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ABSTPACT
The study of overlap between Elementary Secondary

Education Act Title I services and P.L. 94-142 (the Education for All
Handicapped Children Act) services was designed to address two
questionsto what extert is there a duplicatiot of services to
students who might be eligible for both programs, and to what extent
do ptocedures and rules in the selection and provision of services to
students result in limitations of the service's that a student might
be eligible to receive. Case studies of schools in six states
(California, Tennessee, Wyoming, Washington, South Carolina, and
Oklahoma) were conducted. Although patterns of overlap problems
differed oreatly from state to state, it was found that duplication
of services was not a major problem in the districts studied. Among
major findings were the following: the extent of dual eligibility in
California is unknown since there is no mass screening of students
for special education services: it Tennessee, a student's chances of
receiving special education services may partly depend on wnich
school the student att,Inds: and in Wyoming, Washington, South
Carolina, and Oklahoma, teacher referrals began the process of
special educationplacement and were iuportant for Title I placement
as well. Among conclusions were that there is a need for more
flexibility in the rules governing the receipt of pultiple services,
that problems stemming from exclusive reliance teteacher referrals
might be reduced by clarifying the differences between Title I
students and handicapped students: and that it might serve
policvmakers well to shift their focus from identifying target
populations to meeting the specific service needs of students.
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EXECUTIVE SUMARY

['his study of th e il} between Title I service and PL 94-142

services was deii,,ned to address the ollowing tw, questions:

ire wb it {tent is there a duplication of services to
students who might be eligible for both programs? That

ks to what extort do lit!, I and PL 94-1 2 tund: I7urclhose

the same services for the same children?

To what extent do procedures and rules used in the selec-
tion and provision of services to students result in
limitation of the services that a student might he
eligible to receive?

Backlyounci

The issue of service overlap arises be -us- the substantial

overlap in the populations that the two categorical programs are de-

signed to serve. However, students who are identified as both handi-

capped and eligible for Title I services (dually identified students)

do not necessarily receive both services.. This study examined the

procedures by which these students become participants in federal

education programs, in order Lu determine the extent to which these

procedures result in either duplication or limitation of services.

The main concern of this study was how local educators make

decisions about whether to provide dually identified students with

only Title 1 services, only special education services (funded, in

parr, by PL 94 -142), both, or neither. These decisions are made in

a complex and ambiguous legal context. The Offikie of Education is

about to issue new regulations about the provision of services

handicapped students, which may resolVe some of the short-run problems.

But problems of overlap may be inherent in the system of federal

categorical programs in education, which arose not as the result of an

overall plan but as a set of specific responses to a number of differ-

ent nStional needs and the pressures of disparate interest groups.

iii



Theret( , the problems of are important to the whole ryectrrum

tf federal education programs. While rigid separation of programs and

target irtrpulatietis may make sense histc_._all, it can pres ent a C -1

rw Ad tt';1 r;

rede ednent i in laws at leer a1 level.

The possible overlap in services dually id-I

important because eif the in _ ed federal commitment

students

endttures

Ietr both Title I and handicapped students. Hut bevona hurh '-'-,n-

cerns, the proliferation of categorical programs at both the fed.2ral

and state levels warrants a broad aad detailed eximinat,on of the

structure of categorical programs and coordination oil- multiple se k,ices

tor students. This study was intended to he the first s':ep in such an

examination.

Des

The study design had two essential characteristic was

school-based and exploratory. 8v focusing on the school level, the

study was limited to Title students aAd those handicapped students

who are served at regular schools. The study was designed to identify

the rang issues that Wright aris_ m attempts trt provi io sery cei

to dually identified students. Therefore, the .selection

dist': ti., and schoa1s was aimed at providing the maximum

vari bititv in funding situaticns, ize, and location. The study was

not intenlit l ti provide a stat i st teal tv accurate account of Llle 0- t ton-

ne Oct part ieular overlap problems.

Case studies of schools in six st' conducted In- person

if 1-11-1 And 1,_,Inv:-,acc. ie icpn, WerviVWs

were condifi.ted in Oklahoma, South Carolina, Washington Wroming

An initial investigation of the issues involved in "triple ovo=!tlap"

among Title L, handicapped, and bilingual programs was undertaken in

ftur_ large urban districts with substantial bilingual population,

Research ucsticns in three areas were addressed. In the area

student scJ.e asked: How are students identified for both

iv



1i

dents

and special education programs? Under what conditions are

nart!:ip Lion in both p rograms simultaneously?

in tile area o!- prwvit al by Title I and ddc al cdthatIon

provr ims, wee Ask- What we the sirdiarit_ s and dif iesrenees between

I. t_-1. cLioy' 1 ram In the area ul tecoipt of

wet- irter s sl in the! 1 . du( iti
is': rniet what students rr 1

in both f,ru ram, I i ,i r !dent receives serve es 'funded by both Title

And Pf. 94-14_ do schools I mel-Tvisms avoid rrz 'ling ldontical

services to students' Do schools have mechanisms to avoid providing

co or -vices? How do schools cope with the

possible problems of disrupting tree base program of students who

re ,iv both sets of_ services?

Find in

!l thou lLterns _ overlap problems differed greatly from state

to state, we found that duplication of services was not a major

problem in those districts tapped by this study. In California, we

found that many students received both Title I and special education

services primarily because the state's compensatory education program

fully funded. it wever, for these students, teachers seemed to make

effort to coordinate services and therefore avoid pro-f
vidfng identical or redundant services. Participation of students in

°e than or program did result in some cases of disruption of

student programs in California; some students were "pulled out" for

so many supplemental services tha their base programs were disrupted.

in 1 nnessee, we found-tar fewer cases of dually identified students

vin' services from both funding source!, for two reasons. First,

hicies discouraging the receipt of services under bothexpl

ie i anci special education 'programs were more common in the

Tennessee districts than in California. Second, school staff seemed

_reluctant to provide some students with a "double shot" when funds

were Insufficient to pr vide all eligible students with services.



Low funding levels Isar ho h itp_q isatory and special edit

were a much greater prohlt'm in Tennes thin in Col

st,ite; in which we oldui tt<I telephone inticrviews

Tlie

more simi ar
1,nnessei than CoHfc nil in that von: t(1.-; to

he ryceivin,; both sets r die _ .

OuplIk r_ r !-WrViCc!--; nut a major ptub1 ,m, but the limitation

at services wa- obm in all states wi,:visit d. Some dually iden-
tified t !td precluded from receiving Title I services because
at rules or policies that prohibit students who are diagnosed as

"handicapped" from ving Title I services. These rules are based

on the premise that receipt at Title I services by handicappQd students

constitutes supplanting of re's'ources that the states should be providing.

In some schools, separation he ween the two programs was carried so far

that students with ght speech or vision impairments could not partic-
ipate in Title I academic programs. Furthermore, reliance on initial ,

reit! rrals by classroom teachers raises the issue of the possible non -

identification of some handicapped students. Teachers may base their

referrals on factors that have nothing to do with a studen such as

overcrowded special education classes or availability of other services,

such as Title I ams.

mav he re ,iving service

no rvices at all.

p,
t -MD . 1

_ _

fat y students with undiagnosed mild handicaps

my tarough Title I:programs, may receive

Alth, 1 duolication dicl not seem to pose a major problem

in the distlicts surveyed, the lederal government might encourage

ettori-; to improve the rdihation of program services to dually

iuentlIte students. study also indicates the need for more,
t l xibility in the rules overniug the receipt of multiple services.

Federal cvmakers need fy conditions under which students

might receive service; fttndeci liv lic.th Title I and special education

programs. Stub clarification would require policymakers to reassess

icr the neipt c 1 services by handicapped students

inns __utv tig, violation.

vi



V
-.Problems stemming from exclusive reliance on teacher referrals

might he reduced by clarifying the differences between Title I students

and handicapped students. Federal guidelines and technical assistance

directo,! toward fml)rovi her critrria

might he helpful. Instituting a screening procedure the identifi-

cation cf handicapped students might also be considered. Such policy

dir ns would he hampere' however, by the lack of universally shared

identify students with sc,me mild handicaps.

Finally, this report suggests that federal policymakers examine

onditions under which it really makes a difference whether students

r,-_.ceive Title I or special education services. It might serve poliCy7

makers well to shift their focus from identifying target populations to

meeting the specific service needs of students. One approach might be

to view the school as housing a "smorgasbord" of student services and

ask, "Which services would help a student who has certain functional

needs (e.g., reading problems or perceptual-motor disabilities)?-" This

approach would require granting more dectsionmaking authority to the

school level where services are actually deliver0A.

Such an approach would require substantial changes in the current

structures of federal edhcation programs. However, this suggestion

also incorporates the thrust of FL 94-142, which is to move away from

labels and toward a service orieAtation, and expands this thrust to all

federal education programs.
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INTRODUCTION

Overview

This study ob the overlap between ESEA Title I services and

FL 94- 142 .services was designed to examine the arrangements that local
, A

educators make to serve children whb thight be eligible for both programs.'

Underlying this examination were two questions:

To wiat extent is
,

there a duplication of services to students
who might be eligible for both programs? That is, to what
extent do Title Ioand PL 94-142 funds purchase the same services
for the same children?

To what extent do p- rocedures and rules used in the selection
and provision of services to students result,in limitations of .

the services that a student might be eligible to receive?'

These questions arise because of the overlap in populations that

the categorical programs are designed to serve. Title I programs,are

designed,to serve: low-achieving students in low- income neighborhoods.

PL 94-142 funds are targeted for students with handicaps that impede

learning or participation in schoOl activities. Because such handicaps

can result in loweachievement and are more prevalent in low-income-

populations (Craig and McEachron, 1975; Craig,et'al., 1977; Malgoire

et al., 1979) the Title,l and Pi. 94-142 target groups are likely to

overlap.

*
A preliminary analysis of data fromthe Survey of Income and Education
(burpett and Machover, 1978) indicates that about one-third of the
handicapped population of school-age children is also poor. The same
figures indicate that about one-sixth of poor school-age children are
handicapped compared with about one-tenth in the general school-age
population. Whether the relationship between poverty and certain
handicapping conditions is the result of bias in test instruments has
been a subject of continuing esearch (see, for example, the work of
Mercer, 1973; Mercer, 1975).



But an overlap in the populations of handicapped and Title I

children does not necessarily translate.into an overlap in services of

the same proportions. Neither Title I nor special education programs

actually serve all eligible students, even though in the case of special

education students the provision of a "free appropriate public education"

to all handicapped children is required by law. There is a series of

steps by which eligible students actually receive services from Title

and FL 94-142.c Funding formulae; administrative rules, and standard

operating procedure's intervene between the defined target populations

and those who actually receive services (Barro, 1978; Weatherley and

Lipsky, 1977; Weatherley, 1979)

While the initial concern of this study was the duplication of

services, we also explored the possibility that the procedures and rules

used by districts in the selection and Provision of services to students

might result in limitations of the services that a,student might be

eligible to receive. Whether the federal government is unnecessarily

duplicating or limiting services to students can only be ascertained

through an examination of the local practices by which students become

participants in either Title l programs, special education nrograms, or

both. The'purpose of this study was to provide such an examination.

To obtain a cross section of local practices and in-depth under-

standing of local problems, we conducted ase studies Of schools and

school districts in six states. Face-to- ace interviews were conducted

in California and Tennessee. Telephone terviews were undertaken in

Wyoming, South Carolina, Washington, and` Oklahoma. In addition, an

exploratory investigation of the issues involved in triple overlap

among Title I, handicapped, and bilingual programs was undertaken in

four districts, three of which were large urban districts with

substantial bilingual populations. (The results of this part of the

study appear in Appendix A.)

2
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Im ortance of the Study

The question of overlap in services to students who are eligible,

for assistance from both Title I and FL 94-142 has become increasingly

important because the Federal government now has substantial commitments

to'both populations. For FY79 Title I appropriations directly to

school districts are set at $2.6 billion.* The Federal government has

substantially increased its commitment to handicapped students.

Authorizations under FL 94-142 are currently 10% of excess costs for

FY79 and are scheduled to rise to 40% of excess costs by FY82. Appro-

priations are not keeping up with these authorizations; FY79 appro-

priations are only 9% and are currently expected to be much less than

40% in FY82.t Nevertheless, Federal expenditures under FL 94-142 will

be substantial; expenditures for state grants in FY79 are $809 million.

Even a proportionately small amount of unnecessary overlap in the services

provided by Title I and FL 94-142 could be costly to the Federal

government.

While it is unlikely that appropriations under FL 94-142 will keep

'pace with authorizations, state and local sources are still required

to provide identified handicapped students with a "free appropriate

public education." The legal entitlement of handicapped students to

services (see Kirp and Winslow, 1978), combined with low federal

*
If Title l grants to state education agency (SEA) programs are included,
the total federal expenditure rises to $3.3 billion.

t_
Increased appropriations under FL 94-142 may be difficult to justify
because of the lower than expected handicapped child counts during the
first year of the program (Education Daily, Nov. 29, 1978; Bureau of
Education for the Handicapped, 1979).

Federal expenditures pay for only a small proportion of the expenses
mandated by the new law; state and local sources are required to pay
the balance of services needed by handicapped students. The annual
cost of post-FL 94-142 special education in FY79 is expected to be
about $6-7 billion, with state and local sources picking up about 87%
of that cost. Thus, the total expenditure for handicapped students
nationally far surpasses totals spent in compensatory programs for
disadvantaged students, where Title I funds account for about 90% of
the total amount spent in compensatory education programs.



contribution for handicapped students, could increase incentives for

states and districts to seek ways to economize in the provision of

Services to handicapped students. Such economies may result from the

use of oth:-..r fLiciding sources (e.g., Title I) or policies that discourage

the identification of certain handicaps, especially those for-which

students might otherwise receive services from nonspecial education

sources (e.g., Title I services). On the other hand, the use of Title I

services for the handicapped may be minimized by rules prohibiting the

participation of handicapped students in Title I programs. Each pattern

could result in an inappropriate match of services to students and service

limitations that would undermine the original goals of both laws.

The potential for wasted federal expenditures and inappropriate

provision of services to students from overlapping target populations

has become more widespread as a result of Pl. 94-142. State and local

administrators have long been aware of inconsistencies in categorical

'programs (LBJ School, 1977; Wilken and Porter, 1977). They Also know

that federal strategies "accentuate the difficulties of serving over-

lapping groups of students" (McDonnell and Pincus, 1977). However,

prior to the passage of PL 94-142, coordination problems were probably

limited because Title I was far and away the largest and most dominant

federal categorical program, dwarfing all others by comparison. It was

also the most demanding federal program in terms of the compliance

requirements placed on districts. Pl. 94-142 now threatens to rival

Title I in the number of districts and schools affected and the explic

itness and scope of its requitementS. As a result, the problems of

coordination raised by multiple but independently governed federal

programs with overlapping target groups.will affect virtually every

school district in the nation.

Back-round and 1 Context

In part, problems of overlap are inherent in the system of

federal categorical programs in education. Such programs arose not

as the roqult of an overall plan but as a set of specific responses

LO many different national needs and the pressures of disparate interest

4



groups (Ginsburg, 1977). ESEA Title I was the education gun of the war

on poverty; PL 94-142 was enacted in response to public interest and

group pressure stemming from numerous lawsuits claiming denials of due

process, exclusions from the education process, and the misplacement of

handicapped children. Each program--with its own rules, regulations,

and gui0elines--was developed to serve, in theory, a separate and dis-

tinct target population. From a structural standpoint, each program

assumes that it is tle only one in existence, or at a minimum that

other programs should he marshalled to supplement it.*

While the independence of the two programs makes sense historically,

it presents a confusing picture to administrators and teachers attempting

to implement both programs simultaneously. Can Title I services be

provided to students with handicaps? Neither the laws and regulations

of Title I nor Pt 94-142 provide adequate answers to this question.

Title I Provisions

Title I's no-supplant provisions constitute the principal mechanism

by which the program has maintained its separation from other education

programs; they are also (along with "comparability" rules) the major

mechanism by which Title I administrators have attempted to marshall

funds. from non-federal sources to the service of the Title I target

group. The .no- supplanting rules are those most often cited in arguments
,

against providing Title I services to handicapped students.

When FL 94-142 was introduced in 1975, Title I had been functioning

for a decade and most of its requirements were well in place; its no-

supplant provisions by then had undergone substantial refinement. The

purpose of the no- supplanting rules is to prevent discrimination against

For example. Title I's "coordination clause" requires that the LEA
applicant demonstrate that it has taken into consideration benefits
and services that are or may be available through other public and
private agencies. PL 94-142 sets 'forth service requirements with no
direct ties to the level of funds provided ad therefore implicitly
assumes the use of other funding sources.

5



Title I project areas and children in the application of state and local

resources, and to assure that federal money is used for supplemental -

services.. The regulations in effect during 1965-76,set forth the

following restrictions on the use of Title I funds:

Title I funds may not be used to replace state or local Rinds
that would be made available in the absence of Title I for
participating children in a project area.

Neither the project area nor the participating children may
otherwise be penalized in the application of state and local
funds because of the use of Title I funds.

Title I funds may not be used to provide instructional or
auxiliary services that are ordinarily provided with ,stat./
local funds to children in non-project-area schools.

The no-supplanting concept has always been imbedded in the Title I

framework, although the explicit rule first appeared in the statute in

1970. In 1974, Congress also added a claUse stating that program funds

were to pay only the "excess costs" of programs and projects funded

under Title T.

The Title I directive to "supplement not\supplant" arose in part

from the context in which the law was originally passed. When it was

established in 1965, the Title I program was to be the largest education

effort ever undertaken by the federal government; and it was the first

federal education program aimed at serving a specific target, population.

In this context, the initial thrust of Title I regulationscwas to ensure

that federal funds were actually spent on the intended beneficiaries.

During the past decade, state and local responsibilities toward

minorities and the handicapped have increased as the result of court

action as well as federal and state legislation. State and local

educational agencies have come under court orders to desegregate or

provide equal educational opportunity to students of limited English

speaking ability (Lau v. Nichols). Furthermore,.many State and local

education agencies (SEAS and LEAs) have themselves become aware of the

needs of particular subgroups in their student population and have



created special programs to addivlss their needs.* F ally, PL 94-142

requires states to pass laws that affirm the right of handicapped

students to services.,

In light.of these changes in the context cf Title I programs,

the 1976 Title I regulations contained an important revision to the

no-supplant rule. According to the provision (45CFR-116.40[b]), Title I
funds shall not be used to provide services that the LEA is requir0 to

provide by state law or pursuant to a formal determination under Sectisr

504 of the Rehabilitation Act or final court order.t

An additional provision (Section 116.41[c]) states that Title I

funds maybe used to provide services listed in the project application

once designated and available state and local funds for those services

have been exhausted. The separate placement of these two provisions

in the regulations creates a good deal of ambiguity about whether the=.

second provision modifies tie seemingly all-encompaSsing scope of the

first, which prohibits Title I funding of services that the district is

otherwise required to provide. If the Office of Education (OE) policy

in fact is that Title I funds cannot.be used for such services even when

the state has not provided adequate funding to meet the requirements of

Minimum competency requirements, which have already been adopted in
34 stags. may create a particularly problematic subgroup as states
attempt to meet the needs of those who=fail the examination.

t
Also reflecting the proliferation of state and local responsibilities
and programs, the 1978 Amendments to Title I include a provisibn
allowing districts tOskip eligible students in "greatest need" from
program participation if they receive servi ces comparable to Title I
services from non-Federal sources (Section 123[d], PL 95-561).
Although this provision was introduced to handle the influx of state
compensatory funds, it raises the issue of whether students who are
"comparably served" through special education programs can alsp be
"skipped." The provision also has the effect of raising the issue of
whether students "comparably served" with Federal, rather than state,-
funds can be skipped at all. This proVision could be used as the basis
for excluding at least some handicapped students from Title I services.

7



s own 1 then the provisio9 alloWing Title I ftlind usage when state

and local funds are not available appears to provide contradictory

policy guidande.

e the policy interpretations of no-supplant preceding these

1976 provisions were designed to prevent Title I.from paying for

desegregation or Lau compliance activities, the 1976 regulations were

written.to apply to handicapped students as well,,particularly with

the passage of state special education laws pursuant tc PL 94-142. This

strategy appears to be based Sti an assumption shared by Title I

advocates and officials that restricting the-use of Title funds fel

such purposes would provide an incentive for full state and local

funding of handicapped requirements, thus allowing Title I funds to..

serve a greater number of non - handicapped low-achieving students.

On the other hand, one could assume that the restrictive strategy

serves as a disincentive to the passage of broad handicapped legisla-

tion, leading states or local agencies to define their handicapped

student population very narrowly. No data exist to confirm which

incentive (if any) has operated.

PL 94 -142 and Sec 4 Provisions

PL 94-142 requires as a condition to the receipt of funds that the

state agency have a policy (whether by statvite, curt order, attorney

general opinion, or other source of law) ensuring that all handicapped-
.

children have a right to a free appropriate public education (45 ZFR

120a.121(a]), and that the state will pursue the goal of providing full

This has been an important development. Since the first regulations
for Title I were issued in 1965-, the definition of elialble
("educationally deprived") children has always expreisly included
handicapped children. In addition; the legislative history to the
original Title I bill listed services for hairdicapped'chilc;ren as
being among the posaibli uses of fundei The appropriateness of this
use of funds has traditionally been dependent of the extensiveness of
the state special education law's provisions and funding (see. e.g.,
LawyeesCommittee, 1977, Chapter 11). 'Now, however., the existing
provisions and any other obligations imposed--rather than funding
actually provided - -may be controlling.

8



educational opportunity to all handicapped children "aged firth through

twenty -one" (45 CFR 120a.123).' Thus, for all states participating,

each handicapped child now has a right under state law to a free

appropriate public education (FAPE). In addition, any LEA receiving.

Fedeil funds must provide FAPE to such children to avoid non-compliance'

with Section 504. The meaning of the term "appropriate," However, As

not defined in the law. Thus the particular services required of the

states under PI. 94-142 have remained unspecified* and to a large extent
-

the issue may'be decided in the courts.

. _

To compound the lack of service specifications, PL 94-142 is vague

about funding for these services. The state is obligated under the law

to "ensure",that handicapped students receive FAPE; the law does not

specify from what source payment for these services must come. The

law, in effect, views the state as responsible:for marshalling the

resources and services that are necessary to ensure FAPE, whatever

the sorce.f

If Section 504 and PL 94-142 are viewed in isolation, this lack

of specification is nit particularly troublesome. Iv fact the laws

are structured to make the specific services 'required tl7e subject of

individual diagnosis and placement, with the accompanying procedural

*
Beyond compliance with federal law, Section 116.40(b) also applies to
the state's own special education law. Prior 6 the passaTO of PL 94
142, there was extreme variation in the litre and scope of state
special education laws. One effect was that in states with "weaker"
special education laws, it was easier to use Title I funds for serving
handicapped children because it was easier to show that the services
were supplementary; by establishing that handicapped sAudents.were
those in "greatest neeC" districts Could include components for
handicapped students in their Title I programs. Now many states have
laws that go beyond the basic mandates of Section 504 nd EL 94-142 to
require aerving."all the needs" of handicapped children. In such
states,"116.40(b) would seem to preclude participation in Title-l-funded
services.

'The -funds restrictions in the PL 94-142 regulatins priMarily address
the. handicapped child's base program.

9



protections. The problem arises because it is this unspecified level

of services that determines what the state is "obligated to,provide".

Thrrerturr-i--/ffe.-40112)sfhe Title I regulations. Without

of the service levels (and E:-.LIS the funds that must be expended),

there is no way to determine whether the application of Title I funds

to serve the needs of handicapped students violates Title I's no-

supplant rules.*

Guidelines for Providing Sery in Cases of Overlap

Neither Title I nor PL 94-142 provide clear guidelines for the

provision of services to handicapped students who are eligible for

Title I. In part, the ambiguities arise from the, contrasting structures

of the two laws. While Title 1 arose as a vehicle to provide added

funding to identified groups of students, PL 94-142 is more like a

civil rights statute, ensuring the rights of individuals. In this

context, Title I programs have focused on a process approach that

spells out procedures designed to control the appropriate uses of

Title funds. By contrast, PL 94-142 has focused more on a service

standard approach that establishes entitlement, for.example by assuring

procedural fairness and "appropriateness," and less on *tea-funds for

these services should be obtained or how applied (Barro, 1978; Ginsburg,

1977). Local educators live with the consequences of these structural

differencekin the two laws because clear guiddlines and coordinating
0:0

regulations are difficult to write in such a context.

4

The becomes-even more complex because what -is necessary to
comply with Section 504's standard that handicapped children's needs
be met.-"as adequately as" nonhandicapped chi'ldren's conceivably could
be less than FL 94-142's proilision to meet hAndicapped children's
needs whatevei they are (i.e., independent of the relative Standard).
It is unclear whether Section 116.40(b) covers any such difference
required to comply with'a cskgorical lirogran".(PL 94-142) as opposed
to a nondiscrimination stator; (Section 504).

10
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The Office of Education (0i) is currently developing regulations

to address problems of overlap. In these regulations, Orcould decide

to adopt a more stringent policy against providing:-any services to

handicapped students, although this could risk violating Section 504.

Conversely, OE could decide to allow Title I programs to serve handi-

capped students pending resolution of the basic legal issues raised by

overlapping target populations (see Winslow and Birman, 1,979). To

address the issues raised by overlap between the,two,target groups,

federal policymakers must address issues at the root of Title I policy.

When Title I was the only federal categorical education program it was

relatively easy to distinguish between the student's "base program"

d the supplemental additions to be provided by Title I.* With the

advent of FL 94 -142, Federal, policymakers must determine what is

sidered a supplementary service for handicapped students who are also

Title I eligibles.

But how do lOcal educators implement the laws while awaiting their

clarification? Given the complexities, ambiguities, and.__ yet unresolved

legal issues that exist at the intersection of the two laws, as well as

the actual overlap in target populations, administrators and teachers

might be easily perplexed and confused in making decisions about how to

provide services to students who are both handicapped and eligible for

Title I services.- This study was designed to investigate what teachers

and administrators actually do for these children in the face of these

ambiguities.

Anticipated Implications for Federal Policy

This study is- intendffid to provide a window on local practice for

federal policymakers The study addressed the.factors that affect

provision of services to students-who are eligible for services from

*
This ease is only relative because it took years of audit exceptions
to define the meaning of suppleaentarity (Winslow,. 1979).
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Title I and FL 94-142. Information about whether and how local educators

now provide dual services to students, in the midst of tremendous legal

compiexit4.es and vaguely defiped target populations, should-help

deral policymakers face the issues with which thex will have to

grapple in the months and years ahead.

An overview of the range and types of problems facing local

educators in the provision of dual services will help policymakers

assess whether clarifications'within the current federal education

program structures will be sufficient o whether the problems are so

'severe that-more radical approaches must be considered. Federal

. categorical programs have developed with their own administrative

arrangements, legal structures and standard operating procedures,

Maintaining_ total independence 9f these may be less ritimal with the

recent .proliferation of categorical programs ana with the increased

probability that certain students will overlap categorical classifications.

The-extent to which this judgment is grounded in reality is one focus

of thj.s report.

Information on the problems facing local educators should also

help federal policymakers make decisions on the future of the Title I

program in an. environment of proliferating categorical services. Many
a

Title I regulations were formulated at 4 time when Title I was the only

categorical program to be provided to school districts either from

federal or state governments; thus, Title I no-supplant provisions were

originally intended to define Title I's relationship to the. base

educational services being pr6vided by school districts. But this

environme4 has changed dramatically in the past few years. PL 94-142 '

affects all school districts in the nation. Bilingual programs and

requirement (under Title VII, the Office of Civil Rights' Lau require-.

ments, and state programs) affect a substantial number of districts.

Eawrgency School Aid Act programs to facilitate desegregation are in

operation 14-many districts. In addition, many stares and many

districts have categorical programs of their awn. .Title I must choose

how its services will interact with these relative newcomers to the

12
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federal categorical scene. Whether Title I funds ihould be uiled to

make up for the prospective- underfunding of some of the categoricals,

or whether the-new programs should be used to address the needs of

students who -were formerly in Title I programs,so that Title I can
Pserve the needs of a greater number of eligible students, are choices

that federal poliiyMskers wiil.have-to address. The information in this

report is intended to aid po4Cymakers in making these choices.

This report as the overlSp between Title't and PL 94 -I42 is only

a first step. It raises, the larger issue of overlap of Title I with

other programs "(e.g., minimum competency testing programs, bilingual

education programs), and Overlap among these other programs themselves

(e.g., bilingual and handicapped programs). By raising the set of

complex issues involved in the overlap between th4e two federal

programs,, e hope.that this report will'raise the sensitivity of

federal po iymakeri to problems of overlap among the gamut of federal,

state, and local education programs and provide the basis for future

research on the implications of federal education policies Aprjocal

educator

13



II 'CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK AND RESEARCH DESIGN

Conceptual Framework

As mentioned in Chapter I, this study of the overlap between Title I

and PL 94-142 services was aimed at two esttons:

To what extent is there a duplid on of services to studen
who might,be eligible for both pro

To what' extent do pvecedures and rules used in the selection
and provision,of services to students result in limitations of
the services that a student might bt eligible to receive?

Federal interest in meeting the of students from overlapping`

target populations is relatively new. Consequently, our awareness of

many issues related to this interest developed in the course of this

study.

In this section we will present the conceptual framiWork that-

the foundation of the otudy. While parts of this framework Were developed

and clar led during the initial staged of field work (rather than beiAg

fully developed prior to going into the field), we present it here rather

than at the conclusion of this report in order to orient the reader.

First, we will describe .the population of students to which this report

is limited. Second, me will preset some patterns of service delivery

that might be provided to these students. Third, we will outline the

set of factors that we believed,at the outset,. would affect .the choice

of services for these students. Finally,,We will discuss a related

topic addressed by this report: the process by Whi:Chdstudents are iden--

tified for both programs.

The Students Who Are the Focus of the S:tu_ _ally
Identified Students'

This study focusWdaon the provision of services to students defined

as dually identified, thet is, students who are identified as both

15



hindt(a Pt and uligihlu t(,t- Title I servIk A Mile 1 cal igilaie

studeru i s r , res ide--; in t I i t I e 1 e l i v i I e 1 i.rld IT1+ +. art rnd !re:

met the local .igibilit. -quir rtwnt lut part i iLatiun in it L 1 pru-

grams . For t i,, Hit pr es ot t ti i s ;Lori , , ,l li,IIR I -ittlut.n1 1:-.i one who

has he icic ttt i t Led as stu Is in ;Ot:)! ,I;iin c ,., I I. h rile pr( m c(iii I rth

in IT '44 -142.

Patterns ot , Delivery to Dually jderititted__ udentH

The major t t us o his study was to dc _ mine how loc 11 ,Alicators

decide to provide dually identified students with only Titl 1 :,er

only special education services (funded

These

ices

part by Y4- I42),'t both, or

service cunt igutat ions are depicted in Figure l

Although the primary concern of this study was with the duplication

of services to students (Box A), Figure 1 shows that there is a range of

service combinations that might be provided.

Both S vicesBox A in Figure 1 represents the case in which a

student is provided services funded trom both Title 1 and spe 11 oduc

tion sources. We define a duplication of services as the case where

dually identified student receives essen,ially Identical servi, c, trtlm

*T
he Let "dual identi led" is a convention adopted for this stu.o.
Identification has diffent implications for the two programs in that
an identified handicapped child is entitled to services (if needeL)
whereas an identified Title 1 child (i.e., low-achiever in a sJlool
with high ,oncenttaiions 01 children from low-in.:ome families) is oh,,
eltgible for services. An eligible Title I child will be served only
if selected for participation. Because the handicapped child has the
stronger entitlement (see Kirp and Winslow, 1978), we focas on the
handicapped child who is also eligible for Title I services under the
IFA's normal criteria. The procedures by which students are initi
identified as handicapped present a number of dilemmas that are
addressed later in this report.

tAs previously noted, unlike Title I, Pl. 94-142 sets forth a service
standard with which states and localities must comply. Thus the term
"special education services" is used to mean those required for compli-
ance with PI, 94-142's service standard irrespective of specific funding

- auspices ( deral, state, local).
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HELEI'vE SPLLIAL
EDUCATION SERVICES

F.,ncieci Partly by FL 94-14 21

YES

NO

Firctivr Trnf I SE VICES

FIGURE 1 SERVICE CONFIGURATIONS FOR DUALLY IDENTIFIED STUDENTS

both funding sources. The receipt of services from both funding sources

does not nects- rilv constitute a duplication of services, howev r,

because students might re, # ive cpletely nilierent se vic, from each

funding source. ,aie goal of 0 'Judy was to determine when he receipt

of both services by a dually identified student )nstitutes a receipt of

identicid services and to describe those cases in which the receipt of

-iurvices t-Igh t occur without duplication.

Title T fir spec ial Education Only--Boxes B and C

s tor oLaily identi A
students lrt limited to either Title I.or special education only. Limi-

ns of service to dually, identified students may make good sense to

-hers and administrators. Limitation of Title I services to students

with some types of handicapping conditions may occur because they cannot

benefit from Title I services, or because the provision of both services

to dually identified students may disrupt the educational experience of

Ow other title 1 students. Conversely, special education services to a,

17
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I
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servi I mit.iticns
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-(01111(` !-it.1.4" tie I tllilt;it forf±--; yht

arh trar ; for instant it a ( 11 I_ s Ild11( 'up is unrelated to title i

eligibili i -IA, limita i 1 to spoci 1 edcitatiiin services may he

difficult to

this stud,: sought tti highlight conditions under witch di rits

and .1(j(P11t t.cl poi ii ie, either explicit or Imp1 ii it, that limitel

the range of servies tit dtiiiI lY identif ied students. We were interested

in the explan,at ions educators )vided to justify these limitations and

rent handl -

pint; condition' Inlorm tion tihtiut such patterns can aid the federal

the implications of se_rvi limitations to students with

There MAV br a large pool 1tt students with unidentitied icaps
among Nthe I eligibles and part it t,ants. Whetter this constitutes a
prohlem tor the child is unclear. From the perspective of a school
district that is low in special education funds, Title 1 servi es may
he adequate tit meet the heeds of students with mild handicaps. In

,yes where services aro similar, the provision of Title I services to
spec i a l edu Arlon students may make sense educationally as well, and
would avoid the adverse effects of "label ing" the student as Andi-
capped (Hobbs, 19/)).

l'Bevond attendL,) Title 1 oligible school, Title I eligibill v for an
individual st nt is usually based on some measure of low academic
achievement a student is orthopedically impaired and also is a
low achiever. it might he unreasonable (and perhaps illegal) exclude
him or her from Title I remedial services solely because of the handi-
cap. However, other physical handicaps may he linked to low achieve-
ment. For instance, a language problem requiring speech therapy may or
may not have an impact on the child's school performance and learning.
Furthermore, learning disabled or emotionally disturbed children
often low achievers as a direct result of their handicaps. Should
these students he excluded from Title I services?
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At the school level there are two factors that we hypothesized would

determine the pattern of servi o delivery to dually identified students:

(1) The form of services provided by each program

plicit rules or policies that s(-pools, districts, or states
, +pt limit or allow dual services for dually ident fled
students.

Both tit

handicap.

factor ill he affected by the nature of the student's

The t orm of services provided by eachErt2AlLip will et which

services art delivered to dually identified students. For example, in

making decisi r :about service delivery, teachers and administrators

corvirs from horh funding snurr

the s vices trom both sources e essentially similar (e.g., if both

,sumahlv ire lo,,1 likely prnv

related is tether some dually identified udents should re-
ceive Title I auxiliary services even if excluded from Title I academic
services. For instance, although it may be logical to exclude severely
handicapped students from Title I academic services, should they never-
theless be permitted to receive auxiliary services provided only to
Title I participants?
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loss. Students with mild 1.,irninti, ha N might

IF room for ap to d tew honrs ca

Students with more severe hainitrapshind might he served in more self- contained

envirinments. Thus, the tpe ot handicap can int luentt wtrt the r dually

identified child eiv -

the study wits I1M1[Cd t

within the regular scho

Title I And special education seret

students

1 cont. t

with handicaps ttr.jt could he setved

Some schools, districts or states may have uulicit rules or
9

crlicies that determine whether dually identified students can receive

multiple !-iervices. These rules could result from a scarcity of resources

("no chi l( -An receive two servi until all mts in need have re-

celved at least one"), or they could he the result of particular inter-

pretations of (gulAtions. For instance, Title I no-supplant

rules may be inter

receive Title I servic es.

r rt i, 111.II rules or tlol it's depend on the nature' the child's

handicAp.

in that handicapped students may not

is also possible that sc Is' and dis-

Figure summarlir!--t th I r,imt-wttrk that guided this study.

used on the hool-lvel cite isionmaking process that determines whether

dually, identified child Ives either Title i services, special edu-

cat tern services, hoth,

school-level charact

rooms, f t i ncr.in r t e etchers or

We viewed the decision as a product

istics: the service g. , resource

-contained classrooms for handicapped

students; resource rooms or in-(Liss aides for i itie I students) and

the existence of a policy ibout providing dual -vices to students.

These school-level char erist are significantly affected by federal,

state. or district rules regarding programs and by perceptions of federal

policy about delivering dual services to students. Patterns of service

delivery adopted by schools and districts will vary. The precise
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STUD r CHARACTERISTICS

TYPE OF HANDICAP

ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL

INPUTS

FEDERAL, STATE, OR DISTRICT

RULES ABOUT PROGRAM STRUCTURE

AND PROCEDURES

PERCEPTIONS OF F JERAL POLICY

ABOUT DELIVERIN6 uuAL SERVICES

P.1

SCHOOL CHAP ACTEHISTICS

FORM OF SERVICES

EXISTENCE OF A POLICY

REGARDING DUAL SERVICES

OUTCOME RECEIPT OF SERVICES

BY DUALLY IDENTIFIED STUDENTS

TITLE I ONLY

SPECIAL EDUCATION ONLY

BOTH

NEITHER

FIGURE 2 FACTORS THAT AFFECT SCHOOL-LEVEL DECISIONS TO PROVIDE SERVICES

TO DUALLY IDENTIFIED STUDENT
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The n1.1in purpose' ' this sindy was to determine what services are

provided to "dually identified" students, Thus, tit necessity this study

had tt1 Address the of how students are identified for the receipt

vices. in addition to determining the patterns of service delivery

dually identified students, the studv sought to determine whether

e ire some students who might he "dually eligible" but Are either

identified for only one pr ram, not identified at all.

he purposes of this study, a "dually eligible" student is one

wl _-teri tics warrant dual identificat n; theoretically, all

dually eligible students should be dually identified. In addition to

examining patterns cif service delivery to dually identified students,

this study explored the conditions under which dually eligible students

might not he dually ident tied. For instance, under what conditions will

a dually eligible student he " ingly identified" as eligible for Title

hut not as handicapp- I? Under what conditions will a dually eligible

student he ,Iy icicntit ied" as handicapped but Aq as a Title I

eligible-and/or participant? toiler what conditions will a dually e

gible student not he identified as either handicapped or Title I eligible?

!h study tilt used on patterns of service delivery to students who

had already been "dually identified," but certain service delivery pat-

terns might result from the identification process itself. For instance,

conservitive definitions of certain handicapping conditions could result

in the non identification of certain students as handicapped and relegate

a proportion of students to the population of Title I eligibles. While

theoret ically "dually el igible" according to some 'criteria, these students

might ,be served in_Tit le F programs if they were in Title I schools;

however, they would receive neither serdice in -non-Title I schools.
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that 'ur en paper but pot in practice that are translated into

prat 1 be to the intent of innovations (Berman and McLaughlin,

1978). To

regulat

at

ve, attempts to change federal education laws or

ns must take into account typical patterns of implementation
.

school level.

BY Ionising on school -level implementation, this study was limited

to Title l and handic pped students who are served in regular schools.

Mo9t to the attention was on those handicapped studentsfor example,

the learning disabled, mildly retarded, and emotionally disturbed- -whose

ondltions would be most likely to result in achievement problems and

who are tisuaIIv served in resource rooms on a pull-out basis. We were

most interested in students with these handicaps because of cur expecta-

tion that their treatment' would be most similar to the academic services

likely to he provided in Title programs. The study dealt peripherally

other handicapped students who are served in regular schools. In

(-Oar, we often, inquired about services for (I) students with

speech and vision impairments* who are often served,by itinerant teachers

*_
It possible that delayed language development underlie schwa
failure and-result in student referrals to special education or Tittle
programs. Reading problems and delayed language development could be
highly related in both symptom and treatment; the distinction between
these two phenomena may warrant future research efforts.
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on a pull-out basis, -did (2) students with severe learning problems

(trninahli. mo:111.:

who are often served in self-contained classrooms (at 1-= .( 3-4 hours

per day) in regular schools.

WhyanExEloratoyy Study?

The overlap between federally funded education programs is a new

area _ investigation. As with all new areas of research. it often

takes a study merel} to refine a set of meaningful questions; too many

studies skip this step and 'irnd up with reams of data only to discover

that the wrong questions were asked. Therefore, the main purpose of

this study was to identify the range of problems that schools face in

providing service to dually identified children. The study is intended

to provide abetter understanding of the problems of overlap, their

range and magnitude, rather than a complete or statistically accurate

account of the nationwide incidence of particular overlap problems.

Issues

Issues of duplication or limitation of services are sensitive ones.

We could not ask, direct questions such as: Do you duplicate services

to students with special needs in this school? Or, do you limit services

to certain students who are identified or who might be eligible for them?

Such questions could evoke either defensive or normative responses. Our

aim was to compile detailed descriptions of both Title I and special_

education service from which we could determine the extent of duplica-

tion or limitation of services to students. We wanted to make indepen-

dent judgments about overlap problems even in cases where the respondent§

might not perceive a problem. Therefore, before eliciting their opinions

about overlap issues, the interview goal was to gather information from

our respondents on two topics: (1) the process of student selectio- for

both Title I and special education programs, and (2) the services pro-

vided by both Title I and special education programs (Appendix B lists

the topics covered during the interviews).
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EthIC,ItiUn Pro r.

In gathering de

dents , sett. Led tot Irtrti.

addressed the foultowiirg ques

Title

riptions of he processes h'' whU'h stu-

tl- I .in 1 speci- I education i rograms, we

How art ,tridents identitied for participa ch program?

Under what conditions are students identified f<ni participation
in both programs simultaneously?

In addressing these questions we were interested in knowing (1) the tx.-

tent to which students who might he eligible for Title I and'speiai edu-

cation programs are identified, and (2) whether similar types of students

are identified by both programs. It similar students are identified we

were interested in any rationale provided by school staff members for

ttaving two separate programs. If different types of students were

identified, we were interested in how school personnel make distinctions

between the types of students best served by each program.

The Services Pi-ovided b Title I and Special Education Pro ms

In asking about program servic nted to know:

What are the m_larities and differences between Title I
and special uCation programs?

Our interest was in both the form and content of Title I and special

education services. Our purpose in asking about program services was

to have an accurate nse of what could be considered a duplication of

services. We wanted to know the extent to which the receipt of both

services could, in itself, be considered a duplication of services.

The Receipt of Title I and Special Ed ca on Sery
'Identified Students

Dual

The third set of research issues pertains to students who have been

identified as both handicapped and Title I eligible. We.are interested

in which dually identified students, if any, tend to receive both sets

of services, and the rules or practices that govern this dual receipt

of services:
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Under what conditions do dually identified students participate
in both programs? (Do rules exist that limit student partic-
IpatIon in both progrnms!)

If a dually identified student rec Ives services from both
funding sources, do schools have -Mechanisms to avoid providing
Ldentical services to students?

If a dually identified student receives services from both
funding sources, do schools have mechani avoid p:ovid
contradictory or confusing services to students?

How do schools cope with the possible problem of program dis-
ruption for students who receive multiple services? (Do
schools have rules or practices designed. to avoid the dis-
ruption of student programs? ) .

SampleSelection

Interviews er conducted in six states. In two ea. California

and Tennessee, the interviews were conducted in person. In the four

Additional states, interviews were conducted by telephone. Table 1

enumerates the number of districts and schoo7:s visited in each state.

The study was designed to identify a variety of problems that arise

in the administration of programg:funded by Title I and PL 94-142. The

purpose of the sample was not to be representative of national problems

Table 1

DESCRIPTIVE SUMMARY OF STUDY SAMPLE

Type of Number of Number of
Interview Districts Schools

California In-person 13

Tennessee In-person 4 11

Oklahoma Telephone 3 7

South Carolina Telephone 3 6

Washington Telephone 3 5

Wyoming Telephone 4 13
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hut. to maximize ;e number tYP of issues raised by the

t' maximi/r variahili

in the tpes f and districts along a number of dimensions that

art` thrught ter either the operation of Title I and PL 94-142 or

their cto r dinatic n. Table summarizes the dimensions e plored in

choosing the six ;fates for

number of mca:--,ures:

studies We were interested to a

Level of expenditures for special educa n in the stl-

Relative size of the poverty population in the state, as
measured by the number of low-income students as a pro-
portion of the total school enrollment in the state.

Size of the state's Title I program, as measured by the
proportion of the state's students enrolled In Title I
programs.

Level of services provided by Title I to participants
in the state, as roughly measured by the average level
of per pupil expenditures in Title I programs.

These measures were selected as rough indicators of the level of re-

sources in each program and the extent to which the lack or abundance

of resources might affect program coordination problems. Table 2 in-

cludes information on the recency of the state's special education law

and figures from the Office of Education on the proportion of handi-

cappy students. served in Title I programs in 1975 -76. We anticipated

that states that were serving relatively large proportions of handicapped

students in Title I programs prior to the implementation of PL 94-142

would highlight some particularly interesting issues of overlap.'

T °.ntr,isting states, California and Tennessee, were chosen for

in- person interviews. California was chosen tt, orov'Ae-examples of the

types of overlap problems that might be encounter in a state with high

spending levels for bdth special education and comuensatory education

programs. As .shown in Table 2, California spent $839.73 per special

education student Iii 1976. California also has one of the largest

state compensatory education programs in the nai:ion and a relatively

low proportiOn of low-income students (14% Of the total enrollment) and
/

handicapped students. Title I programs are rue' jointly_with the. state
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COMpt:.-alo ucacion programs and virtually all Title I eligibles are

I Lt_f ei1.L it
high nia mn' he viewed as an example of the situaL on

in wilich.ntner --.Jates may find them 's i t they fir real, their exp.

Ji u-es for ,cial educati,, or compensatory education programs.

Districts chosen /for interviews in taliornia were all part of the

's Master Plan for Special Education, a law similar in its major

provjsions to Pi= 94-142, which was implemented on a trial hi i. in so-

I ed districts prior to statewide implementation.

Tennessee- was selected as a contrast to California because it i-

characterized by a relatively high proportion of low-income students

toyer twice the proportion as in California), a relatiVely high pro-

portion of handicapped students (10.7% compared with 6.c in California)

and low funding levels for both compensatory educatiorkond special
F

education programs. The state does not fund any compensatory education

programs; all compensatory. education =ands come from federal Title

sources. Tennessee also is characterized by low funding levels it'

special education. Although the state passed its special education

legislation in 1974, prior to FL 94-142, the appropriations for the

state law were always a small fraction of the amount needed for com-

pliance. In 1976, Tennessee spent only $396.21 per handicapperMdent

(about half of California's expenditureg). Tennessee also was chosen

because of the relatively high proportion of students classified as

having learning disabilities. Despite its low special education budget,

in 1976-7, the state ranked 3rd in the nation in the proportion of

learning disabled students served. We believed that learning disahted

students might be most difficult to distinguish from Title I students

and were therefore interested in how these distinctions ware made in a

state with a very 111.#h proportion Of LD students. (In 1976-77, the

LD count in Tennessee was bout 4% of the state's total school enrollment

compared to a national average of about 1.6%.)

Telephone_interviews were conducted in four states to supplement

the in-depth case' studies and site visits in California and Tennessee,

These telephone interviews had two purposes: to gain soflw sense of
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whether the patterns discerned in California and Tennessee were similar

in other states, and to uncover any additional issues of overlap.

Wyoming, Washington, South Carolina, and Oklahoma were chosen for

their diversity on a number of dimensions. First, they represent differ

ent levels' of state special education funding. Table 2 indicates that in

1976 Wyoming had state-level expenditures of $1,107.65 per handicapped

child, while Oklahoma's contribution was $219.53 per handicapped child.

Second, these states represent a wide range in the proportion of low-

income students, from 10% in Washington to 33% in South Carolina. Third,

Oklahoma and Wyoming in particular were chosen because of OE figures

that indicate a relatively high proportion of Title I money going to

handicapped students (this proportion does not include students served

under 'Plj 89-313). Fourth, the states represent a range'in the proportion

of handicapped students served in 1976, from a low of 6.7% in Oklahoma

to a high to 10.6% in South Carolina. Finally, geographic diversity was

considered in choosing the states for telephone interviews.

Data Collection

Data were collected through use of-unstructured interview guides

that were employed for in-person and telephone interviews with Title I

and special education personnel on the state, district, 4nd school

levels. We usually talked to two state ad nistrators. the director

of Title I services .and the special educe ion director. Three to five

districts were chosen to represent a cross section of urban, suburban,

and,rural areas in,a state. Within each district, we visited or tele-
. phoned two to three schools. For comptrison, we generally visited both

a Title I and a non-Title I elementary' school.* The third school n'a

*We wanted to explore the poesibiligy that special education students in
'non-Title I schools bore a strongresemblance,to Title I students in
Title I schools, We reasoned thli because handicapping conditions are
more prevalent in low-income poptilations, special education classes in
non-Title I schools might have fewer children with severe learning handi-
caps; they could serve students who might be served by Title I if,that
program were available. A second reason for conducting interviews ip
non -Title I schools was to assess whether these schools provided the-
same level of services to special education students.
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district was either another Title I elementary school or a secondary

school with Title I services, if available.

In each school, a minimum of hree people were interviewed. First,

we talked to the principal to'obtain information on the variety of pro-

Aram available in the school, their size, and eligibility criteria.

We then talked to Title I and special education teachers. These-teachers

described the two programs and their perceptions of any problems of co-
.

ordination between programs. Finally, wherever possible, we interviewed

at least one regular classroom teacher to clarify the basis on which a

regular teacher referred or did not refer, students to Title I or special

education programs. Some interviews were held with individuals while

others were group interviews.. We also tried to observe Title I and

special education classes in progress.
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III CASE STUDY NUMBER 1: OVERLAP BETWEEN TITLE I
AND PL 94-142 IN CALIFORNIA

This chapter presents the findings of our California ihterviews.

As mentioned in the last chapter, California is a state with relatively

high funding in both compensatory and special education programs. It is

possible that the issues raised by overlap in this state might,be

generalizable to states that have or anticipate similar funding patce

The findings of this chapter are presented in three sections: (1)

the process of student selection for Title I and special education pro-

grams, (2) the services provided by both Title I and special education

programs, and (3) the receipt of Title I and special education services

by dually identified students. Conclusions are discussed with regard

to the extent of uuplication _ _d limitation of services to students.

The Process of or Title I and Special Education
Prorams

When asked to describe the procedures by which students are selected

for participation in Title I and special education programs, one re-
-.

spondent summarized cur major observation:

The main difference between the two programs is the assessment
process. (District's Special Education Director

California's special education law has some unique characteristics that
relate to the overlap between Title I and special education populations.
While the state's Master Plan for Special Education bears a strong
resemblance to PL 94-142, the state is moving away from distinguishing
among the different types of mildly handicapped students. Learning
disabled, mildly retarded, and emotionally disturbed students are no
longer labeled separately. Instead, they all fall under the category
of "learning handicapped," and are served together in resource rooms.
We found this change in labeling rules to be one of form more than of
substance. Interviewees repeatedly referred to certain students as
ones who "would have been called EMR, LD, or ED but are now LH."
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Selection procedures for the two programa differ markedly; the differences

have major implications for identifying students and determining whether

students who might be eligible for services are actually receiving them.

Title I law requires that student eligibility and participation in

Title I programs conform to what we call a "screening model." This model

is characterized by the identification of students from a larger set

using specific and universally applied criteria. In the districts visited

in California, student performance on achievement tests was the major

criterion for determining student eligibility and participation in com-

pensatory education programs (funded and administered jointly. through

Title I and the state's compensatory education law; SB 90). On rare oc-

casions, the observations and judgments of regular classroom teachers

were used to supplement tests score data. In California, because

Title I funds are supplemented by state compensatory education funds,

students who are eligible for a compensatory education program are

almost automatically participants.

Student selection for spedial education programs follows a markedly

different pattern; selection and participation in special education

programs conform to what we call a "referral model." The first step of

the process is a referral, usually by a classroom teacher, based on some

problem that the teacher perceives in the student. Once a referral is

made, the law requires an elaborate diagnosis procedure to determine

the precise nature of the student's difficulty, whether a special

education placement ranted, and if so, what form the placement

should take. This diagnosis procedure is much more complex than the

procedure followed in Title I programi; more selection criteria are con-

sidered, more people are involved in the process, and more steps are

required.

The process of student selection for Title I and special education

programs comprises three stages: (1) identification, (2) diagnosis,

and (3) placement. At each stage, differences between the two programs

raised issues bearing on the overlap between the two programs.
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Identification

At the identification stage, the major difference between Title

and special education programs is the important role of the teacher's,

judgment in referring students to a special education program. Because

of the obvious significance of the teacher's judgment in the special

education referral process, we thought it was important examine the

criteria used by teachers in deciding that a student should be referred.

to a special education setting, and how school staff members tend to

distinguish between Title I and special education students. According

to all of our respondents, it became resoundingly clear that Title I

and special education students have one basic characteristic in common:

low achievement, especially in reading.* Title I participants must be

low-achievers by law; low achievement, especially in reading, also was

perceived by all respondents as the major reason for referring students

to special education services. Special education students, however,

were described as having additional qualities. Respondents said that

special education students were:

Not able to grasp concepts in a group setting

Lou in social skills in a group setting

Those with visual or auditory perception problems

Behavior problems

Kids who cannot work in the regular classroom.

Behavior proble

students:

viewed as more common among special education

A child's referral has to do with the ability of the regular
teacher to cope with a child. (Special Education Teacher)

When asked to discuss differences between Title I and special education
students, respondents tended to focus on special education students
with mild learning handicaps. This emphasis coincided with our own as
discussed in Chapter II. The comparisons between special education and
Title I students In this section refer primarily to those special
education students who, in California, fall under the rubric of "learning
handicapped" and are usually served in resource rooms under California's
Master Plan.
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However, respondents emphasized that students were rarely referred for

behavior problems'per se. They were perceived to be linked with aeademic

problems. As one special education teacher put it:

Reading is the key to social problems.

Basically, special education students were seen by school staff members

as being different from Title I students in two ways:

Special education students' academic and social problems were
viewed as more severe than those of Title I students.

Special education students were viewed as having multiple
problems (academic and behavioral versus academic alone).

We hypothesized that, in addition to teachers' perceptions of dif-

ferences between Title I-and special education students, their percep-

tions of differences in the characteristics Of the two programs might

also determine which students they referred to special education settings.

One teacher viewed the differences between the two programs as follows:

Title I programs are correctional programs that help students
Who have missed something'the first time around. Th4 purpose
of special education programs is to help students who have
basic learning problems that impeded their acquisition of Con-
cepts.

Perhaps because Title I programs tended to provide shorter term as-

sistance than special education programs, some teachers felt that the

problems of Title,I students were more amenable to shbrt-term solutions

Interviews in a small number of junior high schools suggest that the
link between behavior and academic problems may become stronger as the
student gets older. The sooial and psychological implications of a
reading problem, for instance, seem much more profound for a seventh
grader than for ?second grader: "The older 'a kid is, the harder it
is to distinguish the cause of a handicap," i.e., whether it is a
skills deficit, learning handicap, or an emotional problem (Junior
High School Title I Teacher). The overlap between compensatory and
special education may be particularly problematic in secondary schools
(Larson, et al., 1977).
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than were the problems of special education students* (see section

below on the services provided by both pro ?rams).

Finally, some respondents believed that special education students

were not distinct from Title I students; the existence of the Title I

program may reduce the number of students referred to special education

programs. Some felt that many Title I'students would be in special

education programs if they were given the opportunity to be diagnosed:
a

Title I students may never get a special education work up
but they may have the same problems as special education
students. (Teacher)

Title I is there to take care of those students we don't have
to declare as exceptional. (Special Education Director)

In one school, when we asked which services learning disabled students

received, we were told:

We serve them in our Title I program. (Vice. Principal)

Diagnosis

The diagnosis for special education programs involves elaborate

testing and observation of students as well as meetings of a number of

school staff; the procedures are much more elaborate then those used to

determine student eligibility for Title I programs However, school

staff in California seemed to have some difficulty defining precisely

the criteria that Would be used to place students. IQ tests are no

longer used to determine placements for educable mentally retarded

in fact, we might speculate that the lower pupil/teacher ratio in
special education programs is at the root of teachers' referral to
these programs of students-who need more individual attention; thus,
the basis of such referrals .night -be in the structure of the program
rather than in any inherent difference in the populations.
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students. We, were not able to elicit precise criteria for defining

learning disabled students beyond "discfepancies among subtest scores."t

We were told repeatedly that once a student was referred to a

special education program by a teacher, it was rare that the student

was not found to be qualified. Respondents attributed this to the skill

of teachers in diagnosing student problems:

If you've worked long enough with kids, you don't need tests
to recognize a kid with a disability. (Special Education Teacher)

Teachers who have been in the business a long time can pick up
areas of neId, (Principal)

Teacher opinion is better than any test. (Principal)

An alternative explanation was presented by one special education

director, who believed that the criteria for special education program

placementi were so vague that:

Anybody's mother -in -law could qualify if they wanted t

The correct interpretatiOn awaits more specific data about the types of

evidence used to determine student eligibility--the gathering of con-

cxete evidence on this topic was beyond the scope of our study.

Placement

The placement of students in either Title I or special education

classes was problematic in some California districts. In a number of

districts placement in Title j services was recommended on a student's

individual education program (IEP). This practice caused a heated con-

flict in one school, where a'special education resource teacher sent the

math-related portions of a special education student's IEP to the Title I

math resource teacher. The special education teacher, not having

While the case of Larry P. v. Riles is pending in the courts, California
has a moratorium on intelligence testing. The plaintiffs claim that
bias in the test instrupents results in an over-representation of
minority children in classes for the retarded.

t
We did not have many interviews with psychologi
sumably be more specific about criteria.
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expertise in mathematics, expected the Title I teacher to implement the

student's IEP. The Title I teacher believed that this behavior of the
0

special education teacher constituted a "supplanting violation," because

he thought that any services prescribed on a student's IEP should be con-

sidered part of the student's base program and not supplementary. This

teacher knew that Title I services were to be provided "over and abeve"

the base program and considered special education services to be base

services.

The special education teacher in this case perceived herself as

having the authority to orchestrate all services necessary for the special

education child, regardless of funding source. This notion is in keeping

with the Master Plan's emphasis on mainstreaming because reliance on

existing services was seen as promoting the student's:integration in the

school. However, such use of non-special-education services may conflict

with the requirements of Title I programs.*

This incident highlighted a more general criticism of the special

education program by Title I staff members. In one district, the Title I

director felt that aL. of the new Master Plan money was being spent on

district-level diagnosticians and procedural Safeguards rather than on

diredt services to students. Thus, the non - special - education personnel

were being relied upon to provide Master Plan services. The Title I

director in one district felt that the following described the attitude

of special education personnel:

Here's what's wrong. You (Title-I) work with him, I'll tell _u
what's wrong and you do the work.

The Services Provided kyTitle I and Special Education Pro rams

A number of similarities existed in special education and Title I

services in the schools we visited in California.

See the discussion of Title I provisions in Chapter I.
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First, in both programs, services were most likely to be on pull-

out basis.* Pull-outs for Title I and for itinerant special edutation

Services rarely lasted more than 45 minutes. If served in a resource

room, the length of time that special education students spent there

ranged from 1 to 2 hours per day, depending on the number and severity

the student's problems. In some schools the Title I program did not

employ resource teachers; rather the program paid primarily for aides in

classrooms (such a situation seemed most common in cases where a majority

of students in the school were Title I participants). In some schools

Title I (and SB 90) provided funds for both resource rooms and classroom

aides.

A second similarity between the Title I and special education

services was that both programs emphasized the acquisition of reading

skills. The techniques used to teach reading sometimes differed; Title I

teachers tended to use a remedial reading approach while special edu-

cation teachers were more likely to use a perceptual-motor approach.

However, this distinction was not universal; in a number of schools

Title I teachers had adopted perceptual-motor techniques.

The similarities between the two programs were highlighted by two

additional factors. First, a number of respondents thought that Title I

and special education teachers had very similar skills:

While they differ in their training, Title I and special edu-
cation teachers are highly, skilled in the same area: 'individual
learning styles. (Principal)

Second, we found some instances of teachers from the two programs sharing

materials and teaching techniques.

We conducted a very limited number of interviews in non-Title I

schools. It was our impression that the special education services in

* .

The form of special education services depended on the child's hands-
,cap. Students with mild learning handicaps tended to be served in
resource rooms; students with speech or vision problems tended to be
served by itinerant teachers on a pull-out basis.
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non-Title I schools were more likely to resemble Title I services tha

special education programs in Title I schools. In non-T Sc

there seemed to be a greater emphasis on pulling studen out of the

class for short periods of time and using a remedial.read ng approach.

Future research will have to determine whether this p'ractic= is common

to many schools.*

A major distinction between Title I and special education programs

was their size. By law, teacher-student ratios in special education

resource rooms has been limited to 25/1. There was no limit to the

number of students who could be served in title I resource rooms. Thu

specie/education classrooms were more characterized by students working

alone or individual students working with a teacher; Title I classrooms

were characterized by students working in groups. However, we found that

many Title I teachers performed their own diagnoses on students to

isolate their particular reading difficulties; placement in small groups

often was based on individual diagnoses.

The two programs also differed in the length of time students spent,

in them. In general, special education students seemed more likely to

remain in their programs longer than students remained in Title I progr-
.

Title I programs were designed as short-term assistance. Some students

stayed in them for a few weeks or months while others remained for a

full year. The student's status in a Title I program was reevaluated

each year, Periodic reevaluation was not a common practice for special

1

*
Special education programs in non-Title I schools may have resembled
Title I programs because of the low number of special services in some
non-Title I schools we visited. In at least one district we noticed
that non-Title I schools did not have any special services other than
special education. This situation was due to the way in which Title I
comparability rules have been interpreted; all categorical programs
must be placed in Title I schools before they can be'placed in non-
Title I schools. The result at one school was that special education
services were the only additional services in a school that was a
borderline non-Title 1 school. The special education services in this
school were severely overburdened and perhaps dealt with the problem
by serving greater numbers of students for shorter periods of time.
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education students, although'this situation may be changing because

PC94-142 and California's- Master Plan require annual, reevaluations.

The Recei-t of Title I and Special Education
ServlE!±1/.242LL/

Identified Students

Some students in California schools do receive services funded 'by

both Title I and special education programs. Table_3 estimates how many

students receive both Title I and special education services in sore of

the schools we visited in California. These rbugh figures were.to Ailed

during the site visits from the record lists of Title I or special edu-

cation teachers who kept 'information about their students',. partianation.

in other programs.

Table 3 indicates that. the number of students being served by both

programs varies considerably from school to school. 'Whether or not
h

-
students received both special education and Title services seemed to

depend on two

and (2) school

-tedfaetors: (1) the structure di the Title I program,

icy discouraging the receipt *of'both'services.

We found that students were muelvmore likely to teceive both Title

and special 2ducati;n,servites when the Title I program provided in-tlasa

aides and special education services were in the form of resource rooms.

Schools where both Title I and special education programs op ated on a

pull -out basis wete less likely tohave large numbers of students in

both programs.

Neither the State of California nor the districts that we visited

had any formal policy that discouraged students from receiving both

Title I and special educatiop services. One statetlevel administrator

said that the only problem with Title I students also receiving special

education services is that Title I guidelines are aimed at preventing

segregation of Title I students; if segregation of Title I students were

avoided, he thought, it would be perfectly legitimate, for some students

to receive both services.

Nevertheless, at some schools there was concern about students re-
,

ceiving both Title I and special education services and a few schools.
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School

Diatrict Number

Table 3

NUMBER OF STUDENTS RECEIVING TITLE I AND SPECIAL EDUCATION RESOURCE ROOY

SERVICES IN NINE SCHOOLS IN CALIFORNIA

Tail Number'

in Spec Ed

Resource

Pro-ram

1 1 E 40

2 E 60

3 E 62'

4 E 78

2 1 E ,30

2 E I 30

33 1 E

2. JR 80 (i

4 1 E 48

Unduplicated Percent of

Count .of .Total Percent of Title- I/State

Title A
Spec Ed Also Comp Ed (S890)

State Comp Ed, Ntsbe of in Title I or Participants

(S890) Students in State CampEd Alpo in

_Particippts_ Bothlqrams ,..(990) Specd

332 I 37 93

401 39 65

447 33 53

347 54 69

269 4 13

83 4 13

181 25*
83

259 15* 19

219 48* 90-100

0

14*

22

Estimate provided by Title. I-or special education teacher; other figures are fr m teacher or school records.

! s
Notes; E ' elementary; ill junior high school; Spec Ed I special education; Cop Ed * Impensatgry

education.,
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student programs wt found some instances of this problem.

m le:

In ono :`drool 3 child proache his issroom teach«? r and
sa yin 've get me going 2() minutes here and 30 minutes

di eXpect me It) get my classroom work done?'

In another sc°hotl, one fourth grade girl felt that she didn't
need both Title I aHl spec itil education services; she her self
negotiated her withdrawal from the Title I program.

in some sohools the School Appraisal Team was responsible for preventing

the disruption s tlld, nt ',gram!-;. Nut this full

by 1 Id rout inelv in If l hocilr, or

students who might he aiierted.

In did not eem to

pin sihntnIs for al

;ruse of the plethora of and federal programs for which students
in California schools quality, s -ome schools house multiple programs.
Wo encountered one school whti .e principal reported having sixteen

)rding to tal i_ forn i is Master Plan, eac a School Ap-
praisal Team which is ri1,'nshli for review and decisions on cligi-

tv, individualized education programs, and placement of students
special education programs.
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Ifn }tart in I students in Inure thou i,nc slid raise

pr4 h thi'r Own) dopl t ion ot services, such as the disruption
student tint. Hits problem may he exacerbated in a state like

Calitornin with Lt, abundance of categorical programs. Fri

pr,) m di -option were ,,ressiog in Callfonl A schools because of inter-

pre 'Liens Title 1 no-suppian provisions; As they were interpreted

in some of nia districts we visited, Title I no-supplant rules

me, that 411 State or Federal categorical education programs had to be

placed iti Title I sc hititls i,ctc>re they were pl iced In non-Title r schools,
In at le ot dist this interpretation resulted in a severe con-

trAst hetween the Tit] I schools, in whici egorical programs

we ri' u: d, And the non-Title school which were often limited to a

iniitimom of catt :al assistance. In_ in this district, the

!1,,r1 It 1 his were not Ally different from the Title

MI Aomp,-, 1 t ion; wale itf th nun =Ti t. le i r, hoots were lust above

th,' p,,vert
t

ff tor Tirle 1 ist rote, hot nevc+rthc ltss had radlelliv

ri, While student programs may be

dntronted in the Hite I schools, some s imi l :ir non-Title I schools may

.1 W1L It I.I. t,I :to!

ont, with very iv c learning petiticros were in A more self-
comfit ri old tended not to re,ieIve Tit 1c T
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[ilk] I services to special education students was that- if

itud_n _terve both Tit ic t and special educc it ion services, other

Title I t I LgtH students might no receive CVCR one supplementary

Th.

While school policies sometimes limit the receipt of Title I services

by students who are identified as handicapped, Title I participants may

ntit receive sne ial education services for which they might hi eligible.

The number Title 1 students who do not receive ecial education

s.rvftes is m-sked by the way in which students

it e_i ion services.

lie exten t tit dual ,

chosen to receive

lily is unknown because there is no mass

n ing ot stncit nt s lol 1tt t al seryic s It is possible

that many stulcnts re le I scrvices, screened. would be

diagnosed hiving ,Id 1,,udicap (part i ularly a learning disability

Many special ednc,atitiii stutents may remain in only Title I classes

he ident it ic.itoit systems that are not systematic and may rely

heavily on teacher diagnosis. Some students who may benefitofrom

Aal cdnc-at lien sery ices may never be tested because they are not re-.

terred h)r testing by the teacher. For instance, our Impression was

that t.rtaln students who might have "A 1am.,- dialleaps are not

11 2 they do not create disc' pllne pr,:lems
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Sequential c_crtirtiin ation arrangements make it
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provide Hupplementa " IH gnerdl, schools view spe( mil edit-

ident's hase egular program. Whileiiion replat trig the

t:11 !L,1- L th lt,indic`aiis, it may not tor

'der L- with mild handicaps. Reliance on non-special education services

tits the PI. 9'.-14_ emphasis of pl ink, stndents in "least

restrictive environments." However, Title 1 personnel sometimes balk at

serving

supplan

who have been identified as handicapped; they raise

issie and ,')oir to serve more Title I eligibles.

fhe intreased emphasis ciri least restrictive environments is placing some

new burdens on non-special education services, The tension between the

push towards least restrictive environments and the desire of Title I

personnel to expand services to previously unnerved eligible needs to

be addressed by federal policym k -s *

Third, ,,111- examilation tit the process of student referral to

special education pi-cigrams in California highlighted a number of possible

problems with the he vv reliance on teacher referrals in the initial

identifiLation of students for these programs. First, some students may

he overlooked by the teac:ier _ systan. Research evidence indicates

that while teachers e accu in their identification of students as

handicapped they IilI tci Went fv all c- hildren who have handicaps

(Lmhert, 1963; Harts,igh it Al., 1977). Second idler referral

,in may ity and label some students as handicapped who are not.

.fully, )f these issu
regulations on over la {p which

ill he addressed in new Title I
scheduled to be Issued shortly.
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spt. 1 i d it i,,rl it is untis I to find the - 'dent_ rejectist from special

. -tit, it t- I t

the re. isttii for this is tlt.it the (rite for determining whether child

has i_ertacin handicapping condition:: are often vague, contusing, and

open to interpretation. Meetings to as ss, diagnose, and place students

Ar icsigned to onsu arbitrary decis o not made about

students at the whim of a teacher or administrator who wants to "get

ril or" uhrl le or problem child. However, given vague rules for the

di imosis of mild handicaps A School Assessment Team meeting might

simply result in "placement by consensus." While the student may be

protected from misidenLifIcation at the whim of one person, he/she is

not protected from commonly accepted "definitions of the situation"

hied by all se ool staff members. In the absence of specific and

universally al li,ahle ria for milder handicaps, some students ma

inn(' t be label- 1 is hit vii tipped hoc, their behavior does not

rm to the ilo rm.
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ASI SFUDY NI MHER 2: DVRLAP BETWIJ
MIT I AND PE 9=1=142 IN TENNESSEE

sents ti findings of inter 10's conducted

- uihLii, [H. H,
0LAtc 10 11 wt. w00 1 d in-dOrh interVieWq bee,ause funding for
edlu III tit iri tire. state is re kitty& Iv low. l ire is n0 state comnens __n

education program so the state must rely exclusively on Title L funds

r cduuational dvantaged students. Also, funding,

!or special education services to handicapped students in the state is

relatively We heard numerous comments like this

The state passed a great special education law and then
t orgot to fund it. (Principal)

As in the preceding chapter on California findings, we will present our

observations about the overlap between Title I and special education

services in three sections: (1) the process of student selection for

Title I and special education programs, (2) the services provided by

both Title I and special education programs, and (3) the receipt of

Title I and special education services by dually identified students.

of Stu ent Se lec t ion I or Title I and pecial Education
Protira

Identlflc

The process cif identifying students for special education programs

in the districts visited in Tennessee resembled the referral model used

in California (see ChAnter III). In both states, the first step for

any student to be a to a special education program was a

-elertal, osua ly by teacher.

Selection of students for Title I programs relied much more

heavily on the input of classroom teachers in Tennessee than in
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Calilo

judgments were said to he "o jective Assess,.

made teats or mati documented ohservatictt

At tilt, V; 14t.

It seemed 0

and t ac h

1101 toaCher-

ti,trt Fitly I pr-, is was more de den

the lud.,ments ttl. regular c l assroom teachers in Tennessee than iii

Calit;

h i vemf t

First, ac ording to our respondents,

t'flndw it.,1 k t rim

districts than in ( nia districts. In trict,

,onduct;__ onlv once -v three Years. because of the lack

state tttmpens.itctry edttt'ntion funds, Title I programs could not serve

:111 'hie student s as :hey did In California, despite gouc_ _,y

lower ell Lily cutttt is. leacher judgment was used to select

partit ipant' among the Title I eligibles.

Although teachers tended to select for Title I participation

students who were academically more "in need" than other Title I

eligibles, additional criteria were used. For instance, in one

district Title I students were selected on the basis of those who

would he must likely to "benefit from" the program. In this way,

teachers tended not to choose students who were chronic-absentees,

or students who had failed to improve thei r performance in a Title

program in

Teacher p reptions of the differences between Title and special

education students might be expected to _effect which students would

be reterreci to each -v these ns might have greater

m in Tennessee Hiatt California because teachers' judgmentsipa

are a first step in both rams. Respondents had differing views

about the eiti y of teat her judgments in selecting appropriate

students tar both Its On Title I reading teacher thought

that tea

og MN.

udgments were unreliable because: (1) many students who

descrvecd Title 1 services w e not referred, and (2) too many students

were re=ferred Title I programs for behavior problems rather than

academic problems. Other respondents had great flith in teac

ability to identify students with learning handicaps. As one respondent

put it:
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II Ithit a is Id is nrli i ipt 11 then that' whit
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other scf 1 ft memhers tended to see tw main

ditterecis iit twLen Tit is I ttudtnts dild speel 1 edto students,

SpeciAl eduL tion udnts were vi Is haling mi sever ae demic

problems ,Inc` dittertrnt tvpes problems, such as di ilt with

iwr( ived 1;i.r n((

Vitle I =u-

i net p, ul it i ter

_ n

,ar, i u distine
ih she, educati studont.

r. the lowest Title I and

(Teachor)

Our interviews in non Title I schools liighliglttefd the sense that,

times, litte l students are hard to distinguish t=ram special education

students. The principal of a non-Title I school told us that it she

had a rc.m.,_ -1 reading teacher at her disposal, she could:

Pull some kids out of special education and sti 11 serve
them and get tl7e m up to grade level.

In this non-Title i school, both the principal and the special

education teacher telt that low reading achievement was the main

problem for spt= !fill education students. The two non-Title I principals

interviewed both felt that they could use a remedial reading teacher.

Because non-Title I schools in Tennessee tend not to have remedial

reading services, It may be that some students who are merely behind

in their reading par

Title I '(Fl( ols.±

in special education programs in non-

is in we were told that academic problems were the cause
discipline problems and vice versa.

id L r if diagi is procedures were so vague as to
allow some students who were "just behind" to be admitted to special
education programs. 'hiss seems to be the case In Tennessee, as
discussed In the next section of this chapter.
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1.-vices; instead, sumo may he served in Title I Teld-

i

sect d factor seemed to limit referrals educatic

servi :es in Tennessee; school staff members viewed special education

rooms as services for the ref,rded. A few respondents told us

that students with learning disabilities felt had about being in resource

rooms; some t, hers thought ft hurt the self-concept of a learning

disabled student to in a resource room with "retarded" students. In

one school, there was such a stigma associated with the special education,

resource room that che:- and students called it "the box." As a

result irf this ance to refer students to special education classes,

some learui:1,! disabled students may not receive special education ser-

vices, a 1 ti igh some mav receive services from Title 1 fiends .

The reluctance of tea

resour ms, either be

suth a re lud

that:

Manv unidentiti

nos

to refer students to special education

of overcrowding or the stigma associated

d ist r i Title 1 director to acknowledge

educa n students are in Title

The "diagnosis" 0f students for Title 1 programs n Tennessee is

more complex than it was in California beeaiire teacher judgments are an

Important ad junct Co student test scores. We have already discussed



itriA ,t,=;(1

!Alidit"

+11, urht.,t

It ht. , stmd ,t f 7r tit1 1 --o:rvicf
4

is )11, lit ly rod- hIlvi 1 illaorat

pri cdurr
tilititinS W. rt 1t

H1KU

cdik ,it ion strvi, rH is mandated Iry

uptt-.1t_1(il (11,tirlLt I IE; iri

Ived even d Sri 1.,tr,

tctat.il 1 r t dcd i 1 1,d .11-1.1 (_,[ 1 iv

int Id lt,irn hind rips in 'rennt--;,,t, .1.11 so int - Ided

A condition IJ 1 I "I, v-iny problems." Accordinv tir the T nuessee

edu..it ion code.

A .hild who exhibits deficient ies in the b, .ademic are
iir reading, writing, spelling, and arithmetic and is unable
ti cope with classroom Invtruction appropriate to his age but
who is functioning socially at or near a level appropriate to
his chronological age is considered to have learning problems.
(Tenn, 'et State 'hoard of Educati(-1. 1977.)

The crite ia for determining students with learning ohlems are

So al adaptive skills are in accordance with or approximate to
th child's chronological age but he is academically progressing,
at no more than one-half of the normal rate forlis age.

Problems resulting from a visual, hearing, or motor handicap,
mental retardativ, or emotional disturbance, have been excluded
as the basis of the discrepancy.

'indents with learning problems are not students with learning disabili-

ties; criteria for determining learning disabilities are much more

spoc cit we were told by --;()Me resoondents that the learnitg problem

category was for students who we academically b(hind but a cause of

low chievement could not he specified. The vague criteria that defined

For _feral countine, purposes, students with "leIrning problems" in
Tennessee are counted as learning disabled. Thus, Tennessee ranked
third in the nation in the proportion of learning disability students
identified and served in 1976-77. This ranking was one factor that led
us to conduct interviews in Tennessee.
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We were told that p1; cement in special educat ion pre.' almost

occurs once a student has _ .en referred for ial education

servic ,s. As in California, some respondents thought this was an

indicator of the accuracy with which teachers identified students who

needed assistance. Howev-

of 3pccial on students, especially those with learning problems,

count_ tut respondents' perceptions that few students

m special education settings once referred.

i n

e ambiguities inherent in the diagnosli'

re

The ambiguity of the learning problem category has ilso caused some
problems for special education people in the stet,.. Following passage
of the Tennessee special education law, all school p,rsonnel anticipated
a great influx of funding for special education students. As a result,
referral in the category of learning problems Increased dramatically;
when the funding was not forthcoming, some districts ended up with a
huge backlog of referrals and not enough staff to proc'ess them. This
backlog has contlintod to the present in some places. :In one large
district, all backlogged referrals for this handicapping condition were'
discarded this year; the district decWed to begin again rather, than
try with tire backlog. Recently, there have been some moves to

learning problems as a handicapping condition.



The Services_ Provided by Title and Special Education Programs

Title programs often provide services that resemble special

education services. For instance, Title I programs in the early grades

in two districts visited focused on perceptual-motor development--an

approach that is often used for learning disability students. In one

district, Title I ran a "personal learning lab" to address the, emotional

and psychological problems of students receiving academic services from

other Title I components.* These labs'fQCUsed on students who were

truants, had poor self-concepts,poor study habits, or social problems.

With regard to the academic services piwided by both Title I and

special education resource rooms, a state-level Title I person thought

that:

Special education people do remedial work just like Title I.

Other respondents, however, believed there were differences:

Special education services deal with the cause (of a
student's problems) while Title I deals with remediation.

in general', 'the academic services provided in Title I programs did

tend to differ from those provided by special education programs.

Students receiving speeiaj education services seemed to spend more time

per week in special education classes than did Title I students. Service

in special education resource rooms may range from 1/2 to 4 hours per

day. We were told that the averago stay in a special education resource

room was 1-1/2 hours per day. Title I students received assistance from

aides in classrooms or they were pulled out every other day for 30-45

minutes.

Title I programs were beginning to resemble special education

programs In their increased reliance on individualized learning plans

*
As in other states, only a very low proportion of Thnnessee's school-.
age population is identified as emotionally disturbed; in at least this
one district, psychological assistance through Title 1 might be serving
students who might otherwise be labeled as emotionally disturbed.
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each Title T student. Each rlistrirt we visited either had individu-

alized plans for Title l students or they were beginning to implement

them.

The Rece
udents

f Ti and ial Education Services by Dually Identified

The rules governing whether one child can receive services funded

by both Title I and PI, 94-142 seem to have shifted in Tennessee over the

past few years.* In at least one district visited:

Until two years ago, every special education student was
also Title I (district administrator).

We were told that two years ago, the Title I administrators at the

State Department of Education "cracked down"; they ruled that no child

who was certified as in need of special education services could receive

Title I services.

One state -level ,Title I administrator thought that the state's,

position has softened regarding the receipt of two sets of services by

some students. According to this respondent, special education students

could legally receive Title I services if (1) special education funding

to provide servces to handicapped students were inadequate, then Title I

could supplement special education services, or (2) a special educa-

tion component were written into a district's Title I application. This

state administrator informed us that Tale I services definitely could

not be provided if these services were recommended on a student's IEP.

While the state acknowledged a set of conditions under which it was

possible for some udents to receive both Title I and special education

services, school and district administrators in three of the four dis-

tricts we visited were still under the impression that the receipt of

Eederal, state, and local rule interpretations seem to have shifted a
good deal In recent yee,20. Ambiguities in federal laws and policies

discussed in Chapter I. These shifts and ambiguities have resulted
in a high degree local confusion not only in Tennessee, but in other

as well Chapter V).
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both services by the same student was illegal. As a result, came

across the following types of situations:

In some schools or districts, students who were certified as
having a non-academic handicapi.e., mild speech or vision
impairmentcould not receive reading assistance from Title I.

to some schools or districts, students who were certified as
having a learning handicap but who were awaiting placement could
not continue to receive Title I services until they were placed.

Students who were certified as handicapped could not receive
health or Counseling services provided to Title I students.

Studei who were certified as handicapped were not allowed to
attend itle I summer schools, sometimes the only summer school
in a district.

These and similar situations were. widely viewed as inequitable by

school staff members, in one school, plans were being made to coordinate.

Title I and special education services so that the next year students

with physical handicaps who were being served at the school would receive

assistance, relevant to their physical handicap from the special education

teacher, and reading assistance from the Title I teacher.

A number of individuals broke or bent the rules in order to provide

both sets of services to some students. One principal who was serving

her first year at a new school said she allowed special education students

to be helped by Title I safes, and to be served by Title I pull-out

services:

This year I glayed dumb and 9retended not to know about the
rules [which prohibited a student from receiving both sets of
services]. I don't know what excuse I will use next year.

Teachers in other schools also told us that they ignored rules that

would force them to deprive special education students of assistance from

Title I aides. We were told that in,some cases school staff would have

to evaluate services from which a student could most benefit--remedial

reading from Title I or a special education service (i.e., speech). If

they felt the student needed reading help more, they would not even

the student to special education programs. Furthermore, one special

education director felt that it was justified to bend the rules in order

to provide appropriate services to students. As she put it
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It's better to get forgiveness than permission.

As we left an interview with one special education teacher, she said

I. wish we could overlap more; I hope you can get us our
overlapping.

Some respondents did see'et least one advantage to not providing

both services to dually identified students. Their views were reflected

in the following question:

How many times can a kid be pulled out and still be vain-
. streamed? (District Title I Coordinator)

The advantages of maintaining rigid separation of program popula-

tions, however, were articulated far less frequently than the advantages

of greater coordination between the program services for dually identi-

fied students. While districts did perceive rules to prevent students

from receiving both Title I and special education services simultaneously,

many respondents did see the programs as linked sequentially. Title I

services were viewed as both a "first step" to special education programs

and as a way to provide special education students with some extra help

as they returned to the regular classroom setting.*

Stt and Discussion Ma or Findings in Tennessee

The goals of this study were to address the following two questions:

Is there a duplication of services provided by Title I and
special education programs to dually identified students?

Is there any limitation of services to dually identified
students?

-

This section will address each qUestion based on our observations

Tennessee.

At least one respondent felt that this was an illegitimate use of
Title [ service because special education students presumably would not
need any supplementary services if they were qualified to leave a
special education setting.

62



Iq There a Duliearion of Carvio0,4 Provided by Title I and Sn(-' I- -

Education Programs to Students?

In three of the four districts visited in Tennessee, school people

under the impression that students who were certified* as special

education students could not also receive Title I services. In these

districts there was no student who was officially receiving services

funded by both programs. Unofficially, a very small number of students

received services funded by both programs, but such cases were rare.

We did not hear of any (1) cases in which students were receiving iden-

it or even similar services, or (2) complaints about disruption of

udent programs due to tbe receipt of multiple services.

in the fourth district we visited, there were some cses in which

students did receive services funded by both Title I and special educa-

tion programs. Here, services were coordinated so that, for instance,

students received reading instruction from their special education

teacher and mathematics instruction from the Title I teacher.

There_AhyLimitation vices to Dually Identified Students?

The limitation of service to identified students took a

.ty of forms In Tennessee. first, because many schools were

According to T education code:

'Certified' means that an appropriate specialist, as designated
for'each of the categories of handicapping conditions, has con-
firmed that a child has a disability. 'Verified' means that a
child has been certified as having a disability, has had an
individual assessment, has been staffed and has an individual-
ized education program developed by an M-Team. 'Multidisei-
plinary Team' (M-Team) means a minimum of three appropriate
professional personnel, in addition to the parents of the child
and the child when appropriate, whose function is to examine and
evaluate all data relevant to making a decision about the spe-
cial,needs of the child. An individuWeducational program
(1:E.P.) for the child including:recommended placement shall he
developed by the M-Team. (Tennessee State Hoard of Education,
1977, pp. 77-78)

Thus, a child who is certified has been identified as handicapped but
may not yet be receiving special education services.
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maintaining
1

ct separation of the two pro-ram populations, some

students who were certified as mildly handicapped could not receive

Title I services even though they may have been eligible for them and

were not yet receiving special education services. In some cases, even

students who were receiving speech or vision serviced were not allowed

to receive Title I services. Second, students who were in self-contained

special education classes were routinely excluded from Title I services.

fi

The issue

Come students who were receiving Title I services may be eligible

for special education services. Receipt of special education services

by students depended on referral from a classroom teacher. We found

that some teachers hesitated to refer students to special education

services because they were overcrowded and there was such stigma associ-

ated with them. There may he a number of students, some receiving

Title I services, who are eligible for special education-services but

are not identified; as long as referrals are based solely on recommends-

tions of classroom teachers the number of students with unidentified

handicaps may remain unknown.. One respondent felt that:

If students were screened and given help early they wouldn't
eedrup in special edUcation; their problems wouldn't become
so serious. (Principal)

Finally, our impression was that a student's chances of receiving

special education services may partly depend on which school the student

attends; a student who is considered a likely candidate for special

education in one school may net be in another school. Whether a student

is referred to special education services could depend on (1) the overall

achievement level of students in his school, or (2) the existence of

other services, such as Title 1 services in the school. Low-achieving

students in- .µchocals where the average achievement level is high may be

mere likely: to he referred to special education services than'similar

students in a school with a low achievement level; thus, the secon4

student may not receive. special education services to which he might be

entitled. Students in non-Title l schools may he denied some form of

medial services and he unnecessarily labeled as handicapped.
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V TELEPHONE CASE STUDIES: WYOMING,
WASHINGTON, SOUTH CAROLINA, D OKLAHOMA

In this chapter, we present the issues of overlap that arose in

the course of telephone interviews in four states: Wyoming, Washington,

South Carolina, Knd Oklahoma. The purpose of th e telephone interviews

was eo assess the extent to which the patterns _nd problems found in

California and Tennessee were repeated in other states. As in the past

MO chapters, this chapter will describe issues in three areas: (1) the

process of student selection for Title I and special education programs,

(2) the services provided by both Title I and special education programs,

and (3) the receipt of Title I and special education services by dually

identified students. We will then discuss the implications of our

descriptions for the two major foci of the study: duplication and

limitation of se rvices to students.

The process of Student Selection for Title and Special. Education
Programs

In Californil and Tennessee the process of student selection for

special education programs depended on referrals from classroom teachers.

in;rennessee, Title I admissions were also partially dependent of teacher

judgments. We therefore tried to identify the characteristics teachers

use to distinguish between the mildly handicapped and Title I students.

In all four of the states in which we conducted telephone inter-

views, teacher referrals were generally the first step in a special

education placement; teacher judgments were also _mportant for the

placement of students in Title I programs in the four states. We assume

that teachers' impressions of the differences between students_whd

belong in Title I and those in special education programs could partly

determine whether a student who was having difficulties in school was

placed inone or the other program.
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School:staff members did feel that there were differences between

the types of students who were receiving services from each of the two

programa and the students who they would tend to refer to eachof the

programs. Special education students were seen as having problems that

were more "severe" than those of Title I students. Their achievement

was viewed as much lower than the achievement 'of Title I students.

Special education students were sometimes seen as more likely to have

discipline problems, to have shorter attention spans, and to be more

"distractible" than Title I students. Students referred to special

education were perceived to have more specific learning impairments such

perceptual or auditory problems. The following quotes are illustrative

of the differences between Title I and special education students as

perceived by school staff members in'the fat= states:

Title I students have a developmental problem (are slower in
their development) while special education students have a
'real disability.' (Teacher, Wyoming)

Title I kids ace low in reading. But if a child has a hard
time figuring out how to get out of the rain, then he needs
special education. (Title I Teacher, Oklahoma)

The mat% difference between the two groups is that special
education students have an overall problem while Title I
students have problems with one or two skill areas. (Special
Education Teacher, South-Carolina)

Title I kids are much more able to cope with change and still
learn; special education kids can't. (Title I Teacher, South
Carolina)

We often heafd that special eduction students had an "inability to work

in large groups" and needed much more "individual" attention than

Title 1 students- On the other hand, some viewed special education

students as having "more potential"`than Title I students.

Despite these ated differences between the two groups of students,

many respondents saw few differences between Title I and special educa-'

Lion students:

Many of the Title I students could be EMR
(Title I Coordinator, Washington)

,66

or ED.



Icy more similarities than differences between a Title
student and EMR, LD, and ED kids. Both (groups) feel that
they are not achieving what they should be. The defense
mechanisms which they show in the classroom are the same.
(Title I Teacher, Washington)

Title I and LD students are about
Wyoming)

I don't see much difference between my students and LD stu-
dents. (Title I Teacher, Oklahoma)

e same. (Title I 'Teacher,

. Some respondents thought that only economic differences distin-

guished the two groups:

Special education students are academically deprived but not
economically, like Title I students. (Teacher, South
Carolina)

Even those who acknowledge legitimate differences in the problems

of special education and Title I students did not feel that the differ-

ences in the characteristics of the students necessarily carried over to

differences in the services necessary for those students:

Eighty to nin_ty percent of LD students could be put into a
Title I remedial classroom with no damage to the child; only
ten percent of the LD children couldn't cut it in Title T.
Virtually all LD students on the _secondary level could exist
in Title i remedial classroom with no detrimental effects on
the child (District ccial Education Director, Oklahoma)

Perhaps because of the similarities betWeen Title I and at least

e speciareducdtion students, we were told of many cases in which

there was confusion in deciding where to place students:

They ['the two programs] are tripping all over each other
electing kids., (State Administrator, Washington)

There are millions of cases of ambiguity about student place-
ment. (Principal, South Carolina)

This respondent cited three cases of particular ambiguity:

1. Cases where Title I students were not referred to and identified
for special education programs (and therefore remained in
Title I program).

2. Students who were in the long process of being screened for
special education programs (and were reireiving Title I services
until the decisions were made).

67



3. Cases where parents prefer students to remain in Title I
programs because they fear the stigma of special education
programs and will not sign consent forms.

Athbiguities about where to place, students resulted in a variety of

remedies in certain school districts. School districts in several states

provided special in-service training sessions to help them identify

students with different types of learning problems.
*

To avoid some of j

the uncertainty in distinguishing between the types of students who

should be served in each program, one school in Wyoming ismpving Sway

from a referral model in selecting learning disabie.ty student? and

instituting instead a screening Procedure to parallel their current

screening for Title I and bilingual students. One. piterviewee justified

this move -as follows:

This cup screening] will help us avoid using Title' as the
place we look to for help with extra problems.. (Title
Teacher)

The Services Provided by Title IfindSpecial_Education Pro rams

Respondents in all four states reported a number of similarities

between Title I and special education p rams for mildly handicapped

students:

Both focus on the same subject' matter: reading and math.

Both programs use generally the same types of materials.

Both,programs offer an opportunityjor a child to have more
individual attention fron a teacher (although Title I programS
tend to work with students in groups while special education
roams provide more one-to-one instruction)

For learning d,sability student one respondent felt:

If a child is in an LD class for a reading problem, then
there is no difference between the two programs. (Teacher,
Oklahoma)

One goal of these sessions was not only to"ielp in student selection
but to help teachers who would be dealing with mainstreamed students.
"We know we can't serve all the LD students in LD classes so we wanted

` to give regular teachers some help in dealing with them." (Special
Education Teacher, Washington)
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Respondents did' see some difference; bet ,en Title I programs _nd

school-level special education services. We were told that:

Special education programs have more specialized materials.
(Special Education Teacher, South Carolina)

Title I program* have more money and more room. (Title I
Tea-her, South Carolina)

Special'education is more comprehensive and deals with the
entire child while Title I services 'zero in' on academics.
(Special Education Teacher, Washington)

(Apparently, Title I and school-level special education services

addressed problems that were similar enough to be amenable to many

different coordination arrangements. In South Carolina we found:

One school where Title I and special education prograc shared
the time of a school psychologist and a materials center.

One district where both programs used the identical curriculum,
,1 computerized pilot program called "limited learning," although
we were told that the two programs may use different levela of
this program.

In Wyoming we found:

One school where the learning disability teacher administered
perception tests for Title I students.

One school where the specd eduction teacher supervised the
work of Title I aides.

One school-where Title I paid for in-service training for
teachers to help them identify students with learning handicaps.

Title I and special education teachers often reported sharing

materials and techniques with pne another informally. One respondent,

a district Title i director in Oklahoma, felt that Title I and learning

dlsahllity teachers would each benefit from borrowing some of the other's

particular skills. He thought that "learning disability teachers haven't

had as much reading training as they should have; they are trained in
e.

either auditory or visual disabilities." On the other hand, he felt that

Title I teachers could use some of the clinical diagnostic training of

the learning_disahllity teachers; instead, Title I teachers are too often

tied to a "skills approach," i.e., word attack skills and group tasks,

and therefore might not give some students the individual attention they

need.
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Education _Services by Identified

Respondents in the four states in which we conducted telephone

interviews reported a great deal of variability in the arrangementa made

to provide services to dually identified students.

Districts in Oklahoma and Wyoming were experiencing changes lin their

coordination policies. Whereas Title I and special education programs
cs

had been closely related in the past, attempts were being made, to dis-

entangle program funding (in Oklahoma) and to ensure that dually denti-

fied students dtd WO receive services from both funding solirces., We

11 discuss the s ations in Oklahoma and Wyoming first. We will then

proCeed tb describe contrasting situations in South Carolina and

Washington.

Oklahoma

Respondents in Oklahoma seemed to be experiencing a grea deal'of

turmoil over the imminent withdrawal of Title Cfunds from opeCial eauca-

tion.' In March 1978, al; district and county superintendents in Oltitiot4i

received a memo that included the following statement from state_education

department officials:

It is strongtY,recommended that consideratipn be given to
reducing the number of special education units that 'utilize
Title I funds since it appears that in the vary near future
such utilization of Title I funds' will not be 4:provable.

Until this year, Title I has provided a large amdunt of suppo

special education programs in Oklahoma.t

*
These attempts to ensure that dually identified students would not
receive dual services were probably meant to address Title 1 no-supplant
rules, discussed in Chapter 1.

tThis type of situation might explain the.OE figure that 21% of all
Title children in the state were handicapped (see Table.2):



vol respondent told us that of the f,23 solool districts

in the state, 360 were using Title I funds for trainable and educible

mentally retarded, learning disabled, or speeCh handicapped students and

that this year a total o: 927 teachers and 224 aides for special programs

were paid for by Title I funds. This amounts to a Title I expenditure

in the state of about,$5 million. This high amount of Title/1 support

for special education relates to the pattern of special education funding

im the state. Oklahoma has a flat grant systeM of reimburSement for

special education services; for each special education t acher, the state

reimburses school districts $6,000.
0
Since the average Special education

her in the state costs $10,000 to '.$12,000, either Title 1 monies or

LEA funds often make up the difference. ate official felt that

this arrangement was necessary because the state only put in $15 million

for special education needs, and the federal contribution for FY78 was

only $2.9 million. According to his figures, the total is insufficient

to meet special education needs. The new withdrawal of Title I funds

from special education services may hit some districts especially hard;

in one district, we found that Title I partly pays the salary of all

44 special education teachers. If the federal government comes through

with the funding authorized under FL 94 -142, then the state may be able

to serve its special education population, according to one respondent.

We were told that the withdrawal of Title I money from special education

programs may' result in depriving some students of needed services, at

least in the short run.

At the school level, we found that different types o °ordination

arrangements resulted in the receipt of both Title I and special educa-
\

n services by somestudents. In some Title I sc _ls. handicapped

students (learning disabled, educable mentally arded, and speech)

also went to a Title 1 reading lab. In fa4 in one instance, five learn-

ing disabled studentsin a non-Title I school were sent to a nearby

Title 1 program for additional assistance in reading at the request of

the students' parents. At times, coordination arrangements seemed to be

&ate by teachers informally and often without the knowledge of principals

or Title i di-
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While Title I and special. education serviced coordinated for

sure dually idenilfivd siktdeucs, many did not receive both set ices.

One reason was the lack of space in either Title I or special education

programs. For instance, in one Title I school the Title I teacher had

a number of identified learning disability students in her class who

could not be placed because there was no special education resource ro

in the school.

'Another.reason for dually identified students not recetving'both

sets of services as a concern about the disruption of student programs.

One principal felt that students "normally don't have both because'in

this case they would be spending too much time away from their 'regular

class.'" Another f that:

There's a lot to be gained In the homeroom situation. We
shouldn't iFolate kids too much. After all, are they that
different f,om others? (Principal)

To sum up, 0111homa did not seem to make a great effort to separatt

Title I andspecia education services in the past. Funding for special

educati'l was increased by Title I assistance. No formal rules exist

to prevent students from receiving services funded by both programs.

..;,never, while some special education services are partially funded by

Title T. the receipt of two sets of discrete services by dually Identi-

fied students was not reported as a common occurrence. The move to

withdraw Title I funds from special education programs -has led to a

great deal of concern. As a result, some respondents are disenchanted

with categorical programs altogether:

tins

They should do_away-,with those darn programs and let us have
the money so we can reduce class size and get' programs to
serve kids. (Principal) .

Wjomin

=Wyoming, setae Title I administrators were also beginning.to

that dually identified students not receive. Title I services.

UTitil this year. dually identified students were not prohibited from

. receiving both sets of services -if the services were complementary.

For instance, in the past ,ft was perfectly legitimate for learning
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ntatned ms were "not avaitabl, fair Title 1 services."

Wh ile t -un r interviews in W shiiigtnn sittnittl to Ilntovor Ihfively few
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and 1,1i at vari 1 alLina avail:tido for students

might decrease tht likelihood 1 1 it svr _s will he 'erlooked by

Another altornAtiv-! Ald be to devise n schemes that relv

tea r itnnit_ in A mon ,iv,LL'matic F r frWanco, I lie iii of

s to assess ail students to detorminc ,!lei- aIe "high

risk" having handicapping conditions might result in overlookirn, tower

studens (hamhert, 1963; Hartsough et al., 1977) . Further research is

needed to determine whether a large number iif students art overlooked

under current referral themes; this study raised the j lbilitv but

provides no t is 'LI- on the subject.

To -oira up, short- range solutions tc problems raided the overlap

between Ti r Lo I and Ph 142 services might require eff, thc part

of the fede r3l government to the' coordination of servic char=

ifv the rules with regard to this coordination and to assist leaders in

making judgments about students. Moreover, to avoid wholesale misuse of

Title 1 funds, federal policymakers will have to address the resource prob-

lems of the status in meeting their legal obligations under PL 94-142. But

at lea s t =omc of the problems documented in this report are inherent in the

current structure of federal education programs, which encourages sLparation

among categorical programs. These problems will require some fundamental

and long-range shifts in approach and structure.

Policy implic, long-Ralv,e Solutions to the Problems that Arise
from the Ovc rlap of Title I and PL 94-142

The questions and dilemmas raised in this eport mask an important

underlying question:

Under what conditions does it really make a difference whether
a student receives Title I services, special educ;aticin services,
or both?

It clearly makes a difference for students with severe learning

handicaps; Title I programs are not well- equipped to serve them. It

also makes a difference for students with physical handicaps; these

students should not be the responsibility of Title 1 programs unless

88



the.- h ti II. But itudents with mild arniug

handici r ins nce Learning di;:thilitie,, mild retardation, em-

L (11 1,1-(1.1:1,. Lt., pi', r1L'At Itti ' 1 .111,1 ;p1,,, II L'_11.1+

Hit 171AV 11c igt rThhngea I.

not_ to s.iv that there are -o d!llete i students

`:imp Iv" lowwith il, ic,lrniri, problems Lompared with student, who

1, r !HA!'

iguish hetween these two

111". t '11,1

ups. As a utt, characteristics of

mildly ndicapped stt:d its seem to shift Item state to state and school

to ol. From the pective of providing services te1 :tcudents, the

gv s roblem may not matter. Whether A student's low

achievement is "cat's " be economic deprivation or by n "learning, dis i=

hility" tcCL the t at rovided at all.

Fhe,rcal solutions to problems of overlap and coordination am6"ng

categorical education,pr grams demand actions beyond making improvements

within current prograM\tructure. As we mentioned iii Chapter I of this

report, because of their fti.story, federal education laws have sprung up

in response to particular views of particular educational needs and

polite al pressures rather than any unified vision of providing the

n .cess- additional services to students with special needs. With the

proliter ion of these laws in recent years, now may he the time to think

about such a unified perspective. The key to such a perspective may be

to move toward a more service-oriented approach to student needs. This

would require federal licymakers to adopt

perspective to serving Sp tudents.

extent, the school's

in at sense this research has provided a case study of the contrast

between federal and school perspectives towards serving students with

special needs. This study began with the following argument, which

underlie!, the -deral perspective:

This issue is one of considerable debate in the special education
community. Repregentative of this debate arc the following articles
which were published in a special issue of the Journal of Special
Education: Hartman, 1973; Herrick, 1973; Moss, 1973; Redelheim, 1973.
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Title I and Pl. 9 -1,=+2 are laws that were designed to serve
two distinct ip lations.

The populations served by these two laws overlap.

tl tOe popili;it Hits overlap, then su -vices directed at the
populations also overlap.

Of course, federal ;,olievmakers that administraci -tiles and

standard operating procedurc-r minimize a direct correspond, between

population over-Ian and se-- ?n wtchnnt 5oich diret

correspondence, however, the focus on distinct target populations,

which is embedded in the federal argument, fosters a concern about which

services are provided to students who belong to both populations.

The argum that underlies the school perspective is different

Schools tend not to see their students in terms of target populations.

Rather, it has been our impression that school administrators and teachers

ask the following questions in determining service delivery:

What are the service needs of students in terms of the level
of student functioning?

(2) What are the services available to us to meet these needs?

(3) How can we match student needs with available services or
organize our students to maximize the fulfillment of their
needs?

Many of our respondents felt that federal programs forced them to make

too many distinctions among different types of students with similar

needs.

Perhaps it is time for those who frame feder;,L education policy to

begin to think in functional terms, i.e., in terms of how the servr es

provided by programs meet the needs of students. One approach might be
to view the school as housing a "smorgasbord" of student services. Then

the relevant question would be:

Which services would help a student who has certain specific
functional needs (e.g., reading problems, perceptual-motor
disabilities, etc.)?

This approach would require granting more decisionmak no authority to the

school level where services are actually delivered.
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We rea l that this approach would require substantial changes in

the Burr

i also

um labels an

-uture of federal education programs. Ho ,ver, thl sug-

rporates the thrust of PL 94-142, whi is to move away

weird; a s'ervi tiril niat n ,wd expands this thro.:=;f

al 1 te,'0 ral 1.du -

vuture Researi

Ill a -it-I V Lk, .i.pprOa al education

policy, preliminary studies should address the following issues:

Fina

How, on a 1 level, are services organized? What is the
internal logic at governs the organization and integration
of programs? To address these issues would require a larger
and more systematic set of data than was collected flr this
report.

What are the implications of various patterns of k',fganization
for the delivery of student services? A larger study of dif-
ferent patterns of service delivery might be undertaken to
supplement the preliminary findings of this report.

What are the funding implications of certain patterns of
coordination? Future research will need to explore new ways
of funding programs (e.g., weighting systems).

Note

This study h£as sought to issues that heretofore have

been vaguely described as "the overlap problem" or, more pejoratively,

"double dipping." There is an overlap prohlem, but we found the conno-

tatlun of the "double dipping" description unwarranted. Rather, school

people face real problems in providing multiple services to students and

are addressing the resultant dilemmas as best they can. These dilemmas

also reflect broader problems in the operation of categorical programs

that might require fresh approaches.
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OVERLAP AMONG SERVICES PROVIDED By TITLE;
PL 94- 42, AND PROGRAMS FOR LIMITED -ENGLISH-SPEAKI (LES) STUDENTS

Introduction and Background

Midway through this study the ASE staff became interested in ex-

ploring issues of overlap among three types of programs: Title I, special

education, and bilingual programs. As a result of this interest, we

undertook an exploration of "triple overlap" in three school districts

with very large concentrations of limited-English-speaking students.

This phase of our study wasfeven more exploratory than the previous phase

for two reasons. First, our budgets allowed for visits to only four dis-

tricts. Second, we remained in each district for only two days; while

this may have been sufficient for smaller districts, it was only a "first

cut" fur the very large systems that tend to serve LES students.

Three of the four districts visited were'in large urban areas with

very high concentrations of LES students, and one was in a smaller urban

center with lower concentrations of LES students but a functioning bi=

lingual program. The LES populations of the three large urban districts

were 34%, 31%, and 7%. (In one system, we were told that 50% of the

kindergarten population this year was from an LES background.) In the

smaller urban system, about 5% of the population was LES, but our inter-

views occurred in schools with extensive services to LES students.

The schuula we_vi,ited in this phase of the study often had progr

fended by Title I, Spedlal educatiog (partially funded' by PL 91-142).

And from either federal or state bilingual,programs. While states and

districts keep Title I programs separate from special education programs,

We use t 'te tcm limited-English-speaking to describe children who are
_milted in their ability to speak and understand English (including

non-:English speaking). %
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bilingual services arc cttten prca idid ,h Title I funds. In all the

districts visited for this >hasc of the re:-11%)i, Title I had at least

some services directed tow 'LES students; Title I funded English as a

language (ESL) components, paid tor bilingal les, and thesect,

in one state, hi lingual provrIms ons:itntect'one of the is hip,hest

Citle I priorities along with pr,,gram in remedial rea -and mathe-

matics. White we found som, hi1ingual component of progr.lirs for the

Inndii-Anned, r torn

In general, school staaff did not express a.need to distinguish bi-

lingual populations from either Title I or special education populations.

Maintaining a distinction between Title I and special education popu-

lations had ! 'on a sensitive issue in our previous work.

Issues of Overlap Related to the Selection of Students

In this phase of the research we found that the screening of students

for both Title I and special education programs is complicated by the

difficulties of addressing the needs of LES students.

Title and LES Students

In the districts we visited, screen dg procedures fan Title I pro-

grams tended to be identical for LES and nen-LES'students. Thug., the

eligibility and participation of students in these districts was deter-

mined by their perfornihnce on English language-tests. We found only one

district in which language-free tests were used to determine-, litle

eligibility and placement We were given two types-of reasons for the

use of English language tests for Titlie I ellgibility:

-Adequaee non-English tests were not available.

The purpose of Title I, accordirg to some respondents, was
to raise students' low achievement in the reading of EngIshi
therefore, an English language test was an appropriate
instrument.

The result of thispractice intthe districts we visited was that a large

proportion of LES students were participants in Title I programt. Th'e

approOriateness of English language tests for determining the eligibility

100-
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of LES students p4r i ipaticrn in Title I program. constitutes a

signiticant ipoiicy issue.

Tla issue of Engl isli language testing wns perceived as a proillem hv

some respoUdents and is exempl ii ied by the concern- of ,n ,

bright hilinwal stude receive Title 1 sststif
because they c.an'tf speak Engl

This teacher was cone

were not

kd that no -LES stude WI,' needed assistance

he less serious in distri,ts wherevih it, l.'he issue

a Title .l co-porrerit is specifically geared toward LES students.

LES students may,become participants in Title I prograr.s in on

ways: if they meet normal eligibility and selection criteria,

the LEA has a special component of its Title I program designed

LES children,
*

In either case, a participating child must be in est

need of the assistance to be provided services by the proposed Title I

project. It is not clear whether the 'use of English language tests. is

appropriate for either type of .project. The role of language in.testing

for Title I is an issue which-needs to be clarified at the Federal level.

Special Education Programs and LES_Studen!

Every stage cif the screening of students for special education pro-
.

grams raiAes a prob'em for students fiom LES backgrounds. Teacher

referrals are sometimes complicated by teachers' inability t© distinguish

The of LES components is presently at issue in light of Title'
l's no- supplant rule, which prohibits use of funds foe services re-
quited under Lau or state law (45CFP Sec. 116.40151). Sorh iirojerf-s
may be in violation of Title I no-supplant in districts subject to Lau
or having a state ESL or bilingual program. Issues similar to those
discussed in-Chapter I with regard Lb handicapped children arise with
respect to participation in Title I.projects, where an individual LES.
child is- entitled to services under Lau or state law. That is, is the
state or)locality required to provid'e some measure of similar service
-.With state/local funds prior to applying Title I funds (see also
116.41(c1)? Although the overlap between Title I and bilingual programs

1

has received less lttention than that between Title I and PL.94-142, the
legal issues are .the.sate ones discussed iniChapter I of this report.
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student learning pre gloms tr(,111 langhAv. and/or cultural differcl We

told tht the A )ted (ultu:al patterns c1t s:mic immigrant croups

in one school system might asilv ho erpr-ted as signs

LL-Sturbal

Cl!A

diff

the

a teacher who has not been s

Futhermore

--,todents

some respondent

i (in ;t 1

ired t.n cultur 1 -

h di :orientation

attending a school iherc the culture And I Itigurgo are

ont I corn chef r Hilt iv Ire and language might ,ausc emlioril r°

adpistc,.ni

In such a case a special educatitm placement wnul d be UH=

warr- vel. Ne less we were told that

Regular teachers don't ah, real iz that language and ai
culturatton are problems anu [they refer language problems
LO Special education.

According to some of our respond,. a special 'education place

under such circumstances would be damaging to a child because of the

labeling that would inevitably occur.

While teachers sometimes mistake a language prOblem f r a handicap,

--e also told of one case in which language masked a c1 ld's hard17

cap. In one school, a student was referred to a bilingual program

because a supposed language problem; the biliragual teacher discovered

that the student had a hearing problem, and the student was referred

special education services.*

Distinguishing bei_ween snecial education needs and cultural!
-language differences ncial for special education programs, which

demand on the teacher's ability tu assess initially that a student is

having diffiCulXy. Such problems in the 'nitial referral and diagnosis

*

The provjsiop of services into handicapped students of LES backgrounds
seems t9 be .Just as problematic as providing for nonbiased diagnosis.
Although districts seem to be hiring bilingual diagnosticians, the dis-

cts:we visited selmed to have very few bilingual special education
teacciers. Those har6est hit by this shortage seemed to be atuddhts
'with severe handicapi.from an LES background. While students with
milder handicaps,-Might lee adequately served in a bilingual program at
the school level,-such programs did not exist in schools that served
more' severely handicapp students.
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have caused at least one of the school systems we visited to adopt,

special policies; for OcamPle,,LES students at that school cannot be

referred to spec4.al education programs for mild handicaps until a few

years after the student's initial contact with.the-school system. While

this policy may prevent mislabeling of students, it could also cause

some handicapping conditions to remain undetected.

The problems of diagnosing LES students for special-education pro-

grams as further complicated by the lack of non-English language tests.

In one district, a psychologist pointed out that teachers' and special-

ists' observations of students to assess mental retardation were even

more mportantCfor LES than for non-LES students because there were no

adequate non-English language IQ tests for this purpose. This psycholo-

gist said that in diagnosing LES students for retardation, great

emphasis is placed on the student's adaptive behaviors, especially his

ability to interact with his LES peers. Such assessments are made even

more difficult by a shortage, of bilingual psychologists in all of the

districts we visited:;. While these districts did have special education

services exclusively geared toward LES students, respondents complained
-

of a shortage of qualified staff for bilingual/handicapped programs.

The difficulties in referral and diagnosis of LES students for

special education p5ograms for mildly handicapped students arise from

two conflicting needs: (1), to provide adequate services to LES students

with learning problems, and (2) to avoid the labeling of these students

for language-related problems,. At least one teacher we interviewed

tiwught that bilingUal programs were necessary to diagnose students with

true learning difficulties or other handicaps while preventing mis-

diagnosis and placement. This teacher maintained that:

Bilingual programs provided the cultural support without which
some students would need special education programs.

The same teacher also thought that when students with LES backgrounds

are not identified as such, they can fall so far behind in their school-

work' that they become special education problems.
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Over lap_ Issues Related to th13fpzei t -of Services btlie
Students*

The provision of bilingual education services in conjunction with

either special education or Title I services did not seem to raise as

many issues as the provision of Title I and special education services

to dually identified students. Perhaps because of policies that dis-

courage special education referrals for LES students, or perhaps because

of the perceived shortage of bilingual special education teachers, the

problems associated with the receipt of double Service did not seem to

be a major issue in the districts we visited.

As in the rest of our study, we found a variety,of coordination

arrangements. One district's policy was to-serve all eligibles with one

service before providing any child with two. This led to some negativity

from one teacher we interviewed:

It is unfair to the ESOL [English for Speakers of Other
Languages) students to exclude them from Title I math .

[although this teacher felt she understood the need to keep
ESOL students out of Title I reading until they were more
familiar with English).

However, in other districts students could and did receive services

funded by ooth Title I and a bilingual program. One of the most common

patterns we saw in at least two districts was one in which Title I

services provided ESL instruction to supplement bilingual programs that

fit a maintenance model. In some cases, students were pulled out of

their bilingual classrooms to attend Title I ESL instruction.

One reason why problems of coordination did not seem as pressing

these districts was that they all seem to have schoolwide committees

devoted to the placement of students in all programs (not just special

education committees).

In most districts, some students were receiving services from more

than one funding source. We did not find any cases in which the services

*The terms "multiply eligible" here encompass students who have been
idehtified as either eligible or entitled to services as well as those
who would be so considered if they were provided with adequate assess-
ment.



were identical. A greater problem may be the limitation of services;

many LES students may not receive special education services because

teachers do not refer them (often in order to prevent labeling), there

are inadequate instruments for diagnosing them, and there is a shortage

of bilingual special education personnel.

Need for Future Research

This appendix has outlined some issues raised tv triple overlapping

LES, Title I and handicapped students. Our observations, however, were

based on a very limited sample of districts from which information was

gathered' under. seve re time constraints. More research is needed to docu-

ment the issues and 'to assess their generalizability.

105



Appendix B

LIST OF TOPICS COVERED IN INTERVIEWS
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Appendix B

LIST OF TOPICS COVERED IN INTERVIEWS
.r"

The following is a list of the topics that were covered during in-

person and telephone interviews. The interviews were fairly informal

and unstructured. Not all topics were covered in all interviews, nor

Were topics necessarily covered in the order presented.

Program description

- Goals

- Changes

- Policy regarding program overlap

- Differences among schools.

Target groups

- Identification and referral process

- Eligibility criteria by type of disability (handicap,
Title I)

- Tests and observations

- Identification of greatest need

- Limits on number of students served--space, funds,
personnel.

Services

- District or school-based service delivery

- Subjects taught

- Form of service

- Type of personnel

- In-service training

- Handicaps covered

- Percent served compared with state - suggested proportions

- Changes in percent served

- Parent preferences

- Impact of PL 94-142.
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Budgets

- Percent state,ifederal, local funding

bistrict policy regarding allocation of fun

- Allocation of money by program

Use of funds.

Overlap of Title I and special education

- Rules that preclude receiving both services

- Conditions of dual 44entification

- CaSes of overlap and resolution

- Staff that serve both, populations

- Rules requiring limitations of service to identified
students

- Level of staff and departmental interaction

- In-service training that meets mutual needs

- IEPs that recommend Title I services

- Perceived differences between curricula, teaching
techniques, staff, etc.

- Extent of overlap problem

Mainstreaming in classes with Title I\students.
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