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©T 4 0n April 27, 1979, a rew feature was\introduced into the £EC program: - .
. ‘at the 57th. Annual Internatignal Convention in Dallas, Texas. A-group -~ = -
: -, of some of the most prominent special educdtors in.the United States -
TS, ., sat around a large table in the center of Ballroom C. Surrounding. Sy
S - this table a broad representation of the CEC membership were seated. e
They were*drawn to-the roundtable to-hear- a discussiOn;gf predetermined.
‘dissues -of concern to-CEC as ‘an organization and to thefield of .- = -

spectal education in general.- . ;

. ﬁ 'l) . ‘..- . . N ‘ . ._ oL . ) . o . ' | . A_ . .-_- . '_'
~ Participants - o S ,
R L—

o Approximately 15 individuals comprised- the ‘group around the table. In
: ﬂ\\%gdition to the current President, President-Elect, and Vice President : o
v o5 OPEEC, there were also an' impressive collection of Past. Presidents . . %+

« . and Wallin Award-winners, including William Geer, Romaine Mackie, = . L
James Gallagher, Merle Karnes, Harrie Selznick, Maynard Reynolds, John * ;,~f\f

»* % . Kidd, Samuel Ashcroft, Philip Jones., .and. Harold Perry. ™ S

l 'Ay.l.:- 'pur ose.. | .'.. ) ' ) l ' . " L .‘ ’ . \;% |

. The rationale for establishing the Statesmen's Roundtable, an aEiinty*;t.
.o . . which is expected to become. a- permanent feature of the-annual CEC con=
' . ventiony, was multidimensional. The observation has.frequently been ", a7
. . made that just about the time a CEC-president learps enough ta make o
v . the maximum ‘cpntribution to thé organization, -his or hey term ‘of office
: . "« comes to‘an end. ' The way in.which CEC_is organized dictates that-past
' & Presidents have Tittle or no functiohal role in. thé governance and. are
o . seldom‘in a position to make.a $ignificant impact on the’groyth and'" -
P development of the organization to which they dnce gave so much of - .
' . their time and personal effort. Such ipdividuals, together with the '
o . Wallin Award winners, represent a rgsource ‘that CEC can i1l afford to
3 - *squander through: neglect. They comprise a pool-of some'of the finest
. . "«iinds in special education, who have already demonstrated a commitment -
. . to CEC and a willingness. to serve its interests. . - - R
SN v L ‘ ' " ., e
e ., - The advantage to CEC of such a.g!‘nering;is_vajous; The vdTue? =~
e ~of bringing ‘together in one place, at ohe tifie,sa+group of individuals L
' With this Jevel of experience, expertise, and professional competence, -
~ is beyond estimate, ‘The opportunity to focus this. rich-sourcg of pro-- .
" . fessional capital pn'issues of immediate concern to the field of '
-special education:and ta the membership of CEC-was feltto be of soffi-~ ..
S cienbkjmportanbe to warrant..its #nstigation in Dallas. “Plans were DI

made Yo repeat the Statesmen's Rowndtable, at.all future conventions” - = . t. .- .
RN - S T T Gentn L TR | T
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: AQ.Orauhfil'th€wpartiéipan;s'them§eive$?fee]Aftfhﬁiqdutiived ¥ts use-

b fulness.f In- this -way, the group can'maintain“at least a limited @ = -

. -level of involvement with CEC for. 'as long as they 1ikes and they

~;  Will be ‘assured a place on the convention ‘program whenever, and*for .
:dS-lo‘i_qs. they care tosparticipate. - S o

| " | . . R i_;.x}- B
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- Process . | _ _

The format -for the.first Roundtable.called for three of the States-
,mgn to suggest topics and prepare short papers on a variety of rele- -
vant .issues., It was decided that two of these would deal with .con- Lo
-cerns common- to the field of special education, and the third would ™ - -
deal with_an'155Uefbf?specificﬂconﬁe?n-tojcurrent or future directions:
for CEC as an organization. During the Rqundtable session, after each '
paper wag read, the remaining participants. - all of ‘whom had reviewed
-t'h%papf%gr‘ior t3 .the convention - were called upon for their comments.
ments were sometimes in conflict with t e position taken. in -

- the papers,fﬁnd at other times tended to’support or.expand up#n the .
concepts contained in the presentation. At the conclusion of the® -~ ‘.

Jeactions to the paper, fyestions or comments from members ‘of the

N %%" dudience were'also entertained. The entjre, proceedings .were ‘audio-
T g ' :
bud

o U
', . 5*

| @ " The first paper, presented by Dr. James Gallagher, -is bo,th.,tin} ly

éﬁped"for"inclusion in.this publication. . .
W . - .As-a first attempt the Roundtable in Dallas can on]y be classi-
g - fjed as-a suctess.  The nature of the, issues presented, the quality
S * . of the papers, and the discussidn which grew from the topics proved
. to. be both stimilating and instructive. At the ‘Conclusion of the
A  Roundtable, the participants made suggestions' for future topics and _
«fp ~ discussed ways for the activity Lo generate even more impact in the -
% .years ‘to come. . S S . ‘{
- T s - .. s '] ,‘ Lo . ; T o
3;A'§g' Positions .. = : )' ' -

.- «
. . * ¢ .

and provocative. He points out 'that.the importance of early child- - °
*hood years in the deVe]opment-of,eXGEptional'children.has_been well!
. “understood by* special educators for many years. The preyentive| value
<0f early childhood programs is. stressed, and concern is expresged by -

. Dr. G&1lagher that such programs have not been devedoped as fasy as =~ '
© or to the extent that he-feels is warranted. He outlines the stiructural
- Problems presenting barriers to the establishment of early child ood. =, °
" programs and, finally, he calls for muttidisciplinary approaches|to '

the problem with-CEC assuming the leadership in initiating
. reaching’interdisciplinary plan§for exter i school 'programs
by handicapped- children. - SRR B I

‘ Dr. Mayﬁara.ngﬁblds' paper qddfessésothé probléms ‘associate A
with categorizing. exceptional.children and with tying the fundin

to children who are,.identified with a label«. He advocates .insteac )
» the fundirg of persdnnel or programmatic units which would have | - o
» C great-;%inbiij;y in de]jyehing s%rvjqes,tQ all manner of high risk. g
. o . { . ..-A o, . -__h"'éA L . . . S / .'».“\‘
. ‘ . A ': . ‘ ..‘.; . . R 2 .._,v l 6 . Y
. ot » ','«. v .’..’ . o _ e ! . °
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e First World Congress: on F:}ure Special
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general membership of C

of ‘maximum benefit to .a
cutting edge gf hew dev
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s Roundtabdes are impressed with thé potent1a1
ns1ght and diréction to CEC in the future.

reas in which CEC might pursue research grants-
that might have *long term°benefit for the
EC"is a‘g)st1nct possibility.
1 of "its membets, it must remain on :the
Topments in special education. It must,
ance re%at1ve to professjonal act1v1ties,
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For CEC to be
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past leaders through the States‘n g 'Round- ot
mp11sh this goal o
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) CATEGORIZING CHILDREN AND FUNDS: - - PRI -
5 : Maynard C. Reynolds ° LT e
T Un1vers1ty of M1nnesota T IR L]
. . . ] T oo A - '..‘ o o s
' o The Cha]]enge' ' -_‘;- < e

L t ~"A]though for some. purposes 1t obv1ous1y is necessary for spec1a1 AR
O £ducators to classify and group children and to prepare teachers I
. - for categorical fuhctions, we have. d1st0rted ‘those purposes in" .~ - - "
.- recent decades-and, as-a result, .we now face problems of major e 0
_ ' - :dimensions. However well mean1ng we may have been, our irrational | .
PN - -ways -of classifying, grouping, tracking, and categor121ng children, = = .
L kave created mounting prob]ems that promise major difficulties in the , .
. F 7 ' near future if we do hot charige them. Hobbs (1975) warned that .
L n6th1mg less than the "futures ‘of children" are at stake in the = . S
Co. 0T .o Ways we. classity them; I would add that nothing’ less fhan the - . Y
. - . “future of the field of. special:education, 1nc1ud1ng its ‘professiona] * - S
L . ‘structures such ds CEC, is-threatened by the ways. we treat the e . oA
”(\ o 1nteract1ng probTems of pupil c]ass1f1cat1on and. fund1ng ' ' '

’ - - . >

5 ¥
L4 .-'_

AL . 'The Purpose of Classif?cation T e SN

*

. I | . k4 . .’_/\
e e [The d1agn054s and c]ass1f1cat1on of ch11dren in the schools- ought Ry
o to be done explicitly and efficiently, for instructional purposes _
_ - - only. Unhapp11y, we still observe many. procedures which, while. o S
R .- conducted in the scheols, seem or1ented to nonschooT purposes. The"

S objective of diagnosis and cldss1f1cat1on in. the schools -ought to _
: be.assigning students to ropriate curricuta and Ynstructional s
» -~ w» systems. In other words, -the careful study of children is %ritical -~ -- -
P .~ " to forming a- basis of understand1ng so that we can teach them '
f : competently. " Ultimatély, the accountability tests in the, schools. -
ought to be directed.’toward two.related elements:. Nﬁs the ch11d well -
understood7 was he competently’oaught7 .

_ . ',._ - SRR ) : ] e, »
‘5 e Teachers are employed to make a d1fference 1n‘%he deve]opment' T we -
- of children Thus, we always have in mind differences-in outcomes ,? '
"~ depending upon 1nstructfon We'are coneerned with ‘making choices
. .about how to proceed instructionally and. it is in these choices that -
. .d1agnos1s and classification should enter. -This concern has 11tt1e _
~J.  to dowith the .place whepe students are educated (e.g.,. special’’ s _
. Y class v, mainstream) but a great deal- to do With whether they rece1ve - -
.intensive /instruction; acmodified cuificulum, or-some special forst = 3 - '
. of education. There is % tontradiction between the traditiorml - °
special education~preoccupat1on with the diagnosis: and class1f1cat1on

. - of children‘by handicaps and.'the practice of making.educational S e
c. ~, . diagnoses that may involve {ittie attention. to handicaps - at 1east o R

e in the cases of cn1]dren who . show only m11d or mederate degrees of - ;-
e e exceptiona11ty . , » ¢ : P

Y. S o . . o b ‘ - .
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The L1m1ts oforesent Systems of C]ass1f19at1on
— The fact 1S(NH)systems of c]ass1f1cat1on fa]] far short of~ what ¥
. 4 - - .is‘needed according. to the criteria, I have beeh suggesting,, The -
S R 0 trad1t1onaL categories (blind, deaf, mentally retarded,. menta]]y
¢ - . iTl), which can be’ traced to the nipeteenth-century asylums of .‘“-
: . Europe -dealt mainly with persons who have sever® or d1§%1nct handi~
¢ . caps. ™ However;" theyégﬁve been expanded. to include persons with

: S lesser.devjations (hard of hgaring, partially sighted, -educable
Lo s " mentally retarded, emGtionally disturbed) and exte ded'to veﬁy R
L " indistinct. residual categories (e.g. , learning d1sab111t1es) for

. persons who are not respondlng to ord1nar 1nsf?uct1on in the common
schoo]s : X . .

1 o e -2' .The newer caf ories vary from ace to place, from time to
' .0 time,-and even wi the. hours ‘the day. For example, in some .
statesawhole schoold. are organized for brain injured children, sbut
U M1nne$ ota we have none-of them; and you witl recall the om1nousi
o - le of 'the 1969 report of the President's Committee on Mentad, "
o RGtardation: "The Six Hour Mentally Retarded Child." "Burton Blatt

.
*

*

N 1nc1dence was reduced by half 1n§;ne even1ng inea smoke f111ed room

" Manx spec1§1 educators and pdliticgl 1eaders seem to take the “
- '&l-. “categories very seriously -- as if they ‘red1ly "carve nature at jts -
. . ° joints." A11 over the. country school buses'pass‘each other on' e
. ] . dusty country roads and busy urban s Aﬁréets, at high expense, to .
' -, deposit tlassified.childred at EMA,MBD, or NIEH slassgs. The more
) "children found, and ;#jﬁS]fied in the various categories at local .
schoo]l levels, the More money they receive’ from,state and federa1
offices. Much of th1s activity. is of doubtfu] mer1t' :

!--. .- L, _. 4 y . . . E . . ..
L -" : 'Lfgteh té the Mefsageste . IS

P s . ‘.'

14

- How-can the message thWt we need to change be: heard more c1ear1y7
) B . Consider; if §ou will, our embarrassment when Congress requested
_— a definition of, "Learning Disapility." A "trial balloon" formula
. ' a was praduced as a tentative response but it exemplified all the
i:E} _—_— problems - of bas1ng educab111ty statements on IQ. p]us an equation
2 for calculating discrepancy. ~The final solution is,. perhaps, even:
. ' ‘more. problematic: Every school system calculates the d#screpdncy
o i its own way. We ought to consider serfously whether the onus for
+ - " ., slch discrepancies. should be p]aced on the psychologists who set
: ' ,)" too high expectations for children's performances or on the children -
who do not live up te such expectations. Special educators chjrge.
. into each such situation -1ike a Sevgnth Cavalfy ready to repai¢ .

the discrepancy.. But they do so several years too late; the.tragedy .'3

Y

. ' . learn disabilitiés after the fact; that is. when the children
- ‘ , already hive experienced long,, discourag1ng periods ‘of serious«
failure in the schoels. . We should have intervened earlier, yet we:
could not because the trad1t1ona1 1abe11ng and funding procasses
“do mot sérve prevent1ve purposes

" has a}g;ady occurred. " We are investing our money and energies, in

\-‘-" % v

';.'= te]]s us. of the rubber band approaches to def1n1ng mental retardat1on,-

&
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- " Consider-the Calfifornia CaSe,cedaﬁding the classification of -

- Black children as "ed cable'mentally getarded": The .courts ruled

out. use of the usual_testind.methogs.bx.which pinority group?, -t v .

. children have been classified as retardgde Or consider .the bigupities,
‘where the IEP preparation rate is_low despite the fact that; im .some .*

© . schools, more tham half of .th¢ children probably could meet the ...

.« ~eligibility tests in the common -handicap categories. The lives-and- .

.y school programs of childrgn prebably are in disordér in the bi v
- €ities more“than anywhere-elde. Special.education setvices simply '

;ané_no;“reaching*énouﬁh of thesé childfen. This-situation® resufits.
~Perhaps, from the contradictory condjtioh-that no adpinistrator| can
survive if -he.pr-she pins traditiona).special education label .on “
- "increasing numbers of -poor and minority group children; yet admin- '
istrators frequently earn more mdney for -their schools Tf such .
1ape11ng4pCqu§. i ot

s . ..,

N . k . -’ - .-._ . _._‘-"\.-’;__ ) ..o. . .o' -l
-~ 'Consider the growing problem that ﬁn_many‘states,,asswetigarn.- .
~ ta serve handicapped Students in.mainstream settings, regulations L
-dictate. the cutoff of special eqducation funds. We must~face the _ .
* ”question of Why regular edicatogs shoyld.negotiate. new airangements *
- with_special educators -- as seems inevitable .under Public Law 94-142 -~
whef all the special- funds must -go elsewhere. "We will have to . ,
deiver dollars if we want to continue our “impact on regular educa~ .
¢ tiont Lo e
B 1 K1) ° . o h ) * ' -
.. These examples iilustrate my argument- that the categorilal
" dpproaches are’ not standing up. Funding systems andteacher D
-~ education programs,that “are, rigidly based on.the extended categories -
have become & part -of the problem.rather.‘than a part of -the'solution. =
The ofd rule. of the proféssions - "first, do'no harm™ - is béing .
violated in the ways we db’out work Almost everywhere,. tgachers™ | -
nd adiinistrators are frustrated by the c¢lassification and funding
systems.we use” and their:call. for-refowrm is mogntingl -} . o
" ! . S TR 0 s

r

-
[ ] .
. oy .

.ASOme-ApproaChes.to/SolmtionS-.' .t Lo

. . l'_"c
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 We should, have no. great. difficulties, I believe,-in continuing " v+ .
our categorical approach to childrea.who are totally blind, profoundly
deaf.s severely .retarded, and multiply handicapped. = Such children . L.
require dnterventions ‘(instruction) that are distinct-and highly = °
,specialized.

~and given specialiZed™ferms of instruction. It is adso clear *that” - .

-~ some of "the peoplé who affer instruction to children in these cateqories

‘) .
. .

.. will need to.Be trained for careers in highly speclalized work, sich  »
-9 as.teaching ‘language to the-deaf op.mobility.to the blind. -The® .. .
.. traditional classification schemes in these domains make good educa- .

S T LT o S A ton
- The same canngt be said of students who fa}l into~the extended .
- Or residual catégories. . Th-many such cases, the children's "excep-
. tionalittes" #re-of less importance than their other characteristics
-in decisions on curricwlum and instructional, modes. The diagnostic

-

-+ and' treatment problems among these children bear onty limited relations. . -

to the.traditional categoriZations of, - for examples-edu¢able retarded,
A y o - : ; .. o R

FE Y t ‘o »

:,?S

As we.learn-to think in ATI- (aptitudé-treatment-interaction) =
- terms; we recognize clearly ‘that such'students need to be-idéntified . -

oA
3

E 4



. «3-hard df.heé?fhg, emoti@haQ]& dﬁstUrbed,'or 1éafning disabled. - We do

” . v 3

e

not have a sufficient knowledge base to-justify all thé trouble-and - .

.. . expense of“delivering s¥ich children to separate: places by category . ..

- f8r instruction by teachers trained by category. . .-

s ‘S0 What Can.We Do?* -+ . . SR

-
K )

what'léthink'we'&ust_do is summariiédfés fé]loﬁ$: 

’. [
. » 4

AN Continue. the speqia]fzgd-tfa1ning and'dgblﬁyment of'spécjalists

~+,.in the.education of deaf;.blind, and severely/multiply,handi-
capped children; -Present patterns. in the Tield of-speech- 3
language pathology also should belcontinued. This recommendation
assumess that deaf, blind, and multiply handicapped children and
those- with major speech probTems will continue.to'beiidentifieQ'

- by category,,as will their special teachers be. -~
D ...ﬁ' N ) ¥ oo .

- __'frz. . . _-.._. . .
2. Generic special, educators who are expert in.diagnosis and ..

) :K-“t\ - intensive -forms of instructidn in.the basic skills should be

trainéd in conSuTtatign processes so they.can be deployed in-a .
decentralized manner throughout school systems.. They would work
both directly (with chi]dren).and-indinecqu.(through consulta-:
~tion with teachers) in cases of childien who are npt responding

.;;'" . well_to existing forms of insttuctioh."sﬁch children would not-

Vo, be ‘labeled in-the traditional ways. This corps of. generic ‘special
- = - educators would need to be backed up by ‘specialized consultants/
.scholars.in such fields as psychology, behavior analysis, educa- .
, tional audiology, and speech-language pathology. - - M
. : R : T ' v : -

3. ”iSpec&p]feducatohﬁ should be deb]oyed erlmuch gérTier He1p to
" » - such exceptjonal children as the blind, deaf, or muity)]y\

< - handicepped, -and, atso, thoéekchi]dren who sﬁow-intip1ent signs

. of difficulties”- who aré -not responding well to ordinary learning.
- situations. The deployment-would.incjude work“in homes as well _

- as in formal school situations, and the latter definitely shoyld

~ include collaborative .arrangements with regular teachers. Special

~ educators should spend gore time studying and -treating the .children

“Who are not respunding well to the initial phases of instruction

-2 in academic skill aveas. Children served in our early education

*settings should not be categorized or labeled -in traditional ways;
they could be characteriZed, perhaps, as "at risk"_in some sense.

4. We should work hard to estab]ish statistical bases,for account- '

" ability 4n special education as an alternative to child labeling

. systems. ..For example, we should create systems that.demonStrate. .'

B “statjstically that the deployment of .special educators at the
primary l1e€vel school programs results in reducing the rate of .

-~ .- learning problems.” These-statistics would reveal the faltacy of -

waiting until. the children become full:blown casualties who can. "

.. label children.
fx'{'éir . o .

, 9

beglabeled and supported .by categorical-funds. This recommenda-'":
S " tibn should make it possible to deal with "high risk” populations /
v at early childhood Jevels where we rightly are quite reluctant to, 7!

) ' : \J} , . - : . S . :
. AR . ) X

/
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SR . N L : e
5. ¥e-shoyld work ‘toward developing and funding plans-that ‘focus -
.7 .- on school systems, when it is appropriafe, rather than dn.the .
. -+ clinical -idemtificatiqn of children. For examplte, if a large
/’l- . .. City schoo}:shows a high perceéntage of children in difficulty, °
B 77 we should advocate something like an-"IEP" for the whole school.
. This approach would channel special education meney on the basis °
o . of needs  identified at systems:- level.  If it seems:inappropriate
o : ' for at]-specia]-education}broblems'to-be'conside(ed clinical - ¢
rather than systemic, and I arque that it.is inappropriate, then ..
. - - why do we not -support better and more appropriate ways to use '
o s j_\‘T“‘ special education funds%j’ - R o . '

»
-

t e 6% - We 'should shift attention away from the”individual child-as - ,
e . © ‘the”funding unit. -Emphasis on the labeled individual as ,funding
L, T unit Teads to the "bOynty.hupt” and enclave mentality by which -
© - . ... yeu get more gioney ‘for waiting for lots of casualties and then =
- w” -y . .~ -segregating them. Instead; special education funding should -~ »
. . move either.to personnel or ‘to. programmatic units. We must re-
- ~Yocate the t?iggeringﬂhechanism.on_special.edugation dollar flow
~ to a unit dther than child-in-labeled-category so.that 'special o
' - - .“—educators can be deployed in preventive as well as remedial/
E ' comﬁ@nggtOry functions and strong support systems can be.created
: for exceptional studentsgwherevqr.they are served. - Only then
Lo Lo WiITT we be-able to.provide the full range of services that-ex- + .
' Ceptional students require. . . . L

i;, ' I béiﬁeve that if we do‘hot haie.sdmethjng,]iké the pfoposeg"

, . Rinds-of changes in the categorizjng/lableing~of children and in our” -
¢ .-, categorical funding systems, it is quite likely that special education *

. will be forced backiio-something like its nineteenth gentury nolé:
»  S€rving only btind, deaf, seriously retarded, and multiply.handicapped "
~ youngsters. We widl have lost our opportunities tg carry out our
. ' 'broader mission - improving education for a broader clientele and _
. s " .moving toward a unifiegd, total school system that has the accommodative
e power to deal with the full range of\?dman differences. .
. y] .o ) v . - ' - -~
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| QrILSamue1 Ashcroft‘ Maynard S d]scussign of the apt1tude treatment

interaction -concept is-.an 1mportant one, I wguid like to make a .g”
plea for. social ‘policy research in this area to- pravide the'infor-

~

. matioh we need for chang1ng our behavior, part1cu1ar1y in 1eg151a~ N

tive matters. There has been wisdom in, moti. drastﬁca]]y amending
Pubtic Law 94-142 over the past.3 years. But I think now. the time:

:'has «come whep than.leg1slat1on scould be: substantially’ improved by .

.~ on their mjfd whep they talk about 'good” instructional programs. In
" -some schools on}y reading, writing, and arithmetac are emphasized.

major mod1f1dat1on - Congresss needs social policy research and mode]s '

to exam1ne'that W111 enable it to modify: this" legfslation in ways -~ -
that would -be. responsive to ~the . 1mportant construct1ve cr1t1cisms 7
Maynard .has ra1sed o . N .)a{ ' '

»

_ L Y
yHunt DE: Person-environment 1nteraction" A challenge’ foung ' 45% .

. T .
. . .
A J
' .w( ’ AR

[
"' . g . . R : PR ~ - ‘

Dr.. Roma1ne Mack1e Everywhere in the country there is .a great surge.
of .interest in instruction. But [ find people have different things

-

. _Instru;twn has” to be: fxtre.me]y var1ed to meet the needs of‘em’ldren

in this country.

- * A O

. O . :
~ R | ; .

I am espec1aﬂly concerned about g tt1ng xo the emotiona]]y dis--

5 turbed children.- We are present]y.do1 g a digservice to these children'i

~Look at the:newspapers. Look at the Juveniles going.to. cburt -1 _.“

think we have to construct’cyrricylums “that will hold the interest .. L.

~of these thildren. In addition, we have ‘a. great deal of adJusting

to do for many minority ch11dren if school is go1ng to be 1nterest1ng
for them and not someth1ng they mere]y tolerate. =~ .+ .

. R
f 0" . ' »

.
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B Ppilip Jones: -,Oné ofy the hangyps that we‘have hAd fn the fleld . T

fdr many years-is that cthe basis 0 speﬁéal educat1on funding unfor~.
" tunately has dictated the ordanizational pattern. This, is not SO in
. geperal education. For’ example within the various states even

sheugh: they have a single'state aid System, a lot of organizational. ~ -
pattérns develop at the local level -in- mgny different ways. They’ e
- may -have schools with Grades K through 8 and high schodls with gradbs . ‘

9 through 12., They may have middle schools, primary SchOOIS, inter- . AR
med1ate schools, and so-ap.’, Frqm that standpoiht general education =~ s

"is way ahead of us. They do ngg Tet the ‘funding mechanish d15tate _ ‘
how they operate. This meéans that we: do“not necessarily have to label” «~ -

: beyond ‘the point4ef obta1ni g the fund1ng. The organizational- structure

that. we develop”at the loca levels i's probably the key factor. . When . - S
+..you describe the organ1zat1onal structure on the state forms maybe you

; label it someth1ng that-you“actually prefer not to call -it. . But

. that! is your -trigger, your. mechanism for gett1ng the fund1ng - This e | ,

is a fact that has ‘crossed my m1nd many tlmes .;-q- ' S S
. ~ It also relates to the issue .of educatlna ch11dren 1n the 1east : -
‘ “restricttve or mosi productive, environment any people misinterpret a ) N

7 To Mcertain éxtent we hide their category, and we do allow them to ~ i'L
. Tmix witth nonhandlcapped youngsters. But I amafraid the tragedy is\

' that concegpte by be11ev1ng a mainstream progranp can. be dffered

at a‘lesser .cost ‘than a special class. Consequently, groups of children
“"are placed: w1th1n regular education programs. The number of students
“served, by 'one’ professional staff member increases four-or five-fold.

. Some teachers: really cannot address the individual needs of that many'

‘children, whjch i5 what the law 'is- all about. When we sefve students . . >

~in the. leasl réstrictive; most productive environment we may indeed -

be spend1ng more on each -child because it is an add on Serche

N v ) A
Sometimes we are in a.situation where we mere1y disperse -children.. o

go1ng to hit us again. If we do not provide for their special and -
unique, needs we may get back students who are more of a problem
then. 'we sent in. I think we have ‘to be very. careful in that regard

* and make certain.we do attend to the individual needs of children as *. e
wopposed tp the systems approaches that are developed in school districts. -*

Ly

. to- hand1capp1ng .conditions. The éducational commupity is not the on]y - S
Tsource that can prov1de fund1ng for these stud1es e

] it . ' -

J"Ms Parthen1a Smith: Modt ot us in educat1on have a tendency to, forgef

that there are other fundipg"sourges that can be integrated jinto our
educational system.  The arts have grants,. the’ colleges:have grants,
and there are many other noneducational programs that could-balster

- education. - We have to -look.at all support programs General ‘educa-

tion people are doing this, “dnd T think we i special, educat1on have.
to doit also; for prevent1on alone, if for{no other reason.  We-neéd
‘to find agencies where there is money and dévelop programs to prevent
handicapping conditions.- If we Hake our ‘regearch available to people *
outside the -educational: commun1ty, it will call attention to the need
to; ease some of the economic and sociat.factors that are-contributing . e
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« = /.Mr. Havold-Perryr We can get too-smug ‘as educators about the great’ o

' services.we provide 'children in this nation} ‘We ganspeduce, this smug- .. S
.7 ne§s by nking-back to:the‘years.not too far remov;g wheﬁ(nnst\éf‘ »

B
A\

A © " -thf’services were instigated by parents-and harent hroup@f?-ﬂnfortuhately; ,UH

Lo - L find tdday, ‘at Jeabt <in, hy' area, that there is -a.great.deal of coml\s _ -
' - . placency ‘and passivity that ekists.émgng;parent$~and_parent groups. v

»

- . 1 'do not Know why. .@mehow we are going to have to joirw rahksTwith .7--° . &

:j;. o barentSjand,make“them'rea]ize”that‘they can' do mUch’mpnekthah they have
' . been doing of late.” At the same tinewe havé to stimulate pawents and’

*

ce . -get. thém to come on and get with jt and share the-rqsponéibi.ity oﬁ; >,

o providing appropriate services. * .° . -

DrZ Merle Larnes: .1t seems that the-digemma we are in now’is making
—_— us a little. schizophrenic.. -In early childhood education - we think, of

.

~where the child is developmentally,”what his needs are,.and how we can ( °

best match the educatiopal experiences with’ these-spec?a]\peeds.  And ‘' _
* 7 then all of.a sudden someone ‘says. how margy mentally retarded children . .

-

(dd you -have? How many partially sighted? If we do not categorize or .

elassify these, children-our funding is in jeopardy. 1 do not khow how
we-are going- tg get out of this dilemma. If we want funds, we are .
- going to have tb identify the children by specific categories. Other-
wise, our funding. agenciey (espetially legislators) may not believe us;
We are in a particularly serious dilemma.in early childhood education. -
~ . We talk about the least restrictive environment and about working with ~
.children“when they are most pliable and flextible. But we have no’ early
* childhood programs beginning at birth for nonhandicapped children. In
~effect, we segredate special children by labeling them as handicapped
preschoolers. o o . '

.f. -

I Am,Very-concerned-about mainstreéming for handicapped children. .f‘fw :

_ . .-We have moved so fast that we 'do not-have some of the answers as to how
I to facilitate &ducation in the least restristive environment. - In the e
‘o' ' first place we all know that special educators, unless they have had
P . intensive inservice training og have gone back to school, have not beén
N . trained to .intéract with regular classes as consultants. It is a
) . . frightening situation for regular teachers because they do not kinow
" - how to program for handicappéd children.. There are times we lean-over
' backwards trying.to take ‘the stance. that these children are not handi-
capped at all because we are so afraid of categorizing. .We need to
clarify what our working relationship should be for  special educators _
) and regular teachers, in order to phbgram appropriately for these children.
. - I certainly make a.plea for more research in.the‘area of developing
. techniques ‘and proeedures for helping all teachers facilitate main-
Streaming, so that it does not jeopardize the. learning of- nonhandicapped -
children, but on-the: other hand, enhances the:learning of handicapped

« -youngsters. _ o
. ) . S _.. . - ' ‘_v._ .- . 1. ] .o. __. . ] L3
_ We negd to constantly improve teachér training in our institutions
:, - of higher learning and we need intensive inservice for personnel in the.

_'public schools. .. - .. S S .

-

~
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.- Dr. Réynolds' Comments: *'1 appregiate the responses. ' THere are some S

. real issues)here and it+is good to talk.about theii.® Events”a¥e occurring
* .very rapidly. Children are coming out of their special“enclaves and« | | .
- "they are moving inte less restrictive arrangements.:#The special schopls . *.. -
“are béing.etused ddwn.. -They- are ‘ot 1ike they ysed to:be. Tie.Speciq}~;
. classes dre not"what ‘they used;to be. We do not-own childrend 3

o I DR

o -llHowever,Vwe'ﬁrefin ! i _
o, - seems to me.that some of yof are saying that special educators will be -
°, employed only when we have youngsters in specific .categories. If ysu '

.« . are going to wait until they are classified, you are no% .facing up to°’ g
. i%.. thedeclining kate of IEP's in the big cities, and the. resentment and.
.~ - resistance of the minority comfunity in having their children labeled.

'You have to face the problems. I get impatient with the administrator’

"””~=§t;wung says, "Well,-give meé the money."' I recoynize ‘there are lots of '.’,.u

¢}'

otherwisg we ‘are on a very short journey. *

W L s i . o g
CIs spetiaj_education going torwait to begin serviceg only after.
~ children are placed in categories? - Are we not going ta‘make contribu- .

tionsin the early programs where children live at risk? Is special

education going to stay out of that?- We have  to get-.in there and - -
think ‘through and renegotiate our relatjonships. The traditional
point at which we_initiate intervention - the child in a clinical
sense being labeled - is really not going to work.. = - -

problems. We have to face up to some basic' conceptual problems or .

. __ Spetial’educators have'a contribution to make in early education
R well before they come to categorizing or labeling children. Let's N
+ find a ‘mechnismy a means to get in there. Let's not assume that _
politicians.are easily duped and we Just.have to go along with some | ™

.

well-practiced scheme of getting some monéy from“them.  We have not, . = °,
worked through the basjc conceptual problems ourselves nor have we: ...- L
communicated them to other people. It seems to me we are going to e

have to think throygh how these contributions cah betmade at early
levels, how we can make contributions in- large.city situations and
‘elsewhere without labeling. Not enough:of ¥s are doing the hard job
of thinking.it through and coming up with the alternatives and commuhi-
. cating these alternatives... I think we are on a dagerous journey. K I
- meant what I said.: Special education at best could return to- the °

nineteenth century if we do not work through these issuj?.conceptua}ly B

~as well as politically and practically. = .

. t e | - { ; Ny . o

§~p051tion to ﬂégotiatéAnew relationships. It S
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-~ few programs available for pre5chool hand1capped ch11dren?

- preschoel exceptional child.  We can estimate.the total' number of
, '+ preschool hand1capped in fhe UnIted States as 1,187,000, only 38% of

- resources in an organized and comprehensive program of research,
. tance to build a continui
© child; . Much of what we know from a ‘professi
- about programs for preschool exceptional children and their.families : L

" one federal agency.” Yet until we*solve the structural problems that z

-'. ) ,
‘8- ’ ,‘..:

| EAC o R
Yy ISSUES Iu EARLY. CHILDHOOD F@R THE?HANDICAPPED e -
y co N & T ST
N ; ‘. James J. lagher - . L AR
Unlzers1ty of* North CaE:+TﬁE‘athhapel Hil o O - ‘

!' S R ' : K . < ..'.?' . - ' ,
It!has become 1ncreasangﬂy obv1qun that there re a variety of prob]ems o fff
or unskoed issues' related to-early education for the handicapped.’ '

Many of these ijssues relate to pregram quality and appropriateness,

- These are issues to be. debated in research and teaching.settings,

but T would 1ike to-address’a simpler issue - namely, why are so ¢ . R '

¢
.

Lack of Pheschool Program Deve]ogment _ | ’ oo i ' oo

'
4

.Impres§1ve ev1dence exists from- ch:]d deve]opment research to .demon- .
..strate the long range impact'of early .experiences- upow the developing

child., This seems part1cu1ar1y true for the exceptional ¢child whose
normal development may be- impeded.by -a variety of neurological in-
su]t? or physiological problems. In these instances, those basic = |
skills and patterns of behavior that are learned more or less natura]]y
by the nonhand%capped child have to be deliberately planned for:handi-

; ﬂ_capped youngsters and the1r families in order for them to achieve the | - -

+

maximum of their remaining talents. Despite this almost universaT .
understanding 'of the importance of early childhood years, ‘such underf

" standings have not been trans]ated into programmat1c efforts ona

widespread basis. - . ST, .
N . . . ¢ . L :
A visitor from another planet would surely expect, knowing what
we know, to see extensﬁve resources and facilities provided for the

whom are rece1v1ng $ome spec1a] serv1ce 'So we ask ourse]ves, Why?
Ofie of the most popular, villains in a case of unfulfilled desires -

IS.fhe fe8eral government, but in this in tance we .can.hardly blame
the ”Feds " 'The Bureau of Education for the Handicapped has targetéed

training, a. maJor\demonstaat1on ogram, and strong technical assis- ’ e

g interest in the preschool hand1capped v L
al”éducation standpoint B L
has emerged out of this major programmatic ‘initiative on the part of /
deem to inhibit program development, it -seems-unlikely that preschoo] : .
han#licapped children w111 benefit-from the results of th1s work as .7
much as they ought to ' '

Jurs1d1ct1ona1 D1sputes R | - ; .

One major block has been the question, To whom does the preschoo]

AR handicaged child feally be]ong? .The ndive observe£ would say the

child beWbngs _to the family, but we all know that that is not the . . =
real -issue. The rea] issue 1s¢ Does the preschool "handicapped ch11d

- ] ) . . . VI.
’ ‘ | " " . i
"'.‘ R e . : R ' (

~%
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A o » befdng tO\the Department of Human Resources or to the Department of

_ . w}w?' Rublic ‘Insfruction? 'There is-a 1ur1sd1¢tiona1 dispute bf ‘major . ‘

€ &7, v proportions that is being. f1nessed at ‘the present time by the’ simpﬂe :
s - strategy of neither agency moving, fonward to institutionalize such °
. serVices * Thus, programs ,for presghool children turn out tq be’

e o T "demops trat10n"'programs or prograps of 1imitéd duration with little

L ' expec tion of the1r cont1nuance beyond a'certain end date. ‘ !

0

gt ’ Ihwould vropose a simple m1nded so]utwon to such Jur1sd1ct1ona1
: oo ‘, didputes and assign arbitrarily, in'a Solomon-11ike decision, the
S responsibility for handling handicapped children under 3 years. of

., - age to Departments of Human ReSources around the country The ‘Depart-
ment of Public Instruction would. theh have’ the responsibility. of
dealing with ghe except1ona1 youngsters beyond the age of 3. I am
aware that such.a”division:of authority would not always benefit eveny
‘individual concerned, but it is.a way of assigning respons1b111ty $0

. .- that the officials can” go about the businhess of plann1ng programs,- "

\ * knowing that they will have the responsibility for the1r deve]opment

: and 1mp1ementat1on.oﬁ a cont1nu1ng bps1s

A

. i IS

Q/

Another structural reason: for the lack of program deve]opment may
. Dbe, the 1nab111ty of "prescihool programs to integrate into one of the
§  major servi bureaucracies either in the public schools or social’
_ services. - Thus, the. strong impetus. of Public Law 94-142 does not .
L .~ really 9xtend over. into the preschool age, and its impact ‘is felt
. mainly in the estéBl1shed bureaucracy of the public schools. The .
; preschool incentive grdnts have hardly been mogdivation enough to-
; dramaticadly increase services 'to preschool hand1capped children.,
. - Harrassed school admthistrators might even wish to avoid gett1ng
R _ “into preschoql program isgues on thé grounds that they already have
- =trbuble .enough w1th 1nd1vaﬂua11zed educat1on programs. .

'_L.

Need f0r D1fferent Strateg1es

~

* Another 1ssue of major proport1on involves the need to initiate a
different kﬁnd of strategy than we have been used towin special
~educafion .- ~One-might contrast the clinical approach of dea11ng
w1th a, specific individual with the public health approach in,

5 ~_. dealing with children and family problems. Through the clinical

L ~approach .in which-most- of - us were trained, individual children are

' . identified as hand1capped They are carefully tested for 'streagths
and weaknesses- in their deve]opmenta] pattern, and a specia] ‘program

- e il -

is designed~to. help the youngsters develop to the optimum of their N
capabilities. The.ctinical approach assumes that all problems essen-"_.

tially stem from some, deféct wMhin the child ‘and that the chi]dnwm&
. needs- to. bé»treated 1n an. .analogous fash1on to achild 8/9 has
some d1sease i

R R

[ .

_ ; ,
But fbr condi tions sueh a%iyﬁ]d;menta] retarddt1on ortbehav1ora1

. , disorders, a different strategy might, in fact, be: needed One -

¢

ch strategy might” be a deliberate:attempt to eradicate-conditiops— .. -
§¥ poverty or family disintegration,.out of ‘which come the vast

majority of children who‘have mi]d mefital retardation and mi]d
behav(oral problems . _ J N :




et SRR T T SRR
. There seems o be adequate evidence that improvement of the = .
. . family situation results <in iriprovement in the pepformance” of young- S :
.- . sters. The review of Sameroff and Chandler (1975) indicates rather., - - .
| ., clearly the negative synergistic effect of poverty upon ordinary i11- . -** o
e - ness and crisis fonditions. - When poverty is combined with an illness, .
. . catastrophic results can occur with the child, whereas the same o '
4. . _Uisease might Teave middle-class children relatively unaffected. -
PP This public health approdch of improving the thild ‘through imprbving
the background environient is foreign to our special educatien back-

. . ground and understanding, and we must reach out' to cultural anthropolo-
o -gists, socielggists, and others who have a firmer grasp of how such
larger jntervéqfionsrﬁn th{s society can be made. . - "7 '

- . -A professional organization such as The Council for Exceptional #”
ChiTdren, which envelops -a. wide ‘variety of disciplines, “has a T
unique opportunity to bring forth a.comprehensive plan. = Therefore, .

_ I am syggesting that The Council for Exceptional Children initiate . = | -

. a myltidisciplinany plan for.program initiation and extension for 1

- presghool handicapped children.' This plan would shape. a broader _
understandingyand base for what remains to be done to provide services

| needed by mor€ than’a million preschool handicapped youngsters. = . .
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Dr. 'Maynard Reyno1ds One of bur major prob]ems is ‘that We tend to

| _part1cu1arﬁy in these'tender early years.

- Jeadérs and policy makers to. understand concepts of] chy\%:en thaf"

"~ Development,” Spe&jal Education or Pub]i@ He/)th ThﬂS 13 an 1ssue

. ) .
. :: N ) '_t.. 3 - ' " ’ .
o 7 7 ! ‘ - \ P ) ’

~program development and p
by the Bureay of Education for the Handicapped in the Office Gf«

\. , o, . . .“. ‘&,‘ : - :’.

Martin t w A natlona] cownltment to.the rqqhts df the 1nd’1v1dual'.'v~ f""t
- 1776- 1976. Except1ona1 Childreri, 1976. , 132-1%4. o
Sarason, S. Carro]] Maton, Cohén, , & Lorentz. E. ”’Huma : ._19 .
_ serv1ces¢and= esource network; ¢ San Franc1sco Joscey Bass, 1977.. .
( o & T _'__‘._ ¢ 0~ - ° '.'. . L " \
] :‘ s . ':‘ -.,_ .:.' ‘, | .: ) 1 . \’ . 4 . »\.
Lo e DISCUSSION;_ T S ]

. ' ¢

-start right .off assum1ng that we have'-a static. group, that they are
clearly jdentifiable in some clinical ‘sense, -arfl that all we have_to-
do is look for definitivk attributes of:the children. We have not
gone beyond the clinical concept of the handicapped ‘even in'the

schools, let alone in the. #ields ‘of -health and welfare. We tend to o . .";}

get stymied.- ‘Notice the great difficulties of the'last few’years: . ' |
at the point of identification, all the"arguments hat, developed,
~and all the organ1zat1ons that got 1nvo]ved 1p Tabe11ng ch11dren

- .- R A

Now when we are dea11ng ‘with characteristics that are not so

. obvious, I think that oné of ‘our major problems. is that we have not

-learned abqut approaches other than a strictly clindical approach.
We have not ledrned to communicate about ch11dren who are at high

. risk. We :have not learned to--deal. with accountability in a way»that'

has reduced the rate and prevalence of problems in a community. s -
*We have a:big job .in front of us to educate ourselves and to get ° Lo

_r1sk funding systems that are -more P?o 1y framed and yRich are ot
ecologically oriented. .

3 L
~ [

'ra\-

Dr. Ph111p Jones ! find your pap quate 1nt€rest\pg, pan%1Cu1ar1y ' e
when you delve /1nto the bureaucrzzrc aspegts of the interrelationships’

of variaus depar

there. However, I th¥nk we are over]aokin nother ardd of concern ' .

in many. States . that @150 .get§. into the burgdﬁcra ic hassle within -~
higher education. Just whem does the preschéol handic: ped child -, b
‘belong to? . Whog does’ thz certifi ét1on program belong-To within e -f :
the 1nst1tutes of higher learnind? it Héme - Gonamics, Child

that we, deffﬁ1t need td*address:\

- We cannot b]a the "Feds“ here e1ther 1! endorse your~positio
that the . federa] ngernment‘has been ivery supportive of early ch:]d
hood efforts. Publ'ic Law,94-142 is written in such agWay that' the
state education agency - %EA) has the. ulttmate. responsibility Fop<:

ogram operationd) The SEA's are monitbred:

Education. - 1 think this is a ¢ritlcal factor. .From tHat standpoint .

P. L. 94-142 really did not shift responsibility. The SEA's had - ‘' =~ s
this responsibility before and had notn11!ed up to t: If _you rea]]y‘ -

Ed B

tmepts 4t the state Jgve]. ¥gu/have ayery key point - '(\;t;,'; '
A




_ want to get this 1§3ue up. and runn1ng I th1nk the SEA 1eve1 ls
I where you have to seek it out < - fg,_xﬁ

L. o f ))

Mr. N11]1am Geer:. }t has been unUSuaT that fhe s%ruct r for;nnnagé- ﬂi¢_"

. 7 ment and. development of preschool ch1Jdrén has .bgen 'primar ]y developed
': T Yat- the féderal leveY before it.has been developet &lsewhere.’,: “The °, ~
S ﬂ-<~structure of adm1nnstrat1on, treatment, and—educat*on has had a.hardy
.~ “time getting going-among the state education agenc1es:-'They are rob-~3
- ,ably the s]owest group of puhlic servants to accept responsibilit '?f
N

e a new type.  ‘There .is simply not built into state 1eg1s]atures the ‘.
e -,1ncent1ves for. start1ng new programs that ‘there are in the federal. *-¢a.
K . government and ip local governments Interested LCitizens of local” ko e
. governments can e\/owerful in getting things to move. .But unfor-. .. , ke
! [ . . .

. y *~ tunatety those'same” forces at state governmental levels have a
X A difficult tJme pu]]1ng themse]ves together and gett1ng on: w1th the

-

. o B E I
-5

. *T program | | | . - .:.. -. ...._o' R ... -
o o __

N
SR ¢ th1nk you have to mount 3 m0vement‘as Jim_ has suggested to'1n- .
form every possible public figure about the potential product1v1ty

A

-

-
-Xg 3

nd the cost effect1yene9s of ear]y thildhood educat1on .
) E 4 N .
s 4;_\\5arthen1a Smith: I would like to address the component that talks
L. about social’ factors. In.many of the schools the minority children ~ ° 7

' are the ones who are being classified and are receiving: a. 1arger por-
tion of sPecial education. 1 think that the lTower economic’ groups- in

ourr population must be considered a minority, not unlike a racial ..° - -'d

. minority. We need to work c]osely with the human r}sources and -many? \
: " .of our commun1ty support.agencies and publie welfare agenc1§s to see’:
» ' what wé gan do becauze we are not imgroving social conditions at th1s X
- " point in/ time, We mist find s8me way. to counsel parenty. . We. must
S find sopie way to work with children who do,not have parents We must -
B %W fing some way to feed ch1]dren, ‘because’ the depr1vat1on of *low socio-
: T c:children between birth and.age 5 makes a lot of special educa-

o . ._1acemEnt necessary that would . not occur if we dea]t w1th those _—
AR . " “conditions: R ., _ T o a_.,
. Dr. John K1dd“ I see many encouraging s1gns of 1nvo]vment in early-
. childhood edugation-for the handicapped: The most recent and perhaps
‘most striking is. the resolution that appeared on zze floor of CEC's -
S . delegate assembly yesterday é@ncerning the preventjon of mental re-
N } . tardation. The last paragraph of that reso]ut1on called for the Cpuncil - .
. . ‘to actively support . legislation that eliminates from the’ environmeht
" those. substances and conditions.’ that produce d1sab]1ng and hand1capp1ng
cond1t1ons .

+
. . . .

. 'L see. this resp]utton as an 1mportant h1stor1ca1 event and it~
_  ~Was so ‘proclaimed fron the ‘floor by one of our speakers. .CEC asked
o -~ the Division on-Mental Retardation to study th1Svresolut1on and bring-

-:_- N back' a recommendation. ‘I. th1nk that move was notable and at the same
L ~ " time exhilarating. . -. - _ _ S
_. . l. ' o . . ' -‘ . ‘... , -7 ‘.c‘. ) ) .,
., ) ¢ 17 '
. . ——“ - 21 » . 4
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Dr. Merile Karnes: I feel positive about the development of early: = = w.
g ‘childhoogd education for the -handicapped. That does not.mean'I. do . '~ ..
;o - v . not see a lot of issues and unanswered questions. -But-when I think =~
R - back, the big movement was ‘initiated in 1968 when thé Early Child-
T e hbod'A$sistaqce Act -was passed. The federal® government provided' u$ gt e
.t © -+ .. - leadership, and in the last 10 years this pfrogram has_grewn.remarkably:* —.* **% .
. 7 -1 . 2all over the country. ‘The federat government typically funds,a pro- = toe
., " gram for about 3 years and then says, "Goodbye. ‘Good luck." \Then - -
e +the program usually dies dn the vine. But buitt .into thé Han
( -+ - Children's Early Education programs was the stipulation that anydae -
Vo receiving a grant would have to Rave a funding agency. I Understand:.

. Qery few of ‘them have terminated just because of the federal govern-
o -+~ . Ment. After 3 years the federal governmeng studied the.programs ,
: - "and funded the e!Emplary ones for another 3 years. The parents have -
Yy . been the stalwar®® behind the legislation. . Perhaps.we need even more
-~ parent advogates ef young children. ~~ - o
. Famall for interagency responsibility for young'children. I
_ &, dm.concerned about the training. There is a great shortage in this
sy TR field. I think we should encourage reséarch on our accountability
Lo T - and evaluation. Seme of: these exemplary. ‘programs could.become modeTs
. - ,». for‘all special education.. Lastly, I am especially concerned-about
, those prescheol handicapped children who have unusual .gifts. and “
~talentsr We-have beeh sorely overlooking the needs of these youngsters:

‘.

- . N . ol
R .7 Dr. William Johnson: - Speaking from a schoolagdministrator's point
. of view, ['realize that these are needed seryices and a responsibility
L C that many schools should assume. »We are expéqﬂnuﬁng'decreasing'enr011~
. - ments how, So we have the sbace for pré@school programs, but the .money
.. is a real problem. In our particular state preschool funding is at 5
“the 50% level so this means the .local school district has to make ‘up -
- the other 50% if they are to provideaservices.!ﬁgften'time$ the lack
_ . :of money prevents a school district from taking action. .I think
. : there has to be a cooperative endeavor. L : Ty

~ Dr. Gallagher's Comments: . I would like to réact to a number of the,
-comments because I think they helped enrich and broaden the discussion.
Let mé start with Maynard Reynolds' statements on the high risk popula-.
tion. It seems to me that we need to take. an approach-similar or analo-
... . gous to that of the health professions and the insurance -companies in
. -~ regard to actuarial populations. We have populations -in this society - .
' ' that a?e'at_risk-for hedrt disorder, .or at risk for cancer, or at risk -
for.a large number of problems. We understand what the associative:
- factors are *for those conditions, but we do not know which individual
in a particular gréup is going to'be struck-with the condition. We:
. have a similar sjtuation in our field. We know the conditjons that -
© predispose-youngsters to be at risk for educational problems, but. we .
" cannot put our finger on which ypungster will develop those problems.
.. We cannot use oun critical identification.techniques and our prescrip-
-tive teaching/procedures Because we do not know which child is eligible.

’ LY .
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;fwhen we are 1n the business of try1ng to prevent deb111tat1ng cond1~ )

“tions, we have a different situation., Maybe the rules of "the game

e11g1b1e f‘or,serv1ces undeg certain tircymstances.

v

MerTe Karneg ment1on d Arents 1 tﬁﬁnk‘there are:two things.. -
that .could stimulgte this fﬂnd of integration betweeén the professions

;that everyone,wants €o have happen. Certainly oné of them is ‘that the .~
parents could become active and literally say, "Lqok, ‘you fight. about

- -about the type of pediatricidns th
. think -they are fi e, car1 Jndivi

something e]se, but do not. fight. about my child. You get togethEr '
and .settle this thjng and get services to_these children. ""Parents

" groups® have every r1ght to do’ that and 1 rea]]y hope they are. suocessfu];

>t
N 9bout the mqtter of- who is respons1b1e, there is' nd reason to.
be11e e just because the major administrative responsibility is in the
area of human resources that the responsibility of educators is reduced.

| It simply means that:&ou must haVe some iq§1nistrat1ve base for this -
“sort of thing. I have' had the rare oppog

nity of work1ng closely

are being -trained these days. I

with the medical profess1on i the dﬁas
a
1s .and g think that .they are

years and-I am very optimistic s

'_have 'to :be-thought through agayn. in terms.-of who is and who is not -'_..'- 3 \l-'

. ‘much more.ready t g related prof ng, not as "mas the . '._;
~doctors to subservdF t’peop Hut fn a tjémgie]at1onsh1p wher@“%hey e
o

-

realize that,they,.dg ot know "evd hing

who can brin mmpOr ni, factors tgy ar, upon a given.sjtuation.

There -is_no reason»why(we §ROU]d péve to"say" goddbye sx-all those

va]uable‘profess1ons frem 6po al*Merk and medical a

areas- just beca e thef>rescho ch1i\\§ ghe-sol\iresponsibility
ave icept of primary-secondary

here are other pedple - _‘tf‘

_of ‘the-schodl syetem. “We neeg
-respons1b$ ty :’at‘sh0u1d f1 within the rr}gé1q§;1ver¥ program

he, 2 ~ea - of social

Another obser tion I wou]d 1;ke to ma e‘js 1
Lf-North.Carolina we

policy, ana]ys1 research t the Universi
were fortunate to get suppord, firom the Bush foundat1on\to conduct a

o training program in soc1a1 P is" for -both m1dcareqr peop]e
-and doctqmal students.., This 1nvo]v;;/{ze integration of a proéram

economits,’gatgrnal a child health, ped1atn1os, law, and ducat1on .

from abcu 13 differey agademic departments such as political science, .
The goal of this program’is-to bring what we know-from académia to .

“bear - on major social poticies and social issues.: The Bush Foundat1on,;_'_

1n¢1dentallx, is also supporting centers at Michigan, at UCLA, and

_participation in the policy- of neighb rhood health centers, the

‘at-Yale. "Our peop]e are doing stugji; on the effect of citizén- .

effect of the Suprefie Court decisionS.on the child justice system in

- thé United States, the effect of the one parent family -on the deve]op? -
ment of ‘the child, the eéffect of competency test$ on exceptiondl -

ch11dren, and a variety of studies of that sort. I think that what

- we are ca111ng for here is ,a kind of policy analysis, not just of , -
children and childrep's deve]opment but of what we know about organi--

fzat1ons and bureaucracies, how in fact programs get ‘initiated, and

how we trans]ate and organiaze the hea]th de11very system, the .

-health- o

Y
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N dUcationa] systems ‘and' tHe ot Fr systems in’our society - toward-a o

: speciftC'purpose._.wé'sh0u1d;bring in consultants wha are specialists = -

- government at the strte- anad

. . ederal level, amd try to use the-benefit{
'o?the w-(‘,;‘do' +that is coMec

\ ¢y avaitable to us, since none of us
‘to pring to beaf on'this -issue of, . ;

PRRYY

_sipglehandegdy, has ‘a1l wé ne
e ceptipnal ehildreny -

-

| ¢ g 3 S e .
» One final po¥nt: It seems tdme that money is both a problem
. v.anda symptom.  The lack of money_is symptomatic o6f a lagk of visible”
. Interest and pressuré. . I do not see publdc school -administrators =~ * -
‘panting ‘at” the dpportunity to initiate programs for preschool -children,’
'handicapped:o?-hOnhandicapped. .Think of ggé opportunities they also-
have to, startZearly childhood programs for the_giftéd.-'Théy.arq not
- fighting their way to the state -legislature to pkead for.those €ither.
“There is*a reason for the Tack of money. It is because all too few
~pressuge groups are pushing hard dn legislatures to provide that
‘money. -Public Law 94-142 had a.number.of prior versions, and the way
it came out, especially ‘the-preschool part, is somewhat réflectjve of
'the-pressureS'orlthe_lack of pressures’ that were 1aid an “in this o
-+ particular.area. So I do not want people-to. walk away and say, "Gee,"
if only we had=the money everything would be all right." There is a
reason why we -do not have the money, and we.need -to think about that,
also. : ' e - e . ‘ L
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,o This is the Internat1ona] Year of: the Child. 1979 presents un1que . o C e
o .oppOrtun1t1es ‘to celebrate 'children, to focus gqn critical needs - . _ /;/
‘of ‘children, and to seek creative solutions to their problemk so '
. that all ch1]dnen may more fully achieve their potential. . The _
- ‘United. Nations®. -Deo]aratlonipfmthe Rights of the Child, prov1des *
'anppropr1ate goa]s for the. Infernatlona]gYear of: the Ch11d “Children
~have . .- - | -
“~ - L . _ﬂ o 'f@ '- ) L TRl
- R ’.-‘“j»Thenrighﬁgto affection. - ve, and understand1ng S e
T . The right to free educatvon * o '
- The right to full opportun1ty for p]ay and recreat10n i
- . - .The right to_a-pame and nationality . S .

I .. The. right-to spectal cage,. if handlcapped o
IR .~ The ,igH% -£0 be(among the first to rece1ve re]1ef 1n A
e _<times  oFndj saster. - - SRR . o
e T The right tog p.a usefulmienber of soc1ety,2nd S P "
e - . . .. . . develop-itdividual abilities : L K

- ' " "k  The right, to be brought up. 1n A sp1r1€;df peace and
. wniversak brotherhood - "%
A - The right to .enjoy these r}ghts, regardless. of race .
A . color, sex,,re11g1on, nat1ona] or socfa] or1gxn A
N - ST We 1n spec1a] educat1on have /a spec1al ob11gat#on to chlldren,
) i - particularly: those who’are handicapped and .gifted. We have an un-"
paralleled opportunity to achiéve: progress:.. during the nternational-
. Year of the Chidd.* In. the interést of promot1ng such progress the
e fol]owing proposais are made concerning CEC S 1nternationa] role. -

- Brémises B R ._.'._'j' -,-  ~"
B /’Ch11dren who are hand1capped and. ch1]dren who are g1fted every-

/.~ whére * would benefit from 1ncreased 1nternat10na1 ‘cooperation and*
. activity in spec1a1 educa%1on L § & :

L3

> .-+ 2. The United States has much to gain'as well as much tq contr1bute L
o ' 'through 1nternat1ona1 cooperat1on - o
) \ . . . 1,.\ . ' \v M . . ~ Pl - ’ .
3. CEG shou]d prov1de 1eadersh1p in- the deveJOpment of 1nternat1ona1 _

act1v1t1es 1n beha]f of exdépt1ona1 ch1]dren ‘and. spec1a] education .

';'4.:,CEC and the Foundat1on for Exceptional Ch11dren should work :

. in close cooperation jin the development of an international. program. i
. ~ The" program shou]d be a Jo1nt program qg\CEC and FEC e‘//‘ S
v S 3 o e S o . -," : e',' R
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of. the Ch1Td The 12 suggested act1v1t1es are as foTTows
1. The creat1on of an 1ntérnatlona1 world bod
educat1on of except1onaT ch1Tdren el

2. . The. creat1on of a Counc1T o?“Woer 0rgan1zatlons on the SR
- educat1on of the- handicapped - -
3. The creat1bn of. an Internat1onaT CTear1ngh0use on Research

B Informat1on, and Mater1a]s
4. The pTann1ng and co

e those which may be P-arrd/or reg1onaT

S; The creation of an 1nternat1ona1 compet1t1on for effect1ve
", practices and act1v1t1es w1th subsequent d1ssem1nat1on of those
L seTected B ‘ o “ RS

:6;"-The devéﬁopment of 1nternat10naT‘Specia] educators (1nter-'
: ! _‘nht1ona11sts) T _ : .

o 7.

ﬁ,

~ 5.

)

The 1nternat1onaT program of the Counc1T and the FoundatTon shoqu _
-in no way. impair domestic programs of. the Council, or the Foundation
nor d1m1n1sh the resources aTTocated toathem._] o
' \ o L R
Introduct1on ' L '
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The Counc1T “for Exceptional Ch1Tdren has a d1st1ngu1shed h1story in.
.. services to exceptional children ahd -special education at home and

‘abroad.
Except1onaT Children.

- on

from its name and diminished, the inter
the period .ifmediately folm 3
Special Education sponsorel E

. CEG's. international -roles.
ublication, : ' -
?F1nk, 197Bdédare m1Testones 1n'the Council's’ h1story of 1nternatlonaT

"gctivity icated to the International" Year of" the°Ch1Td 1879,
t

Until 1958 CEC was known _as .the . Internat1ona1 Council for:
. that time, .in-grder -to: focus*its efforts

domestic programs and {o maximize _its cred1b111ty with the US
" Congress and other governmental compone!ts -CEC dropped Iﬁternat1ona1
thé F

nal emphasis. Now ‘in
t World Conqresston F/ture

Clat,Stirling. Scotland, June, 1978,
it seems fitting to ‘make 3qme proposaTs for cons1derat1on concerning .

The woer Congress and the result1ng _

he publication 1neJudes-papers selected from more than 200 receaved

~by

-of_the ‘deliberations-of the FuturesbRoundtaUJe,
of special educators. from ‘around’the world.-.
Future Cooperative International Act1v1t1es«%s well as task force - _
“recommendations regarding what could be- done~to pramote theeducation ™

CEC for-the World Congress.

-
<

“of exceptional children during and following the. Internatiqnal Year

Wy

ﬁThe 1nit1at1on of- efforts to encourage greater attention to '

of 1nterhat1ona1.meet1ngs 1ncTud1ng

“.‘
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. 'the” education of "exceptional children and. their needs by 1nter-

national governifyg ‘bodies such as UNESCO UNICE
unuertak1ng such act1~1t1es as:

n

. *
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y'concern1n~ﬂphe -“

The text also provides a summary - .. e
the best thinking
Included:are .12 Suggested

e

g. . .
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: . 8. .The production of a compreliensivye list and' description of.. o ,
N - higheryeducation -programé in specig} education throughout .. = =

| o _o._th_e wor'ld:. . . A ( R o

"+ 1. The creation of an international,”think tank” withea Timited

" . in all nations.: (Fink, 19

. ; . )\_ e _. \. . . .. . . ! '- "
7 Proposals . ¥ ‘ % a0

» intere

. -a reasonable and possiblé plan-of @g}ion." o

et e A 23&\6.
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Incobporatihg thé*néedskbf:excepti&nal-chi]d}l; |
- Within ‘the UNICEF sponsored Year of ‘the Child, .
-9 . - . . tel N

"+ .C.7 Monitoring the implementation’.of and cémpliance with N
' “*  the policies of Such bodiés pertaining to exceptional .
~. -. . L . ch.i’ldyen. = ] Ve .o . ‘A'. . . . "-\ o~ - - . -

" 9.." The.identification and description of criteria for initial

‘ personhe%'se]ection'qnq standards regarding traihtng'progrﬁms. " ?;f;"

10, -The éstaﬁliéhméht.of personnel exchange programs. including f )
researchgrs. .- o L

[ .

B L
[}

¢

.+ numper of participants from*each natyon to ‘explore solutions to °
_-\pnobleps-regardjng.the education of exceptiona! youth,, -

.12."-The.de§i§n and estabfishment'of-reseaﬁéh_résburce centers .
78, p. 5) - . . .- . 'rr -
I3 SR T L e

know that, tﬁe‘leﬁderéhip'o$,tﬁg[CdUncil;:P

S e < . L .
-, It is gratifying-to

" - officers,as w he _ _

. steps. to ‘imp ementfsomﬁ,nf.thé reqommended ‘activities. Werapplaud” -
their intergst in international efforts and the IYC. It is in the . °

stimulating furthér agtiyity by ‘the Council- both for

Lo

" -rthe International Year 0f the ChiTd-angAor other long term inter- |
" " national rqles that, the following issues are, suggested for further -
" -considerationg < v . ¢ R z

‘-~ . ‘ )t

-

cdnsideration. -However, to'attémht to implement every’ one would .
- b& ovérly ambitious. -The proposalst presented here seem to”represent

[ 4

. A§T\of”the'?ecommegdatiohs of the World Corigress are worthy of

-

-, Thé Council for Exeeptiond], Children shouid undertake a vigorous

.. prdgram of deyelopment“df'international.activjtiesﬁpooperative1y with
- . the Foundation for Exceptional Children and other domestic and. foreign

o agenciezl' A -small headquarters Unit of.Internatjonal Attivities

- should.be establigheg and staffed. . L

or implem éqrby'the CEC'Unit on International Activitips, a plan
~ should be ‘developed to establish corporate membership fd* various = -
~agencies, govermmedts,. and other entities both in foreign countries.
~.and in the United States. Corporate memberships would provide.a  .*

‘Touiiifwﬁite"intErhationél activities that would be promoted .

¢

- - . ' . . . .
. ) . . . . . . . . o .
Y A Dhy S
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+ Strengthering and expanding their'total efforts.. .. .
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W as headquarters staff, have been engaged in preliminary :’ 
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Slngle po1nt -bf contact for cooperat1ve and exch nqe efforts with
.other countries,, Corporate membersh1ps should be mutually: understood
-tp encouragé and to promote rather than to supplant the developiment

, of CEC-Tike ‘organization in othery countries). Units should be of

“adequate size and number t& provide sube;gﬁt?aﬂ revenue- to support . ° .

iptérnational activities. The funds accFuing from corporate member-

..ships would be used to underwr1te’act‘V1t1es including ‘the exchange .

~of technical ass1Stance with other cpun:ﬂ’iihfupport g deve1opment K
Ul

~of an International CTearinghouse for in

and Service} encouraging the, exchange DLagfflINAS

~and adminwstrators and 1n1t1at1ng the '_'». :¢x,' Exc nge propﬂked

1n 1970, = - . R L
P‘nor1ty should be. given to the 1nterna 1on€1 exchange qf 1nfor—

.mation. Efforts in this area were given* impetus in 1970 when'a small

" conference of experts .from Denmark, Finland,: Norway, Sweden, and ‘the

.'United States was convened in Copenhagén by CEC 'to discus’s an inter-
national exchangejof informatiory in special educatiof The Executive
Director of CE(, William-Geer, who part1c1pated in ¢ at conference,

-y recently said, "t was years_ahead.of its time.. The .time now seems
right for wamd 1mp1ementation of the l'nternat1ona1 Exchange qf
Information in spec1a1 educat1on This effort should be carefully
started to assure visible success ‘as a precursor to launching other-
1nternat10na1 initiatives. Theé\ Scandinavian agreement prov1des a
bas1s for the" deve]opment ine thi area '“ﬁ‘ S

" The 1nternat1ona1 Act1v1t1es program should prov1de for the. . .
exchapge of technical assistance in.the-administratjve organization
of CEC, &s well as-in the professional membership c uricils"and . = .
d1vislons of 'the organizatiorf. This will encourage the- Qeve]opnent '
of CEC counterpart organizations in other.countries. .In exchanging

i~ technical ass1stance with countries de21r1ng to. develop CEC counter- .~

-

' f_might prov1de " .

. part- orgamizations, CEC dnhd the Foundation shou]d encourage the-devel-
- opment of & World Coancil of such organizations, 1n accordance w1th

~ ‘the recommendat1on from ‘the world Congress

Strong support shou]d also: be glven to the proposa] for Nor]d
.Regional Conferences in Eng]and and South America current]x,be1ng
-cons1der§.cand explored, in ac\ordance with the récommendation from °

the. Wor1®MCongress Roundtable. ~As plans evolve for these Reg1ona1

. MWorld Conferences-leading ultimately to a second World Congress in-

.special education, consideration should be given to providing leader- -
ship for the establishment-of a concurrent International Year for _
Handicappéd and Gifted Children. Consideration should be” given to

" providing spe¢ial auspices for this International Year to reta1n its

. independence, yet to have it.develop in-such a way as to take advantage '
~of any strength. that organ1zatlona1 support - from other agencles s

.

. » B
- . - 'Y

CEC S InternationaPoUnit shdh]d servé as an advocate ‘od ;' .
‘fac11itator for professionals 13. ggC1a1 -education who engage '
in work with other counthles rofessor Fifield of Utah. State

'Un1versjty has proposed a progect with Chile that could serve

) o - s ) . . -
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“as a prototype for demonstrat1ng the poss1bll1tles for advocacy and -
facittation.~ The InternatYonal Unit should not engage in the management -
or> eontrgl. gf such projects. Likewise it should dlscla1m responslbllity

for the success, beneflts, fallures or detr1ments accru1ng from such
work < -

-

T As one of 1ts early projects the.Unit on Internatlonal Activities
should undertake’ the development of standards and guidelines for -the
exchahge of technical assistange, and,the exchange of 1nformat1on, .
students, teachers, professors, and adm1n1strator9 -

The Unlt should become a source of technlcal assistance to A "

¢~ American professionals-who have opportunities to work with-other '
.countries. It could provide linkage and advocacy with other agencies
and hecome a source of technical assistance in special education.
- Examf8es of such appropriate agencies would be Parteers of the Americas,

The Agency for Internat1onal Development. the Peace Corps, var1ous' N . |

United Nag]ons agencies and similgr public and pr1vate groups
CEC's Unit on International Activities should solicit from CEC S

‘membership voluntary filing of information on international activity

in whilch members engage. Thus, CEC should build an extensive file

-of reports written by professionals working- abroad; facilitate the
, publication and exchange -of such reports; provide information regarding
¢ Natfonal planning in other- nations; and develop a "talent bank™
consisting of a list of profess1onals with various competencies that
".can be referred~to countries request1ng ass1stance i

Sulnnarv N -

Ip summary, CEC should cons1der the follow1ng reconmendatwns o / -
1. Undertake a vigorous program of 1nternat1onal act1v1t1es - ;-
‘cooperatively with the Foundation for Exceptional Children and '
other domestic and fore1gn agenc1es . )
. ’ “1,' (‘ A 3 )
2.  Finance 1nternat1onal act1v1t1es through a‘ plan for corporate
membersth N oo . | o )
3. QGive pr1or1ty to the dev!ﬂopment of a program of 1nternat1onal
exchange of 1nfdrmat10n o :
. N : L . .
‘Provide for the xchange of ‘technical ass1stance in various
~ areas of endeavof and: to ericoupge the development of CEC
N counterpart oiga 1zat1ons¢ in other countr1es ) Y-
Work toward development of’a world oounc1l of CEC-1ike organ1zations
3 R "
- 6. Provide strong support to the proposal for World Reg1onal
o Conferences in England and South Anerica. a

_Plan\for a second Norld Congress in special education. o

. ] . : . . . . . . .
. | . .
N b . ) . ‘ ' ~
. y - . . . Rd B ) .
. . \ , . i .
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. 8. Give consideration to. the development of an. Internat1onal Year
- - - for Handicapped, and Gifted Cbildren to’ cointide with the second
e e WOrld Congress S . o _
o - 9. 'Serve as an advocate for and fac111tator of act1v1t1es of
, ’ ' prdfessionals in specidl education who come to work with the
L o United- States or who go to work in other, countries .
. 10. "5Deve10p standards and gu1de11nes for ‘the exchange of ;echnlcal

. ass1stance for 1nternat1ona1 act1v1t1es
11.. Serve as a cl rlnghouse for 1nformat1on on 1nternationa1
act1v1b1es of profess10na1s work1ng abroad

N - ¢ It would be approprlate for-CEC in cooperatlon ith the
Foundation for Exceptwonal Children to inaugurate aghew program of
international activities.in this the International fear of the Child,
I solicit the support of past presidents of CEC andt FEC and the

past presidents of CEC chapters, federations, provinces, councrls, .
o and d1C1s10ns to join in support of a program to help hand1capped
and gifted ch11dren and youth ach1eve their full. potential

: . .-
/" : : . : SREE TN :
- . . N *
. . . . . . - . .
.
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.. give to them as well. -

© .t DISEUSSION .

'Dr. Romaine Mackie: We must"keep abreast in some official way with

- develgpments in other countries. Actually, we are obligated to do
so.. A'good momentum is underwdy with the cooperation between CEC
and the European Association for Special Education. (EASE).

_A150 we must recognize and work with UNESEO, which does have
a center for the'handicapped:# I would like to see what we can do
to throw our resources behind, them, too. I am all for CEC and the
Foundation for, .Exceptjonal Children going international because we
have a lot to learn from other. people.and we have a good deal to -

e

L4

_Let ‘us remember that educatfon developed in a-’cu.ltﬁre and it #°
- reflects the culture® in which it developed. Ours is different from

. anyone else's. These differences will be very interesting to us as

we move more and more into international activities. I hope that \' .
- Wwe will take more leadership resﬁBhsibllity. ["think it -would be \\\
a very great endeavor. — ' °

D Nxatt:‘ Dr. Jones is on uhe Board of Director's of the Foundation. . -
Would you like tp comment on ‘the Foundation, Phil? . . -, — & .

. Dr. Philjp’Jones( ‘Sam, "I theoretically support the kinds of, things -
you are saying.- I support the notion of the corporate membership,.
but I think that unfortunately we in CEC have gone off ‘in too many
directions at timeq and’got ourselves overmértgaged, on a financial-
basis. Certainly J would like ta see world wide cooperation. But .I

" guess I would come back and a%k, "Are -the structures already in

" - participating in that.- gkt

pTdce?" Romaine mentioned UNESCO. You mentioned IRSEN. Are these -
~ structures that we can work within? -From the standpoint of CEC I
deéveloping an international unit within the headquarters offie I _
think it is not ynlike many of the new ventures we get into within E
CEC. Could we not-talk about all of the units deyoting a little =
attention to that component as opposed to having one fixed point .
that would need to be staffed and would cause .dollar outlay?

We did talk a few yéars ago ahout establishing internationa]‘ '
divisions. Ohe of the reasons people wanted to create an ‘inter-
national division was 50 that there could be something 1ike the

Jorld Congress. I think we demonstrated you do not need a division

on international special educatipn to have a World Congress. Al-

‘though T do .not see a World, Copgress on Special Education}happehin?

every year, I think that is sométhing that come3~around periodically

and is very valuable. Maybe working through .thest other structures

and ‘agencies CEC. should be- ifivolved in. that, certainly should be .
' question the fiscall commjtment .at:

. this ‘point unless we find ajwealthy benefactor who.could underwrite

the costs involved. * ! : :

-« . [
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. b | So,'fhatsis where I am. It may be_a'hard.noséd approach._¥l L .
¢ see .a lot-of -value in it, but I think we have a real €iscal problege - = '

L

~ within CEC if we .keep. trying to do everything for eVerybpdy. y et

- e . Dr. Wyatt: Parthghia, you participatedfin the.ROUﬁHtable”DiSQUSsion'
o fn ScotTand. Maybe you have some. impressions *you would like to Share.

Ms. Parthenia Smith; The one thing that 1 found,§b,stimu1::;;§i;:a, , o
. : so enlightening was the conclusion of the Roundtable'that every . . -
A country ‘represented had basjically the .samewproblems and the same " . :;
~priorities. It has led me to believe that CEC must develop séme . *
meghanism by which an international exthan?e can take place, espe- ~ L
ciatly in research and in the exchange of ideas ang professional *.  § » A
personnel.. T think that the interwational- ‘unit in CEC would not
hecessarily have to be a unit in a concrete sense as, fdr example,
the publications or conventions units are. But it could be a unit
.in the sense that it provides a‘mechanism by which we can accomplish
. : thé goals that we arerstriving to accomplish. It means utilizing
’ some already established agencies and.organizations such as founda- _ -
tions. I feel that Sam has outlined a plan here that we can take ' s ' '
back to'QEC, and given CEC's present resources, see how we can.in- B
o tegrate these particular ideas into the concept of an international ! v
L =-unit, and go from there. , . L .- o :

Ry

- The Roundtable was a fantastic thing. [ think it establjshed
a base” from which_we can move forward. 4 ‘would encéurage everybody
— . _ to’get involved..in an international perspective. Some ‘of the place-
S ments of-children in special programs is.a result-of their foreign -
} ~ background.” The United Statesis getting more and more children  *- .
. - .. from other.countries.or from other cultural backgrounds that-have |
\ .. difficulty fitting into our American educational system. Therefore,
_— #7.they aresbeing classified or labeled as ‘needing special services. .
‘. - T the United State$ can. incorperate into its educational system
. - pore.-undenstanding and knowledge of inte national -.education, we may _
"~ 7y .+ reduce ‘the ‘number of children receiving Special education merely S
}- / .becau‘s,fef"of?-‘VTir cultural differences. : ) . o

C . -

?“F-,’-' "’LQE. John -Kidd} ¥ Sam asserted that ‘the constitution of CEC restricts

g s wv meMgership to)pnited States citizens or residents and Canadians. '

4 .. dm iy recollettion,- the constitution refers to the United States
r ;R"_ahd.ﬁanadawont% one time. That has to'do with exceptional children's

. w7+, education tin fthe United States ‘and Canada. I think the.restriction |
A4 . =of mefbership to the United States and Canada‘came about (a) through . - -
- « o+ the régent fnstabjlity,in the international fiscal markets and the - ~

<. U difficulty-of eyeh trying to keep track of .internationa] memberships
~~-wwand (b) a/decision by the executive committee, who simply. announce

~

« -

~ that it is eSSenttE}1y a constitutional matter.’
C A .

Y

’

A

- | PR "This Feads ie to what I hobe.fs*a\constructive comment. The

4

PN Ery fature of ou professions and our1ives and our commitment says
Yo _we_wou}dgsgts;to help all kinds of children everywhere. But our legal
o )y v : o T f. ) - .
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- ~benefft to the children back here in the Uni

and fiscal responsibility says that to what ever extent we get in-
volved in -international affairs we should be’gufded by the probable
e

d States 'and Cahada.
And I think appreciable benefits -can accrue to our domestic programs.
The Divi}ybn'on Mental Retardation requested the editor\of_our T
Journal, Education and Training of the.Mentally Retarded) to seek - .
out and utilize appropriate materials on the Thternational aspects
of educating mentally retarded individuals. So we are bedinning
- to get involved: ? T 0 ’ '

‘

Dr. Wyatt: EEFTET you werey in gcotland, too.

Dri Merle Karnes: 1 thoroughly énjoyed-attending and participating in -
the World Congress ‘and I want to thank Sai.for sharing with us his ideas
and recomﬁbndations. I think we*have ‘to think much longer and plan most-
thoughtfully as.to how to get mére involved in the international scene.

We would not want to pull apart by any divergent thinking. Funds meeded
to carry out the ideas would not necessarily have to come directly from -
CEC and the membership. If we worked out a viable plan many. sources -of .’
funding might help us implement ‘it, *

B

-1 jotted down here an idea about CEC inclyding information in-
their publicatians on exemplary programs and research fn other countries.
.John has. just mentioned that the Division on Mental Retardation is
~Udfng the very same thing. - This might be something the Foundation
could really. spearhead and promote, or-at least some actiwities of the .

N - - . i - g -

[Foundation could focus on developing close internationah ties. .And it ::'9';

occurred to me that we have had many students’ and leaders frem other o
.countries visit the programs in this country. We already have-a network.
of friends all ‘dver the. globe that might be very interesfed and could”
seek funds in their own countries. So we would pot have to db it all by
ourselves. In fact it is Mot going to be effective if we think we are

going to-take over and carry the ball for all activities of # inter-
national nature. That would be opposed to a cooperative effort. ..

’
t ~

Dr. Mayhard Reynolds: We would have to appragach our problems in‘ Some

very different contexts than we are accustomed to here in the States...

We wouldhave to deal with mental retardation, behavior problems, and

learning disabilities in the broadest possible kind of framework. - Here ' o

there would be anether reason for us, to think awfully hard «bout some. 2
- of the’ things we discussed earlier this, mornihg - ‘concerns of health,

socjal welfare, economic dévelopment. = * - © '

Dr. Wyatt: Any more comments from the participants? . 'ﬂe\ ' S
- .- ] . .'\ L 7 ‘_.- . -

_ ' - . B

Or. Mackie: Throughout all of olr discussion$ ‘today 1 have been think-
ing more about general educatjon. 'How much have we as a professfon . - -

- changed general -education? * We ought to think about this. What kind of
environment -hawe we created for all children? How can we fosﬁer;more
interaction between genéral and special education? How much has it .
grown? How much have we grewn?. L o c o

[} .
]

Dr. Wyatt: That-may be a topic we ought to bring up in our planning

sessfon for npxt year's Statesmen's Roundtable. We are just about to .

. "*move to that . nless ‘there is a comment: from the audience.

A}
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