities
Instructional Programming; Developmental Disabilities
Managing Programs; Early Intervention
Program Development For Young Children with Spccial Needs
Programming 3-5 >ts./5-8 yrs./ 3 \ts.
Programs & Policies in Early Intervention
Teaching the Yoimg Child with Disabilities in the LRE

Language
Development

5%

Communication & Language in Young Exceptional Children
Communication & Social Development & Interv ention in EC
Language Development for the Young Child with Disabilities
Language Development in Childhood

Collaboration

4%

Collaborative Early Intervention for Infants & Toddlers with Disabilities
Collaborative Programming in ECSE
Consultation with School/Family/Commimitv
Interagencv- & Team Collaboration
Service Delivery Systems & Consultation Strategics
Teaming & Collaboration with Families, Schools. & the Communitv"

Research

3%

Current Research in ECSE
Research & Policv in ECSE

Cultural Diversity

1%

Multicultural Education
Teaching Young Children from Diverse Cultures
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Table 7: Doqoral Le\el ECSE Courses
Stuch- Area

Percent

Examples

Seminars.
Special Topics.
Issues & Trends

32%

Advanced Issues & Trends in ECSE (topical seminar each semester)
Advanced Issues in Curriculum & Program Planning
Advanced Seminar in Family Focused Involvement in EC/ECSE
Contemporary Issues & Diversity in EC/ECSE
Health & Medical Aspects of Early Intervention
Interdisciplinary- Seminar. Inclusion in EC
Interdisciplinary Seminar: Resources for Young Children & Families
Issues. Policy, & Litigation in EC/ECSE

Intervention

20%

Educating Autistic Children
Medical Aspects of Infant Care
Pediatric Psychology
Play Therapy
Transdisciplinary Intervention in Inclusive Environments
Transdisciplinary Play-based Intervention

Leadership

11%

College Teaching
Grant & Proposal Development
Leadership & Consultation
Professional Development
Special Education Personnel Preparation

Assessment

10%

Current Trends in Assessment of Infants & Young Children
Neuropsychological Assessment
Transdisciplinar\- Play-based Assessment

Research

10%

Early Childhood Doaoral Seminar: Research & Theory in EC/ECSE
Current Research Issues in ECSE

Child Development

6%

Learning & Cognitive Development in Children
Learning & Perceptual De\elopmcnt in Children
Social & Emotional De\'cIopmcnt in Children

Familv Focuscd

5%

Family Issues in ECSE
Parent-Child Relations

ECSE
Programming

4%

At\pical Infant; Programming
Program Development & Evaluation

Cultural Diversity

1%

Culmral Divcrsitv" in Child/Family Seniccs
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Internships. A significant portion of the comprehensive survey asked respondents to first
indicate whether research, clinical, administrative, university teaching, and other
internships were available to doctoral ECSE students and then to list examples of these
internships. The results indicated that internships are an integral part of leadership
preparation. For the 46 participating IHEs the following types of internships were
available: research [93% or N = 43], clinical [89% or N = 41], administrative [82% or
N = 38], university teaching [91% or N = 42], and other internships [52% or N = 24].
Of the 53 examples of research internships, 68% [N = 36] identified research
topics, 19% [N = 10] referred to cooperative research with professors on existing or
newiy developed projects, 11% referred to student initiated or action research, and 2%
[N = 1] reported research internship in collaboration with another university. Notably, this
comment was fi"om the University of New Orleans in reference to a research internship
with the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. Examples of research topics are
presented in Table 8.
Of the 76 examples of clinical internships, 62% [N = 47] involved intervention
programs, 16% [N = 12] were hospital sites including Neonatal Intensive Care Units
(NICU), 14% were family support programs or family training experiences. 6% focused
specifically on assessment, and 1% [N = 1] involved working with a leadership grant fi-om
the U.S. Office of Education (USOE). Examples of intervention programs are presented in
Table 8.
Of the 52 examples of administrative internships, 4% [N = 2] were at the federal
level (USOE); 56% [N=29] were with state or regional departments/agencies; and 40% [N
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= 21] were with local agencies, programs, and school districts. Examples of state level
administrative internships are presented in Table 8.
The examples reported for university teaching internships were difficult to code
due to the overlapping concepts imbedded within the examples. The categories that
emerged from the data included; teaching undergraduate courses; teaching
graduate/master's courses; specific types or titles of courses taught; and supervising
practicum, internships, and student teachers. Embedded within these examples were
comments referring to co-teaching with faculty, collaborative teaching with faculty, or
teaching under the supervision of a faculty member. For example, "assist in teaching
undergraduate courses and graduate courses in ECSE" was coded as one statement about
collaboration with faculty, one statement about teaching undergraduate courses, one
statement about teaching graduate courses, and one statement identifying the type of
course taught (ECSE). Generic statements, such as "teaching courses," were coded as
undergraduate courses. Types of courses included general statements, such as "teach entry
level courses, methods courses", while course titles included "Child Development" or
•"Introduction to ECSE". With this coding system 62 statements were categorized as
follows: 31% [N = 19] teaching undergraduate courses, 13% [N = 8] teaching graduate
courses, 24% [N = 15] named course or type of course taught, 11% [N = 7] supervising
practicum, internships or student teachers, and 21% [N = 13] referred to collaborative
teaching with faculty.
Of the 32 statements addressing other internships, 25% [N = 8] emphasized that
doctoral students are encouraged to develop internships that meet their individual interests
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and needs. The remaining 75% [N = 24] gave specific examples, such as grant writing,
workshop development, test construction, development of a materials library for
assessment and intervention, development of a handbook for paraprofessional training in
ECSE, curriculum development, supervision of practicum and student teachers, work with
faculty on demonstrations and outreach programs, and working with university
administration.
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Table 8: Examples of Internships Available to Doctoral Students in ECSE
Research Topics
Federal & state model grants
USOE Leadership training grant
Single-subject; beha\ioral change
Family participation
Internship with Public School Research Office
Field based screening
Delivery systems in public schools
Functional analysis of behavior in nursery school children
Mational research project looking at state policy and preschool learning disabilities
Strategies for Promoting Acceptance of & Social Relationships with Young Children with Disabihties
Analyze program c\'aluation in state for new Head Start component

Intervention Programs
Head Start
Public schools
Play groups
Interaction groups
Play therapy
Inclusive preschools
Bereavement groups for young children
Day care for homeless children
Programs through Dept. of Health
Experimental education unit
Public school summer extended year ser\icc preschools
Crisis center for abused/neglected infants, toddlers. & young children
Lekotec (toy lending, play intervention, parent training)
Administration Internships at the State Level
State Education Agency
California Dept. of Developmental Ser\iccs
Regional education senice centers (state funded)
Office of Superintendent of Public Instruaion
State level interagency coordinating committee
.Assist with state s Early Years Conference Orgaiuzation
Working with Baby/Watch/Early lntcr\ ention staff at Utah Dept. of Health
Florida Diagnostic & Learning Resource Serv ices
Work with state 619 Coordinator
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Research requirements and options. Data gathered from the written documents and IHEs'
Internet sites provided specific information about the research requirements and options
on 67% (N = 31) of the participating IHEs. For these 31 IHEs data were varied; however,
45% listed qualitative and quantitative research courses. Some IHEs specifically stated a
requirement to study both qualitative and quantitative research. Other IHEs provided the
option of studying qualitative and quantitative research through the variety of courses
offered. Some IHEs gave the doctoral student options by simply stating the numerical
requirement to be taken in research electives. Of the 31 IHEs, 10% (N = 3) required 9
credit hours and prescribed those courses. Eighty-four percent (N= 26) of these 31 IHEs
presented the doctoral student with several options for studying research. For the
remaining IHEs, it was unclear whether the student has options or must take particular
research courses.
An analysis of 131 course titles, revealed types of research classes available to
doctoral students. These types included: statistics, design and research methods,
qualitative, single subject, special education applications, measurement methodology,
evaluation, historical/sociological/philosophical, and survey. Most of the research courses
were statistical (38% or N = 50), while qualitative courses represented 14% (N =18) of
the courses. It was interesting to note that courses addressing the application of research
to special education made up 5% (N = 7) of the total research courses available to
doctoral students. Table 9 presents examples of course titles.
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Table 9; Examples of Research Courses Available to Doctoral Students
Study Area

Percent

Examples

Statistics

38%

Advanced Educational Statistics I, II. & III
Advanced Quantitative Foundations of Education Research
Analysis of Variance
ANOVA Applications Education
Applied Statistical Inference for Behavioral Sciences
Basic Descriptive & Inferential Statistics Applications
Correlation & Regression in Psychology & Education
Correlation Research Methods
Education Statistics I. IL III
Factor Analysis Techniques in Education
General Linear Model Applications
Intermediate Statistical Methods in Education
Meta Analysis
Multivariate Analysis
Multivariate Methods in Education Research
Nonparametric Analysis Applications
Quantitative Foundations in Education Research
Quantitative Research Methods I & II
Quantitative/Inferential Methods in Education
Research Design & Statistical Analysis
Statistical Design & Analysis of Experimental Design
Statistical Methods Applied to Education I & II
Statistical Methods in Education & Psychology
Statistics for Social Research
Statistics/Design 1. II & III

Design &
Research Methods

20%

Advanced Techniques for Analr/ing Education Experiments
Comparative Research Design
Design & Analysis of Educational Experiments
Designing Educational & Ps\chological Research
Designing Single Course/Group Research
Empirical Research Methods
Experimental Design
Methods of Psychological Research
Nature & Methodologv- of Education Research
Research Design & Techniques in Education
Research for Classroom Teachers
Research in Tcacher Education

159
Table 9 - Continued
Type
Percent

Examples of Course

Qualitative

14%

Advanced Qualitative Research
Anthropology of Education
Ethnography in School & Community Settings
Foimdations of Interpretive Inquiry
Qualitative Foundations of Education Research
Qualitative Methods & Analysis
Qualitative Research Method in Applied Anthropology
Quantitative Methods in Education

Single Subject

8%

Applications of Single-Case Methodology
Selected Topics: Single Subjea Research Design
Single Subjea & Qualitative Research
Single-Case Methodology
Single-Subjea Research Design

Measurement
Methodology

6%

Applied Measurement Theory in Education
Education Measurement
Measurement & Correlation
Seminar in Education; Item Response TheoryTests & Measurements

Special Education
Applications

5%

Allied Research with Exceptional Learners
Applied Research with Exceptional Learners
Behavioral Intervention Research & Evaluation In Education
Problems of Research with Handicapped Groups
Qualitative Methods in Sp. Education
Theorv' & Empirical Design in Sp. Education

Evaluation

4%

Curriculum Evaluation
Educational Evaluation; Models & Design
Evaluation of Education Products & Systems
Field Evaluation in Educational Research
Program Planning, Polic\- Analysis. & Evaluation of Spccial Education

Historical.
Sociological &/or
Philosophical
Approaches

3%

Historical Research in American Education in the 20''' Century
Philosophical Analysis & Method
Intro, to Historical Research
Philosophical Analysis & Methods

Survev

2%

Sur\ey Research Methods
Survey Research. Sampling Principles. & Questionnaire Design
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Of these 31 IHEs, the average number of required semester credit hours in research was
16 with a range of 7 to 27 and mode of 12. Four IHEs had an additional research
requirement outside of course work. Florida International University stated that doctoral
students must complete a research activity prior to taking comprehensive examination.
The University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill built in a research apprenticeship
requirement (see Appendix K). The University of Washington expected a Research and
Inquiry Presentation from all doctoral students prior to the General Examination (see
Appendix K). Entitled Research Implementation and Dissemination Competency
Requirement, Vanderbilt University required doctoral students to complete a study, write a
report of publishable quality, and do a professional presentation on their research.
Examples of research courses, requirements, and options are presented in Appendix M.
Implementation of Interdisciplinary Focus
Of the 46 IHEs surveyed, 98% [N = 45] reported having an interdisciplinary focus
within their ECSE leadership preparation. For this study, higher education interdisciplinary
programs were defined as those university or college programs that provide course work,
internships, research, or other collaborative experiences to students from more than one
professional discipline. Examples of interdisciplinary focus at IHEs included: collaborative
teaching with persons in same department, different department, different colleges,
parents, and/or professions in the field; requiring courses across several different
depanments or colleges; requiring different internships at multiple sites; etc. Evidence of
interdisciplinary focus was found in (a) reported examples of interdisciplinary leadership
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preparation, (b) typical minors and second specialization area chosen by doctoral students,
and (c) formalized interdisciplinary ECSE leadership programs.
Examples of Interdisciplinary Leadership Preparation. Within the comprehensive survey,
respondents were asked to identify examples of interdisciplinary leadership preparation.
Data analysis of the 100 statements revealed patterns of implementation of
interdisciplinary education. These categories included: course work, university structure,
students, faculty and family involvement, practicum/intemships/field experiences, and
research.
Twenty-nine percent [N =29] of the examples addressed the interdisciplinary factor
within course work. The majority of these statements [N = 20] referred to requiring or
encouraging students to take courses across colleges, departments, or in specific areas
related to ECSE. Eight statements referred to specific courses/seminars with an
interdisciplinary focus and content. One statement pointed to the fact that courses were
cross listed [within catalog or course schedules].
Twenty-two percent [N = 22] of the examples identified university structure as a
supportive factor for interdisciplinary education. The majority of these statements [N =
15] listed different departments that provided course work or internships for ESCE
doctoral students. These included; bilingual education; reading, language, and culture;
communication disorders; speech pathology; speech and hearing sciences; social work;
child and family studies; neuroanatomy; teacher education; instruction and curriculum;
educational foundations; educational leadership; human development; public health;
nursing; law; educational, developmental, or school psychology; and early childhood

162
education. Four statements recognized the contributions of different colleges/schools to
their interdisciplinary programming. Two statements referred to the interdisciplinary
structure of their own department that housed the ECSE preparation. Two statements
referred to a collaborative doctoral programs with another IHE. San Francisco State
University has a joint program with the University of California at Berkeley and Texas
Woman's University has a cooperative program with the University of North Texas.
Eighteen percent [N = 18] of the examples focused on doctoral students as a
source of interdisciplinary contributions to their own education. The majority of these
statements [N= 13] referred to the interactions of students from varying disciplines as a
positive interdisciplinary contribution. Examples included interaction of students within
course work and internships, attending conferences together, and sharing office space.
Four statements pertained to students developing a program of study which is tailored to
their interests, needs, and experiences. One statement referred to students teaching
collaboratively with faculty from several departments.
Seventeen percent [N = 17] of the examples pointed to faculty and family
involvement as sources of interdisciplinary training. Nine of these statements described
opportunities for the doctoral student to co-teach with faculty, parents, and other
professionals in the field. Four statements referred to the multidisciplinary faculty. Two
statements highlighted co-teaching of faculty members from different disciplines. One
statement pointed to the multidisciplinary factor represented within a student's doctoral
committee.
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The remaining 14% of interdisciplinary education examples were evenly split
between internships and research. The variety of internships sites across disciplines
[N = 7] and interdisciplinary research opportunities [N = 7] were identified as contributors
to interdisciplinary education of doctoral students in ECSE.
Typical Minors and Second Spedaliyjition Areas. Within the comprehensive survey,
respondents were asked to identify typical minors or second specializations areas for
doctoral students in ECSE. Sixty-two examples were categorized into the following minor
areas: assessment/psychology [21% or N = 13], development [15% or N= 9],
administration [13% or N =8], early childhood [10% or N = 8], teaching/teacher
education [8% or N = 5], research [8% or N = 5], and literacy/bilingual education [6% or
N = 4]. Other minors identified included family studies, social work, counseling, speech
and language development, nursing, special education, anthropology, sociology, and urban
studies.
Fifty-eight examples were categorized into the follov^ng second specialization
areas for ECSE doctoral students; administration [14 % or N = 8], psychology [14 % or
N = 8]. family studies [12% or N = 7], and early childhood [9% or N = 5 ]. Other areas
included were inclusion, mild/moderate special education, severe/multiple disabilities,
learning disabilities, behavioral disorders, blind and visually impaired, deaf and hearing
impaired, nursing, occupational/physical therapy, health services, sociology, social work,
counseling, cultural studies, and bilingual education.
Formalized Interdisciplinary ECSE Leadership Programs. Two universities, Pennsylvania
State and the University of Florida, have a formalized interdisciplinary leadership program
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in ECSE. "Pennsylvania State Collaborative Leadership Program" prepares special
educators and psychologist in the field of ECSE while the University of Florida oflfers
"Leadership 2000: A Unified Early Childhood and Early Childhood Special Education
Doctoral Program."
Cohorts of doctoral students in special education and in school psychology are
prepared by PENN State's three-year early intervention leadership program. Using an
interdisciplinary approach, this program includes recognized and emerging best practices
as advocated by DEC, NAEYC, and National Association of School Psychologists. A
professor of special education and a professor of educational psychology co-direct the
program, co-chair doctoral conmiittees, and team teach courses. Student dyads enroll in
two courses designed for this program, take courses in each other's disciplines, participate
together in practica, attend conferences together, conduct related dissertation research,
share office space, and team teach college level courses. The expectation for
interdisciplinary collaboration is integrated throughout this competency-based program,
(see Appendix J «fe L)
Based on the unification of the disciplines of ECE and ECSE, Leadership 2000
prepares doctoral students emphasizing interdisciplinary preparation and provides a fieldbased context for research, teaching, and service. Doctoral experiences include
participation in university undergraduate teaching and supervision, inservice preparation
and consultation, conference preparation and presentation, grant writing and
interdisciplinary research. This three-year program includes a core in ECE and ECSE, an
interdisciplinary area, and research, (see Appendices J)
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Part III; ECSE Faculty
Through the comprehensive survey, data were collected concerning the numbers of
ECSE faculty positions, professorial rank of those positions, and anticipated changes in
ECSE staffing. Several respondents explained that staffing was not based upon faculty
specialties or that faculty frequently served the university in more than one specialty area.
Therefore, they could not accurately report faculty positions associated exclusively with
ECSE. Thirty-nine IHEs reported a total of 113 ECSE positions with an average of 2.8
positions per university, a range of 1 to 8, and a mode of 2. Of these 113 positions, 58%
were full-time tenure track, while 42% were adjunct positions (both full-time and parttime).
Professorial Rank of ECSE Positions
Thirty-eight IHEs indicated the numbers of full-time tenure track positions in
ECSE. A total of 65 positions were reported for these 38 IHEs, averaging 1.7 positions
per university. As to professorial rank for these 65 full-time tenure track positions, 40%
(N = 26) were full professors; 29% (N = 19) were associate professors; and 31% (N = 20)
were assistant professors.
Ten IHEs indicated the numbers of full-time adjunct positions in ECSE. A total of
25 positions were reported for these 10 IHEs, averaging 2.5 positions per university. As to
professorial rank for these 25 full-time adjunct positions, 16% (N = 4) were full
professors; 48% (N = 12) were associate professors; and 36% (N = 9) were assistant
professors.
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Ten IHEs indicated the numbers of part-time adjunct positions in ECSE. A total of
23 positions were reported for these 10 IHEs, averaging 2.3 positions per university. As to
professorial rank for these 22 part-time adjunct positions, 4% fN = I) were fiill professors;
17% (N = 4) were associate professors; and 78% (N = 18) were assistant professors.
Anticipated Changes in ECSE Staffing
Forty-three IHEs reported on the anticipated changes in the numbers of ECSE
faculty in the next three years. The results were as follows; 75% (N = 32) numbers would
remain unchanged; 21% (N = 9) anticipated an increase; 2% (N = I) numbers would
decrease; and 2% (N = 1) numbers would change but uncertain if numbers would decrease
or increase depending upon university fianding. Two respondents reported that numbers of
ECSE faculty would remain unchanged; however, one flill-time tenure track position
(faculty member retirement at both universities) would probably change to a different
professorial rank.
Part IV; ECSE Doctoral Students
Through the comprehensive survey, data were gathered to describe ECSE doctoral
students for 1995-1996 and 1996-1997. Respondents were asked, to report the
approximate numbers of persons actively enrolled in ECSE doctoral studies; to indicate
the numbers of graduates; to identify the gender, age range, and disability and minority
status of graduates; and to give the approximate number of years students take to
graduate. Differing numbers of IHEs reported completed data for each of these questions
and descriptors. Therefore, the following figures are reported in light of the number of
responding IHEs for each question and should be viewed as such.
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Active Enrollment
Forty IHEs reported the approximate number of persons actively enrolled in
ECSE. Because the criteria by which active status is defined vary across institutions, the
following figures should be viewed as estimates. For 1995-1996, 214 students were
enrolled averaging 5.4 per university, while 1996-1997 had 222 students averaging 5.6 per
university. During both these school years 60% of the students were full-time (9 units or
more per semester) and 40% were part-time (less than 9 units per semester).
For 1995-1996, these 40 IHEs reported 129 full-time ECSE doctoral students,
with an average of 3.2 students per university, a range of I to 12, and mode of I. For
1996-1997, these 40 IHEs reported 133 full-time ECSE doctoral students, with an
average of 3.3 students per university, a range of 1 to 10, and mode of 2 and 0.
For 1995-1996, these 40 IHEs reported 85 part-time ECSE doctoral students,
with an average of 2.1 students per university, a range of 1 to 12, and mode of 0. For
1996-1997, these 40 IHEs reported 89 part-time ECSE doctoral students, with an average
of 2.2 students per university, a range of 1 to 12, and mode of 0.
Graduates
IHEs were asked to indicate the number of ECSE doctoral graduates for 19951996 and projected number for 1996-1997, Eighteen IHEs reported 54 graduates for
1995-1996. averaging 3.0 per university with a range of 1-12 and a mode of 2. The
statistics were similar for 1996-1997; however, these figures represented 29 IHEs: 85
graduates, averaging 3.0 per university with a range of 1 to 10 and mode of 2. There was
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a 57% increase in the number of graduates from 1995-1996 compared to 1996-1997 and a
61% increase in the number of IHEs producing those graduates
On the average, these full-time doctoral students completed their studies and
graduated in 4 years (range = 3 to 5 years), while part-time doctoral students completed
their studies and graduated in 7.1 years (range 4 to 10). As to descriptors for these
doctoral graduates, the majority were female and without minority status.
The data gathered for minority status and disability status were incomplete.
However, there was evidence that the ECSE doctoral graduates included persons with
minority status and persons with disabilities. Beyond this generalization, no firm
conclusions can be drawn about the statistical representation of persons with minority
status for 1995-1996 or 1996-1997. This information gap highlights the need for annual
research addressing representation of persons with minority status and persons with
disabilities to assist in recruitment planning.
The small and different numbers of reporting IHEs concerning the age range of
ECSE doctoral graduates make it difficult to draw conclusions beyond reporting the actual
data. Fifteen IHEs reported that the 45% of graduates were between 21 and 30 years of
age for 1995-1996, while 28 IHEs reported that the 48% of graduates were between 31
and 40 years of age for 1996-1997. Future research is needed to map trends concerning
the age range of doctoral graduates.
Part V: Trends in Leadership Preparation in ECSE
Several questions on the comprehensive survey, IHEs were asked to identify trends
in ECSE leadership preparation. First, IHEs were asked to indicate the approximate
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number of years their university had offered doctoral preparation in ECSE. Second,
respondents were asked if their university used the DEC/NAEYC/ATE standards for
personnel preparation in the development of ECSE leadership preparation. Third,
respondents were asked to indicate the year in which doctoral preparation in ECSE was
most recently revised. Fourth, respondents were asked if they were currently in the
process of revising, or if they anticipated revising their doctoral program in ECSE in the
next two years. Finally, respondents were asked to gives examples of anticipated changes.
In addition to the data gathered from the comprehensive survey, the written documents
and IHEs' Internet sites were reviewed to identify competencies and evaluation of those
competencies for ECSE leadership preparation. These findings will be discussed in
conjunction with the IHEs' use of the DEC/NAEYC/ATE standards for personnel
preparation in the development of ECSE leadership preparation
Number of Years ECSE Doctoral Preparation Has Been Offered
Forty-two IHEs indicated the approximate number of years their university had
offered doctoral preparation in ECSE. The average was 11.7 years with a range of 1 to 28
and mode of 8 and 15. Because these figures were reported as approximations, another
way to view the data is as ranges. Twenty-seven percent (N = 11) were in the 1 to 5 year
range; 24% (N = 10) were in the 6-10 year range; 22% (N = 9) were in the 11 to 15 year
range; 15% (N = 6) were in the 16-20 year range; 10% (N = 4) were in the 21-25 year
range; and 2% (N = 1) were in the 26-30 year range.

j
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Recent and Anticipated Revisions in Doctoral Preparation in ECSE
Thirty-seven EHEs reported the year in which doctoral preparation in ECSE was
most recently revised. Most revisions had occurred in 1996 (30% or N = II), 1995 (19%
or N =7), and 1994 (19% or N = 7). The remaining EHEs had made revisions since 1989.
Several respondents stated that revisions are an on-going process. One reported that their
evaluation process included responding to student feedback each term. Fourteen IHEs
reported currently being in the process of revising doctoral preparation in ECSE, while an
additional 4 IHEs were anticipating revisions in the next two years.
Seventeen IHEs described the anticipated changes that were being developed or
would be developed in the next two years. An analysis of their statements revealed
categories including; changes in course/seminar offerings and content focus (30%),
increasing interdisciplinary focus (22%), increasing responsiveness to student needs
(11%), modifying the research content of courses (11%), changing the degree offerings
(11%), improving coordination with another department or college (8%), and structural
changes. The revisions to be made in course/seminar offerings included adding course
work addressing infants and toddlers and courses about policy. Statements coded as
increasing interdisciplinary focus were general without specific descriptions of how that
increase would be accomplished. Increasing responsiveness to students included more
mentoring and responding to student feedback. Revisions coded as changes in research
referred to action research and modifications in content to meet college and departmental
revisions. Changes in degree offerings included; a proposal for a graduate degree program
in Early Intervention (birth -2 years); offering a full degree [ECSE] in addition to

171
concentration area; and consolidation with doctorate [program] in Educational
Psychology. Improving coordination with another department or college included working
with early childhood education or family studies. Structural changes referred to content
changes as their university converts to a semester system.
Standards and Competencies
Forty-one EHEs responded to the comprehensive survey question; "Do you use the
DEC/NAEYC/ATE standards for personnel preparation in the development of ECSE
doctoral preparation?" 88% responded yes, while 12 % responded no. Frequently, IHE
written documents stated that doctoral preparation was competency based; however,
overviews of those competencies were not readily available. Competencies for Florida
International University (FTU), the University of Minnesota (U. of M.), and Utah State
University (USU) were found in the written documents and are detailed in Appendix N.
FIU divides their Ed.D. competencies into seven areas; (I) Research and
Evaluation; (2) Professional Communication; (3) Personnel Preparation, both teaching and
supervision; (4) Designing Interventions for Students with Disabilities; (5) Community
Leadership and Advocacy; (6) Grantsmanship; and (7) Administration. For each area,
examples of activities are given. FIU clearly states the expectation that these competencies
require self-directed activities beyond the parameters of course work. Semester and annual
evaluations address demonstrating growth in the leadership competencies. Those
evaluations provide opportunities for the doctoral student to set goals and objectives ant
to build their Professional Portfolio.

The Ph.D. competencies for the U. of M. are subdivided into two categories; (1)
Philosophical, social and organizational context of special education and related services.
(2) Basic and applied research, evaluation, and dissemination, emphasizing special
methodological concerns and practices in research including persons with disabilities,
evaluation of services, and translation of research to improve supports and practices.
Within the first category. Content, 18 objectives detail the depth and breadth of
knowledge, understandings, and capabilities doctoral student are expected to develop.
Within the second category. Research Evaluation and Dissemination, an additional 21
goals and objectives are delineated. These include written and oral communication at a
professional, scholarly level, the abilities to understand, conduct, report, and disseminate
research, and the abilities to translate research and theory into practice. Included across
both categories are competencies that would address university teaching and personnel
preparation.
The Ph.D. competencies from USU are divided into three areas; (1) Mastery of the
theoretical and applied content required for providing appropriate education for people
with disabilities; (2) Ability to conduct independent research with particular emphasis on
those research techniques in the social sciences that are most appropriate to special
education; and (3) Ability to teach audiences of varying sophistication and expertise and to
supervise the delivery of special education services. Doctoral students are expected to
develop specific goals and objectives in conjunction with their committee to address the
specified competencies within each of the three areas. Evaluation is a monitoring process
which serves as a planning guide and summary of degree requirements.
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Chapter Summary
Forty-six EHEs across 31 states were identified as oflfering leadership preparation
in ECSE during the 1995-1996 and 1996-1997 school years. The majority of these
universities were public institutions with an enrollment of greater than 10,000 students.
Leadership preparation in ECSE was characterized by a commitment to promoting quality
services to infants and a young children with disabilities and their families. IHEs described
those special services with qualities, such as: community-based; family-centered;
comprehensive; interdisciplinary; and sensitive to ethnic, language and cultural diversity.
Leadership preparation in ECSE was shaped by each IHEs' conceptualization of
leadership qualities, competencies, and roles in the real world of special services.
Most EHEs offered ECSE leadership preparation within the college/school of education
and in the departments of special education or departments that have combined special
education with related disciplines. Eighty percent of the 46 IHEs offered the Ph.D. degree,
while 54% offered the Ed.D. degree. The majority of these ECSE programs focused on
birth to 5 vears of age.
Required components, such as admissions, basic doctoral requirements, and
program of studies requirements appear to follow general patterns across IHEs. Standard
admissions requirements included; transcripts, testing (GRE or MAT), relevant work
experience, and letters of recommendation. Basic doctoral requirements included;
qualifying/admissions examinations, specific numbers of credit hours, residency
requirements, comprehensive or preliminary examinations, specific credit hours for
dissertation work, presentation of dissertation, and a maximum number of years allowed
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to complete doctoral degree. Program of studies requirements ranged from very
prescriptive to general guidelines allowing students great autonomy in planning their
program of studies.
Curriculum opportunities for ECSE leadership preparation included ECSE course
work, internships, and research requirements. Doctoral students were generally permitted
to take master's level ECSE courses, frequently with modifications. Internships were an
integral part of leadership preparation and were available in research, clinical settings,
administration, and university teaching. Research requirements included an average of 16
semester credits in research courses, while options included both quantitative and
qualitative research courses and internships. Implementation of interdisciplinary focus
within ECSE leadership was evident in reported examples of interdisciplinary leadership
preparation, typical minors and second specialization area chosen by doctoral students,
and formalized interdisciplinary ECSE leadership programs.
EHEs averaged of 2.8 ECSE faculty positions per university. The majority of those
positions were frill-time tenure track and respondents anticipated that the numbers of
ECSE faculty would remain unchanged in the next three years. KEs had an average of 5.4
to 5.6 actively enrolled doctoral students per university and averaged 3.0 graduates per
year. A comparison of 1995-1996 to 1996-1997, demonstrated a 57% increase in the
number of graduates and a 61% increase in the number of IHEs producing those
graduates. On the average, these graduates were females, age 21 to 40 years, without
minority status and completed their studies in 4 years.
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The average age ofECSE leadership preparation programs was 11.7 years and
most had undergone revisions in 1996, 1995, and 1994. Seventeen IHEs described the
anticipated changes, such as; changes in course/seminar offerings and content focus,
increasing interdisciplinary focus, increasing responsiveness to student needs, modifying
the research content of courses, changing the degree offerings, improving coordination
with another department or college, and structural changes. A large majority of IHEs
reported using the DEC/NAEYC/ATC standards for personnel preparation in the
development of their ECSE doctoral preparation. Although there were numerous
references to competency based programming, competency lists were diflScult to obtain.
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CHAPTER V:
DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDAHONS
The purpose of this study was to update and enlarge the database on leadership
preparation in ECSE based on information about doctoral programs during 1995 through
1997. The specific objectives of the study were to (a) identify tHEs that offered doctoral
preparation in ECSE, (b) describe the characteristics and components of doctoral
preparation in ECSE, (c) describe the characteristics of current ECSE faculty, (d) describe
the characteristics of ECSE doctoral students, and (e) identify trends in ECSE doctoral
preparation.
Results and Discussion
The conclusion to be drawn from the historical overview and the portrait of a
young field is that ECSE is a complex, dynamic multidisciplinary field with a rich heritage.
The discussion of ECSE's unique features and bright horizons suggests that future issues
and demands will present unique challenges for ECSE leadership and leadership
preparation. Additionally, the literature review reveals that as a field, we have yet to
conceptualize leadership or explore leadership preparation. What has become strikingly
evident in reviewing the literature and completing this research is that, as a field, we have
limited knowledge about ECSE leadership preparation. The results of this study, created a
baseline description of ECSE leadership preparation; pointed to our critical informational
needs: and revealed future directions. The following discussion will present these results
corresponding to specific objectives.

Ill

IHEs Offering Leadership Preparation in ECSE
What seemed to be a straight forward question "What IHEs offer leadership
preparation in ECSE?" raised interesting data collection dilemmas and highlighted our
field's informational needs. The current study identified 46 IHEs across 31 states as
offering leadership preparation in ECSE during the 1995-1996 and 1996-1997 school
years. Bos et al. (1995) identified 38 HECSE members across 29 states as offering ECSE
as a focus area within their doctoral programs during 1993-1994. The CEC Directory of
Programs for Preparing Individuals for Careers in Special Education 1995 Edition listed
25 IHEs across 19 states that specifically identified ECSE as a doctoral focus area during
1993-1994. Comparisons of these three findings are misleading because their subject pools
were different and the definition of ECSE doctoral programs may have varied across these
three sources and across institutions. From conversations with ECSE faculty and their
written comments responding to the current study, the point of confijsion was not "What
is ECSE training?" but "What constitutes doctoral or leadership level training in ECSE?".
Additionally, as evident by the current study, ECSE was fi-equently offered within different
colleges and departments that may make it difficult to locate ECSE leadership preparation.
The results of the Initial Survey indicated that ECSE doctoral preparation was available
within university structures other than in colleges of education or departments of special
education. .Another example of a data collection dilemma was evident in the CEC
directory. One university, that in the current study reported offering ECSE doctoral
preparation for 20 years, was not specifically identified as offering ECSE doctoral
preparation in the CEC directory. This IHE used broader terms to describe their doctoral
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programs in the CEC directory, such as: Administration and Supervision of Special
Education, Inter-disciplinary Transition Doctoral Training Program, and Special
Education. All of which, could have included ECSE doctoral preparation.
The demographic data revealed that ECSE leadership preparation is available in
both private and public universities. The majority of these universities were public
institutions with an enrollment of greater than 10,000 students. However, the data
substantiates that smaller universities can support ECSE doctoral programs.
Charaaeristics and Components of Leadership Preparation
EHEs characterized their ECSE leadership preparation as first and foremost
committed to promoting quality services to infants and young children with disabilities and
their families. IHEs described those special services with qualities, such as; communitybased: family-centered: comprehensive; interdisciplinary; and sensitive to ethnic, language,
and cultural diversity. ECSE leadership preparation was shaped by each IHEs'
conceptualization of leadership qualities, competencies, and roles in the real world of
special services.
Program Characteristics
The majority of IHEs offered leadership preparation in ECSE within
colleges/schools of education. As to types of departments used to support ECSE doctoral
preparation, the IHEs were about evenly distributed among departments of special
education, departments that combined special education with related disciplines, or
departments that do not include special education in their titles (e.g. Curriculum and
Instruction, Educational Psychology, or Family Studies/Child or Human Development). As
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to the type of degrees offered with ECSE specializations, 80% of the 46 IHEs offered the
Ph.D. degree, while 54% offered the Ed.D. degree. Of these 46 IHEs, 35% offered both
the Ph.D. and Ed.D. degrees. The age focus of ECSE ranged from birth to 8 years of age
with the majority (58%) of IHEs reporting a focus on birth to 5 years of age.
The aligning of ECSE within the college of education, department of special
education, or a department of special education and a related discipline comes as no
surprise due to the history of ECSE and its parent fields. However, as time passes ECSE
may become more prevalent as universities move away from the use of categorical
approaches as focus areas for their special education doctoral programs. This may also be
influenced by the impact of state policies that promote teacher certification in both EC and
ECSE, such as in Florida. What was surprising was the variety of university structures that
support ECSE with slightly differing perspectives. For example, Iowa State University
places ECSE within their College of Family and Consumer Sciences, Department of
Human Development and Family Studies while Tufts University places ECSE within their
College of Arts and Sciences, Department of Child Development. Questions that emerge
from these data are; Do ECSE programs in these varying colleges and departments have
partnerships with schools of medicine and/or nursing schools to address the medical
aspects of disabilities; and how do these partnerships facilitate interdisciplinary
collaborative training?
The patterns found within the type of doctoral degrees offered may change as
leadership supply and demand needs fluctuate. The patterns found v^athin the offering of
the Educational Specialists degree may change as our field identifies the supply and
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demand ECSE leadership needs outside of university settings. Finally, the current trend
appears to focus on the birth to 5 years of age. This faaor may change as states accept the
IDEA, PL 105-17 option to identify students as developmental delayed up to the age of
9 years. This factor may change to meet the increasing demands within the birth to 3 years
of age.
Required Components
Admissions requirements, basic doctoral requirements, and programs of study
requirements appear to follow general patterns across IHEs. Most required completion of
a master's degree with better than a 3.0 GPA within graduate work for admission.
Standard admission requirements included; transcripts, testing (GRE or MAT), relevant
work experience, and letters of recommendation. Other admission requirements included
were goals statement, interview, resume, sample of academic writing, faculty sponsor,
departmental examination, or evidence of computer or foreign language proficiency.
Universities were most frequently on a semester system and required an average of
71 credit hours (minimum) beyond a master's degree. Other basic doctoral requirements
included; (a) residency requirements ranged from 2 consecutive semesters to 3 years of
full-time study; (b) comprehensive or preliminary examinations to be completed at the end
of course work, before achieving candidacy or starting dissertation; (c) an average of 15
credit hours for dissertation work; (d) presentation/defense of the dissertation; and (e) an
average of 7 ,6 years maximum number of years allowed to complete doctoral degree.
Program of study requirements ranged from very prescriptive to general guidelines
allowing students great autonomy. All IHEs required research/inquiry and dissertation
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components. On average, IHEs listed 4.8 components to their programs, such as
research/inquiry, educational foundations, special education (major), departmental
component, leadership, dissertation, internships, additional research tools, and
minor[s]/cognate[s].
Although the required components appear to follow general patterns, innovative
changes were emerging. For example, most IHEs used admission tests. However, many
indicated the admission process was highly individualized and test scores were just one
part of their criteria. Other universities were using tests more specific to the field of
education, such as a departmental examination or the National Teacher Examination. The
differing emphasis on relevant work experience came as a surprise to this investigator,
who expected to find this an established criterion across all IHEs. Perhaps, the expectation
was represented within unwritten standards. Another emerging pattern was found in the
absence of a foreign language admission or program of study requirement. Several
universities indicated that substitutions for a foreign language proficiency might include
proficiency in computers, a research tool, or completion of a prescribed minor. Another
example of innovative changes in basic doctoral requirements was found in the use of
portfolio evaluations. As to the maximum length of time allowed to complete a doctoral
degree, the majority of reporting IHEs indicated between 5 and 10 years, with a mode of
10 years. Three universities indicated a maximum of 3 years. Does this trend indicate that
most doctoral students are adults engaged in fiill-time employment outside of their
studies? Such detailed questions can only be answered by fliture research.
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Curriculum Opportunities
Curriculum opportunities for ECSE leadership preparation included ECSE course
work, internships, and research requirements and options. There appeared to be built
within programs a responsiveness to doctoral students that allowed autonomy to direct
individual needs. Doctoral students were generally permitted to take master's level ECSE
courses, frequently with modifications. Study areas found within the master's level ECSE
courses included methods, intervention, assessment, and family focus. Most doctoral level
ECSE courses addressed special topics, issues, and trends through advanced seminars and
included study areas, such as intervention, leadership, assessment, research, child
development. ECSE programming, and cultural diversity.
Four areas of concern arise from the data gathered addressing course work. These
include: cultural diversity, family systems, collaboration and consultation, and medical
aspects of disabilities. The small number of courses addressing cultural diversity at both
master's and doctoral levels, raises concern as to how this important topic is covered. This
fact does not prove or disprove that cultural diversity is substantially addressed within
other courses. How the breadth and depth of cultural diversity is translated within ECSE
leadership preparation is certainly another area in need of research. If ECSE is founded
upon responsiveness to the individuality of and needs of families, we may need to develop
course work focused on expanding our knowledge about family systems and forming
family partnerships beyond that offered within core curriculum. Considering our field's
dependency upon collaboration, perhaps specific course work is called for to improve
collaborative and consultative skills. Considering the unique ties of ECSE to the medical
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advances, leadership preparation may need to form partnerships with schools of medicine
and/or nursing to develop in depth knowledge particularly for addressing the needs of
infants and toddlers.
The level of course work (e.g., master's or doctoral) and leadership emphasis
inherent in those levels are pertinent to any discussion of ECSE leadership preparation.
There was evidence of different emphases provided by doctoral level ECSE courses
compared to master's level ECSE courses, but we can not assume that master's level
courses exclude individualization to upgrade the challenges provided to doctoral students
in those classes. Modifications, such as research projects, presentations, specialized
readings, and co-teaching with faculty, can provide excellent doctoral experiences.
Currently, small numbers of ECSE doctoral students (average 5.6 students per EHE)
appear to be the norm. Realistically, the use of master's level courses with appropriate
modifications for doctoral students, enables universities to provide for small numbers of
doctoral students.
Internships were an integral part of leadership preparation and were available
across 82% to 93% of the IHEs in research, clinical settings, administration, and university
teaching. As to ECSE internships, there was substantial evidence that universities were
providing a variety of opportunities in each internship type. Because internships are
powerful educational experiences, this is certainly an area worthy of extensive research.
Investigation into the scope, content, and context of internships would provide valuable
information for ECSE leadership preparation.

184
Research requirements included an average of 16 semester credits hours of
research courses. Quantitative and qualitative research courses and research internships
provided a variety of options for doctoral students. Most of the research courses were
statistical. However, both qualitative courses and classes addressing the application of
research to special education were available. Concerning the type of research course work,
the participating IHEs appeared to be providing both quantitative and qualitative research
training and allowing doctoral students opportunities to develop research expertise based
on individual preferences. However, the data collected did not provide insight into those
individual choices. The current study did not gather data on research electives, that may
have identified more and/or diflferent courses addressing the application of research to
special education or qualitative courses. Beyond research requirements and opportunities,
investigations that delineate doctoral students' research interests, course choices, and
research internships would be beneficial. Further examination of curriculum opportunities
including the content, scope, and nature of ECSE course work, internships, and research
courses and internships would provide valuable information to ECSE leadership
preparation.
Implementation of Interdisciplinary Focus
IHEs were placing a high value on interdisciplinary focus in their programs as
evident by the 98% reporting having an interdisciplinary focus within their ECSE
leadership preparation. Reported examples included course work, university structure,
students, faculty and family involvement, practicum/intemships/field experiences, and
research. Typical minors and second specialization areas included assessment/psychology.
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development, administration, early childhood, teacher education, family studies, and
literacy/bilingual/multicultural education. Two universities have formalized
interdisciplinary ECSE leadership programs; PENN State combined school psychology
and ECSE; and the University of Florida oflfered a unified early childhood education and
ECSE program.
There was strong evidence that ECSE leadership preparation has an
interdisciplinary focus, particularly at a structural level. Doctoral students were
encouraged and often required to take courses and internships across disciplines and to
develop minors or second specialization areas. Additionally, they were encouraged to
conduct interdisciplinary research and work collaboratively with doctoral students and
faculty from other disciplines. Further research into the details of the interdisciplinary
choices of doctoral students is needed. Quantitative data, identifying the number of
doctoral students choosing particular minors, cognates, or specialization areas would
assist in delineating shortages of leaders developing expertise in areas, such as
ECSE/bilingual education. In particular, leadership preparation needs to examine the
impact of university structural support upon implementation of interdisciplinary focus.
For example, do departments that combine special education with other disciplines (e.g.,
psychology, communication disorders, early childhood) facilitate interdisciplinary
leadership preparation? Beyond the structural support for interdisciplinary leadership, are
we modeling collaborative interdisciplinary teaching and providing ample collaborative
work experiences? What does university collaboration look like and how does it benefit
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ECSE leadership preparation? What university structural supports facilitate those
collaborative efforts?
ECSE Faculty
IHEs averaged 2.8 ECSE faculty positions per university. Fifty-eight percent were
full-time tenure track, while 42% were adjunct positions (both full-time and part-time).
Nine IHEs anticipated an increase in ECSE faculty staffing, while the majority predicted
numbers would remain unchanged in the next three years. Future research should address
the details of ECSE faculty stability (e.g., relocation patterns, retention/promotion,
retirement), the professorial rank of ECSE positions, and the hiring practices of IHEs.
Additionally, the make-up of ECSE faculties (numbers, professorial ranks, areas of
expertise, research interests) should be examined to identify correlation to types of ECSE
leadership preparation programming. For those universities that do not identify positions
by expertise area, investigations are needed to delineate how ECSE is addressed and by
whom.
ECSE Doctoral Students
Based on the available data the following estimates concerning descriptors of
ECSE students were evident. An average of 5.4 and 5.6 doctoral students per university
were actively enrolled during 1995-1996 and 1996-1997. During both these school years
60% of the students were full-time and 40% were part-time. One question that emerges
from this data is: How do IHEs and students define full-time versus part-time studies? For
the purposes of this study, full-time and part-time were defined by enrollment in a specific
number of credit hours. Perhaps full-time status is a misnomer, if the unwritten expectation
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is that full-time status excludes full-time employment outside of university studies. This
certainly has implications for financial support of doctoral students.
For both school years IHEs produced an average of 3.0 ECSE doctoral graduates.
A comparison of 1995-1996 to 1996-1997, demonstrated a 57% increase in the number of
graduates and a 61% increase in the number of IHEs producing those graduates. Future
research will determine if these figures represent a trend. As to supply and demand,
specific data addressing ECSE have not been determined beyond the current study.
Research has demonstrated that the number of doctoral graduates in special education per
year has consistently been too low to meet the demand (Bos et al., 1995; Pierce et al.,
1992: Sindelar et al.. 1993; Smith & Pierce. 1995; Smith, Pierce. & Keyes, 1988). If
ECSE is considered to be a subset of special education, does it follow that an average of
3.0 graduates per year will not meet the demand for ECSE leadership? Only fliture
research, that details production of ECSE doctoral graduates along with their career
choices, can delineate supply and demand statistics in ECSE.
On the average, these graduates were females, age 21 to 40 years, without
minority status, who completed their studies in 4 years. The age factor for graduate
students may have serious implications for the types of suppon students need, in the sense
that experienced, established professionals in the field may not be willing of able to put
themselves or their families in financial jeopardy to accomplish a doctoral degree.
For this two year period of the current study, 94% of the ECSE doctorates were
awarded to women. These data may reflect the feminization of the field, which raises the
question; Will ECSE suffer compressed salaries and low prestige as do other
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predominately female fields (e.g., nursing, teaching, social work) (Pierce & Smith, 1994)?
Are women able to leave the financial security of being a practitioner to pursue doctoral
studies? What responsibilities outside of the university (parental status, work, family)
setting for doctoral students? How do outside responsibilities impact educational
programming for doctoral students? Are university courses in related disciplines offered
during the summer and/or evenings to accommodate working teachers who wish to
expand their interdisciplinary horizons? How do universities support the individualized
needs of doctoral students fi-om diverse backgrounds? Research that explores the types of
support needed by different groups of doctoral students would assist recruitment efforts.
The data gathered for minority status and disability status were incomplete.
However, there was evidence that the ECSE doctoral graduates included persons with
minority status and persons with disabilities. Beyond this generalization, no firm
conclusions can be drawn about the statistical representation of persons with minority
status or with disabilities for 1995-1996 or 1996-1997. This information gap highlights the
need for armual research addressing representation of persons with minority status and
persons with disabilities. Age range, minority status, and disability status of ECSE
graduates have significance for supply and demand issues and recruitment planning.
Trends in Leadership Preparation in ECSE
ECSE leadership preparation appeared to be both established and dynamic in its
responsiveness to the rapid changes in the field. The average age of ECSE leadership
preparation programs was 11.7 years, with a range of 1 to 28. Twenty-seven percent were
in the 1 to 5 year range. Additionally, the Initial Survey identified six universities in the
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process of developing ECSE leadership programs. Most doctoral programs had undergone
revisions since 1994. Several respondents stated that revisions were an on-going process.
Fourteen EHEs reported currently being in the process of revisions, while an additional 4
WEs were anticipating revisions in the next two years. Examples of revisions included:
changes in course/seminar offerings and content focus, increasing interdisciplinaiy focus,
increasing responsiveness to student needs, modifying the research content of courses,
changing the degree oflferings, improving coordination with another department or college,
and structural changes. Future research should address how revisions are developed and
implemented.
A major finding of this study was that there were few descriptions of the standards
or competencies used for ECSE leadership preparation. A large majority of IHEs reported
using the DEC/NAEYC/ATC standards for persormel preparation in the development of
their ECSE doctoral preparation. Although there were numerous references to
competency based programming, competency lists or written explanations of standards
specific to ECSE leadership preparation were difficult to obtain. Competencies for Florida
International University, the University of Minnesota, and Utah State University illustrated
a pattern that emphasized understanding and capabilities in theoretical and applied content
knowledge, research, and teaching/service. Future research should identify and analyze
competencies used by IHEs in ECSE leadership preparation. In particular, investigations
to identify and analyze leadership models used in ECSE leadership preparation are needed.
Such research should include qualitative approaches to explore how leadership models are

actuated within leadership preparation and how diflFering perspectives of ECSE faculty and
ECSE doctoral students view ECSE leadership.
Implications and Recommendations
This study relied on information provided by knowledgeable university faculty
concerning ECSE leadership preparation and the availability of documents describing
ECSE leadership preparation. Limitations of the comprehensive survey included
dependency upon voluntary participation, the accuracy with which some questionnaire
items were completed, the number of incomplete survey items, and a 77% return rate.
Limitations of the document review included the variety of materials obtained, 67%
response to requests for documents, comprehensiveness of documents acquired, and
interpretation of those documents. The overall data base of 46 IHEs represented
approximately 64% of the IHEs known to oflFer leadership preparation in ECSE.
Additionally, this study was limited in that it did not directly explore the perspectives of
doctoral students and recent doctoral graduates in ECSE. Therefore, the results should be
viewed within this context and conclusions should be drawn cautiously
What has become strikingly evident in reviewing the literature and completing this
research is that, as a field, we have limited knowledge about ECSE leadership preparation.
It was apparent that ECSE is an established, dynamic, evolving multidisciplinary field,
dependent upon the quality of its leadership preparation. This study attempted to establish
a baseline description of ECSE leadership preparation fi-om which more refined,
comprehensive research can be launched. From this study, three recommendations are
oflfered that: (a) a national comprehensive database be established and maintained; (b) a
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joint effort be made to conceptualize ECSE leadership; and (c) future research address the
information needs of ECSE.
Establishment of a National Comprehensive Database
The need for a national comprehensive database addressing special education has
been recommended by Bos et al. (1995), Smith and Lovett (1987), Smith and Salzberg
(1994), and Tawney and DeHaas-Wamer, 1993. Such a database would benefit ECSE in:
identifying trends concerning programming, faculty, and students; tracking leadership
shortages outside of university settings, and faculty shortages. Finally, systematic aimual
data collection would produce more accurate, complete, and reliable data to inform
decision making.
Joint Effort to Conceptualize ECSE Leadership
Universities and professional organizations with vested interests in ECSE
leadership preparation should join together to:
•

reach a consensus concerning a definition of ECSE leadership;

• develop standards and competencies for ECSE leadership;
•

conceptualize what constitutes quality leadership preparation in ECSE;

•

formulate and implement a collaborative agenda for future study; and

•

develop strategies to facilitate quality university programs involved in ECSE
leadership.
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Future Research
There is little question that the field of ECSE is at a critical juncture, needing an
expanded knowledge base concerning ECSE leadership preparation. Information needs
include:
• attributes of ECSE leadership preparation (such as those delineated by the current
study [program characteristics, required components, curriculum opportunities,
interdisciplinary focus] and expanded upon by future researchers);
•

impact of university structure upon programming and implementation of
interdisciplinary focus:

•

demographics of ECSE faculty (e.g.. age. ethnicity, gender, parental status, past work
experience, areas of expertise, research interests, professorial rank);

•

supply and demand data specifically addressing ECSE faculty (e.g., relocation
patterns, promotion/retention patterns, retirement, professorial rank);

•

identification of leadership roles other than university faculty and the accompanying
supply and demand data;

•

supply and demand data specifically addressing ECSE doctoral graduate career
choices and relocation patterns:

•

demographics of ECSE students enrolled in and graduated fi-om doctoral programs
(e.g., age, ethnicity, gender, parental status, ftill- or pan-time enrollment; past work
experience, career plans, research interests, expected graduation date, financial needs,
responsibilities outside of university studies):
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• trends within ECSE leadership preparation (stability and revisions of doctoral
preparation in ECSE and standards and competencies used in ECSE leadership
preparation).
Beyond the informational needs that are best met with statistical data, it is imperative that
future research conducted on ECSE leadership preparation include qualitative approaches
and multiple perspectives to capture the essence and quality of ECSE leadership
preparation.
Initial Guidelines for Development of ECSE Leadership Preparation Programs
The literature review substantiates the need for quality leadership in the dynamic,
interdisciplinary field of ECSE. The baseline description developed by the current study
provides insight into initial guidelines for the development of ECSE leadership preparation
programs. These guidelines include;
1. Consider possibilities for placement of ECSE within the university structure
•

college/school of education department of special education or special
education & related discipline

•

other colleges/schools and departments with established interested in
supporting young children and their families (e.g. psychology, early childhood
education, family studies, child development, speech/language pathology)

•

consider various colleges with established collaborative partnerships

2. Develop a mission statement, philosophy statement, and competencies to guide the
nature and quality of the ECSE leadership preparation. These essential frameworks
should include a conceptualization of leadership within ECSE.
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3. Determine which age range focus for programming
• focus on birth to 5 years of age is most common
• consider state programming focus and certification requirements
•

consider local resources (e.g. medical school or hospital support for infant to 3
year old focus)

•

build on ECSE master's level program

3. Follow university doctoral admissions requirements and basic doctoral requirements
4. Develop program of study requirements
•

number of components should be approximately 4 or 5 including
research/inquiry component & dissertation component

• include components such as: educational foundations, special education or
other major relating to ECSE, leadership, & minor/cognate
5. Develop curriculum opportunities that include course work, internships. & research
options
•

consider including basic courses addressing; intervention, programming,
assessment, family focus, cultural diversity, child development, medical aspects
of disabilities, collaboration, and issues & trends seminars.

• consider using master's level ECSE courses with appropriate modifications for
doctoral students" needs and interests
• explore local, state, and regional internship possibilities in clinical.
administrative, research, and university settings
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•

develop partnerships with local, state, and regional agencies and schools to
develop field experiences

6. Plan implementation of interdisciplinary focus
•

within program requirements and options

•

structural support to encourage collaborative efforts of university faculty

7. Staffing requirements
•

minimum of two faculty positions to establish ECSE leadership preparation
including at least one tenure track position

8. Student recruitment
•

actively recruit students with minority status and fi^om rural areas

•

expect to support approximately five students including both full-time and
part-time

•

develop both financial and mentoring resources to support successful
completion of doctoral program

9. Plan evaluation to guide future revisions in ECSE leadership preparation
Summary
ECSE is a field with a rich heritage and a challenging future. Founded upon
respect for the child, family, education, and individuals with disabilities, ECSE is
experiencing rapid growth. The emergence of the ECSE field has been influenced by a
combination of social and political developments, theoretical perspectives, parent
advocacy, empirical research, and innovative technology. These factors will undoubtedly
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shape the field's future. Foundational to ECSE is the core belief that early intervention can
positively influence the lives of infants, toddlers, and preschoolers with disabilities and
those at risk for developmental delays. This paradigm has evolved over time and
permeates all components of the field. The unique features of ECSE contribute to its
complexity, dilemmas, issues, and challenges. Leadership preparation encompasses all
aspects of ECSE, its history, beliefs, and unique features, and will play a major role in the
future successes of ECSE.
As a field, ECSE is at a critical juncture, needing an expanded knowledge base
concerning ECSE leadership preparation to inform decision making. A comprehensive
national database, conducting systematic annual data collection, would best serve ECSE
informational needs. Finally, joint eflforts across related fields and organizations are needed
to sustain quality, to facilitate growth, to maintain the intellectual health and vitality of the
field, by developing a conceptualization of leadership and a plan for ECSE leadership
preparation.
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Appendix A
P.L. 105-17. Part C Requirements for Statewide System
SEC. 633. GENERAL AUTHORITY.
The Secretary shall , in accordance with this part make grants to States (from their allotments
under section 643) to assist each state to maintain and implement a statewide, comprehensive,
coordinated, multidisciplinary, interagency system to provide early intervention services for infants and
toddlers with disabilities and their families.
SEC. 634. ELIGIBILITY.
In order to be eligible for a grant mider section 633, a State shall demonstrate to the Secretary
that the State—
(1) has adopted a policy that appropriate early intervention services are available to all infants
and toddlers with disabilities in the State and their families, including Indian infants and
toddlers with disabilities and their families residing on a reservation geographically located
in the State; and
(2) has in effea a statewide system that meets the requirements of section 635.
SEC. 635. REQUIREMENTS FOR STATEWIDE SYSTEM.
(a) In General-The state wide system descnbed in section 633 shall include, at a minimum, the following
components;
(1) A definition of the term 'developmentally delayed' thai will be used by the State in carrying out
programs under this part,
(2) A state policy that is in effect and that ensures that appropriate early intervention services will be
a\'ailable to all infants and toddlers with disabilities and their families, including Indian infants and
toddlers and their families residing on a reservation geographically located in the State.
(3) A timely, comprehensive, multidisciplinary evaluation of the flmctioning of each infant and
toddler with a disability in the State, and a family-directed identification of the needs of each family of
such an infant or toddler, to appropriately assist in the development of the infant or toddler.
(4) For each infant and toddler with a disability in the State, an individualized family service plan in
accordance with section 636, including service coordination services in accordance with such service plan.
(5) A comprehensive child find system, consistent with part B, including a system for making
referrals to service providers that includes timelines and provides for the participation by primary referral
sources
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(6) A public awareness program focusing on early identification of infants and toddlers with
disabilities, including the preparation and dissemination by the lead agency designated or established
under paragraph (10) to all primaiy referral sources, especially hospitals and physicians, of information
for parents on the availability of early intervention services, and procedures for determining the extent to
which such sources disseminate such information to parents of infant*; and toddlers.
(7) A central directory which includes information on early intervention services, resources, and
experts available in the State and research and demonstration projects being conducted in the State.
(8) A comprehensive system of personnel development, including the training of paraprofessionals
and the training of primary referral sources respecting the basic components of early intervention services
available in the State, that is consistent with the comprehensive system of personnel development
described in section 612(a)(14) and may include—
(A) implementing innovative strategies and activities for the recruitment and retention of
early education service providers;
(B) promoting the preparation of early intervention providers who are fully and
appropriately qualified to provide early intervention services under this part;
(C) training personnel to work in rural and inner-city areas; and
(D) training persoimel to coordinate transition services for infants and toddlers served under
this part from an early intervention program under this part to preschool or other
appropriate services.
(9) Subject to subsection (b), policies and procedures relating to the establishment and maintenance of
standards to ensure that persomiel necessary to carry out this part are appropriately and adequately
prepared and trained, including—
(A) the establishment an maintenance of standards which are consistent with any Stateapproved or recognized certification, licensing, registration, or other comparable
requirements which apply to the area in which such personnel are providing early
intervention services; and
(B) to the extents such standards are not based on the highest requirements in the State
applicable to a specific profession or discipline, the steps the State is taking to require the
retraining or hiring of personnel that meet appropriate professional requirements in the
State;
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except that nothing in this pan, including this paragraph, prohibits the use of paraprofessionals
and assistants who are appropriately trained and supervised, in accordance with State law,
regulations, or written policy, to assist in the provision of early intervention services to infants and
toddlers with disabilities under this part
(10) A single line of responsibility in a lead agency designated or established by the Governor for
carrying out—
(A) the general administration and supervision of programs and activities receiving
assistance under section 633, and the monitoring of programs and activities used by the State to
cany out this part, whether or not such programs or activities are receiving assistance made
under section 633, to ensure that the State complies with this part;
(B) the identification and coordination of all available resources within the State &om
Federal, State, local, and private sources;
(C) the assignment of financial responsibility in accordance with section 637(a)(2) to the
appropriate agencies;
(D) the development of procedures to ensure that services are provided to infants and
toddlers with disabilities and their families under this part in a timely manner pending the
resolution of any disputes among public agencies or service providers,
(E) the resolution of intra- and interagency disputes, and
(F) the entry into formal interagency agreements that define the financial responsibility of
each agency for paying for early intervention services (consistent with State law) and procedures
for resolving disputes and that include all additional components necessary to ensure meaningfiil
cooperation and coordination,
(11) A policy pertaining to the contracting or making of other arrangements with service providers to
provide early intervention services in the State, consistent with the provisions of this part including the
contents of the application used and the conditions of the contraa or other arrangements,
(12) A procedure for securing timely reimbursement of fimds used under this part in accordance with
section 640(a),
(13) Procedural safeguards with respect to programs under this part as required by section 680. and
(14) A system for compiling data requested by the Secretary under section 618 that relates to this part.
(15) A State interagency coordinating council that meets the requirements of section 641.
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(1) Policies and procedures to ensure that, consistent with section 636(d)(5)—
(A) to the maximum extent appropriate, early intervention services are provided in natural
enviroimient; and
(B) the provision of early intervention services for any iniant or toddler occurs in a setting other
than a natural environment only when early intervention cannot be achieved satis&ctorily
for the infant or toddler in a natural environment
(b) POLICY-In implementing subsection (a)(9), a State may adopt a policy that includes making ongoing
good-f^th efforts to recruit and hire appropriately and adequately trained personnel to provide early
intervention services to infants and toddlers with disabilities, including, in a geographic area of the State
where there is a shortage of such personnel, the most qualified individuals available who are making
satis&ctory progress toward completing applicable course work necessary to meet the standards described
in subsection (a)(9), consistent with State law within 3 years. (PL 105-17, 20 USC 1400).
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Personnel Needs Identified by HECSE Members
1.

Professionals who are able to alter environnients for people with disabilities:

2.

Distance educators who are able to use a wide variety of delivery approaches such as computer
technology, audio conferencing, video taping;

3.

Curriculum and instructional materials developers who can apply a range of technology to instruction
(e.g., computer-related technology, videodisk, VCR, and CD-ROM);

4. Technological specialists in assistive, augmentative, and adaptive devices;
5.

Multicultural special educators who can apply their knowledge to assessment, interventions,
curriculum development, and teacher preparation to meet the needs of culturally and linguistically
diverse students with disabilities and their families;

6.

Teacher educators who are well versed in instructional methods that are verified through systematic
research and can translate research into practice:

7.

Researchers who have competence in different research methods that they can apply to questions of
real concern to teachers, smdents, parents, and policy-makers;

8.

Direa service providers who are prepared to develop model, data-based, innovative programs that
serve youngsters with disabilities from birth through age 21 and their families; and

9.

Life-span developmentalists who can work in traditional and nontraditional delivery systems to
provide specialized services needed throughout people's lies (smith. Drew, Healey, Hughes. &
Salzberg, 1991. p. 58).

i

!5
;
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CEC Code of Ethics for Educators of Persons with Exceptionalities
We declare the following principles to be the Code of Ethics for educators of persons with
Exceptionalities. Members of the special education profession are responsible for upholding and
advancing these principles. Members of The Council for Exceptional Children agree to judge and be
judged by them in accordance with the spirit and previsions of this Code.
A. Special education professionals are committed to developing the highest
educational and quality of life potential of individuals with exceptionalities.
B. Special education professionals promote and maintain a high level of competence and
integrity in practicing their profession.
C. Special education professionals engage in professional activities which benefit
individuals with exceptionalities, their families, other colleagues, students, or research
subjects.

D. Special education professionals exercise objective professional judgment in the
practice of their profession
E. Special education professionals strive to advance their knowledge and skills
regarding the education of individuals with exceptionalities.
F. Special education professionals work within the standards and policies of their
profession.

G. Special education professionals seek to uphold and improve where necessary the
laws, regulations, and policies governing the delivery of special education and related services and
practice of their profession.

H. Special education professionals do not condone or participate in unethical or illegal
acts, nor violate professional standards adopted by the Delegate Assembly of CEC
(Council for Exceptional Children. 1996*, p. 2).

•Originally adopted by the Delegate Assembly of the Council for Exceptional Children in April 1983.
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NAEYC Guidelines for all Advanced Degree Candidates
Master's and Doctoral Candidates
1. Extend their knowledge and understanding of the dominant theories of human and sociocultural
development and learning through the life span; a knowledge of research on social, emotional,
cognitive, language, aesthetic, motor, and perceptual development and learning in children from birth
through age 8, including children with special developmental and learning needs and their families;
and the understanding of the child in the &mily and cultural context.
2. Extend and further develop their knowledge and understanding of theories and content
of curriculum and instruction and alternative models and methodologies.
3. Critically examine alternative perspectives regarding central issues in the field (for
example, child development, programs for young children and their families, research
priorities, or implications of issues for teacher education and staff development).
4. Extend their knowledge and ability to develop and use a variety of procedures for
assessment of child development and learning, child care and early education
environments, and early childhood education curricula; and the understanding of types
purposes, and appropriateness of various assessment procedures and instruments.
5. Develop and evaluate programs for children from a variety of diverse cultural and
language backgrounds, as well as for children of different age and developmental
levels, including children with disabilities, children with developmental delays, children
who are at risk for developmental deU^ and children with special abilities.
6. Apply interdisciplinary knowledge from such fields as sociology, psychology, health
services, special education, history, philosophy, and anthropology to their practice in
early childhood education.
7. Engage in reflective inquiry and demonstrate professional self-knowledge, for
example, by collecting data about one's own practice and articulating a personal code
of professional ethics.
8. Demonstrate the ability to work collaboratively as a team member with colleagues and
other professionals to achieve goals for children and families.
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I. Develop knowledge and skills required to serve as a memor to others and a model of
professional behavior for volunteers and other staff members.
Master's/Specialist's Candidates
10. Understand the sociocultural, historical, and political forces that influence the diverse
delivery systems through which programs are offered for young children and their
families (for example, social service agencies, public schools, and private enterprise).
II. Collect and interpret research, translate research findings into practice, demonstrate
personal research skills, and implement applied research.
12. Demonstrate deeper understanding of a particular area of specialization related to an
intended career role (for example, administration and supervision of early childhood
programs, family support programs, primary-grade teaching or administration, early
childhood special education/early intervention, or infant/toddler programming).
13. Apply theoretical and research knowledge to practice in early childhood settings (their
own classroom or other field assignments). For example, applications of theory to
practice may be demonstrated during field study projects, action research, curriculum
projects, or clinical practice observation.
14. Perform as reflectrve professionals capable of taking leadership roles in school or
programs, mentoring novice teachers, and acting as advocates for children at local,
state, and national levels.
Doctoral Candidates
15. Understand the diversity of delivery systems through which programs are offered for
young children and their families (for example, social service agencies, public schools,
or private enterprise) and become advocates for providing families with coordinated,
quality- services that are accessible and affordable. Doaoral candidates demonstrate
understanding of the implications of contrasting missions, mores, resources,
constraints, and potential of each system for preparing personnel to work in those
settings.
16. Understand research methods and findings, are able to translate research findings into
practice, demonstrate personal research skills and the ability to develop and implement
applied research, and show the disposition to create and disseminate new knowledge.
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17. Demonstrate deeper understanding of and exemplary practice in at least one area of
specialization (for example, teacher education, assessment and evaluation, early
childhood special education/early intervention, literacy, bilingual/bicultuial education,
or curriculum theory and development).
18. Work effectively in several types of leadership roles depending on their prior
preparation and experience and career objectives (leadership capabilities may be
demonstrated in the areas of observation and supervision of smdent teachers and
interns, teaching of undergraduate college students, administration of early childhood
programs, advocacy and public policy activity, and/or basic or applied research in
early childhood education).
19. Demonstrate understanding of theoretical knowledge in education and allied
disciplines.
20. Interpret and expand the knowledge base by completing a dissertation that involves
basic or applied research and study (National Association for the Education of Young
Children, 1996, pp. 23-24).
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Initial Survey Cover Letters

[Date]

[Contact Person]
[University Name]
[College/Department]
[Address]
[City, State Zipcode]
Dear Colleague,
My 17 years of teaching experience in special education have taken me to seven different
states and led me to the point of a doctoral dissertation. This research will focus on
leadership preparation in Early Childhood Special Education (ECSE). At this time I need
clarification concerning the doctoral programs at [(the) university name]. According to
The Council for Exceptional Children's "Directory of Programs for Preparing Individuals
for Careers in Special Education 1995 Edition" your [college/department] offers [a
doctorate/doctorates] in [special education area(s) other than ECSE as listed in CEC
directory]. [Does this program /Do these programs] include opportunities to specialize in
ECSE? Does such a specialization include specific course work in ECSE?
Would you please assist me by returning the enclosed survey postcard to me, as soon as
possible? Please indicate your answers by checking the appropriate box on the front of the
postcard.
I sincerely appreciate your time and effort in helping me gather this critical information.

Respectfully yours.

Martha Jane Harris
enclosure
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[Date]

[Contact Person(s)]
[University Name]
[College/Department]
[Address]
[City, State Zipcode]
Dear Coileague{s),
My 17 years of teaching experience in special education have taken me to seven different
states and led me to the point of a doctoral dissertation. This research will focus on
leadership preparation in Early Childhood Special Education (ECSE). At this time I need
to identify doctoral programs in ECSE. According to the Division of Personnel
Preparation your [(the) university/college] received fimding in 1994/95 in the area of
special education or ECSE. From the titles of these projects, I have selected universities
and colleges which may have doctoral programs in ECSE to be included in a brief survey.
My general questions are; Does [(the) university/college] offer a doctoral program in
ECSE ? Does [(the) university/college] offer a doctorate in special education or any other
area which could include a specialization in ECSE?
Would you please assist me by returning the enclosed survey postcard to me, as soon as
possible? Please indicate your answers by checking the appropriate box on the front of the
postcard.
I sincerely appreciate your time and effort in helping me gather this initial data.

Respectfully yours.

Martha Jane Harris
enclosure

{
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Initial Survey Postcards
Leadership Preparation in Early Childhood
Special Education (ECSE) Initial Survey
1.

["Name of umveisitv]
offers a doctoral program (Ph.D. &/or Ed.D.)
in fsoecial education area other than ECSE as Listed in CEC directorvl
^

true

false Comment

2.

Does this program include opportimities to specialize in ECSE?
yes
no Comment

3.

Does such a specialization include specific course work in ECSE?
yes
^no Comment

4.

Are there plans to develop a doctoral program in ECSE or a specialization
in ECSE?
yes
^no Comment

Respondent's name & position

Leadership Preparation in Early Childhood
Special Education (ECSE) Initial Survey
1.

does not have a doaoral program.
(name university/college)

2.

(go to question 5)

offers a doctoral program (Ph.D.
&/or Ed.D.) in ECSE, special education, administration, teacher education,
leadership, curriculum & instruction &/or Mother)
(circle all that apply)

3.
4.
5.

In these doctoral programs (other than ECSE) are there opportunities to specialize
in ECSE?
yes
^no
Does such a specialization include specific course work in ECSE?
yes
^no
Are there plans to develop a doctoral program in ECSE or a specialization in
ECSE?
yes
no

Respondent's name & Position
Comment
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Doctoral Preparation in ECSE Questionnaire
Institution:
College:
Department:
Coniact Person/Title:
Phone
E-mail:

FAX

Please answer the following questions and return this survey with the other pertinent information
regarding the doctoral preparation in ECSE.

STRUCTURE AND PROGRAM COMPONENTS:
1.

In what college/department is ECSE doctoral preparation offered?
College:
Department:

2.

What degree programs does yom- college/muversity offer with ECSE
specializations?
(Check each that applies.)
Bachelors
Masters
Educational Specialist

3.

Ph.D.
Ed.D.

What age group is the primary focus of the ECSE specializations? (Check one.)
Birth-2 years
Birth-5 years
Birth-8 years

3-5 years
5-8 years
3-8 years

CURRICULUM:
4.

Are doctoral students allowed to take Masters level courses in ECSE?
yes
no
yes. with appropriate modifications for doctoral level.

5.
Please specific courses:
Doctoral Licvel ECSE Courses

I

Masters Level ECSE Courses
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6.

What internships are available to doctoral students in ECSE?
(Internships include any Geldwork, practicum &/or student teaching)
Types

Available?
Yes
No

Examples

Research

Clinical
(working with infants toddlers,
preschoolers & their families)

Administration
(State, local, & private agencies)

University Teaching
(working with undergraduates or graduates)

Other Internships
(Please specify)

7.

Is there an interdisciplinary focus to doctoral preparation in ECSE?
yes
no
(interdisciplinary focus may include: collaborative teaching with persons in same department,
different department, different colleges, parents, &/or professions in the field; requiring courses
across several different departments or colleges; requiring different internships at multiple sites;
etc.)

8.

Please give examples of interdisciplinary focus within doctoral preparation in
ECSE:
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9.

What arc typical minors or second specialization areas for doctoral students
who choose ECSE as a sp<xialization? (Please list)

Typical Minors

Typical Second Specialization Areas

STUDENTS
10.

11.

What is the approximate number of years to complete requirements for a
doaoral degree with a specialization in ECSE?
years
How many active doctoral students in ECSE were enrolled?
(Indicate number of students in each category.)

Approximately, how many students were....
Full-time (9 xmits or more per semester)
Part-time (less than 9 units per semester)
Descriptors of Students

1995 /1996

Graduated
in 1995/1996

1996 /1997

Scheduled to Graduate in
1996/1997

Persons with Minoritj- Status*
Persons without Minority Status
Persons with a DisabilityAge Range: 21-30 years
31-40 years
41-50 vears
50 years & over
Gender Male
Female
* Minority status refers to persons whose ethnicity includes; African-American, Native-American.
Pacific-Islander, Asian-American, &/or Hispanic which includes persons who identify themselves as;
Cuban-Amcrican, Latino. Me.xican-American, Puerto Rican-American, or Chicano.
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FACULTY
12.

How many ECSE positions are there?
Please indicate numbers in each category below:
Levels
Number of ECSE Full-time,
tenure track positions

Number of ECSE Adjunct Positions
Full-time

Full Professors
Associates
Assistants
13.

In the next three years do you anticipate a change in the numbers of ECSE
faculty members on staff?
yes, an increase
yes, a decrease
no, numbers will remain unchanged

TRENDS IN ECSE LEADERSHIP PREPARATION
14

How many years has your department offered a doaoral preparation in ECSE?
years

15

In what year was the doctoral preparation in ECSE most recently revised?
19

16.

Are you currently in the process of revising your doaoral program in ECSE?
yes
(If yes. go to question # 17 )
no
(If no, go to question # 18 )

17.

What changes do you anticipate?

18.

Do you anticipate revising your doctoral program in ECSE in the next two
years?
yes
(If yes, go to question # 19 )
no (If no, go to question # 20)

19.

What changes do you anticipate?

Part-time
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20.

Do you use the DEC/NAEYC/ATE* standards for personnel preparation in the
development of ECSE doctoral preparation?
yes
no

• Division of Early Childhood, National Association for the Education of Young Children, & Association
of Teacher Education
INSTITUTION INFORMATION
21.

Type of institution;

22.

Total student enrollment; (check one)
fewer than 5,000 students
5-10,000 students
10-20,000 students

23.

Public College
Public University

Private College
Private University

20-30,000 students
30-40.000 students
more than 40,000 students

Number of full time tenure-track faculty employed through out your
institution (check one)
fewer than 500
500-1,000
1,000-2,000

2.000-3.000
3.000-4.000
more than 4,000

Appendix G - Continued
[Investigator's Home Address]

[Investigator's Home Pbone Number]
[Investigator's FAX Number]
[Investigator's E-mail Address]

[Date]

Dear Colleague.

Again, I sincerely appreciate your time and effort in helping me gather this critical information.
Feel free to contaa me with any comments or questions. May I contaa you for further clarification?
Yes

The most convenient way to contact me is by ;
phone (a good day/time is
e-mail
FAX

Would you like to receive a copy of the collated information?

yes

)

no

Name:
Address:

Sincerely,

Martha Jane Harris
••postscript

••postscript for second request: If you have already responded, please disregard this request.

Note; Actual length of questionnaire was 2 pages printed back to back.
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Pilot Study Cover Letter
[Date]

[Contact Person]
[University]
[College/Department]
[Address]
[City, State Zip Code]
Dear Colleague,
I'm proud to be a second generation special educator and excited to be working on my
doctoral dissertation. This research will focus on leadership preparation in Early
Childhood Special Education (ECSE). This letter is to request your participation in a pilot
study which involves answering a questionnaire and providing documents which describe
doctoral preparation in ECSE at the [University].
The purpose of this study is to enlarge the database on leadership preparation in ECSE
focusing on 1995 through 1997. The specific objectives of the study are: to describe the
components of doaoral preparation in ECSE, to describe the characteristics of the ECSE
faculty and doctoral students, and to identify trends. Data collection will include a national
survey of institutions of higher education and a review of documents which describe
components of doctoral preparation in ECSE. The significance of this descriptive study
will lie in it's contribution to establishing the continuing need for ECSE leadership
preparation and to planning for the future.
Please assist me by returning the enclosed questionnaire, as soon as possible. Your
recommendations on improving the questionnaire would be appreciated. In addition, I am
requesting a graduate catalog and any brochures and/or handouts describing doctoral
requirements, ECSE course work and internships.

Respectfully yours.

Martha Jane Harris
enclosure
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Comprehensive Survey Cover Letter
[Date]
[Contact Person(s)]
[University]
[Department]
[Address]
[City, State Zipcode]
Dear Colleague,
I'm proud to be a second generation special educator and excited to be working on my
doctoral dissertation. This research will focus on leadership preparation in Early
Childhood Special Education (ECSE).
This letter is to request your participation in a study which involves answering a
questionnaire and providing documents which describe doctoral preparation in ECSE at
your institution of higher education. For this study doctoral preparation in ECSE is
defined as advance studies which lead to an upper level academic degree including
Doctorate of Philosophy (Ph.D.) and/or Doctorate of Education (Ed.D.) with a major,
specialization, cognate, or concentration in ECSE.
The specific objectives of the study are: to describe the components of doctoral
preparation in ECSE; to describe the characteristics of the ECSE faculty and doctoral
students; and to identify trends. Data collection will include a national survey of
institutions of higher education and a review of documents which describe components of
doctoral preparation in ECSE. The significance of this descriptive study will lie in it's
contribution to establishing the continuing need for ECSE leadership preparation and to
planning for the future.
Please assist me by returning the enclosed questionnaire, as soon as possible. In addition,
I am requesting a graduate catalog and any brochures and/or handouts describing
doctoral requirements, ECSE course work and internships.
Respectfully yours,

Martha Jane Harris
enclosure
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IHE Self Descriptions of ECSE Leadership Preparation within Varying University Structures

Florida International University,
College of Education, Dept. of Educational Psychology & Special Education
.. .to prepare leadership personnel capable of advancing the educational opportunities available to
students with disabilities and the professionals who serve them. The purpose of the program is to prepare
professionals with a broad view of leadership, leaders capable to taking on the roles of administrator,
curriculum specialists, researcher, advocate, inservice and preservice trainer and other roles. Oiu*
graduates assume leadership positions in various sectors of society that serve students with disabilities,
such as public schools, state government, private non-profit agencies, professional organizations and other
institutions of higher educatioiL
The doctoral program is designed to prepare leaders in ESE [ECSEJ, in South Florida and beyond, who
wish to make contributions to the field beyond the influence they exert in their ciurent positions. The
philosophy of the program reflects our commitment to improving services for students with disabilities bypreparing leadership personnel capable of (a) designing, e\-aluating, and maintaining service programs,
(b) gathering and disseminating information to ^milies and professionals, and (c) implementing pre- and
inservice persoimel preparation programs for other professionals. The philosophy is based upon the belief
that well-prepared leaders are empowered to make informed decisions, competent in making connections
with other professionals and family members, and responsive to the diverse needs of professionals who
serve individuals with disabilities.
The program orientation is generic rather than categorical. Multidisciplinary and collaborative efforts are
emphasized. The program reflects an increasing emphasis on preparing leaders to extend services to
students with disabilities in, and beyond, the school setting. TMs requires attention to not only the learner
with disabilities, but to families and life transitions in communities made diverse by language, ethnic and
cultural difierences.
As relationships between special and general education have become more inclusive and collaborative, the
role of the special education leader must also change. The philosophy that drives our doctoral program is
that successful leaders must have the knowledge, skills and dispositions to fimction effectK'ely and
comfortably in a host of education environments, and with educators of various professional orientations.'

Florida State University, College of Education, Dept. of Special Education
The Facultj' in the Department of Special Education at Florida State Universit}' takes great pride in the
role we play in preparing future leaders in Special Education through our Ph.D. program. We seek
students who want to dcN elop both a breadth and depth of knowledge that will allow them to fimction
successfulh" in a \-ariety of roles for which the Ph.D. is necessary. Our graduates ha\-c become leaders in
many major universities and in public educational sy stems around the country- and world.''

' Application & Program of Study; Doaoral Program in Exceptional Student Education (Dept. document)
'' The Ph.D. Program in Special Education (Dept. document).
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Georgia State University, College of Education, Dept. of Educational Psychology & Special Education
...the doctoral program in education of students with exceptionalities is intended to pnnide graduates
with the skills necessan' to do uni\'crsity teaching, research, and/or to provide a high level of competence
for leadership in a variety- of a communitj-, state, or national service agencies. The program is designed to
educate future special education leaders in greater knowledge, understanding, and expertise in one area of
concentration in spccial education, while at the same time making sure they are fiiUy equipped with a
broad knowledge of general education, and general special education wan with advanced skills in group
and single-subject research."

Indiana University-Blooinington, College of Education. Dept. of Curriculum & Instruction
The Ph.D. and Ed.D. program in special education have the following characteristics: (1) they are
competenc>'-oriented, aiming at de\-eloping students' skill in teaching, research, and service; (2) thej' are
field-based, involving students in ongoing research, model development, and training acti\ities; (3) thej'
emphasize emerging research and best practice; and (4) thej- are individualized, preparing students for
diverse roles that reflect both student interests and needs of the field. The special education doctoral
programs offer an interdisciplinary' and noncategorical approach to persormel training.'*

Iowa State University,
College of Family & Consumer Resources, Dept. of Human Development & Family Studies
The ECSE emphasis in the human de\ elopment and family studies graduate program builds on a strong
foundation in child and family de\'eIopment. It also focuses on communitj'-based programming and a
family-centcrcd approach to ser\ices for young children with disabilities. The curriculum pro\ides
opportunities to iirtegrate theory, current research, and recommended practice through coursework and
practical e.\perience.'

* Graduate Bulletin l9%-98.
'' lU Bulletin, School of Graduate Program 1995-97.
" Graduate Specialization in ECSE, (Dept. brochure).
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Pennsylvania State University, College of Education. Dept. of Educational «fe School Psychology
Special educators and school psychologist are especially important partners in early inten'ention, and it is
their conjoint prq}aration that is addressed bj- this proposal. With new legal entitlements, the field of earhintervention needs qualified leaders in both disciplines. Since these professionals are expected to work in
an interdisdplinaiy feshion in practice, it seems only sensible that they should be offered an
interdisciplinai)- preser\ice program. School psychologists and special educators with an interdisciplinar>focus can be prepared to work together (a) to advance the early intervention information base and
practices; (b) to prepare professors for universit}- positions who, in turn, prepare practitioners who can
provide contemporary direct services; and (c) to mentor new leaders to fiirther multiply the crossdisciplinary approach essential to the field both inservice and preservice.
Doaoral students in Special Education and in School Psychology will be prepared as cohorts in a threeyear early intervention leadership program that employs an interdisciplinary approach. In "Criteria Of the
Next Environment" (CONE) model, Universit}- Promotion and Tenure Criteria-will be employed as an
organizer for expected competencies and to record accomplishments in research, scholarship, teaching
and service. The program is dedicated to preparing leaders whose missions will be to prepare new
professionals and to advance the interdisciplinary field of early intervention.
The program of study will include recognized and emerging best practices as advocated by DEC, NAEYC,
National Association of School Psychologists and emphasize interdisciplinary knowledge and skills and
family-centered practices.'

Tufts University. College of Arts & Sciences, Dept. of Child Etevelopment
Offering a doctoral le%'el program in applied child development is a challenging undertaking for academic
departments. To date, few such programs exist in this country. In recent years there has been an increased
awareness of the need to apply theory and research on child and famil>- de\ elopment to the many problems
and issues confronting those who are concerned about the care, education and welfare of childreru It is our
belief that the preparation of applied child development professionals who are knowledgeable about theory'
and research, and competent in the application of their Imowledge, will help to fill the gaps that exists
between theoretician, researcher and practitioner.
Students eiuoUed in the PLD. program in Applied Child Development gain both a competence in
conducting research, and an understanding of theories pertaining to social, emotional, intellectual,
linguistic, and physiological growth of childrerL Students are e.xpeaed to apply this theoretical and
empirical knowledge in practical situations. Our program oSers numerous opportunities for this
integration of practice and academic work through supervised field e.xperiences, course woric preparations,
colloquia. stu(^- groups and other activities. We believe this integrated approach provides the best training
for postgraduate positions in a wide assortment of academic and applied settings such as universities and
schools, hospitals, day care centers, mental health clinics, educational museums, television studios,
government offices, child and family advocaq- centers and court-related service programs.''

' PENN State Collaborative Leadership Program for Early Intervention (Dept document).
'' Eliot Pearson Dept. of Child Development: Graduate Student Prospectus (Dept. document).

220
Appendix J - Continued
University of Florida, College of Education. Dept. of Special Education
In Leadership 2000, doctoral students will be prepared with a broad foundation in Unified ECSE and EC.
Students will be encouragcd through their research activities, writing, fieldbased experiences, practica,
and coursework to focus on a specialization in either of two age strands; infant/toddler (0-3) or
preschoolVprimary (3-8). The program provides a three-pronged approach to doctoral preparation b>" (1)
promoting inclusive education and collaborative teacher education through the unification of the
disciplines of ECE and ECSE in a new doaoral preparation program, (2) providing a rich fieldbased
context for research, teaching, and service in Florida, a state that reflects the conditions and cultural
diversity' of today's society, and (3) emphasizing interdisciplinary preparation for professionals who will
work as teacher educators at colleges and universities, and in school districts and other agencies.
The proposed Leadership 2000 program will include preparation in knowledge and skills identified as
important to becoming an effective teacher educator and researcher in EC and ECSE. the coursework
includes a core in EC and ECSE, an interdisciplinary area, and research.
Doctoral students will benefit from the combined relationship of the Special Education and Instruction &
Curriculum departments as well as a close-working interdisciplinary relationship with the departments of
Communication Disorders, Sociology, Psychology, Child Development, Allied Health Professions, and
Shand Teaching Hospital, the regional center for neonatal intensive care in North Central Florida.'

University of Minnesota. College of Education & Human Development Dept. of Educational Psychology
The mission of the Doctoral Preparation program in Special education is to insure that graduates have the
necessary perspective and skills to maximize the development of individuals with disabilities and to
provide supportive services to their families. Smdents are provided with intensive coursework. as well as
guided experiences, to prepare them for assuming professional leadership responsibilities in the areas of
research, teaching and service. Special Education Programs at the University of Minnesota are committed
to providing an orientation and broad knowledge of the psychological foundations of education in addition
to in-depth understanding of special education and issues which influence its e.xpression as a discipline.
These include social and cultural perception regarding the nature of disabilities, along with federal, state,
and local legislation regarding prevention.''

' Leadership 2000: A Unified EC & ECSE Doctoral Program. (Dept brochure).
^ IHE Internet site.
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University of Nebraska, Teachers College. Dept. of Special Education & Communication Disorders
The UNL Department of Special Education offers a high qualitj' interdisciplinary program in ECSE
leading to Ntoers, Ed.D. or Ph.D. degrees. The program has as its primary responsibilitj- preparing
competent early childhood special educators for infants, toddlers and preschool children \vith a range of
disabilities and their &milics. The program reflects both the basic principles of the CEC, DEC
Recommended Guidelines for Persormel Preparation (1995) as well as the minimum requirements for a
teaching endorsement in the area of Preschool Handicapped for the Nebraska Depaitment of Education.
This program prepares entr^ -Ievel educators at a graduate level and provides advanced stud>' for
experienced personnel in the Geld of early intervention. The program aims to assure that services for
young children with disabilities and their families be: Family-Centered, Comprehensive, Interdisciplinar>-,
Conmiunity-based. Equitable, and Developmentally Appropriate.*

University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill, School of Education
The Special Education doctoral program prepares leadership personnel with e.xpcrtise in serving the needs
of e.xceptional children and youth. Emphasis is placed on the development of competencies in special
education foundations, research, and development, program e\'aluation, service delivery, and teaching and
training in special education. Graduates of the program are prepared to take positions in universities,
research and clinical facilities, state departments of education, public school leadership, and human
services management.''

University of Oregon, College of Education, Dept. of Special Education & Community Resources
The EI/ECSE doaoral training program prepares students to provide leadership in the area of infants and
young children who are at risk and disabled and their families. Specifically students are prepared to
become: (1) c.\pcrts in program development, implementation and evaluation, (2) e.vperts in policj'
development and analysis, (3) effecti\e instructors, and (4) effective applied researchers.
The EI/ECSE doctoral program is tailored to meet the individual career goals of participating students.
With their advisor, students design a program of studies that recognizes strengths and past e.\periences
and which focuscs on the student's fixture professional goals. An apprenticeship model is the priraai>training approach and entails two critical features. First, implementation of the apprenticeship model
requires that students in this doctoral program are integrated into a broad array of "authentic" activities
such as developing service delivery- options, creating state polic>', conducting research, participating in
professional activities, writing articles, chapters, and grants, and prescrvice and inservice teaching. The
involvement of students in authentic activities provides them with essential information about their
profession, what will be cxpeaed, and how to meet those e.\pectations in exemplary ways. The second
feature of the apprenticeship model is the opportunity* for students to work with and observe individuals
who meet the standards for successfiil professional behavior in the field. In this program, students work
with a variety of competent profession's who demonstrate effective ways to solve problems and make
other important contributions to their profession."

' CHE Internet site.
School of Education document.
" Early Intervention Program, (Dept. document)
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Virginia Commonweahh University. School of Education. Graduate Studies
The Ph.D. in Urt)an Services Program is designed to prepare individuals for leadership positions related to
education initiatives in and around the urban environment Education is defined in the broadest sense, for
children and adults, in school and corporations, and in public and private settings.
The Ph.D. in Urban Services program is based on the concept that learning emerges fiora an integration
of course woric, students, Acuity, and environment into a coherent whole. Entering smdents have a mean
age of 37.15 years and almost all have achieved a recognized degree of success in their chosen careers.
They are not novices nor are they nafve. Because students bring a mix of experience, maturity', motivation
and thoughtfiilness to their studies, the PILD. program seeks to provide a knowledge base that encourages
them to incorporate their e.Yperiential backgrounds into learning &om courses, from extemships, from
seminars, fi-om other students, and through introspection.
Ayers and Shubart (1989) describe the e.xperienti^st position for curriculum as one that can best be
characterized by a growth metaphor. Thej- agree with Dewe>- that learning moves from the p^chological
(interests) to the logical (the disciplines of knowledge). Effective leaching and learning must begin with
serious respect for student interests. The Ph.D. in Urban Services program provides students with
opportunities to build on their life interests and experiences through course work, the e.xtemship and
dissertation. As s students woric together they learn to respea common ideas and practices. Values are
then created through community deliberation in light of shared problems and e.xperiences. This holistic
approach reflects the belief that earning a doctorate is an act of "becoming" where individuals develop a
broad, scholarly perspective that can be brought to bear in making professional and institutional decisions
to meet practical problems.
While the Ph.D. in Urban Services program has an interdisciplinary design, it is aaually
supradisciplinary in implementatioiL Brady (1993) describes a supradiscipline as "an integrated
conceptual structure encompassing and organizing not merely all that lies within the boundaries of the
disciplines but all realits". The program is structured to enable students to take program and track classes
some of the time and also to studj- with Ph.D. students from other programs in the university. Learning
side-by-side with individuals from different programs and tracks provides students with the opportunity to
learn the content in the course but also to be exposed to issues and concerns related to the experiential and
interest backgrounds of those coming form different fields.*

' Ph.D. in Urban Services Student/Faculty Handbook (Dept document).
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Unique Features
Ed.D.
Admissions
Portfolio

Florida International University
A required part of the admissions process, the Admissions Portfolio must included
resume, statement of goals and aspirations. It should summarize applicant's professional
history and describes future professional plans. Include materials that reflect professional
interests of applicant Applicants are asked to include e.\amples that show leadership
potential by demonstrating involvement in professional and leadership experiences.
Finally, the Admissions Portfolio must include a statement summarizing the portfolio.
Some of the entries that might be found in an Admissions Portfolio are representative of
research and evaluation, professional communication, personnel preparation.
intervention designs, community leadership and advocacy, grantsmanship, and
administration.'

Ph.D. & Ed.D.
Se\'ere
Disabilities

Indiana University-Bloominston
Indiana's coursework opportunities include an unusual number of classes addressing the
needs of individuals with severe disabilities. These include four courses addressing the
needs of persons with se\'ere disabilities and two courses on motor performance and
motor assessment of e.\ccptional children.''

Ph.D. & Ed.D.
Long-Distance
Learning
Model for
Personnel
Preparation

University of Arizona
The ECSE graduate program at the Universitj' of Arizona provides opportunities for
doctoral students to work with Project EDUCATE, a long-distance learning model that
prepares teachers and paraprofessionals from rural areas in Arizona in ECSE. This
project addresses the pressing need in the State of Arizona to provide quality, trained
professionals to serve yoimg children with disabilities and those at risk for
developmental delays. It addresses five state priorities: (1) Utilizing innovative
recruitment and retention strategies; (2) Promoting full qualifications for personnel
servicing infants, toddlers, and preschool children with disabilities; (3) Training
personnel to work in rural areas; (4) Improving services for minority children and
families; and (5) Training minoritv- personnel to serve racial, ethnic, and language
minority children with disabilities. The target populations for this training effort
included: (a) individuals who are currently serving preschool children with disabilities
but who lack appropriate special education courses for certification; (b) individuals who
are employed as special educators but lack coursework and practiciun e.\periences in
early childhood; (c) related services professionals and special education administrators
who are interested in gaining information, skills, and endorsement in the area of ECSE;
and (d) families of children with disabilities. This five year project will utilize
telecommunications and on site coordinators to facilitate reaching rural communities in
Arizona, including individuals from Native American Reservations.'

* Application & Program of Study: E>octoral Program in Exceptional Student Education (Dept. document).
lU Bulletin: School of Education Graduate Program 1995-1997.
" Training El and Preschool Personnel: Project EDUCATE
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Ph.D. & Ed.D.
Departmental
Doctoral
Diagnostic
E.\am

Doaoral
Portfolio

Florida State University
Students who are tentatively accepted will be asked to complete an exam on the following
five areas:
a. Knowledge of tjpical and atypical human development.
b. Knowledge of applied behavior analysis.
c. Knowledge of recent developments in spedal education.
d. Knowledge in one of the following specific areas of special education (to be sclerted
b}- the applicant); mental disabilities, learning disabilities, emotional handicaps, visual
disabilities, early childhood special education, transition in special education, or
technoIog>' in special education.
e. Use of loci in problem solving. The student will be given a potential problem and be
asked to design a procedure to find and test an ans^^er.
The applicant will be asked to vwite for about one hour on each question in order to
demonstrate a Master's degree level of knowledge or competence in each. Each answer
will be read blindly by two faculty members who will grade it on a 1 (low) to 5 (high)
point scale. The combined score of the two readers must total 7 for the applicant to pass
the item. The applicant must pass at least three of the items to be admitted to the
program. Items that are not passed will later be addressed for learning in the student's
program of study.
In order to prepare for the Diagnostic Exam, students ma>' wish to review some current
readings in appropriate areas of Special Education. Upon request, a bibliography of
readings in each of the above areas will be sent to applicants in order to facilitate their
preparation.
Foreign applicants or other applicants for whom travel to Tallahassee to interview and
complete the Diagnostic Exam w ill present undue hardship, may request initial
admission into the Master's or Specialist Degree Program, Admission will be based on a
review of credentials as previously described. During their first semester of course work,
these students will take the Diagnostic exam and be admitted into the doctoral program
upon successfiillv passing it*
At the oral defense of the written exam/paper, the student will submit a formal Portfolio
to the committee and other faculty and will explain or defend any portion. Items that
must be included in the portfolio will be de^-eloped throughout the previous two year
period and will include all of the following;
1. A Syllabus designed for a course taught.
2. A video tape demonstrating teaching skUl.
3. Evaluations of courses taught.
4. A review of the literature manuscript.
5. A single subject research studv'.
6. A qualitative min-study.
7. A written product reflecting quantitative analysis of research data.
8. A level B research study (demonstrate advanced research specialization area).
9. A grant proposal (research or personnel preparation).
10. Evidence of a conference presentation (catalog & paper, ratings if available.).
11. Two or three page self-critique of materials presented.
Professional qualitv resume.''

' The Ph.D. E»rogram in Special Education (Dept document).
"The Ph.D. Program in Special Education (Dept. document).
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Ph.D.
Required Area
Paper

University of North Carolina-Cbapel Hill
In addition to the si.x Special Education core courses taken during the first and second
year of doctoral studj', all students are required to wTite an area paper, which is an
integrated and comprehensive review of the literature on a topic related to special
education. The purpose of the area paper is to encourage students to identi^' a
researchable question earij- in their doctoral programs. The area paper is intended to
serve as a precursor to a pilot studj' and to the dissertatioiL The conclusion of the paper
should be devoted to research implications suggested by the literature review. The paper
should be approximately twenty to twenty-five typewritten pages and must be of
publishable quality. Students are encouraged to identify appropriate journals and to
submit their papers for publication review.

Required
Research
Apprentice
ship

Defined as "supervised involvement in any phase of systematic planning, coUccting,
analyzing and/or interpreting data through accepted methods of scientific inquiiy,"
research apprenticeships do not earn course credit Research apprenticeship placements
will be made concurrent with or following required courses in research design and
statistics, typically in the second year of doctoral study. Research apprenticeships ofien
take place in one of the field laboratories and may involve a number of different
activities. E.xamples are; preparing a grant proposal; performing a thorough search and
extensive review of related literature; securing permissions to test observe, or
participate in a project; constructing and field-testing research instrument, and
observation devices; running pilot tests of research procedures; collecting, recording,
reducing and verifying data; selecting and using computer programs; and preparing a
manuscript for publication..'

Ph.D. & Ed.D.
Organizational
Structure

University of Oregon
The unique organizational structure of the Early Intervention Program within the College
of Education utilizes the collaborative efforts of the Dept. of Special Education &
Community Resources and the Center on Human Development/UAP. The Dept. of Sp.
Ed. & C.R. offers the EI Personnel Training Program to provide EI Masters, EI/ECSE
licensure & EI/ECSE Doctoral programs. The Center on Human Development provides
EI Research. EI Demonstration, and EI Outreach Programs.
Offers four courses in EI methods.''

Ph.D. & Ed.D.
InterUniversit}Cooperative
Program

Texas Woman's University & University of North Texas
The Ph.D. in special education is offered as a cooperative program between Texas
Woman's Universitj' and the Universitv- of North Texas under guidelines established b>the Federation of North Texas Area Universities. The program enables students to use
the combined facult)-, library, computer facilities and research opportunities available at
both universities develop their doctoral studies.®

* Doctoral Study in Special Education (Dept. document).
'' EI Program (Dept. document).
Departmental brochure.

Appendix K - Continued
Ph.D. & Ed.D.
Research &
Inquir>'
Presentation
(for Ph.D.)

University of Washington
The purposes of the Research/Inquiiy Presentation are to; (I) immerse you [doctoral
student] in issues of content and me^od that are directly pertinent to your specialization:
(2) provide practical experience in the use of methods and the application of content
learned in coursework; (3) learn those aspects of substance and method that characterize
the topic studied but that are not taught in general method or content courses; and (4)
afford an opportunity to present research to a professional audience and for the audience
to learn about your [student's] research. In other words, the R & I is the opportunity- to
begin integrating knowledge pertinent to your specialty.
The design, implementation, and presentation of your research shall be imder the
supervision of your Supervisory Committee. A thoroughly developed research project
must be presented prior to taking the General Examination. SuccessM completion of at
least one research presentation will be required part of your preparation for advancement
to Candidacy, your Supervisory Committee may reqtiire additional research
presentations. All members of the Faculty are invited to attend the presentations. In
addition, graduate students are welcome to attend as non-participating observers.
Your plan of research and inquiry should hold substantial promise of contnl7uting to
preparation for a dissertation, and at its inception should have a good chance of being
reportable at a professional meeting or being publishable in a juried journal. At each
meeting, members of your Supervisory Committee will reassess the extent to which your
research and inquiry activities are contributing to your stated goals, and provide advice in
accordance with their assessment. Between committee meetings, the Chairperson will
assume primary responsibility for advising and assisting in your research and inquiry
preparation.®

Ph.D.
Urban
Services
Program

Virginia Commonwealth University
The Ph.D. in Urban Services program is based on the concept that learning emerges from
an integration of course work, students, facult}% and emironment into a coherent whole.
Entering students have a mean age of 37.15 years and almost all have achieved a
recognized degree of success in their chosen careers. They arc not novices nor are they
naive. Because students bring a mix of experience, maturity, motK-ation and
thoughtfulness to their smdies. the Ph.D. program seeks to provide a knowledge base that
encourages them to incorporate their experiential backgrounds into learning from
courses, from extemships, frx}m seminars, from other students, and through
introspection.
While the Ph.D. in Urban Services program has an interdisciplinary design, it is actually
supradisciplinary in implementation. The program is structured to enable students to take
program and track classes some of the time and also to study with Ph.D. students from
other programs in the university. Learning side-by-side with individuals from different
programs and tracks provides students with the opportunity to leam the content in the
course but also to be exposed to issues and concerns related to the e.\periential and
interest backgrounds of those coming form different fields.''

* College of Education Document; Ph.D. Degree in Education
Graduate Studies in Education brochure.

Ill

Appendix L
Examples of Doctoral Programs of Studies
Public IHE
20,000-30,000
Enrollment
Degree
Research Methods &
Statistics
12 Hrs.

Special Education Core
15 Hrs.

Professional Studies
College of Education
Core 6 Hrs.
Cognate or
Minor Area of Study
15-18 Hrs.

Dissertation

Florida International University*

Ed.D.
Statistical Methods in Research
Research Methods in Education: E.xperimental Design & Analysis
Behavioral Intervention Research & Evaluation in Education
Quantitative Foundations of Education Research
(^Qualitative Foundations of Education Research
Professional Seminar in Special Education (six 1 Hr. seminars 1 per semester)
Dissertation Seminar in Special Education
Seminar in Special Education: Supervision & Leadership
Advanced Theory & Research In Special Education
Candidacy Research & Evaluation in Special Education
Education Psychology; Advanced Applications
Advanced Topics in Social Foundations of Education
One semester of supervised teaching under major professor.
Students have option to design their own minor area of study.
Currently two cognates offered:
Administration & Supervision:
• Leadership in Education
• School Law
• School Finance
• Microcomputer applications for Adm.
• Principalship
• Education Policy
• Politics of Education
Education Psvcholoev:
• Education Ps>cholog>': Advanced Applications
• Human Development: Childhood & Adolescence
• Learning & Instruction (9 hrs)
• Individual Differences in Development. (9 hrs)
• Measurement, Evaluation & Assessment
(specific number of hours not given)

' Florida International University. College of Education, DepL of Educational Psychology & Special
Education. (July 15. 1996). Application and Program of Study: Doaoral Program in Exception^ Student
Education. Miami. FL: Author.
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Public IHE
20,000-30.000
Enrollment
Degrees
Research

Personnel Preparation
Courses
Special Education
Content
Dissertation

Rorida Stale University^

Ph.D. & Ed-D.
Qualitatrve Methods in Education Research
Basic Descriptive & Inferential Statistics Applications
General Linear Model Applications
Single Subject Research Design in Special Education
Supervised Research
Nonparametric Analysis Applications
Methods of Education Research
Supervised res. With major professor.
Develop one area of research tool concentration with additional courses.
Special Education Personnel Development
Supervised Teaching
Additional hours according to interests & needs.
Critical Review of Special Education Research
Advanced Study of Special Education
(specific number of hours not given)

' Florida State University. College of Education, Dept. of Special Education. (n.d.). The Ph.D. progiain in
special education. Tallahassee. FL: Author.
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Public IHE
20.000-30.000
Enrollment
Degree
Research Core;
35 Quarter Hrs

Social Foundations &
Psychology of Learning
Core
10 qtr. Hrs:

Major Area
42-62 qtr. Hrs

Georgia State University*

Ph.D.
Required 25 qtr Minimum:
• Education Statistics I
• Education Statistics II
Select 5 qtr. Hrs. from:
• Methods of Education Inquiry
• Advanced Research
Select 5 qtr. Hrs from one of five Research Tracks:
• Quantitative
• Qualitative
• Single-Case Methods
• Historical/SociologicaiyPhilosophical Approaches
• Philosophical Analvsis & Methods
Social Foundations (select one course, minimum of 5 qtr. Hrs):
• Sociology of Education
• History of Am. Education
• Philosophy of Education
• Anthropologj'of Education
• Epistemologj' & Learning
Ps> chology of Learning (select one course, minimum of 5 qtr. Hrs):
• Advanced Applied Behavior Analysis
• Psycholog>-of Instruction
• Fundamentals of Learning & Cognition
• Development During School Age
• Advanced Development Psychology 1: Cognition & Intellect
• Advanced Development Psychologv II: Personality & Socialization
27 qtr. Hrs. Minimum:
• Advanced Study of Exceptional Children
• Advanced Study Course in Concentration Area Seminar in Special
Education
• Internship in Special Education
• Research Seminar in Special Education
Select 5 qtr. Hrs from:
• Advanced Studies in Learning Disabilities
• Mental Retardation
• Behavioral Disorders
• Physical & Sensory Disabilities
• Language Development
Additional 10-30 quarter hrs required depending on background & carcer
goals in special education or any course that supports major area of study.

* Georgia State University. (n.d.) Georgia State Universitv education graduate bulletin 1996-98.Atlanta.
GA: Author.
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Public IHE
20,000-30,000
Enrollment
Degree
Cognate
30 qtr. Hrs
Dissertation
Total

Georgia State University (continued)*

Ph-D.
This area requirement pnnides opportunities to develop an extended
knowledge
associated with major field of study, must be taken outside
major field of study.
15 Hrs.
Minimum of 117 qtr. Hrs.

* Georgia State University. (n.d.) Georgia State University education graduate bulletin 1996-98.Atlanta.
GA: Author.

i
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Public IHE
20,000-30,000
Enrollment
Degrees
Statistics & Research
Methods
7-15 Hrs.

College Core
9 Hrs.*

Department Core
3 Hrs.
Academic Writing

Ed.D. Core

Supervised Field
E.xperiences

University of Arizona*

Ph.D. & Ed.D.
Ed-D. 7 Hrs.
• Quantitative/Inferential methods in Education
• Qualitative Methods in Education or Applied Research with Exceptional
Learners
Ph.D. 9 Hrs.
• Quantitative/Inferential Methods in Education
• Qualitative Methods in Ed
• Research Design & techniques in Education
Ph.D. Additional 6 Hrs.
• Allied Research with Exceptional Learners
• Single-Subjea Research Design
• Factor Analysis Techniques in Education
• Multivariate Methods in Education Research
• Research Practicum
• Research level 900
Ed.D. & Ph.D.
• Disciplined Inquirj' in Education
• Variations in Learners or
• Cultural & Linguistic Diversity in Exceptional Learner or
• Ps>chosocial/CuItural Aspects of DisabilitjEd.D. & Ph.D.
Seminar; Recent Advances in Special Education & Rehabilitation
An additional major core requirement is the preparation of two written articles
or documents judged by Department faculty member as being suitable for
publication.
Ed.D. 9 Hrs.
Leadership for Educational Change
Evaluation of Educational Programs & Personnel
Policy Analysis in Education or
Policy Analysis in Special Education
Ed.D. 6-12 Hrs.
Internships must be completed in any of the following areas;
Leadership For Change,
Administration/Supervision,
Policy- Analysis.
Evaluation of Programs & Personnel.
Clinical Intervention, University Teaching. Research.

' University of Arizona. College of Education, Dept. of Special Education & Rehabilitation. (1992). Ed.D.
Degree requirements & Ph.D. requirements. Tucson, AZ; Author.
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Public IHE
20,000-30.000
Enrollment
Special Area Course
Work 12-18 Hrs.

Degrees
Minor
9-15 Hrs
Dissertation

University of Arizona (continued)'

Ed.D. 12 Hrs. Minimum
12 Hrs. at Post-Master's level must be taken.
6 Hrs. must be selected fiom Doctoral level colloquium listings.
Ph.D. 18 Hrs.
18 Hrs. at Post-Master's level must be taken.
6 Hrs. must be selected from Doctoral level colloquium listings.
Ph.D.&Ed.D.
Required for Ed.D. & Ph.D.
Number determined by minor department
18 Hrs.

^ University of Arizona. College of Education. Dept. of Special Education & Rehabilitation. (1992). Ed.D
Degree requirements & Ph.D. reouirements. Tucson, AZ: Author.
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Private IHE
5-10,000 Enrollment
Degree
Research

Tools Requirements

Foundational Studies

Major
20-45 qtr. Hrs.

Child & Fainily Studies

University of Denver*
Ph.D.
Nature & Methodology of Education Research- 3 qtr. Hrs..
Statistical Methods in Education & Psychology- 5 qtr. Hrs.
One of the following (College of Education requirement):
• Empirical Research Methods
• Survey Research Methods
• Qualitative Research Methods
• Correlation Research Methods
One of the following (Division requirement):
• Multivariate Analysis
• Advanced Statistics
• Critical Analysis of Research
Each candidate must demonstrate proficiency- in the needed tools for research
and advanced study. Tool requirements are determined by the candidate's
advisor and may include one or more foreign languages, statistical methods,
or laboratory other research skills.
Doctoral candidates must demonstrate competencv' in foundation areas of
education such as history, philosophy, or sociolog>' of Education through
course woiic. or successfully completing two foundation coi^ses.
• Learning Application & Analysis
• Sociology of Education
• Nature of Intelligence
Concentrated area of specialization which includes one of the following:
• Division of Administration.
• Division of Curriculum & Instruction,
• Division of Counseling Psychology , or
• Division of Educational Psychology (includes ECSE).
Three courses from the following:
• Child & Society
• Assessment of Infants & Preschoolers
• Play-Based Assessment
• Family Assessment & Case Management
• Child Development
• Counseling for Related Professions
• Counseling & Psychology Seminar in Diversity
• Counseling Seminar. Family Counseling

* University of Denver. College of Education. Dept. of Educational Psycholog}'. Child & Family Studies.
(1992). Doaor of philosophv. Denver. CO; Author.

!iI
i
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Private IHE
5-10,000 Enrollment
Degree
Program & PoIic>Development

Practicum
6 qtr. Hrs.
Dissertation

University of Denver (continued)*
Ph.D.
Three courses from the following:
• Meeting the Diverse Needs of Children
• Race, Class & Gender in Education
• Models, Methods in Early Childhood
• Considtation & Leadership
• Program Development & evaluation
• Education & Youth Policies
Candidates are required to do field placements in research, program
development or administration and policy development.
20-30 qtr. Hrs.

* University of Denver. College of Education, Dept. of Educational Psychology. Child & Family Studies.
(1992). Doctor of philosophy. Denver, CO: Author.
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E*ublic IHE
20,000-30,000
Enrollment
Degrees
Statistics & Research
Design

Area of Emphasis

Common Studies

University of Nebraska-Lincoln*

Ph-D. & Ed.D.
Doctoral students will show competency in designing and analyzing research.
A student must select courses from the following list with appro\ al of the
supervisory committee:
Statistics:
PhD.
• One course in quantitative, evaluation or qualitative emphasis
Ed.D.
• Application of Selected Advanced
• Statistics and one course in quantitative, evaluation or qualitatrvc
emphasis
Research D^en:
• Foundation of Education Research
• Three other research design courses
This area of emphasis component addresses both the academic and
e-xperiential knowledge necessary for students to gain professional competence
in special education. At least four one credit hour mentoring type seminars
must be completed by each candidate.
Required core courses are:
• Psychology of exceptional Children
• Advanced Assessment Techniques
• Designing Methods of Classroom Management of Exceptional Learners
Students must include a sufficient breadth of courses and experiences in
education that e.xtend bej'ond the narrow confines of the Doctoral Area of
Specialization. Areas such as foundations of education, teaching and program
development organizational cfrecti\-cness. and understanding how people
learn and develop are illustrative of the common studies knowledge bases
from which all doctoral students must choose appropriate courses and
experiences.
Examples of courses which might be seleaed for this component are:
• Medical aspects of Rehabilitation
• Human Cognition & Instruction
• Psychology of Disability
• Psychopathological Disorders of Childhood & Adolescence
• Contemporary educational Trends
• Education Law
• Seminar in Parent-Child Relationships

• University of Nebraska-Lincoln, Teachers' College. Dept. of Special Education & Communication
Disorders. (1991). Doctoral programs in education: Emphasis area: Special education. Lincoln, NE:
Author.
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Public IHE
20.000-30.000
Enrollment
Degrees
Doctoral Seminar

Multicultural & Global
Perspectives;

Dissertation

University of Nebraska-Lincoln (continued)*

Ph.D. & Ed.D.
The doctoral seminar provides gradtiate laculty with an opportunity to mentor
doaoral students by woridng intensively with them on outcome-based projects
of shared scholarly interest. All doaoral students complete at least four
consecutive semesters of Doctoral Seminar (before candidacy) under the
supervision of the chair (or co-chair) their Doctoral Supervisory Committee.
The Student Program describes the Doctoral Seminar plan for each student.
The plan will include a description of projects, meeting schedules, expeaed
projects, and evaluation procedures. The seminar activities provide a base for
monitoring satisfactory progress through the program. The student's
performance in the seminars may suggest Auther monitoring activity by the
chair (or co-chair).
This requirement ensures that students are exposed to diverse cultural
perspectives related to the areas of emphasis in their doctoral programs. New
coursework and practica must be used to meet this requirement The
Supervisory Comminee approves the coursework and types of practica.
Examples for meeting this requirement are:.
Practica
• consultative, teaching, administrative, and research experiences
in a multi-cultiural setting.
Coursework
• Sociology—^Minority Groups;
• Contemporary foreign language sequence;
• Anthropology— Social Structure;
• Education Psychology—Multi-cultural Counseling;
• Sp. Ed—Linguistic Need of Bilingual & Culturally Diverse Students.
Ph.D. 20 Hrs.
Ed.D. 12 Hrs.

• University- of Nebraska-Lincoln, Teachers' College. Dept. of Special Education & Communication
Disorders. (1991). Doctoral programs in education: Emphasis area: Special education. Lincoln, NE:
Author.
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Public IKE
20.000-30,000
Enrollment
Degree
School Of Education
Research Core

Special Education Core

Eleaive Courses

Internships

Dissertation

University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill"

Ph.D.
Statistics/Design I,
Statistics/Design II, II or electives
Field Evaluations in Education Research (Qualitative)
Applied Measurement Thcorj- for Education
Program Planning, Policy Analysis, and E\'aliiation of Special
Research ADDrenticeshio (See Table UUU: Unique Features)
Six core division courses are currently required of all doctoral students.
Year One;
• Exceptional Child Development
• Multidisciplinaiy Approaches to Exceptionality I & II
• Internship; During the fall and spring terms, ten hours are spent each
week in a supervised clinical or teaching internship. Internship also
involves participation in a seminar.
Year Two;
• Pro-Service Seminar (organized around current research methods and
topics in Special Education)
• Program Planning. Policy Analysis, and Evaluation of Special
Populations
Reauired Area Paoer (See Table UUU; Unique Features)
Students choose elective courses that provide additional background for
particular careers or specific research interests. A program of electives is
developed with the assistance of the student's advisor, and may include
courses from other programs in the School of Education, or from other schools
and departments within the University. E.\amples of electi\'e emphases
include literacy, maternal and child health, augmentati\'e communication.
dc\'elopmcntal psychology, law. business management computer scicnce. and
instructional design.
All students are required to take SL\ credit hours of supervised internship as
part of the Special Education core. Research and/or ser\ice internships usually
involve placement in sites where ser\ices are prQ\'ided to special populations.
The Special education program operates field studies in cooperation with
public schools, special schools, diagnostic and treatment centers, and
residential schools and institutions. Teaching internships pair students with
faculty members who teach basic courses in special education. Teaching
interns are expected to actively participate in the teaching, advising, and
evaluation of students in these course. During the fall and spring semesters of
the first year, interns meet every two weeks in the Post-Master's Internship
Seminar.
(specific number of hours not given)

* University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill, School of Education. (n.d.). E)octoral studv in special
education. Chapel Hill. NC: Author.
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Public IHE
10.000-20.(X)0
Enrollment
Degree
Research Requirements
18 Hrs. Minimum

Curriculum And
Instruction Core
15-18 Hrs.

Cognate .Area
Dissertation

University of North Carolina-Greensboro*

Ph.D.
Coursew ork in the research area must address the stud^- of both quantitative
and qualitative approaches.
Required:
• Selected Topics in Anthropology or Foundations of Interpretive Inquiry
• Intermediate Statistical Methods in
Education
• Statistical Methods in Education
• Design & Analysis of Educational Experiments
Additional 6 Hrs. in Applied Research
Seminar Issues in Curriculum & Instruction
Three courses ftom:
• Human Development & Education
• Seminar on Student Cognition & Motivation
• Teaching Models & Analysis of Instruction
• Curriculum Theory• Instructional Design
Seminar; Issues in Cimiculum & Instruction
Research on Teaching & Teacher Education
12-15 Hrs.
12 Hrs.

' University- of North Carolina-Greendwro, School of Education. (1996). Curriculum & teaching Ph.D.
program specialization in curriculum & instruction. Greensboro. NC: Author.
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Public IHE
20,000-30,(XX)
Eimillment
Degree
Research Methodology'
I9Hrs.

Substantive Topic Core
45Hrs

Two Program Emphasis
Areas
I8Hrs.
Interdisciplinary
Concentration
24 Hrs.

Internship Requirement
12 Hrs.

Dissertation

University of Utah*

Ph.D.
Advanced Educational Statistics L, U, & m
Selected Topics: Single Subjea Research
Design
one graduate level course in qualitative research design
Required:
• Doaoral Colloquium
• EjQective Schools & Students with Disabilities
• Professional/Ethical Issues in Special Education
• Extramural Funding
• Preparation of Doctoral Proposal
• Seminar Disability Policy & Law
• Seminar Instructional Technology in the Education of Students At-Risk
and with Disabilities
• Collaborative Educational Problem Solving & Conflict Resolution
Choose a minimum of 18 hours from the specialization areas of
mild/moderate disabilities, severe disabilities, gifted education, or ECSE.
Area of smdy outside the Department of Special Education. The student's
interdisciplinary emphasis should complement his or her future research and
teaching emphasis. These areas of stuc^- may include, but are not limited to
psychology, educational administration, genetics, communication disorders,
human resource management, family and consumer studies, and public
administration. The interdisciplinary emphasis must be approved by the
student" super\TSory committee.
Agency
Extramiual Funding
University Teaching
Research
23 Hrs.

* University- of Utah, Graduate School of Education, Dept. of Special Education. (1996). Ph.D. program.
Sail Lake City, UT; Author.
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Public IHE
5-10,000 Enrollment
Degrees
Rcscarch Tool
Requirements
13 Hrs.

Research
Implementation &.
Dissemination
Competency
Requirement
College Teaching
Competency
Requirement
Dissertation

Vanderbilt Unfversity-Peabody College*
Ph.D. & Ed.D.
with no less than "B"
Required:
• Statistics
• Single Subjea Research
• Research Design
Other research course electives
• Condua a stucfy
• Write a study in complete research report suitable for submission
for publication
• Present at a professional conference
To be determined in collaboration with the advisor. After completion, report is
submitted for evaluation to advisor and faculty member.
(specific number of hours not given)

' Vandeibilt University-Peabody College. Dept. of Special Education. (n.d.). Dept. of Special Education
doctoral degree handbook. Nashville. TN: Author.
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Public IHE
20,000-30.(X)0
Degree
Research Component
12 Hrs. Minimum

Foundation Component
9 Hrs Minimum
Concentration
Component
15 Hrs. Minimum

Cognate Component
9 Hrs. Minimum
Extemship
3 Hrs. Minimum

Restricted Electi\'e
3 Hrs.
Dissertation Component
15 Hrs. Minimum

Virginia Commonwealth University^
Ph.D.
Introduction to Social Statistics
Statistics for Social Research
Educational Research Design
Educational Evaluation; Models & Design or
(Qualitative Methods & Analysis
Education: Urban Education
Philosophy; Ethics & Public Policy or The Philosophy of the Social Sciences
Sociology; Theories of Social & Institutional Change
Track options select one;
• Educational Leadership Track
• Instructional Leadership Track
• Adult Education & Training Track
• Urban Studies Leadership
Outside the primary discipline
The term extemship refers to a minimum of 150 hours of on-site work
experience designed to enhance the student's program, career goals, and
professional development. The extemship site is outside the setting in which
the student is currently employed and ideally in a difiFerent but related career
area in which the student has had no or limited prior work experience. It is
expected that the student will develop an appreciation for the network of
ser\ice delivety systems in the urban setting and acquire additional leadership
skills to function more effectiveh- within that networit.
May be taken in either the Concentration, Cognate, or Dissertation
Components.
Dissertation Seminar;
9 Hrs. Minimum
Designed to aid the student in identify ing the resources and refining the skills
required to initiate, develop, and complete a scholarly prospectus and
dissertation. Must earn a "C before going on to dissertation crcdit hours.
Dissertation Credit Hours; 6 Hrs.
At the end of each semester the dissertation chair submits a grade.

•Virginia Commonwealth University, School of Education, Graduate Studies in Education. (1996). Ph.D.
in urban services student/facultv handbook. Richmond, VA; Author..

242
Appendix L - Continued
Public IHE
more than 40,000
Degree
Research
16 Hrs.

Scholarship Competency
Domain;
Special Ed. 11 hrs
School Psychology 7
Hrs. & Related Fields 12
Hrs.

Spccial Education

College Teaching
Dissertation

Peimsylvania State University*
Ph.D.
• Intro to Statistics in Ed. Res.
• Applied Statistical Inference for Behavioral Sciences
• Intro to Ed. Research or Problems of Research with H^dicapped Groups
• Advanced Techniques for Analyzing Ed. Experiments
• Multivariate Procedures in Ed. Res. Special Topics; Single Subject &
Qualitative Research
School Psychology:
• Psychology Assessment of Preschool Children
• Practicum
• Consultation & Team Decision Making
Related Fields:
• Survey of Speech & Hearing Disorders
• Dcv-elopment Considerations in Assessment & Treatment of Language
Disorders
• Coimseling Theory & Methods
• Development & Administration of Child Service Programs
• Ethnic Minorities in Schools of US
• Child Development Seminar
• Professional Seminar in Sp. Ed.
• Independent Study (Variable)
• Electives in instruction, intervention, administration, infant & child
dev elopment, & family systems.
required
(specific number of hours not given)

* The Pennsylvania State University, College of Education, Dept. of Educational & School Psychology &
Special Education. (n.d.). PENN State collaborative leadership program for early intervention. Kent, OH;
Author.
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Research Requirements and Options
IHE & Doctoral
Degrees Offered
Florida Iniemational
University*
Ed.D.

Florida State
University''
Ph.D. & M.D.

George Mason
University"
Ed.D.

Research Requirements and Optioos
RESEARCH METHODS & STATISTICS: 12 credits
• Statistical Methods in Research
• Research Methods in Ed.: Experimental Design & Analysis
• Behavioral Intervention Research & Evaluation In Ed.
• Quantitative Foundations of Ed. Research
• Qualitative Foimdations of Ed. Research
• Required to participate in a research activity prior to taking
comprehensive examinations. Credit for this research activity is found
under the Sp. Ed. core.
RESEARCH
Required:
• (Qualitative Methods in Ed. Research
• Basic Descriptive & Inferential Statistics Applications
• General Linear Model Applications
• Single Subject Research Design in Sp. Ed.
• Methods of Ed. Research
• Ed. & Culture
At least one area of research tool concentration:
• Quantiative:
Nonparametric Analysis Applications
ANOVA Applications
• Qualitative:
Sociology of Ed.
Special Topics in Foundations of Ed
• Single Subject
Research Methods in Applied Behavior Analysis
Supervised Research (with major professor)
EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH: 9 credits
• Problems and Metliods in Ed. Research
• Quantitative Methods in Ed.
• Qualitative Methods in Ed. Research

' Florida International University. College of Education, Dept. of Educational Psychology & Special
EducatioiL (July 15. 1996). Application and Program of Study: Doctoral Program in Exceptional Student
Education. Miami. FL: Author.
Florida State University, College of Education, Dept. of Special Education, (n.d.). The Ph.D. program in
special education. Tallahassee. FL: Author.
° George Mason University. (n.d.) George Mason University catalog 1996-97. Fairfax, VA: Author.
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THF. & Doctoral
Degrees Offered
Georgia State
University"
Ph.D.

Indiana UniversityBloomington''
Ed.D.

Research Requirements and Options
RESEARCH CORE: 35 quarter hrs
• Ed. Statistics I
• Ed. Statistics II
• Dissenation
• Methods of Ed. Inquiry or Advanced Research
Additional S quarter hrs fix)m one of five Research Tracks:
• Quantitative
Ed. Statistics HI
Survey research. Sampling Principles. & Questionnaire Design
Meta Analysis
Multivariate Analysis
• Qualitative
Qualitative Research methods in Applied Anthropology
Ethnography in School & Community Settings
Anthropology of Ed.
• Single-Case Methods
Applications of Single-Case Methodology
Single-Case Methodology
• Historical/Sociological/Philosophical Approaches
Historical Research in American Ed. in the 20''' Century
Philosophical Analysis & Method
Intro. To Historical research
Philosophical Analysis & Methods
• Measurement Methodologj'
Advanced Measurement Theory
Ed. Measurement
Seminar in Ed.: Item Response Theory
INQUIRY CORE
9 hrs for a post masters program referred to as 60 hour program.
12-15 hrs. for a post baccalaureate program referred to as 90 hour program.

• Georgia State University. (n.d.) Georgia State Universitv education graduate bulletin 1996-98. Atlanta.
GA: Author.
Indiana University. (1994). Indiana Universitv bulletin school of education graduate program.
Bloomington. IN: Author.
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IHE & Doctoral
Degrees Offered
Iowa State University*
Ph.D.

Kent State UniversitjPh.D.'"

Pennsylvania State
Umversity'
Ph.D.

Texas Woman's
Universitv**
Ph.D. & E±D.
(Cooperative Program
with University of
North Texas)
Tufts University®
Ph.D.

Research Requirements and Options
RESEARCH
• Research Methods
• Research Methods Lab
• Adv. Research Methods
• Internship-Research
Research-I5 hrs
• Statistical Methods Research Workers
• Statistical Design & Analysis of Experimental Design or
• Nonparametric Statistical Methods or
• Statistics for Social Sciences
RESEARCH DESIGN, METHODOLOGY & STATISTICS; 12 hrs.
• Comparative Research Design
• Ed. Statistics I
• Ed. Statistics II or Advanced Research (Ethnography)
• Ed. Psychology
RESEARCH: 16 credit hrs
• Intro to Statistics in Ed. Research
• Applied Statistical Inference for Behavioral Sciences
• Intro to Ed. Research or Problems of Research with Handicapped Groups
• Adv. Techniques for Analyzing Ed. Experiments
• Multivariate Procedures in Ed. Research Special Topics; Single Subject &
Qualitative Research
RESEARCH CORE; 12 credit hrs.
• Sp. Ed & Public Policy
• Research Issues in SP. Ed. (UNT)
• Social. Medical. Psychological & Ed. (UNT)
• Aspects of Mental Retardation (TWU)
• Implications of Medical Problems in Sp. Ed. (TWU)
RESEARiZH Required courses:
• Research Methods
• Statistics

' Iowa State Unh'ersity. College of Family & Consumer Sciences. Dept. of Human Development & Family
Studies. (1996). Graduate curriculum-Ph.D. degree. Ames. lA; Author.
** Kent State University. College of education. Dept. of Educational Foundations & Special Services. Ph.D.
in special education. (June. 1995). [On-line]. Available:
http://www.kent.edu/CoE/EFSS/Programs/procedures/spedphd.htm
" The Pennsylvania State Universit>-, College of Education. DepL of Educational & School Psychology &
Special Education. (n.d.). PENN State collaborative leadership program for earlv intervention. Kent. OH:
Author.
** Dept. of Early Childhood «fe Special Education. (n.d.) [On-lineJ. Available: http://www.twu.edu
' Tufts University. Eliot Pearson Dept. of Child Develooment: Graduate student prospectus. Medford.
MA: Author.
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IHE & Doctor^
Deerees Offered
University of Alabama'
Ph.D. & ^D.

Universitv of Arizona''
Ph.D.&^D.

Universitv of Denver^
Ph.D.

Research Requirements and Options
RESEARCH/STATISTICS
Competency m^ be demonstrated by examination of completion of 12
semester hoiu3 of appropriate coursework. (Approved alternatives include
reading competency in one foreign language appropriate to student's research
interests.)
STATISTICS & RESEARCH METHODS: 7 hrs. for Ed.D. 15 hrs. for Ph.D.
Ed.D.: 7 hrs.
• (^uantitative/InfeFential methods in Ed.
• (Qualitative Methods in Ed. or
• Applied Research with Exceptional Learners
Ph.D.: 9 hrs.
• (Quantitative/Inferential methods in Ed.
• (Qualitative Methods in Ed
• Research Design & techniques in Ed.
Ph.D. Additional 6 hrs. from:
• Allied Research with Exceptional Learners
• Single-Subject Research Design
• Factor Analras Techniques in Ed.
• Multivariate Methods in Ed. Research
• Research Practicum
• Research level 900
RESEARCH
• Nature & Methodology of Ed. Research 3 qtr. hrs..
• Statistical Methods in Ed. & Ps\ chology- 5 qtr. hrs.
One course fipom the following:
• Empirical Research Methods
• Surve>- Research Methods
• (Qualitative Research Methods
• Correlation Research Methods

" University of Alabama. College of Education. (D.d.) [On-line]. Available; http;//www.ua.edu
University of Arizona. College of Education. Dept. of Special Education & Rehabilitation. (1992). Ed.D
Degree requirements & Ph.D. reouirements. Tucson, AZ: Author.
° University of Denver. College of Education, Dept. of Educational Psychology. Child & Family Studies.
(1992). Doctor of philosophv. Denver, CO: Author.
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IH£ & Doctoral
Degrees Offered
University of Florida*
Ph.D. & Ed-D.

University of
Maryland''
Ph.D. & Ed.D.

University' of Memphis"
Ed.D.
University' of
Michigan"'
Ph.D. & Ed.D.

Research Requirements and Options
RESEARCH SEQUENCES
PILD. must complete one of the following sequences:
A) Quantitative Foundations in Ed. Research.
Theory of Measurement
Research in Teacher Ed.
Advanced Quantitative Foundations of Ed. Research
Evaluation of Ed. Products & Systems
Special Topics: Survey Research
B) Quantitative Foundations of Ed. Research
Quantitative Foundations in Ed. Research
C) Methods of Ed. Research,
Quantitative Foundations in Ed. Research
Seminar in Ed. Foundations-Ethnography*
* Students in this track should nave the opportunity to smdy in detail a
methodology other than ethnography.
Ed.D. must complete one of the following tracks:
A) Ed. Statistics
Methods of Ed. Research.
B) Quantitative Foundations in Ed. Research
Methods of Ed. Research
RESEARCH METHODS COURSEWORK: 18 credit hrs.
• Quantitative research methods I & IT
• Single Subjea Research
• Theory & Empirical Design in Sp. Ed.
• Qualitative Methods in Sp. Ed.
3 credit at intermediate level demonstrating performance level competence.
RESEARCH CORE 9-12 credit hrs.
• Statistical Methods Applied to Ed. I & H (required)
3-6 hrs research electives
EDUCATIONAL STUDIES Ph.D. PROGRAM CORE 20 credits

* University of Florida. College of Education. Dept. of Special Education & Instruction &
Curriculm.(n.d.). Leadership 2000: A unified EC & ECSE doctoral program [Brochure). Gainsville, FL:
Author.
'TJniversit\' of Maryland. College of Education. Dept. of Special Education. (19%). Policy & procedures:
Graduate programs in the Dept. of Special Education. College Park, MD: Author.
" The University of Memphis. College of Education. DepL of Instruction & curriculum Leadership.
(IQgsi.Stnicture of education doctorate. Memphis. TN: Author.
Educational studies program: A quick guide to degree requirements, (n.d.) fOn-line]. Available:
http://www.umich.edu/
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IHE & Doctoral
Degrees Offered
University of MissouriSt. Louis*
Ed.D.

Research Requirements and Options

CORE STUDIES: (30hrs.)
• General Foundation of Education 12 hrs.
• Research Methods 12 hrs.
Quantitative & qualitative designs, methods & statistics: computer
applications, tests & measurements, & evaluation.
University of Nd)raska- STATISTICS & RESEARCH DESIGN
Lincoln''
Doctoral students Tvill show competency in designing and analyzing research.
Ph.D. & Ed.D.
A student must selea courses firom the following list with approval of the
supervisory committee:
Statistics:
Ph.D. -Select one area of emphasis
Quantitative: two 900 level statistics courses
Evaluation: Ed. Psychology 860 or 900 level statistics course &
900 level evaluation course.
Qualitative: Ed. Psychology 860 or 900 level statistics course &
another course with a qualitative emphasis.
Ed.0.—Application of Selected Advanced Statistics
& One course in quantitative, evaluation or qualitative emphasis
Research Design:
• Foundation of Ed. Research
• Three other research design courses
University of North
SCHOOL OF EDUCATION RESEARCH CORE:
Carolina-Chapel Hiir
Quantitative:
Ph.D.
• Statistics/Design I,
• Statistics/Design n*, in* or approved electives
• Field Evaluations in Ed. Research
Qualitative:
• Applied Measurement Theory for Education
• Program Planning, Policy Analysis, and Evaluation of Special
Research Apprenticeship required (See Appendix K)

' Universitj- of Missouri-St. Louis. School of Education, Dept. of Beha\ioi:al Studies. (n.d.). The doctor of
education program (Ed.D.) educational leadership. St. Louis. MO: Author.
'' University of Nebraska-Lincoln. Teachers' College, Dept. of Special Education & Communication
Disorders. (1991). Doctoral programs in education: Emphasis area: Special education. Lincoln, NE:
Author.
" University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill, School of Education. (n.d.). Doaoral study in st)ecial
education. Chapel Hill, NC: Author.
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IHE & Doctoral
Degrees Offered
University of North
Carolina-Greensboro *
Ph.D.

University of North
Dakota*"
Ph.D.

Universit}' of North
Te-xas"

Research Requirements and Options
RESEARCH REQUIREMENTS:
Coursework in the research area must address the study of both quantitative
and qualitative approaches.
Required: 18 hrs. minimum
• Selected Topics in Anthropology or Foundations of Interpretive Inquiry
• Intermediate Statistical Methods in Education
• Statistical Methods in Education
• Design & Analysis of Educational Experiments
Additional 6 hrs. in Applied Research
SCHOLARLY TOOLS REQUIREMENT
The minimum scholarly tool requirement may be met by one of the following
three options:
Qualitative emphasis option:
• Qualitative Research
• Field Methods
• Advanced Qualitative Research
• Statistics n
Quantitative emphasis option:
• (Qualitative Research
• Field Methods
• Advanced (Qualitative Research
• Statistics II
• One of the following:
• Advanced Research Methods
• Multivariate Analysis
• Research Seminar-Experimental Design
Test & measurements option:
• Curriculum evaluation
• Tests & Measurements
• Statistics II
• Advanced Research Methods
RESEARCH & T(X)L REQUIREMENTS: minimum of 27 hrs.
There is a 6 hour basic statistics core and a 9 hour core from Computer
Education and Cognitive Systems (CECS) required (in leu of a foreign
language) of all students. Students take an additional 12 hoius in either CECS
or Educational Research courses.

"University of North Carolina-Greensboro. School of Education. (1996). Curriculum & teaching Ph.D.
program stjecialization in curriculum & instruction. Greensboro, NC: Author.
^ Scholarly tools guidelines for the Ph.D. (n.d.) fOn-iine]. Available: http://www.und.nodak.edu/
" Special Education Programs. (n.d.) [On-linej. Available: http://www.coe.unt.edu
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Research Requirements and Options
E9£ & Doctoral
Degrees Offered
University of Northern
METHODS OF INQUIRY COURSES: 9 hrs.
Colorado *
• Elements of Statistics
• Analysis of Variance
• Advanced Research Methods
University of Oregon''
RESEARCH
Ph.D.
18 hrs. of statistics and design courses
University of Utah"
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY: 19 hrs.
Ph.D.
• Advanced Educational Statistics L Q, & in
• Selected Topics: Single Subject Research Design
• One graduate level course in qualitative research design.
University of
RESEARCH PREPARATION;
Washington''
Ph.D. Requirements:
Ph.D. & Ed.D.
• 6 hrs in Inquiry Seminar Series
• Two additional research courses (6 hrs.)
to be selected with the advice & consent of student's advisor.
• Research/Inquiry Presentation (See Appendix K)
Ed.D. Requirements: 9 hrs.
Utah State University'
RESEARCH CORE COURSES; 9 hrs.
• Correlation & Regression in Psychology & Education
• Research for Classroom Teachers
• E)esigning Educational <fe Psy chological Research

' University of Northern Colorado: Etoctoral program in special education. {n.d.) [On-line|. Available:
http://www.imivnorthco.edu/
'' Universit>- of Oregon, College of Education. Dept. of Special Education & Community Resources, (n.d.).
Early intervention program. Eugene, OR: Author
" Universit>- of Utah. Graduate School of Education. Dept. of Special Education. (1996). Ph.D. program.
Salt Lake City. UT: Author.
University of Washington. College of Education. (1996) Doctor of philosophy degree in education &
(1994) The College of Education Ed.D. degree. Seattle, WA: Author.
' Utah State University. College of Education, Dept. of Special Education & Rehabilitation. (n.d.). The
Ph.D. in special education doctoral program manual. Logan. UT; Author.
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IH£ & Doctoral
Degrees Offered
Vanderbilt UniversityPeabody College'
Ph.D. & EdJ).

Virginia
Commonwealth
University''
Ph.D.

West Virginia
Uni\'ersit\''
Ed.D.

Research Requirements and Options
RESEARCH TOOL REQUIREMENTS: 13 hrs. with no less than -B"
Required:
• Introduction to Social Statistics
• Statistics for Social Research
• Educational Research Design
• Educational Evaluation: Models & Design or Qualitative Methods &
Analysis
Select from the following list to meet the remainder of this requirement:
Statistics & Group Design
• Experimental Design
• Research Design & Statistical Analysis
• Measurement & Correlation
• Methods of Psychological Research
• Advanced Seminar in Measurement & Statistics
• Research Design in Special Education
Single Subject Research Design
• Intro. To Research Methods in Applied Behavior Analysis
• Advanced Procedures for Research in Applied Behavior Analysis
Qualitative Research Methods
Proposed Courses (student proposed, approved by advisor & committee)
Language Option (Knowledge & competency in a foreign language)
Research Implementation & Dissemination Competency Requirement:
• condua a study
• complete research project & write report suitable for submission for
publication
• present at a professional conference
RESEARCH COMPONENT: 12 hrs. minimum
• Intro. To Social Statistics
• Statistics for Social Research
• Educational Research Design
• Educational Evaluation: Models & Design or Qualitative Methods &
Analysis
FOUNDATION AREA; 18 hrs. minimum
• Statistical Methods I & n
• Designing Single Course/Ciroup Research
• Educational Foundations (6hrs.)

" Vanderbilt University-Peabody College, Dept. of Special Education. (n.d.). Dept. of Special Education
doctoral degree handbook. Nashville. TN: Author.
'' Virginia Commonwealth University. School of Education. Graduate Studies in Education. (1996). Ph.D.
in urban services student/faculty handbook. Richmond. VA: Author.
" West Virginia University. (1995). College of Human Resources & Education 1995-1997 bulletin.
Morgantown, WV: Author.
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Examples of Competencies and Evaluation
Florida International University; Ed.D. Competencies
1.

Research & Evaluation. Research participation might iaclude (a) woridng as an assistant to a
student conducting dissertation research, (b) working as an assistant on a faculty study, (c)
participating in a district or agency study, (d) conducting independent research, or (e) designing,
planning, and conducting an evaluation. Evidence of this could include presentations, wrinen papers,
etc.

2.

Professional Communication. Participation might include (a) authoring or co-authoring papers, (b)
submitting proposals for conference presentations, (c) delivering presentations at i>arent and/or
professional meetings, etc.

3.

Personnel Preparation. This area involves both teaching and supervision activities. Teaching
competencies can be developed by participating in a graduated series of instructional activities
including delivering quest lectures, co-teaching classes, developing guest lectures, co-teaching
classes, developing syllabi, then teaching classes independently. Teaching also can include planning
and delivering inservices. teacher woricshops, etc. Supervision competencies might include
experiences supervising interns, undergraduates participating in field work, student teachers,
paraprofessionais, teachers, volunteers, etc.

4.

Designing Interventions for Students with Disabilities. A variety of act^^ities can be
included in this area. Activities might include woriung with students in FTU's teacher education
program to adapt curriculum participating in school or district projects to adapt instruction for
students with disabilities, consulting with families or agencies to develop and implement student
instructional programs, etc.

5.

Community Leadership & Advocacy. Participation might include providing leadership
to community agencies and advisory boards to share professional expertise with agencies.
professionaL consumers and families. This also includes serving on school district task forces to
develop innovative services, participating in third party hearings, delivering e-vpert testimony.
serving as an advocate in stafSngs, etc.

6.

Grantsmansbip. Participation in grant activities might include the collection of needs assessment
data, development of proposals, administration of funded projects, development of technical and
budget reports, etc.
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7.

Administration. Administration competencies might involve either planning
management, or finance activities. This might include conducting cost benefit analyses, management
plans, preparing contracts, etc.

Professional Portfolio demonstrating growth in leadership competencies. These competencies require
self-direaed activities beyond the parameters of coursework. For example, students who wish to develop
leadership skills in personnel preparation might stwfy college teaching methods in a class, then take
responsibili^ for teaching or co-teaching a class with a &ulty member or mentor. Students have various
options in selecting competencies that complement their Program of Studies. Students can participate in
various activities to meet a competency area, will work with a faculty mentor to identify competencies
(and sequences), and demonstrate that s/he has attained competence in that area.
Evaluation: Each semester, students summarize progress towards competency areas, & provide indicators
of their activities. Competency summaries require completion of a Doctoral Competency Evaliiation Form
for each competenc>- activity. Students should complete these forms and submit them to their advisor
(major Professor) for filing in students' cumulative folders. Students also should retain a cop>' as part of
their professional portfolios.
Students also provide indicators of the activities associated with the doctoral competencies. For e.xample. a
student who team teaches a class with a faculty member might include a copy of a syllabus, test bank,
assignment, or other work that shows the student's role in the class. These indicators should by attached
to the Doctoral Competency Evaluation Form and added to students' portfolios.
Once each year, students should meet with their major professors to compile and summarize their work on
leadership competencies for that year. At this time, students should also discuss their real and/or tentative
plans for competency activities for the next year and complete a doctoral Competency Evaluation Annual
Summary form. *

* Florida International University, College of Education. Dept. of Educational Psychology & Special
Education. (July 15. 1996). Aoplication and Program of Studv: Doaoral Program in E.xceptinnal .Stnrient
Education. Miami, FL: Author.
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The University of Minnesota: PILD. Competencies
Doaoral progtam competencies in special education are subdivided into two categories; (1) Philosophical,
social and organizational context of special education and related services. (2) Basic and applied Feseaich,
evaluation, and dissemination, emphasizing special methodological concerns and practices in research
including persons with disabilities, evaluation of services, and translation of research to improve supports
and practices.

Philosophical, Social and Organizational Context of Special Education:
1.

Understands ^ors associated with change in social systems affecting children and adults with
disabilities.

2.

Understands the philosophies, larger trends, and issues related to Special education and other
important intervention programs.

3.

Understand concepts and practices of personal, organizational, and legal forms of advocacy on
behalf of people with disabilities.

4.

Understands issues and problems in fields such as biomedicine. which have direct bearing on the
development of ethics and values, and the implementation of practice for persons with dis^ilities.

5.

Demonstrates knowledge of legislation, regulation, and litigation affecting educational and human
service programs for people with disabilities.

6.

Demonstrates knowledge of the scope, organization, and methods of providing services to people
with disabilities and is aware of resources available from local, state, and federal agencies.

7.

Demonstrates knowledge of important trends, issues, and controversies in special education
and in the provisions of other services to people with disabilities.

8.

Understands models, concepts, and relevant research findings related to direa instruction and
consultation for serving persons with disabilities.

9.

Demonstrates ability to appropriately assess needs, plan, and implement direct instructional and
consultative services for persons with particular disabilities within an educational.
vocational, family service, and/or community agency setting.

10. Demonstrates ability to develop and implement a plan for evaluation of proposed
instructional/consultation service.
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11. Applies the principles of effective communication in behavioral interactions involving persons
with disabilities and family members, and with teachers, administrations, and other professional
persoimel.
12. Understands basic principles of school law, finance, organization, personnel, and
administrative practice, and can apply them to special education and related service problems.
13. Identifies emerging organizational patterns, curriculum and scheduling changes, and other service
innovations, and understands their implications for programs for persons with disabilities.
14. Knows and can apply commonly used approaches to planning and implementing services for
people with disabilities.
15. Demonstrates knowledge regarding program organizations which include all of the following
components (a) census, case finding, and referral, (b) diagnosis/evaluation, (c) supervision
and control, (d) staff development, (e) use of support services/case management, and (f) program
evaluation.
16. Demonstrates skills in the provision of services to people with disabilities through appropriate field
experience.
17. Demonstrates ability- to present information to groups of people through formal presentations.
e.g., at least, college course instruction, research presentation.
18. Demonstrates knowledge of and commitment to the implementation of the most
effective available instructional practices of Special Education and related service
programs.
Research Evaluation and Dissemination;
1.

Demonstrates knowledge of methodological issues, ethical concerns, and specialized practice in
conducting research and ev aluating services involving people with disabilities.

2.

Understands and can apply available concepts, theories, and methodologies for plaiuiing research and
evaluation of services for people with disabilities.

3.

Identifies basics professional references that researchers and personnel trainers can use to keep
abreast of current trends, research, and professional activities in the field.

4.

Analyzes published research on services and persotmel training relevant to area of specializations,
identiiying hypotheses, assumptions, limitations, and conclusions.

5. Translates research findings to "practical' implications for field problems.
6.

Demonstrates ability to formulate questions or hypotheses appropriate to guide research in areas
of importance to people with disabilities.
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7.

Develops research, development or demonstration proposals(s) exemplifying strategies for
answering appropriate questions.

8.

Demonstrates technical skills in writing reviews of literature, position papers, and research reports.

9.

Understands advanced concepts of psychological measurement and statistical treatment of data
and relates them to the education and other services provided to children and adults with disabilities.

10. Develops research, and/or develops demonstration proposals with acceptable methodologies for
answering appropriate questions.
11. Integrates knowledge and theory &om various basic disciplines in defining problems
and developing research strategies in Special Education and related services for
persons with disabilities.
12. Demonstrates knowledge of research design, statistics, and computer technology sufficient to design
and execute independent programs of research.
13. Demonstrates ability to communicate knowledge and skills through (a) scholarly scientific reports,
and (b) teaching.
14 Relates fimdamental concepts of psychology to education and related services provided children and
adults with disabilities.
15. Demonstrates knowledge of the etiology and definition of disabilities and research findings in the
development and characteristics of people with disabilities.
16. Demonstrates knowledge of significant research findings in the education, training, and services
provided people with disabilities.
17. Uses communication skills in a variety of appropriate task situations and obtains systematic feedback
about effectiveness as perceived by others.
18. ICnows and can apply commonly used approaches to needs assessment in planning services for
people with disabilities.
19. Knows and can apply conunonly used approaches to formative and sununative evaluation of services
for people with disabilities.
20. Demonstrates familiarity with two or more evaluation models usefiil in evaluating service and
training programs by describing their application in evaluating a real or hypothetical program.
21. Demonstrates ability in the evaluation of service programs or elements of a program serving
children or adults with disabilities or preparing professionals to work in such programs."

* Doctoral (Ph.D.) preparation program in educational Dsvcholoev with an emphasis in special education
(April, 1997). [On-linel. Available: http://www.coled.umn.edu/EdPsy/SPECEDUC/sepdocprogl.html
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Utah State University PtuD. Competeacies
Completion of the PtuD. program certifies competence in three areas;
(1) Mastery of the theoretical and applied content required for providing appropriate education for people
with disabilities (children, youth, and adults);
(2) Ability to conduct independent research with particular emphasis on those research techniques in the
social sciences that are most appropriate to special education; and
(3) Ability to teach audiences of varying sophistication and expertise and to supervise the delivery of
special education services.

Content:
Persons completing the PLD. program are expected to have mastered theoretical and applied content
necessary to provide appropriate services to people with disabilities. Particular emphasis is placed on the
ability to s>'nthesize conflicting arguments and data about educational approaches, trends, or issues. Less
emphasis is placed on the acquisition of basic knowledge since it is assumed the student will be
knowledgeable about special education when entering the Ph.D. program (Students who do not have a
strong background in special education may be accepted into the Ph.D. program and require a longer
program to master basic information about special education.) Upon completing the program, the student
will be able to;
o

Critique and draw defensible conclusions about the appropriateness and effectiveness of various
educational approaches used in special education settings (e.g., sensorimotor training precision
teaching, pharmacology, token economies).

•

Identify relationships between existing data and trends in special education and draw conclusions

regarding the appropriateness of such trends—including the legal aspects of special education (e.g.,
deinstitutionalization, mainstreaming. nondiscriminatory assessment, utilization of technology).
•

Formulate relevant and appropriate questions for further stud>' related to current issues and trends.

Research:
Upon completing the program, students will demonstrate the ability to critique and integrate research and
to independently design, conduct, interpret, and report the results of research.
•

Design, conduct, analyze, interpret, and report research using group inferential research
methodology.
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•

Demonstrate in-depth understanding of the information and issues in one or more areas of special

education. Defining special^ or emphasis areas is the responsibility of students in conjunction with their
committee.
•

Design, conduct, analyze, interpret, and report research using applied behavior analysis research
methodology.

•

Critically evaluate completed research.

•

Conceptually integrate and identify implications for educational practice and fiirther research.

•

Utilize specified computer programs to summarize and analyze research data.

•

Demonstrate computer literacy with microcomputer and word processor applications to special

education research and administration.

Personnel Preparation:
Upon completing the program, students will demonstrate ability to effectively teach audiences of varying
sophistication and expertise and efifectively supervise the delivery of special education services in fieldbased settings. Specified competencies include:
•

Collect and interpret needs assessment data.

•

Design effective instructional/supervisory activities.

•

Use various instructional/supervisory procedures (e.g., visual aids, stimulation procedures,
demonstration/modeling, question/discussion).

•

Evaluate and provide feedback to teacher trainees regarding instructional/supervisory activities so
that their learners with disabilities demonstrate positive changes in educational performance.

Utah State University Ph.D. Evaluation
The Progress Monitor is a form to be used to track each student's progress toward completion of the Ph.D.
degree. The Monitor is a matrix in which each row represents degree requirements and columns represent
successive quarters from the beginning of a student's program. Smdents, with their advisors, should check
off requirements that have been completed each quarter and indicate which requirements will be
addressed in the next quarter. The Progress Monitor provides the basis for a review process and serves as
a planning guide and sununary of degree requirements. Occurs semi-annually until student has an
approved program of study- in place."

* Utah State University, Dept. of Special Education & Rehabilitation. (n.d.). The Ph.D. in St)ecial
Education Doaoral Program Manual [Brochurej. Logan, UT: Author.
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