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The reauthorization of the 1965 Elementary and Secondary Education Act in 2001 signed into law by the President of the United State of America has come to be known as the No Child Left Behind Act (Yell & Drasgow, 2005). Yell and Drasgow (2005) report the central mandates of No Child Left Behind (NCLB) to states is “to (a) ensure that highly qualified teachers are in every classroom, (b) use research-based practices as the foundation of instruction, (c) develop tests to assess students so that data-driven decisions become an integral part of the educational system, and (d) hold schools accountable for the performance of all students” (p. 1-2). 

     NCLB’s provision for highly qualified teachers is in large part based on the notion that teachers who have content expertise in the academic subject they teach are able to better improve the academic achievement of their students. The tenants of NCLB are not just targeted toward teachers of general education students. “(A)ll special education teachers teaching at least one of the core subject areas (i.e., English, reading or language arts, mathematics, science, foreign languages, civics and government, economics, arts, history, and geography) must hold dual certification in special education and the core subject area(s) they teach” (Council for Exceptional Children, 2003, p. 9).


Coupled with the language of NCLB is the 2004 reauthorization of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA 2004). Much of the language in IDEA 2004 is reflective of that in NCLB regarding teachers who are highly qualified. Mandlawitz (2006) provides one of the first presentations of the comparative changes between IDEA 1997 and IDEA 2004. The changes noted regarding “Highly Qualified” teachers are extensive given that she indicates that in IDEA 1997 there is “No comparable language” to the language in the 2004 law. In short, “Highly Qualified” requirements for presented in IDEA 2004 state that “All special education teachers come under NCLB definition; PLUS, special education teachers must … Have State special Education certification OR have passed State licensing exam…” (Mandlawitz, 2006, p. 1). 


It appears that “highly qualified” then is equated in United States federal law to certify in a content area. However, there are those who present this notion as simply to narrow and a notion which is easily manipulated. The question begs presentation; can standards for certification of new teachers simply be lowered and result in more teachers identified as “highly qualified?”  “… (W)e have state action in Georgia and Texas eliminating requirements for any type of teacher preparation or practice teaching. Thousands of college graduates with no teacher preparation are expected to be put in charge of classrooms… In the rush to meet the NCLB requirement to have highly qualified teachers in every classroom, states are undermining the standards that they do have by eliminating them. This will only make the revolving door for teachers turn faster… This is a disservice to our students at best and malpractice at worst” (Wise, 2004, p. 2). Regarding teachers of students with disabilities such as behavioral disorders, Webber and Scheuermann (1997) wrote that lowering certification standards results in teachers with deficient skills to the  point that “these teachers often resort to custodial and punitive interventions” (p. 174).  
Other information is available suggesting that expeditious routes to increase the number of teachers entering education may in fact not result in the desired outcome. For example, Darling-Hammond (2003) reports that while the attrition rate after 5 years for teachers completing four year teacher training programs is approximately 47%, the attrition rate for those completing a short-term alternative certification program is approximately 66% after 5 years. However, for those teachers prepared with a BS/BA degree in a content area and with a graduate degree in education, the attrition after 5 years is only 16%; that is, she reports that 84% of these teachers are still teaching. Additionally, she notes the tremendous cost discrepancy in preparing teachers between the models when taking the attrition factor into account; she reports the cost for preparation of teachers using the five-year model is $36,000, while the four year preparation program teachers costs $43,800 per teacher and the alternative preparation costs $45,900 per teacher. 

Several authors and researchers have offered alternative definitions to certification requirements for identification of “highly qualified” teachers. For many of them, the discussion seems to center on “highly effective” rather than highly qualified (cf., Sanders & Horn, 1998). Marzano (2003) states that “the least effective teachers add little to students’ knowledge over what would be expected from one year of maturation” (p. 75). He reviewed research to indicate “that students typically gain about 34 percentile points in achievement during one academic year” (p. 72); however, students of least effective teachers gain only an average of 14 percentile points, with as much as 6 percentile points of this being “simply from growing one year older and gleaning new knowledge and information through everyday life” (p. 73). On the other hand, students taught by the most effective teachers achievement gain in one year is 53 percentage points. 

It appears that the important question is “How is a highly effective teacher prepared?” While content knowledge seems to be the primary criteria proposed by NCLB, Marzano (2003) reports that the research presents “a spotty relationship between teacher subject-matter knowledge and achievement” (p. 64). However, the research does present the impact of pedagogical knowledge as much as four times more influential on student achievement as content knowledge (Marzano). Most influential on student achievement then appears to be training programs that provided students with the content knowledge needed for instruction at the appropriate level as well as the training to present that knowledge effectively so that all learners are positively impacted. Such is the idea of combining the programs in special education and early childhood education at Valdosta State University in Georgia. 
In January 2000, a request was received from the Georgia Board of Regents to design an integrated program to prepare early childhood educators who would be qualified to teach students receiving services through special education programs for students with mild disabilities. The rationale for the request was to better prepare early childhood educators to meet the needs of students with disabilities in regular education classes. Faculty members in the Departments of Special Education and Communication Disorders and Early Childhood and Reading Education have enjoyed a long history of collaborative activities. Faculty members have jointly received federal funding for two personnel preparation projects: one preparing infant/toddler specialists, and one addressing teaching students with mild disabilities. Over the past eight years, faculty have team-taught courses, jointly supervised university practicum students placed in cohort groups in inclusive programs, and published/presented together. This request was seen as an opportunity to move these collaborative relationships closer in order to truly prepare teachers capable of facilitating diverse students to high levels of achievement.

When Georgia was monitored by the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) of the U.S. Department of Education (USDOE) in 1996. Although this monitoring visit occurred prior to the reauthorization (and before the increased emphasis regular classroom involvement), Georgia was found out of compliance with the requirements of the least restrictive environment (LRE). According to the monitoring report, the Georgia Department of Education “did not always meet its responsibility. . . to ensure that public agencies remove a student from the regular education environment only when the nature or severity of the disability is such that education in the regular
education environment with the use of supplementary aids and services cannot be achieved satisfactorily” (OSEP, 1996, p. 16).

In the 1999 OSEP Report to Congress, only four states (Delaware, Texas, New Mexico, New York), the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico served smaller percentages of children with disabilities ages 6-11 in the regular classroom (as their primary educational environment) than did Georgia. Over the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico, the average percentage of children served primarily in the regular classroom was 55.65. Georgia only served 44.75% of children ages 6-11 in this environment. While Georgia serves one of the lowest percentages of children with disabilities in the regular classroom, it is important to recognize that a substantial. percentage of children with disabilities (44.75%) receive at least 80% of their education from general education teachers.

In the development of this program, major emphasis was placed on addressing the

issue that is in the forefront in Georgia and in the rest of the nation: ensuring that

pre-service teachers develop the knowledge and skills necessary to take students from diverse backgrounds to high levels of achievement. Therefore an initial step was to identify the vision for the program. The intent was not to merely take the existing programs and select courses that would lead to certification in both early childhood education and interrelated special education/early childhood. Rather, our vision was to create a new "product:" a teacher of young children prepared with both the content knowledge that is often lacking in special education preparation programs (OSEP 215t Annual Report to Congress, 1999) and the ability to deliver individually referenced (P.L. 105-17), explicit (Gersten, 1998; Hollingsworth &Woodward, 1993), intense instruction required by students with disabilities that is not generally evident in early childhood education teacher preparation programs. This combination of skills would result in the preparation of teachers who could provide meaningful access to the general education curriculum to students with and without disabilities. An advisory committee represented by current and former students as well as public school administrators and teachers was used to develop and concretize the program vision and components.
Programs in both early childhood education and special education had been comprehensively revised during semester conversion and refined through NCATE accreditation visits. Folios for professional learned societies had been completed and this information, the PSC standards, and the Board of Regents Principles for the Preparation of Educators, were used in the development of the program. Several themes are woven throughout the program. These themes include:
· Child Development and Learning

· Curriculum Development and Implementation

· Family and Community Relationships

· Assessment and Evaluation

· Field Experiences

· Effective reading and mathematics instructional strategies

· Individual and group instruction

· Instructional use of technology

The end result of this program development was a five-year program that culminates

in a master of education degree with certification in both early childhood education (grades PK-​5) and interrelated special education (students with mild disabilities)/early childhood. Unlike programs that address general education (ECE) at the undergraduate level and add the special education components at the graduate level, this program reflects a three-year blend of early childhood and special education. The final program is a mixture of existing courses and new courses. Current courses were analyzed to determine if the content included would enable graduates to know and be able to do what we had envisioned: to move students with and without disabilities in grades PK-5 to high levels of learning. This analysis resulted in retaining 10 courses currently in the ECE undergraduate program and 4 courses and one practicum currently in the Special Education undergraduate program. New courses added (4) as well as accompanying field experiences (3) reflect content and skills unique to this program. These courses and practica focus on effective instruction for teaching all students in grades PK-5. The undergraduate program includes four practicum experiences (one each semester). During the first three semesters, practica occur within inclusive early childhood classrooms. The final undergraduate practicum occurs in a resource program serving students with disabilities. This practicum addresses issues of collaboration, linkages between resource class and general education program, and knowledge of a continuum of services. At the graduate level, candidates student teach in both inclusive general education ECE classes that include students with disabilities, and in the role of a special educator providing collaborative and/or resource services to students with disabilities. While our vision is truly the preparation of personnel to meet the needs of all students within a general education classroom, reality requires that we ensure that graduates are adequately prepared for the range of roles that they may assume upon completion of the program. It is believed that the early, intense practicum experiences in inclusive classrooms demonstrate that students' needs can be met within general education settings.
The graduate program extends content and skills application opportunities through the student teaching experiences. Content addressing preschool children with and without disabilities is incorporated within the graduate program as well. Although the thread of collaboration runs throughout the program, a specific course in collaboration is included in the graduate program. Programs in both ECE and Special Education had a collaboration course offered during the junior year in their initial semester. After two years of implementation, faculty from both programs recognized that the content of this course occurred too early in the programs. Effective collaboration necessitates skill and content about which to collaborate. Offering this course after candidates have acquired these skills and content has made the course more meaningful. Candidates complete student teaching requirements while enrolled in the course and are able to immediately practice collaboration with families, other teachers, and community service personnel. The most recently modified program advising form listing all program requirements and course sequence can be seen in Figure 1. 
Faculty members in both Early Childhood and Reading Education and Special

Education and Communication Disorders are committed to ensuring the success of this program. We believe this program will comprehensively prepare teachers for the 21st century. We appreciate the opportunity we have been given to design and implement and pre-service program that reflects recommended practices in educating our nation's most essential resource: all young children.


Certainly, this program is responsive to the requirements of NCLB. Students are not only certified, but we believe they are highly qualified and highly effective, to teach math, science, reading/language arts, and social studies to both general education and special education students in any type of education delivery model from the regular classroom setting to a completely segregated classroom if needed. Our remaining challenge is to demonstrate the impact of this new teacher education candidate on the academic achievement of the students they teach. To do this, we are collecting teacher work samples which include pre/post intervention measures. These measures will be compared for individual teachers as well as being aggregated across all candidates to present an intervention effect size. This will allow us to compare progress of students taught by our candidates with the normative data presented by Marzano (2003). However, we are pleased with the prospects that completion of this program should result in less attrition from teaching and be a more cost effective method of preparing quality educators (cf., Darling-Hammond, 2003). 
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Figures

Figure 1. Program advising form. 

	Area A Essential Skills      Se.     Yr.      Gr.     Hr.

(9 semester hours)

ENGL 1101                         ____  ____  ____      3

ENGL 1102                         ____  ____  ____      3

MATH 1111 or 1101           ____  ____  ____      3

_______________               ____  ____  ____  ____

Area B Institutional Options   

(4 semester hours)

_______________               ____  ____  ____  ____

_______________               ____  ____  ____  ____

Area C Human/Fine Arts 

(6 semester hours)

ENGL _________               ____  ____  ____      3

_______________               ____  ____  ____      3

Area D Science, Math & Technology 

(11 semester hours)

_______________               ____  ____  ____      4

_______________               ____  ____  ____      4

_______________               ____  ____  ____      3

Comments:

Praxis I:  ________________________________

Regents’ Essay:  __________________________

Regents’ Reading: _________________________

Admission to Teacher Education:  _____________
	Area E Social Sciences      Se.     Yr.      Gr.     Hr.

(12 semester hours)

POLS 1101                          ____  ____  ____      3

HIST 2111 or HIST 2112    ____  ____  ____      3

PSYC 2500                          ____  ____  ____      3

_______________               ____  ____  ____      3

Area F Courses for Major 

(18 semester hours)

MSED 2000                         ____  ____  ____     3

SPEC 2000                          ____  ____  ____      3

ACED 2400                         ____  ____  ____      3

ENGL 2000                         ____  ____  ____      3

MATH 2160                        ____  ____  ____      3

Elective                                ____  ____  ____      3

Physical Ed. & Health Requirements

(6 semester hours)

KSPE 2150                          ____  ____  ____      2

KSPE 2000                          ____  ____  ____      2

_______________               ____  ____  ____      1

_______________               ____  ____  ____      1

SPEC 2999                          ____  ____  ____      0

· All courses in “Area F” and in “Major Course Requirements” must be completed with a grade of “C” or higher.

· All coursework must be completed prior to student teaching.

· Recommendation for certification does not result from this degree.
	Major Courses                   Se.     Yr.      Gr.     Hr.
(60 Semester hours)

Fall Semester

SEEC 3410                           ____  ____  ____     3

PSYC 3120                           ____  ____  ____     3

READ 3200                          ____  ____  ____     3

SPEC 3020                           ____  ____  ____     3

SPEC 3040                           ____  ____  ____     3

SEEC 3190                           ____  ____  ____     1

Spring Semester

SEEC 3400                           ____  ____  ____     3

MATH 3161                         ____  ____  ____     3

READ 3500                          ____  ____  ____     3

SCI 3000                               ____  ____  ____     3

ECED 3000                           ____  ____  ____     3

SEEC 3690                           ____  ____  ____     1

Fall Semester

SEEC 3300                           ____  ____  ____     2

MATH 3162                         ____  ____  ____     3

READ 4200                          ____  ____  ____     3

SPEC 4020                           ____  ____  ____     3

SEEC 4180                           ____  ____  ____     3

SEEC 4690                           ____  ____  ____     1

Spring Semester

ECED 4300                          ____  ____  ____     3

MATH 4161                         ____  ____  ____     3

READ 4100                          ____  ____  ____     3

SPEC 4110                           ____  ____  ____     3

SEEC 4140                           ____  ____  ____     1




VALDOSTA STATE UNIVERSITY

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION

DEPARTMENT OF SPECIAL EDUCATION AND COMMUNICATION DISORDERS
B.S. Ed. & M.Ed. Degrees with major in Interrelated Special Education/Early Childhood

Student Name:  ____________________________________
SSN:  ____________________________


M.Ed. Core Curriculum in Interrelated SPE/ECE (16 hours)

RSCH 7100
Research Methodology in Education

LEAD 7210
Ethics and Law

SPEC 5010
Student Teaching:  Mild Disabilities

SPEC 5020
Student Teaching Seminar:  Mild Disabilities

ECED 5010
Student Teaching:  Inclusive Early Childhood

ECED 5020
Student Teaching Seminar:  Inclusive Early Chldhd

Major Area of Concentration (20 hours)

SEEC 5120
Issues & Trends for Identification & Service to All



Young Children

SPEC 5140
Collaborative Roles in Education

SPEC 7610
Assessment of Children

READ 7140
Methods of Teaching Writing

SEEC 5050
Assistive Technology

SEEC 5170
Methods of Teaching All Preschool Children

KSPE 7140
Physical Education for Early & Middle Childhood



Teachers

Hours�
Semester�
Grade�
Fld


Description�
�
�
�
�
�
�
3�
�
�
�
�
1�
�
�
�
�
5�
�
�
�
�
1�
�
�
�
�
5�
�
�
�
�
1�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�









    3�
�
�
�
�



3�
�
�
�
�
3�
�
�
�
�
3�
�
�
�
�
2�
�
�
�
�
3�
�
�
�
�



3�
�
�
�
�
  





    36









