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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

[his studv of the overlap between Title | services and PL 94=142

services wias desivned to address the ollowing twe questions:

e lo what oxtent is there a duplication of services to
student- who might be eligible for both pregrams? That

, tu what extent do Title I and PL 94=1 2 tunds purchase

1e same services for the same children?

-y

[
—

e To what extent do procecures and rules used in the sclec-

tion and provision of services to students result in
limitation of the services that a student might be
eligible to receive?

Background

The i{ssue of serviee overlap arises because of the substantial

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

]

igned to serve. However, students who are identifled as both handi-

L}

7

apped and eligible for Title I services (duaily 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 to determine the extent to which these

procedures result in either duplication or limitation of services.

The main concern of this studv was how local educators make
decisions about whether to provide dually identified students with
only Title 1 services, only special education services (funded, in
part, by PL 94-142), both, or neither. These decisions are made in
a complex and ambiguons legal context. The Offive of Education is
about to issue new regulations about the provision of services to

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 national needs and the pressures of disparate interest groups.

ii4
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Theretore, the problems of overlap are impuftgn: to the wiole spectrum
of federal education programs. While rigid separation of programs and
target populations mav make sensce historically, it can present a con-

fricdne slorar o to administrator: 4.l (R YALITER CEERNES B SPSCITTR S PR S IREEE BT

Federal eduacation laws at the Iecal level.

The possible overlap in services to duaily identitied scudents is
{munortant because of the increased federal commitment to expenditires
for both Title I and handicapped students. But hevond hideatars ~on-
verns, the proliferation of categorical programs at both the fedoral
and state levels warrants a broad aad detafled eximinat.on of the
structure of catevgorical programs and coordination of multiple services
tor students. This studvy was intended to be the first step In such an

vxamination.

Design

The study design had two essential characteristics: it was

school-based and exploratory. By focusing on the schoel level, the

studv was limited to Title T students aid those handicapped students
who are served at regular schools. The study was designed tc identify

the range of issucs that might arise from attempts to provide services
te aually identified students, Therefore, the selection of stares,
school districes, and schools was aimed at providing the maximum
variability in funding situations, size, and locatior.. The study was
not intended to provide a statistically accurate account of the Aot ion-
wide incidence of particular overlap problems,

Case studies of schools in six states were conducted. In-person

-y

froverv foness e L i O if ol and Toinvssce, Teluephone tnrerviews
were conddted in Okluhoma, South Carolina, Washingten, and Wvoming.
An initial investigation of the issues involved in "triple overlap"
among Title [, handicapped, and bilingual programs was undertaken in

four large urban districts with substantial bilingual populations.,

n the area of

i)
)
(1]
[
=

Research™questicns in three arcas were addre
student selection, we asked: How are students identified for bozh

- -

-~
L

E
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Title I and special education programs? Under what conditions are stu-

ed for participation in both programs simultaneouslv?

[

dents idencif
o the arca of services provided by Title T and special education
programs, Wwe asked: What are the similarities and differences between
PIL L o dild spocd L educdtion programs . In the arcea o! recelipt ol
Fitle [ and specoal education services | we were irterested in the
{MIJUwEﬁﬁ questions:  Under what conditions do students participate

in both programs’ 1t a student receives services funded by hoth Title
and PIL 94=-142, da schaole have mechanisms to aveid rroviding fdentical

services to students? Do schools have mechanisms to aveid providing

contradi-tory or confusing services? How do schools cope with the
X ‘ : I

tudents who

Lo’
b
i}

¢
possible problems of disrupting tn: base pr am o

\"Hi'

; < Y s .
receive both sets of. services?

o

Findings

M

Although patterns of overlap fferad greatly from state
gh p F y

R

roblems d
to state, we found that duplication of servic was not a major
problem in those districts tapped bv this study. In Califc’:rniai we
found that many tuden ts received both Title I and spec
services primarily bezause the state's compegsatory educa

fs fully funded. Giiowevar, for these students, teachers seemed to make
i

a subgtantial effort to CDQfdiﬂaté services and therefore avoid pro-
viding identical or redundant services. Participation of students in
more than one program did result in some cases of disruption of

pti
student programs in California; some students were "pulled ot

In lennesses, we found- far fewer cases of dually {deutified students
receiving services from hoth funding sources for two reasons. First,
explicit policies discouraging the receipt of services under both
Titie I anq>special education programs were more common in the

Teanessce districts than in California. Second, school staff seemed’

"‘1

¢luctant to provide some students with a "'double shot" when funds

were [nsufficient to pr vide all eligible students with services.

e



Low funding levels for hoth campensatory and special education services
were a much greater problem in Tennessce than in Califormia. The
states in which we conducted telephone interviows seeled more similar
to Tennesseo than to California in that vers fow studints soomed 1o
both =ets of services,

be recveijvin.

1

Duplivarion of services wis not a major problom, but the limitation
ol services was g problem in all states wg visited. Some dually iden-
titied students are precluded §rom receiving Title | services because
ol rules or policies that prohibit students who are diagnosed as

ces. These rules are based

i

"handicapped” from rece.ving Title I serv

ﬁ\

on tile premise that receipt of Title [ services by handicapped stu iden
vonstitutes supplanting of resources that the states should be providing.

In some schools, separation between the two programs was catrried so (ar

that students with slight speech or vision impairments could not partic-
ipate in Title | academic programs. Furthermore, reliance on initial .
referrals by classroom teachers raises the istue of the possible non-

n
identification of some handicapped students. Teachers may base their
referrals on factors that have nothing to do with a étudentl such as
overcrowded special education classes or avaiiability of other services,
such as Title”i programs. Many student: with undiagnosed mild handi icaps
mav be receiving services only tarough Title I programs, o. may receive

no special scervices at all.

Althonsh service duplication did not seem to pose a major problem
in the districes surveved, the federal government might encourage

cfforts to improve the coordination of program services to dually

3

tdentiticed students.  The studv also indicates the need for more-

\m‘

flexibilitv in the roles governing thv'roreipt of multiple servic
Federal policymakers need to c¢larify conditions under which students
might receive services funded by hoth Title T and special education

programs. Such clarification would require polic cymakers to reassess

whether the recceipt ﬁﬁﬁ?itlﬁ I services by handicdpped students
constitiutes o supplanting. vielation.
vi -
- ;;
o P _ N
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-Problems stemming from exclusive reliance on teacher referrals

might be reduced by clarifving the differences between Title I students
and handicapped students. Federal guideliﬁes and technical assistance
dircctod toward improvine teacher awariness of aopropriate criteria
might be helpful. [nstituting a screening procedure for the identifi-
cation of nandicapped students might also be considered.  Such policy
directions would be hampere !, however, by the lack of universally shared

vriteria to identify students with seme mild handicaps.

Finallv, this report suggests that federal policymakers examine
the conditions under which it reallv makes a difference whether students
recefve Title 1 or special education services., It mighc serve ﬁalic?r
makers well to shift their focus from identifying target pﬁpulatigns to
meeting the specific service needs Gflgzudentsi One approach miéht be

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

[

ask, "Which services woul

(11

help a student who has certain functional
needs (e.g., reading problems o

r perceptual-motor disabilities)?" This

it

approach would require granting more decisionmaking authority to the
L

school level where services are actually de

iversd,

Such an approach would require substantial changes in the current

structures of federal education programs. However, this suggestion

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

federal education programs.
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A : I INTRODUCTION
Overview - o .

.This study of the overlap between ESEA Title I serviﬁés and
PL 94-142 ‘services was designed to examine the arrangéménts that local
educators make to serve children who hight be eligible fcr both programs.

Underlying this examinaticn,ue:e two questions:

e To what extent is there a dupliégtién of services to students
-who might be eligible for both pregrams? That is, to what
extent do Title I*and PL 94-142 funds purchase the same services
for the same children? _ N

To what extent do procedures and rules used in the selection

‘and provision of services to students resultin limitations of
. : the services that a student might be eligible to receive?-

L 1
»

These questiﬂﬂs ariéé because of the overlap in populations that
the categorical pfﬂgrams are designad to serve. Title I

designed-to serve 1uu=achieying students in low-income ﬂeigthfhoods,
PL 94-142 funds are targeted for students with handicaps that impede
learning or participation in schodl activities. Because such handicaps
¢an result in low achievement aﬁd are more prevalent iﬂ 1@w—incﬂme
populations (Craig and HcEachrcﬂ 1975; Cfaig et al., 1977 Malgnire
‘et al., 1979) the Title 1 and PL 94-142 target groups are ;ikely to

ﬂverlép;* : ~

*A preliminary analysis of data from-the Survey of Income and Educatjion
i (Butpett 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 schoal-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 coentinuing Tesearch (see, for example, the work of
" Mercer, 1973; Mercer, 1975).

..li ) s ) | v . 1:}
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But an overlap in the populations of handicapped and Title 1
children does not necessarily tranéla;e_ingo 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

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

r

steps by which eligible students actually receive services from Title I
and PL 94-142. . Funding fnrmulae, administrative rules, and standard E
operating procedures intervene between the defined target populations \
and those who actually receive services (Barro, 1978; Weatherley and

Lipsky, 1977; Weatherley, 1979).

used by districts in the selection and provision of services to students
might result in limitations of the services that a.student might be
eligiblefﬁé receive. Whether the federal government is unnecessarily
duplicating or limiting services to studeuts can only be ascertained
through .an examination of the local practices by which students become
pa:tfcipants in either Title I programs, special education nrograms, or

both. The*purpose of this study was to provide such an exumination.

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

%tanding of local problems, we conducted \gase studies of schools and

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

terviews were undertaken in

in California and Tennessee., Telephone
,,,,,,, | Oklahoma. In addition, an
éxplﬂfatary 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.)



Importance of the Study

The question of overlap in servicec to students who are eligible,
for assistance from both Title I and PL 94-142 has become increasingly
important because_che Federal government now has substantial commitments
to both populations. For FY79, Title I appropriations directly to
school districts are set at $2.6 billi@n.* The Federal government has
substantially increased its commitment to handicapped students.
Authorizations under PL 94-142 are currently 10% of excess costs for
FY79 and are scheduled to rise to 40% of excess costs by FY82. Appro-
priétisns éfe not keeping up with these authorizations; FY79 appro-
priations are only 9% and are currently expected to be much less than
40% in FY82.+ Nevertheless, Federal expenditures under PL 94-=142 will
be substantial; expenditures for state grants in FY79 are $809 ririill:Lor:_fF
Even a proportionately small amount of unnecessary overlap in the services
provided by Title I and PL 94-142 could be caétly to the Federal ’

government.

' While it is unlikely that appropriations under PL 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

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

+Incréased appropriations under PL 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).

E _
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-PL 94-142 special education in FY79 is expected to be
about 5%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 Iin compensatory education programs.

15



contribution for handicaprped students.vcould increase incentives for
states and districts to éeek ways to economize in the provision of
services to handicapped students. Such ecoﬁamiés may result from the
use of othor fuuding sources (e.g.; Title I) or policies that discourage
the identification of certain handicaps, especially those for which

-

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

e s
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 andflogal
administrators have long been aware of inconsistencies in categérical
“programs (LBJ School, 1977; Wilken and Porter, 1977). They dlso 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, dwagfing all others by comparison. It wgs
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 requirements. As a result, the problems of
Qaafdiﬁatluﬁ raised by multiple but independently governed federal
programs with overlapping target groups will affect virtually every

school district in the nation.

Background and Legal Context

In part, problems of overlap are inherent in the system of
federal categorical programs in education. Such programs arose not
as the result of an overall plan but as a set of épecific responses

to many different national needs and the pressures of disparate interest

4
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groups (Ginsburg, 1977). ESEA Title I was the education gun of the war
‘on poverty; PL 94-142 was ena ted in response to public interest and
group pressure stemming from numerous 1ewsuite claiming denials of due
process, exclusions from the education process, and the misplacement of
handicapped children. Each program--with its own rules, regulations,
and geigelineesswee developed to serve, in théory, a separate and dis-—
tinct target population. From a structural standpoint, each program
assumes that it 1s tle enly one in existence, or at a minimum that

*

While the independence of the two programs makes sensc historically,
it presents a confusing plcture to administrators and teachers attempting
to implement both programs simultaneously. Can Title I eer vices be
provided to students with handicaps? Neither the laws and regulations
of Title I nor PL 94-142 provide adequate answers to this question.

Title I Provisions

Title

by which the program hae maintained its epereELOn from other education

\H\

's no=-supplant provieiene constitute the pfineipal mechanism
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

egainet previding Title I services to handicapped students.

When PL 94-142 was introduced in 1975, Title I had been funttioniﬁg\
for a decade and most of its requirements were well iﬁ place; its no-
supplant provisions by then had undergone eubetantial refinemene " The
purpose of the no-supplanting rules is to prevent discrimination against

%

*Fur 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 agencles. PL 94-142 sets ‘forth service requirements with no

direct ties to the level of funds provided and therefore implicitly
assumes the use of other funding sources.

Iy
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Title I project areas and children in the application of state and local
: 2
_fesources, and to assure that federal money is used for supplemental -
, services. The regulations in effect during 1965-76.set forth the
following restrictions o the use of Title I funds:
e Title I funds may not be used to replace state or local funds

that would he made available in the absence of Title I for
participating children in a preject 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.

e 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—prnje:t-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 I,

The Title I directive to "supplement nat\supplant“ arose in part
from the context in which the law was origiﬂaiiy 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 educatién program aimed at serving a specific target, population.
In this context, the initial thrust of Title I regulations®was to ensure

that federal funds were actually spent on the intended beneficiaries.

During éhe past decade, utate and local responsibilities toward
minorities and the handicapped have increased as the result of court
action as well as federal and staé& legislation. State and local
“educational agenciés have come under court orders to desegregate or to
provide equal educational opportunity to students of limited English
speaking abtlity (Lau v. Nichols). Fufthermofeiiﬁaﬁy state and local
education agencies (S5EAs and LEAs) have themselves become aware of the

needs of particular subgroups in their student pcpulatiﬂn and have

IS
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created special programs to addiss their needs.* Finally, PL 94-142
L4
. requires states tc pass laws that affirm the right of handicapped

students to services.i

In light .of these chaﬂges‘in'the context cf Title I programs,
the 1976 Title 1 regulations contained an important revision to the
no-supplant rule. According to the pfuvisiﬂn (45CFR-116.40(b)), Title I
funds sﬁall not be used to provide services that the LEA is requirgd to
provide by state law or pursuant ta a formal determination under SectlQp

‘\

504 of the Rehabilitation Act or final court order.t - .

An additional provision (SEEtioiAllEiél[c]) states that Title I
funds may:be used to provide services listed in the praject application
once designated and available state and local funds for those services §

have been exhausted. The separate placement of these two provisions

1]

in the regulatians creates a good deal of ambiguity about whether the
second prevision madifies gﬁe seeminglv all-encompassing scope of the

first, which prohibits Title I funding of services that the district is
otherwise réquired to provide. If the Office of Education (OE) pulicy

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

*
Minimum cnmpetency requirements, which.have already been adopted in
34 states, may create a particularly problematic subgroup as states
attempc to meet the needs of those who fail the Examinatiun.

+Alsa refleeting the pruliferatinn of state and lceal responsibilities -
and prngrams the 1978 Amendments to Title I include a provision
allowing districts to skip eligible students in "greatest need"” from
program participation 1f they receive services 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
compensatery funds, it raises the issue of whether students who are
"comparably served" through special education programs can also be
"skipped.”" The pravisiaﬂ also has the effect of raising the issue of
whether students "“comparably served" with Federal, father 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.




its own luws, then the provision allowing Title I fund usage when state

and local funds are not available appears to provide contradictory

]

policy guidance.

While tﬁe policy interpretations of no-supplant pfeeeding these
1976 p%evieiene were eesigﬂed to prevent Title I-from paying for
desegregation or Lau compliance activities, -the 1976'regu1etiehe were
written 4o apply to h;ndieepped situdents as well, particularly with
the passage of state special edueetien laws pursuant tc PL 94-142. This
strategy apredrs to be based ®n an assumption shared by Title I )
advocates and officials that restricting the -use of Title funds fe;r
such pufpeeee would provide an .incentive for full state endlleeel
Euﬂding-ef handieepped fequiremenLe; thus allowing Title I funds to,
serve a greater number of nenéhendiéepﬁed low-achieving EEqdéﬂth*
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.

eeete agency have a policy (whether by statute, court order, ettetﬂey

general epinieni or other source of law) ensuring that all handicapped
children have a righe to a free appropriate public education (45 CFR
120a.121[a])), and that the state will eureue the goal of %teviding full

*Thie has been an important development. Since the first regulations
for Title 1 were issued in 1965, the definition of elipible
("educationally deprived") children has always expressly included
handicapped children. In addition’, the legislative history to the
original Title I bill listed services for hamdicapped chilcren as
being among the posdible uses of funds. . 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., '
Lawyer's:Committee, 1977, Chapter 11). Now, howevér,- the existing
provisions and any other obligations impaeed--ferhef'then funding

actually provided--may be eentrnlling.
L ]
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educational opportunity to all handicapped childrén "aged birth through
twenty-one' (45 CFR 120a.123). Thus, for all states pertieipeting,
each handicapped child now has a right under state law to & free

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

Fedesé} funds must provide FAPE to such children to avoid non-compliance -

with Section 504. The meaning of the term "appropriate," however, is
not defined in the law. Thus the particular services required of the
states under PL 94-142 have femeinedFunepeeified* and to a large extent

the issue may be decided in the courts.

To eeﬁpéund the lack of service epecifieetiene; PL 94-142 is vague

to "ensure" Ehet handicapped students receive FAPE; the law does not
specify f:em what source payment for these services must come. The
law, in effect, views the state as reepeneihle for marshalling the
resources and services that are necessary to ensure APE whatever

the eeeree.+ g

* If Section 504 and PL 94e142 are viewed in isolation, this lack
of specification is not particularly troublesome. Ir fact the laws

are structured to make the epeeifie‘eervicee'requifed the subject of

individual diagnosis and placement, with the eeeempengi%g procedural

-,

L

e —— R },f

Eeyeﬁd cempliance with federal lev, Section 116. 4b(h) aiso applies to
‘the state's own special education law. Prior t6 the passage of PL 94-
142, there was extreme variatiop in the size 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
vere eupplemente:y. by establishing that handicapped students were -
those in '"greatest need,' districts ¢ould include components for
handicapped students in their Title I programs. Now many states have
laws that go beyond the basic manhdates of Section 504 and PL 94-142 to
fequire serving."all the needs" of handicapped children. In such '
states, 116 40(b) weuld seem to preclude pertieipatinn in Title-I-funded
sefvicee. .

The _funds reetrictinne in the PL 96=142 reguietiene primerily address
the. hendieepped child's base program.

- -,

%



protectigns. The problem arises because iv is this unspecified level
of services that determines what the state is "obligated to.provide"
" under §é€f?ﬂﬁ‘i&§+4ﬂihl%g§;the Title I regulations. Without specifica-

tion of the service levels (and thas the funda that must be expended), -

there is no way to determine whether the spplicatian of Tﬁtle I funds

#

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

supplant rules.”*

Guidelines for Providing Services in Cases of Overlap

Neither Title I nor PL 94-142 provide clear guidelines for the
provision of services to handicapped stidents who are eligible for

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

L)

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
eivil rights étatute, ensuring the fights of individuals. 1In this

- 73pells aut pracedures designed to control the appropriate uses o

=

Title I funds. By contrast, PL 94-142 has focused more on a service
standard app§géehﬁtha: eétablishes entitlement, for example by assuring
. pro;gﬂgtél fairness and "appropriateness,” and less on wheré. funds for
thesé services should be thained or how applied’ (Bsrra, 1978; Ginsburg,
1977); Local educators live with the consequences of thgse structural

differences in the two laws becaﬁée clear guidélinea and canfdinatiﬂg

regulatians are difficult to write in #uch a Euﬂﬁext.

&

‘ iTha issue becomes ‘even more cnmplex because what-is necessary to
comply Hith Section 504's standard that handicapped children's needs
be met-'as adequately as' nonhandicapped chi'ldren's conceivably could
be less than PL 94-142's provision to meet handicapped children's
needs wh:ﬁever Ehey are (i €., independenb nf the relstiva atandatd)

required to cgmply Hith a ca gori:sl prugfam (PL 94-142) as nppcaed
to a nnndigcfim:lﬂation atatufe (Section 504).




% . ) _
The Offfce of Education (DE) is currently developing regulations

to address problems of uveflap. In these regulations, OE could decide

- to adopt a more strinpent policy against providing.any services to

handicapped étudénts, although this could risk violating Seétion 504.°
capped students pending resolution of the basic legal issues raised by
uverlappiﬁg carget populations (see Winslow and Birman, 1979). To
address the issues raised by cverlap between the;twaﬁgarget groups,
“federal policymakers must address issues at the rodt éf Title I policy.
When Title I was the only federal categorical education program it was
felatively easy to disginguish between the student's 'base pragram

and the supplemental additions to be prnvided by Title I.* wWith the
advent of PL 94-142, Federal policymakers must determiie what is con-
sidered a supplementary service for handicapped students who are also

Title 1 eligibles.

But how do local educators implement the laws while awaiting their
clarification? Given thé cnmplexitieg. gmbiguitiés. and és yet unresolved
the actual overlap in ‘target populations, administ:atgfs and teachers
might be Easily perplexed and Eﬁﬂfused in making decisions abaut how to
provide services to students whn are both handicapped and éligible 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. i

=

Anticipated Implications for Federal Policy

This study isg intended to provide a window on local practice for
4 y 14 s i T " £
federal policymakers. The study addressed the.factors that affect

prﬂvlsiﬂn 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 suppleuentarity (Winslow,.1979).



Title I and PL 94-1i42. Information about ahethéf Eﬂ; how local educators’
now provide dual services ta students, in the midsz of tremendous legal
egmplexic*es and vaguely defined target populations, should-help

ggdergl pﬁlicymakers face the lssues with which theg will have to

g:apple in the months and years ahead

An overview af the range and typés of problems facing local | e
‘educatnrs iﬂ the pravisian of dual services will help pclicymakers
program structures will be Sufficient of whether the ptcblems are so
‘severe that ‘more radical approaches must be considered. Federal

. categarical programs have developed with their;cwn administrative

Hgin:aining%cnzal 1ndependence of these may be less Eatia;al_with the
recent @EQIif%faéiﬂﬁ of categorical programs and with the 1néres§ed

prabability that certain students will overlap categorical classifications. o
‘The extent to which this Judgment is grounded in reality is onc focus

=

of this :epart : =

Inf?rmatian ‘on the problems facing local edu:atars shuuld also
help feder 1 policymakers make decisions on the future of the Title I

program in an.environment of proliferating categorical services. Many -
‘ &

3

itle I regulations were formulated at a timg when Title I was the only
categorical program to be prﬁvided to séhaal distfictg either from »
federal or state governments; thus, Title I no-supplant pfbvis;ans.were
ariginally 1ntended to define Iitle 1’ ‘felatinnghip to the, base
educatinnal services being prcvided by schnal diattict;. But this
enviranmqu has changed dramatically in the past few years. PL 94~142 ' -
affects all school diétficts in the ﬁatinn; Bilingual programs andr
requirements (uﬂdef Title VII, the Office of Civil ﬁighta‘ Lau requitei;
ments, and state programs) affect a gubatanéihl number of districgs.

. Emergency School Aid Act programs to fgcilitate dééegregatiﬁn are in .
npeéﬁtian 1n-many districts. In addition, many states and many |
districts have categorical pfagrams of their own. . Title 1 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 should be u‘s‘ed to
make up for the praspéctive-undetfunding of some of the categoricals,
or whether the new programs should be used tg address the needs of -
students who.were farmerly in Title I programs .so ghat Title I can 1
serve the needs gf a grgater numﬁ nf eligiblE'studénts; are choices )
that federal policymakers will.have to addre§s. The information in this
report is intended to aid pciiiﬁéymakers in making these choices.

) ThiE repqgc on the overlap between Title'I and PL 94- 142 is nﬁly
; first Step. It raises,the larger 1issue of overlap of Title I with
nther programs ‘(e.g., minimum camgetency testing pfagfams bilingual i
, education programs), and averlap among these other programs themselves

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

complex 1ssues involved in the overiap between thése two federal

prngrams, we hope .that this report will raise the sensitivity of
"federal pai}cymakers to problems of overlap among the gamut of federal,
. state, and local education programs and pravide the basis for future
research on the impiicatinns of federal edu:ation policies for local

r

educgt@fs.
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CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK AND RESEARCH DESIGN

7

Conceptual Framéyafk

-

As’ mentiuned in Chapter I, this studv of the averlap between Title 1

and PL 94- lé2 services was aimed it two qiizttnns. 4 |

e To what extent is there a duplicdfthon of services to students
who might be eligible for beth proprams? :

e To what' extent do pirocedures and rules osed in the selection
and provision.of services to students result in limitations of
the services that a student might be eligible to _receive?

Federal interest in méeting the nec‘rﬁﬂs of students frnm nverlappingh‘ =

target populationa 1is relatively new. ansequentzy; our awareness of
many issues related to this interest developed in the course of this , o

study. - E - I S,

In this seczian, we will present the :aneptual framework that is
the fnundatinn of the Htudy. White parts ﬂfgth?s framework were Qevel@ped
fully ﬂevelgped prior to gning inco Ehe Eieid), wé present it heré rs:herfﬂ
than at the cnnclusinﬂ of this report iﬂ order tn orient the reader.
First, we will describe the population of stgdents to which thisitepagt
is limited. Second, we will preseht some pa;térns of service delivery

that mighf be provided taithgsé students. Thi%d we will outliﬁe the -

set of fgct@fgxzhat we believed, 'at the outset,. would affect’ the choice

of services for these students. Fiﬁall}', hie wil]. discuss a related

" topic addressed by this report: the process by which students are iden-. T

tified for both programs.

= &
The Students Who Are the Fuzus of the Study: ‘- Dually
: Identified Students

This study focuagdson the provision of services to students defined

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

')
o
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

handicapped and vV igible tor Tithe T services. ™ A '{tle | ol fgiblc
gtudent s one whoe resides in o Tirle T oelivible atrendinee area and hoes
met the local - igibilit. requirement for participation in Title | pro-
groams.  For the purps -es ot this studs, o handicapped Student is one who

fas been ddentiticd as such 1o accordance with the provedures set torth

-

in PL 34=-142,

Patterns ot Service Delivery to Dually Tdentiiied Student.-

The major tocus ot this study was to determine how local educiators
decide to provide dually identified students with only Titl | .orvices,
only special educatdon services (funded part by PL 94-142),% both, or

neither. These service configurations are depicted in Figure 1.

Although the primary concern of this study was with the duplication
of services to students (Box A), Flgure | shows that there is a range of

service combinations that might be provided.

Both Services--Box A in Figure 1 represents the case in whi.h a

student is provided services funded trom both Title T and spec i1 educa-
tion sources., We define a duplication of services as the case where a

dually identified student receives essencially identical services from

*The ter s "dual., identified" ls a convention adopted for this stuus.
[dentifleation hag diffcrent implications for the two programs in that
an identified hand!capped child is entitled to services (if needeul)
whereas an identified Title | child (i.e., low-achiever in a s hool
with high concentrations of ¢iilldren from low-income families) is on..
eligible for services. An eligible Title I child will be served only
{f selected for participation. Because the handicapped child has the
stronger entitlement (see Kirp and Winslow, 1978), we focds on the
handicapped child who is also eligible for Title I services under the
TFA's normal criterfa. The procedures by which students are initially

addressed later Iin this report.

tas previously noted, unlike Titlé I, PL 94-142 sets forth a service
standard with which states and localities must comply. Thus the term
"gypeclal educatlion services' is used to mean those required for compli-
ance with PL 94-142's service standard irrespective of specific funding
auapices (Syﬂeral, state, or local).

le :
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tedchers

RECFIVF TITLf I SERVICES

HELEIVE SFELIAL
EDUCATION S5ERVICES — — lj —
(Funcied Partly by PL 94.142) -

NG LIMITED NEITHER
o TITLE L ONLY SERVICE
FIGURE 1 SERVICE CONFIGURATIONS FOR DUALLY IDENTHWIED STUDENTS
both tunding sources. The receipt of services from both funding sources

does not necessarily constitute a duplication of services, however,

buecause students might receive npletely ditlerent servicos from each

tunding svurce. .ne goal of this wtudy was to determine when the raceipt
of both services by a dually identified student constitutes a receipt of
identical services and to describe those cases in which the receipt of
bot’. services might occur without duplication

fal Educarion Only--Boxes B and C

servives lor undally identy d

students are limited to cither Title I or special education only. Limi-
tations of service to dually identified students may make good sense to
and administrators.

with some tvpes of handicapping conditions may occur because they cannot
benefit from Title [ services, or because the provision of both services
to dually {dentified students may disrupt the Ed> cational experience of

education services to a,
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the other litle I student
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on all o1 these grounds. However, some service bimitations may he
arbitrarvy tor instance, it . ehild'™s handicap is unrelated to litle
eligibilitvy vriteria, limitati 1 to special education services may be

ditficult to justifv,”

This study sought to highlight conditions under which districts

dand schools adopted policien, either explicvit or implicit, that limited
the range of services to dually identified students. We were interested
in the explanations educatoers provided to justify these limitations and
the implications of service limitations to students with different handi-

capping conditions.  Intormation about such patterns can aid the federal

*Ihere mav be a large poonl of students with unidentified bandicaps
damong Title T eligibles and partici, ants. Whether this constitutes a
problem tor the child is unclear.  From the perspective of a s
district that is low in special education funds, Title 1 servi vs may
: be adequate to meet the needs of students with mild handicaps.  1a
cases where services are similar, the provision of Title | servic

*haool

‘e5 to
special edacatrion students may make sense educationally as well, and
would avoid the adverse effects of "tabeling' the student as handi-

capped (Hobhs, 19/79).

%Hvyuml attendiosey a Title [ eligible school, Title | eligihility for an
individual st nt is usually based on some medsure of low academic
achievement. It a student [s orthopedically impaired and also is a
low achiever, it might be unreasonable (and perhaps illegal) to execlude
him or her from Tltle [ remedial sefvices solely because of the handi=
cap. However, other physical handicaps méy be linked to low achieve-
ment. For instance, a language problem requiring speech therapy may or
mav not have an impact on the child's school performance and learning.
Furthermore, learning disabled or emotionallyv disturbed children are
often low achievers as a direct result of their handicaps. Should
these students be excluded from Title [ services?

18
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oL ernrent dnoresalating the conpdition ader which service=s tor dirml e

Pdent P ded tudent s may be Timited.,

et o merel e==hBow Do Figare depiets oo o= i whivh student =
thent i peq Boardboapped and Tiche & vbapible mivht by overlooked tor
hoth Titte Toand special edue g A omertvioes, e b o o situat ion might
ooy oo dug by Tdent it ied vid owhe ds walting tor apecial educat ion

servlcoes D whey B et heen chosen as g Title T oparticipant.  Although
thee wtates are - - Iy obligated to provide special education and related

services to o handicapped students, the actual provision of services may

net he immediate.  Are these stadents svstematically exeluded from Title T

while cvaiting placement in a special education program?

P Altecting Patteras ol Service Delivery

At “the school level there are two factors that we hypothesized would

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

L]

(1) The form of services provided by each program

{(2) Explicit rules or policies that schools, districts, or states
adopt to limit or allow dual services for dually identified

students.

Both of these factors will be affected by the nature of the student's

handicap.
The torm of services provided by each program will affect which

servives are delivered to dually identified students. For example, in
miking decisions about service delivery, teachers and administrators
presnmabily o gre lewes Tikely £ provide servicres F.Tﬁm hnth funding sonrres

k it the services trom both sources are essentially similar (e.g., if both

*A related tssue is whether some dually identified students should re-

celve Title I auxiliary services even if excluded from Title I academic
services. For Instance, although 1t may be loglcal to exclude severely
handlcapped students from Title I academic services, should they never-
theless be permitted to receive auxiliary services provided only to
Title I participants?

19
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provide rooading 0 crntance 10 Fesotiroee roams), or it o the provision of

hoth servi oy creates scheduling problems tor the wtadent .

Fhe form in which special odin atiom sorvioes is delivered is closely
related to the stuadent "= handis . students with mild speveh or vision
problems mivht roeceive the services of oan itinerant resour e Leacher a
Few times per week or less.  Students with mild 1 oarning handicaps might
Ceoeive Servives 10 Desouroe room Tor ap o to g bew honurs edach day .
Students with more severe handicaps might be served in more self-contained
environments.  Thus, the tyvpe of handicap can int luence whether dually
identified child receives both Title I and special education services.
the study was limited to students with handicaps that could be served

within the regalar school context.

some schools, districts, or states

_districts, or states ' have explicit rules or

policies that determine whether dually identified students can receive

multiple services. These rules could result from a scarcity of resources
("no child can receive two services until all «tudents in need have re-

r—=

[

celved at least one'), or they could be the result of particular int
pretations of federal regulations.  For instance, Title 1 no-supplant
rules mav bhe intEfpgétrd to mean that handicapped students may not

recefve Title | services, 1t is also possible that schools' and dis-

trivts" particular rules or policivs depend on the nature of the child's

handicap.,

Figure & summarizes the framework that gutded this study. We
focused on the school=level decisionmaking process that determines whether
A duallv identitied child recelves either Title T services, special edu-
cation services, both, or neither, We viewed the decision as a product
of two school=level clharacteristics:  the form of service (e.g., resource
rooms, fitinerant teachers or self-contained classrooms for handicapped
students; resource rooms or in=c lass aides for Title 1 students) and
the existence of a policy about providing dual services to students.
These school-level characteristics are significantly affected by federal,
state, or district rules regarding programs and by perceptions of federal
poliecy about delivering dual services to students. Patterns of service

deliverv adopted by schools and districts will vary. The precise
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STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS
# TYPE OF HANDICAP 1

® ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL

INPUTS QUTCOME: RECEIPT QF SERVICES
» FEDERAL, STATE, OR DISTRICT SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS BY GUALLY IDENTIFIED STUDENTS
RULES ABOUT PROGRAM STRUCTURE | # FORM OF SERVICES ¢ TITLE [ONLY
AND PROCEDURES * EXISTENCE OF A POLICY # SPECIAL EDUCATION ONLY
b PERCEPTIONS OF Fi JERAL POLICY REGARDING DUAL SERVICES * BOTH
ABOUT DELIVERING UUAL SERVICES
e N _# NEITHER

FIGURE 2 FACTORS THAT AFFECT SCHOOL-LEVEL DECISIONS TO PROVIDE SERVICES
T0 DUALLY IDENTIFIED STUDENT®
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cantigurat ion ot services provided to g duallv identified student o sends
on the student s particalar handicap and/or Tevel of achievement . the
district's (or scbool's) procddures to identity and rovide services,

e per gt d s the el Do o Wb b the distrio oo must o adhere.

The Issue ot Eligibilitv: Frocedures

Identificarion of Students

The miin purpose of this study was to determine what services are
provided to "dually identiticd” students.  Thus, of necessity this study
had to address the issue of how students are identified for the receipt
of services. In addition to determining the patterns of service delivery
to dually identified students, the studv sought to determine whether
there are some students who might he "duallv eligible” but are either

identified for onlyv one program, or not identitied at all.

For the purposes of this study, a "dually eligible" student is one
whose characteristics warrant dual identification; theoretically, all
dually eligible students should be dually identified. In addition to

examining patterns of service delivery to dually identified students,

might not be dually identified. For instance, under what conditions will
A dually eligible student be "singly Identitied" as eligible for Title 1
but not as handicapped? Under what conditions will a dually eligible
student be "singly identified” as handicapped but ot as a Title I
eligibleand/or participant?  Under what conditions will a dually eli-

gible student not be identiticed as either handicapped or Title 1 eligible?

fhe study tocused on patterns ot 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,
. coaservat {ve definitions of certain handicapping conditions could result
tn the nonidentification of certain students as handicapped and relega
a proportion of students to the population of Title I eligibles. While
theoretfcally "dually eligible" according to some criteria, these students

might be se¢rved in Title I' programs if they were in Title I schools:

b

o
[

- however, they would receive neither service in non-Title I schools.

ERIC
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Federal policvmakers rarely examine in detail the implementation ot
federal programs at the school level,  Yet the effect iveness of cate-
gorical programs depends on how thev are implemented.  Federal funds for
vategorical programs enter an alreadv established school system with
existing procedures tfor dealing with students and preconceptions of how
different tvpes of students should be identified and served. The liter-
ature on edacational innovations contains numerous examples of changes
that occur on paper but npot in practice or that are translated into
practice antithetical to the intent of innovations (Berman and McLaughlin,
[978). To bhe etfective, attempts to change federal education laws or
regulations must take into account typical patterns ﬁi implementation

at the school level,

By tocusing on school-level implementation, this study was limited
to Title I and handicapped students who are served in regular schools.
Most of the attention was on those handicapped students--for example,
the learning disabled, mildly retarded, and emotionally disturbed--whose
conditions would be most likely to result in achievement problems and
who are usually served In resource rooms on a pull-out basis. We were
mdﬁt in[grvﬁted in students with these handicaps beca of cur expecta-
tion that thelr treatment would be most similar to the academic services
Ilkely to be provided in Title I programs. The study dealt pe iphéfélly

with other handicapped students who are served in regular schools In -

res for (1) students with

particular, we often inquired ahout servi

i
speech and vision impairments® who are Gf ten served by itinerant teachers

It is possible that delayed language development could underlie school
fallure and*result In student referrals to -pecial education or Title I ™~
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.

23 ‘ :
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on a pull-out basis, <nd (2) students with severe learning problems

(trafnable mental e rerardedd  covnrn o b g o et oot crade e )
who are often served in self-contalined classrooms (at least 3=4 hours

per dav) in regular schools.

Why an Exploratory Study?

The overlap between federally funded education programs is a new
area of investigation. As with all new areas of research, it often
takes a study merely to refine a set of meaningful questions; too many
studies skip this step and ¢end up with feéms of data only to discover
that the wrong questions were asked. Therefore, the main purpose of
this study was to ldentify the range of problems that schools face in
providing service to dually identified children. The study is intended
to provide a better 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 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 mighg be eligible for them?
Such questions could evoke either defensive or normative responses. Our
alm was to cgmpilerdegai%ed descriptians of both Title I and special
education serviceg‘ffam which we could determine the extent of duplica-

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

v
[V

dent judgments about overlap problems even in cases where the respondents
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 selection for
both Title 1 and special education programs, and (2) the services pro-
vided by both Title 1 and special education programs (Appendix B lists

the topics covered during the interviews).
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In gathering detailed Jdescriptions of the processes bv which atu-
dents are selected tor both Title | and special education programs, we

addressed the following quest {ons:

® How are .tudents identified for participation in each program?

e Under what conditions are students identified foi participation
in both programs simultaneously?

In addressing these questions we were interested in kﬁ{wing (1) the «x-
tent to which students who might be eligible for Title I and 'special edu-
cation programs are identified, and (2) whether similar types u% students
are 1dentified by both programs. If similar students are identified we
were interested in anv rationale provided by school staff members for
having‘zwg separate programs. If different ‘types of students were
identified, we were interested in how school personnel make distinctions

between the tvpes of students hest served by each program.

® What are the
and special

P

imilarities and differences between Title I
ucation programs?

Our interest was Infboth the form and content of Title I and special

education services.\ Our purpose in asking about program services was
to have an accurate sense of what could be considered a duplication of
services. We wanted to know the extent to which the receipt of hoth
services could, in itself, be considered a duplication of services.

»

The Recelpt of Title I and Special Education Services by Dually

‘Tdentified Students

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 ény, teud to receive both sets

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

of services:
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Under what conditions do dually identified students participate

in both programs? (Do rules exist that liait student partic-
ipation in both programs!/)

If a dually identified student receives services from both
funding sources, do schools have mwechanisms to avoid providing
identical services to students?

Tf a dually identified student receives services f
o avo

funding sources, do schenls have mechanic-s ¢
contradictery or confusing services to students?
How Ao schools cope with the possible problem of program dis-
ruption for students who receive multiple services? (Do

ruption oy student programs?)

Sample Selection

Interviews were conducted in six states. In two s?étes, California
J

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 schoo’ s visited in each state.

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

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

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

B

Table 1

DESCRIPTIVE SUMMARY OF STUDY SAMPLE

Tvpe of Number of Number of

State Interview Districts _Schools
California In-person 5 13
Tennessee In-person 11

Oklahoma Telephone
South Carolina Telephone

Washington Telephone

L W [ [ o~
W~y

Wyoming Telephone 13

26
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but to maximice the number of different types of jssues raised by the
puerlan horgan ph e ] g “:a*va woere chosen te maximise variahility
in the tvpes of schools and districes along a number of dimensions that
dare thought to attect cither the aperation of Title I and PL Y4-142 or

their voordination. Table 2 summarizes the dimensions explored in

choosing the =six states {or case studies. We were intervsted in a
number ol medasures:

e Level of expenditures for special education in the state.

e 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.

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

e 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 T programs.

These measures were selected as rough indicators of the level of re- S
sources in each program and the extent to which the lack or abundance

of rescurces 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-
capp%ﬁ students served in Title I programs in 1975-76.  We anticipated
that states that were serving relatively large proportions of handicapped

ts in Title [ programs prior to the implementation of PL 94- 142

t
would highlight some particularly interesting issues of cverlap.’

Two contrasting states, California and Tennessee, were'chosen for
in-person interviews. California was chosen tc grgv{dé'exampies of the
tvpes of overlap problems that might be encounter.-: in a state with high
spending levels for both special education and comuensatory educatian
programs. As shown in Table 2, California spent $839.73 per special
Cducﬂgiuﬂ student {6 1976. California also has one of the largest
state compensatory educatiﬂn programs in the naLinn and a relatively
low proportion of low-income students (léé of tné total Enroleent) and

@
handicapped students. Title 1 programs are runo jainﬁly,with the, state



PHARACTERTATIOS GF THE STX STATEE CHOOEN FUR CASE STUDIES
State Conrribut ions Per Punil
N to Fer Pupil . Ixpenditure Percent Percent &f
Date nf txpenditures in < in Title I Percent of Tatal Title 1
Special special Education Percent Statewide Frrolled in "arallment Whe Students Whe
TR TR 1 7n® Hand{c..pped 176’ Pitke I ATe¢ Low Income  Are Handits ped
. haw 0 fdellars) - 197¢" _(dollars) 976" _1976** /
1978 ‘ 289,73 6.9 $384 00 bgtF 14
1974 396.21 .7 314.95 14 29
1970 219.53 6.7 202.649 16 21
=1977 : 337.58 10.6 233.24 22 33
1973 523,75 . .0 289.50 9 107
1969 1,107.65 .1 576.93° 4 11
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*Based -on total special education appropriations divided by total handicapped aged 3-21.. Source: Stage Fro
E ufatlnn National Association of State Directors of Special Educafion (NASDSE), Hsshingtnn, D.C. .

“Based on total handicapped aged 6-21 divided by total enrollment. Sourcesa: State Profiles in Specia!
1977, Q_Egst 4f Education Statistics, 1917 Edition, National anter for Education Statistics (NCES).

fBased on ‘total Title | allotment to local education agencies (LEAE) for FY 76 divided by total Title I parti:ipsncs
(unduplicated count) in LEA programs. Sources: unpublished stacistics from the Office of Education; State Title I
Evaluat long, : <

SBased 'on total Title 1 enfollment divided by total enrcllment. Sou rcés, State Title I Evaluations; Digest of Education
Statistics, 197 Edit . National Center for Educatian Statistics (NCES) -~ - < ’
-‘Eﬂﬁéd on counts ot children aged 5=17 in lﬂu=incgm§ families (as measured by the Orshansky Poverty "Index) divided by

total enrollment. Sources: '"Fiscal Year 1976 Formula Children for Local Education Agencies," unpublished data from the

Offtce of Education; Digest of Education Statiatics, 1977 Edition, NCES.

Figureq calvulatied from unpublished Office of Educakion counts of the number of Title I participants who wers pravidéd
e

special activities for the handicapped under Title [,  These fi igures do not include students wh~ received survices
through PL R9-111, !
:Lﬁillfntﬂld did not have precise figures for numher of students enrolled in Title I. nts figure was estimated b y dividing

© approximate per pupil e.penditures by Title | allocations to derive an estinate nf number of studentg enrnlled 1 the Title I
program. This number was then divided by the total §zhaal Eﬂrgllment '
* ]

i
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cuﬁpt;%at@ry education pragtams and virtually all Title I eligipbles are

P A PO Cithied atlalte ol [vdetal avdloen. Ab 4 Lusaibt ul Li=
- high sp-nding, California mav he viewed as an example of the situat on
in which other -tates mav find them =8 {f they in reas their expin-

Jitures for either special EﬂUEati;u ur compensatory education programs.
Districts chosen Afor interviews in California were all part of the
state's Master Plan for Spel;al Education, a law similar in its major
provisions to PL 94-142, whict. was implemented on a trial hasis in so-

lected districts prior to statewide implementation.

Tennessee was selected as a contrast to Califorria because it 1is
LhafgLEErlEEd hv a relatively high preportion of low-income studen
' fover twlce th proportion as in California), a relatively high pro-
portion Gé handifapped students (10.7% rampared with 6.97 in Califnrnia)

~
education programs. The state does not fund any compensat&ry education

programs; all compensatory education “unds come from federal Title I
sources. Tennessee also 1is characterized by low funding levels in

- special education. Althaughhthe state passed its special education
legistation in 1974, prior to PL 94=142, the appfé%riatians for the
state law were always a small fraction of the amount needed for com-
pliance. 1In 1976, Tennessee spent only $396.21 per handicapped student

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

becausé of the relatively high proportion of students classified as
having learaing disabilities. Despite its low spegiai education budget,
in 1976-7. the state ranked 3rd in the nation in the proportion of
learning disabléd students served. We belleved that learning disabded
students might be most difficult to distinguish Eram Title I stulents -
and were ;herefare interested in hﬁw thege distinctions weré made in a
state with a very thn 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 avetage of about-1,6%.)

) Telephone . 1nterviews were conducted in four states to supplement /

the in-depth case studies and site visitg in Califarﬁia and Tennessee.,

v - =

Thesé telephone interviews had two purposes: to gaiﬁ some sense of

N - 29 : : .
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whether the patterns discerned in California and Ténnegse§7é2fe similar

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

Wyoming,. Washington, South Carglina; and Oklahoms were chosen for
their diversity on a number of dimensions. First, Ehej represent differ-
ent levels of state speéial 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.
Secgné, these states represent a wide range in the’prqpar%ién of low-
income students, from 10% in Washingtan to 33Z in South Carolina. Third,
Oklahoma and Wyoming in parti;uiaf were chosen because of GE:figures

that indicate a relatively high proportion of Title I monéy going to
handiﬁsgped students (this proportion does not include students servedgﬁ
under PL 89-313). Fourth, the states represent a range’ ip 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. Finall;;i geographic diversity was

considered in choosing the states for telephone interviews. -

Data Collection

Data were collected through use of unstryctured interview guides
that were employed far'iggperspn and telephaqé interviews with Title I
and special eéucat}an personnel on the sfat%d district, and school °*
levels. . We usually talked to two state administrators: the director
of Title I services and the special_educa;Zin direétaf. Three to five
districts were chosen to represent a cross section of urban, suburban,
and rural areas in a state. Within eacﬁ digttictz_i we visited or tele-
phonéd two to three gchaélsf For cﬂmggrisan, we generally visited both
a Title I and a non-Title I elemeﬁtérj school.® The third school in'a

- /

1

*We wanted to explore the pnésibiliﬁy that special education students in
‘non-Title I schools bore a strong .resemblance to Title I students in
Title 1 schools. We reasoned Ehgﬁ because handicapping conditions are
more prevalent in low-income populations, special education classes in
non-Titke 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 availlable. A secHnd reason for conducting interviews in
nﬂniT1E¥§ I schools was to asgess whether these schools provided the’
game level of services to special education students.

2 =
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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 cf three people were interviewed. First,
" we talked to the principal to’obtain information on the variety of pro-
grams 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 perceptiaﬁs of any problems of co-
ardinatinn between programs. Finally, wherever ﬁassible we interviewed
at least one regular classroom teacher to clarify the basis on which a
regular téachér %efefred or did not refer, students to Title I or special
education progranms. ’Snme i%terviaws were held with individuals while

special education classes in progress.

g
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ER 1: OVERLAP BETWEEN TITLE I
9 42 IN CALIFORNIA
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This chapter presents the findings of our California interviews.*
As mentioned in the last chapter, California 1s a state with relatively
higﬁ funding in both cDmpensatary and special education programs. It is
. possible that the issues raised by overlap in this state mighc be

generalizable to states that have or anticipate similar funding patcerns.

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 and limitation of services to studencs_

. Hhen asked to describe the pfncedures by which students are selected
for pafzicipatian in Title I and special education programs, one re-
spondent summarized.our majar observation:

The main_differgncé between the two programs isithe assessment
process. (District's Special Education Director)'.

*Caltfgrnis'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 1s 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 hardicapped,'" 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."

33
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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 1 programs conform to what we call a "screening model." This model
1% characterized by the identification of students from a larger set
using specific andgunivérsally applied criteria. 1In the districts visited
in California, student performance on achievement tests was the major
criterion for determining student eligibility and paféicipation in com- .~
pensatory education programs (funded and administercd jointly through
Title I and the state's compensatory education law, SB 90). On rare oc-
casions, the observations and judgments of regular classroom tgachgrs
were used tu supplement tests score data. Iﬁ!Califgfnia, becauSé
Title I funds are supplemented by state compensatory education funds,
students who are eligible for a compensatory education program are
almﬂgg automatically participants.

Student selection for spec¢ial education programs follows a markédl&
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 speaial
education placement is warranted, and if so, what form the placement
should take. This diagnosis procedure is much more complex than the
procedure followed In Title I programs; more selection criteria are con-

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

feauifed,
The process of student selection for Title I and special educatian

programs comprises three stages: (1) identification, (2) diagnosis,
and (3) placement. At each stage, differences between tHe two programs

ralsed {ssuecs bearing on the overlap between the two programs,

34
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Identification

At the identification stage, the major difference between Title I
and special education programs is the important role of the teacher's .
judgment in referring students to a special education pfggtam. Because
‘of the obvious significance of the teacher's judgment in the special
education referral process, we thought it was important to 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 edu¢aticﬁ students, however,
. were described as having additional qualities. Respondents said that

speclal education students were:

® Not able to grasp concepts in a group setting

® Low in social skills in a group setting

e Those with visual or auditory perception problems
e Behavior problems

¢ Kids who cannot work in the regular classroom,

Behavior problems were viewed as more common among special education

¢

students:

teacher to cope with a child. (Special Education Teacher)

students, respondents tended to focus on speclal educatien students

with mild learning handicaps. This emphasis coincided with our own as
discussed in Chapter I1. 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, respcndénts emphasized that studéqgs‘weré rarely referred for
behavior problems per se. They were perzeived to be linked with academic
problems. As one special education teacher put it:
.
Reading is the key to soci 11 problems.*

Basically, special education students were seen by school staff members

as being different from Title I students in two ways:

e Special education students' academic and social problems were
viewed as more severe than those of Title I students.
e 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
alsc determine which students they referred to special education settings.

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

Title I programs dare correctional programs that help students
who have missed something' the first time around. Theé purpose
of special education programs 1is to help students who have
basic learning problems that impeded their acquisition of con-

cepts.

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

problems gf Iitlexl students were more amenable to shbrt-teni solutions

L 737 o A : (

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 social and psychological implications of a
reading problem, for instance, seem much more profound for a seventh
grader than for a”second grader: "The older a kid 1s, 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).

*



than were the problems of special education students® (see section

ed
below on the services provided by both prozrams) .

Finélly. some respondents Eelieved Eﬁat 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 i

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

e 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 oné school, when we asked which services learning disabled students
received, we were told:

We serve them in our Title I pragrém; (Vice Principal)

Diagnosis )
Llagnosis F

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 than those used to
determine student eligibility for Title I programs. Hﬂéever, school
staff in Californla seemed to have saég diffiéulty defining precisely
the criteria that would be used to place students. IQ tests are no

longer used to determine placements for educable mentally retarded

* , . . . o ,
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 aight be in the structure of the program
rather than In any inherent difference #n the populations.

1Y ."
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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 tthskill
of teachers in diagnosing student problems: ;
e If you've worked long enough with kids, you don't need tests .
to recognize a kid with a disability. (Special Education Teacher)

® Teachers th have been in the business a long time can pick up
areas of need. (Principal)

e 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
placementd were so vague that:

® Anybody's mother-in-law could qualify if they wanted to.

The correct interpretation awaits more specific data about the types of
evidence used to determine student eligibility--the gathering of con-

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

o

lacem:nt -

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 I services was recommended on é student's
individual education program (IEP). This practice caused a heated con-
flict in one school, wheré a'spe;igl education resource teacher sent the
math-related portions of a Spgciél 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. :
+Hexdid not have many interviews with psychologists, who would pre- Qﬁ\%i
‘sumably be more specific about criteria.
£l * R 33
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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
special education teacher c@:stituted 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 above"
‘the base program. and considered special education services to be base

services,

The special education teaEth 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
SEhOGlF 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 éafgguards(rather than on
direct services to students. Thus, the ﬂoﬁ—speciaiéedgcatinn'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'l1l tell you

e
what's wrong and you do the work,

The Services Provided by Title I and

Special Education Programs

A number of similarities existed in special education and Title I

gervices 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-

t
out basis.* Pui;iaucs for Title I and for itinerant special edﬁé;tiam

services rarely lasted more than 45 minutes, 1If served in a resource
room, éhe length of time that special educdtion students spent theré?x
ranged from 1 to 2 hours per day, depending on the number and SEVEfity\
of/the student's problems.. In some schools the Tiélé I program did not
employ resource teachers; rather the program paid primarily for aidZs in
élassfﬂams (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 readiﬁé 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 feépanden;s 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 stylea. (Principal)

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

materials and teaching techniques.

We ca{duzted’aivery limited number of interviews in non-Title I -

schools. It was our impresaion that the apecial education services in

/

*Iﬁe form of special education services depended on the child's handi-

*cap. Students with mild learning handicaps tended to be served ‘in
resource rooms; students with speech or vision problems tended to be
gerved by itinerant teachers on a pull-out basis.

—_—

L)

40

. o)



non-Title I schunls were more likely to resemble Title I services tha

special education programs in Title I schools. In non-Ti

there seemed to be a greater emphasis on pulling student

E

to many schools.* . ) e
=

A major distinction between Title I and sﬁecial education programs
was their size. By law, teacher—stédént!ra;igs 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. Thus,
special’ education classrooms were more characterized by students working
alone or individual students working with a teacher; Title I classféams
were characterized by students working in groups. ‘However, we found that
many Title I teache:s performed their own diagnoses on students to
is laté their particular reading difficulties; placement in small groups

often was based on individual diagnoses. <

The two programs also differed in the length of time stﬁdegts spent,
in them. 1In génerali special education students seemed more likely to
remain in their programs longer than students remained in Title I programs.
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

/

*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 I 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, aith§ugh*this situation may be changing because

PL 94-142 gnd;CQQifcrnia's Master Plan require afnual reevaluations.

Ihe Receipt of Title 1 and Special Education Services by Duali? o
Identified S:uden:s ] = — -

-Some students in California schools do receive services funded by
both Title I 7 .
students receive both Title I and special education services in some of

» Spiied

during the site visits from Ehe recﬂrd ligts of Title I or spe¢ial edu-

and special education programs. TaBleij estimates haw;mani

&

the schools we visited in California. Thesé rough figures were .co

cation teachers who kepg iﬂfﬂrmatinﬂ abaut their stﬁdents patticipatian—

in alher programs.

‘Table 3 indicates that. the number of students being served by both -
pragraﬁs varies considerably from school to school. ' Whether or not

I - \ . :

atudents received both special education and Title I services seemed to

dépgnd on two related factors: (1) the structure of the Title I pragram, v

and (2) school

licy discouraging the receipt of both Eetvices.

and specisl aducation. services when the Title I program provided in-class
aides aﬂd special education services were in the form of fesource rooms.
Schnnls where both Title I and apecial education prggrams ;—g;gted on a .
pull—uut basis were less likely to- have large numbers of students 1n
both programs, _. »

- -

Neither the State of Califarnia naf the districts that we visited

had any fafmal policy Ehat discouraged students from recelving both
Title I and special educatiopn services. One staEE%lgveL sdminist;azgr
sald Ehat.thé anl§ problem with Title I students also teceiiihg special
education services i{s that Title I guidelines are aimed at preventing
segregation of Title I students; if segregation of Title I students were
avaided, he thnught, it would be perfectlyllégizimate'fﬂr some stadents

/
to recelve both services. | oL

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

ceiving both Title T and special education services and a few schools:

42 : *
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Table 3 i
NMBER OF STUDENTS RECELVING TITLE T AND SPECIAL EDUCATION RESOURCE ROOM
, SERVICES IN NINE SCHOOLS TN CALIFORNIA
. LV Unduplicated - | Percent of
’ . wo Count of Total Percent of  Title I/State
| .« Total Number'  Title I/ X Spec Ed Also  Comp Ed (SB90)
. . In Spec Ed  State Comp Ed- Numbeé of  inTitle Ior  Participants
School . Resource - (5B90)  Students in State Comp Ed Also In .
District Number Type | Prng;a‘m . Participants  Both Programs - ($890) __Spec £4
1 1k 0 m. oy 63 11
| A T ooy b5 10
; S N S R W X 5) 1
> b 78 U7 54 69 16
S N R wr 13 1
2NN T T b 5
I T 16 , v o #
A TR 25 15 oot
N R 209 et 90-100* n ¢
{ | . '
iy ¥ IEEY

Eatimate prnvided by Title I-or special education teacher: uther figures are f:tn teacher or school records,

Notes: E » elementary; JH = * Junior high school; Spec Ed = special Education, C
education, ,

p Ed » egmpenaatary
. f ‘ I

|
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i tang the numbers o stadents who might

o adopted tnroraal pobn e
Pecetye multipde services . For o atnstoonooe, =ome schools had role o that

. i . . . : . #
Drmited wtodents oo pantio Dot ion in o no o more thin 1w special programs,

e cvradent caaitied tor more than two programs o the roegular Ceas her

decided whio b twe proevrams werc Mmoot nceded™ by Che stoad ot .,

Pos bl deess th 0t i ot Foeceipt of both corvices 1o dualls

Pedeerpt J1 faed LIRS NG STL A R Pt aerie]e- 4t
o I'ro b smie ser v e Lo Tareer number o o! stadent s bt
gbteclannhie duab e s 1o e to a0 sahime 1ot sladenite .,
e Avond the disruptic o1 o students' programs.
. Beoanse ol srption ot SR RIS b T ted to result from multiple pullzl,”[g,‘

potivivs te disvourage the receipt of multiple servis s were most common
in schools where both Title T oand special cducation Progrims wore
vperated on o pull-out basis.  Despite informal policies to avoid dia-
ruption of student progrims, we tound some instances of this problem.
For example:

In one school a ¢hild approached his classreom teacher and

said, "It vou've get me going 20 minutes here and 30 minutes
there, how do you expect me to get my classroom work done?’

In another school, one fourth grade girl felt that she didn't
need both Title T a0d special education services; she herself

newot bated her withdrawal from the Title I program,

In some schools the School Appraisal Team was responsible for preventing
the disvaption ot stodent programs,  But this tunction did not scem to
be perfo wd routinely in all schools or even within schools for all

students who might be atfected.

* ¥ - = 3 = s
Because of the plethora of state and federal programs for which students

in California schools qualify, some schools house multiple programs.
Wee encountered one schoonl whose principal reported having sigteen
apc-fal proerams,
“According to talifornia's Master Plan, each school! has a School Ap-
prafsal Team which is responsible for review and declisions on eligi-
bilfty, individualized education programs, and placement of students
In special education programs.
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m bt o le ool e s e r bl et e i e Trom both spec il
cedin ot el Dot L pree e, i hoo ] wierye programs dJdiftered in
U Uo7 st o ornb ln T o e e Wi e i T st FOm
Ficle thebew o e reeanar T o et i Teont PoF e4t P sl ane e
B e e by el Ded Fesonits o0 Foon,

!l ¥ i I3 i 1 ¥ ' O
whe b pee e L N T A O B e e R RS TR T CIRR ST eR ] r

Liees v b peiing byl edinc gt ton tadent

In b o 0 atinlent oot ' a;n-vi.;] w«lll‘,xtinn’ W Pons ™

Per o r o with o Titde Toaide. tspecial Edoas 1 Ted her)

Ihi= policy —cemed just s likelw to apply to students whose Cine in oo

Fesource roes oy bedne reduced s to those who might he Looving spes fa
cducation settings entirely.,  One special education teacher put it this
W 2

We vouldn't mainstream without Title [ aides. Without Title I,
miinstreaming wouldn't work. Without Title I, special education

students would continue to be clowns in their elasses.,

Thus, Title [ aides are seen as providing the individual help in regular

chissrooms that is needed to make malnstreaming work.

kEven where both programs were on a pull-out basis the services pro-
vided tor students who recelved bothi were now identical. Title T and
special o edueation teachers tended t0 coordinate services and di- ide the
i * ) . ; _ ] . )
Pibors o il edueation placement meetings wore sometimes used to co-
ordinate secioe arrangements. For o example, Title T might provide math
tor =some students, while special education programs would focus on read-

i skillsg 1tor some stadents Titie T oiand specfal education would focus

on ditterent rending skills,

*Whillailul{vigi‘u1 of Tabor between Title | and special education teachers
avelided providing identfcal services to students, we have no information
abhout whether the services provided by the two programs were designed to
be compatible.  This would constitute a useful question for furure

rescdrohn,

L

-
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provrams, 0w even more common oo Pimd patterns ot sequent fal o cooardin.a-

Uivr between Phe Uwo 0roair e, bor dns=tance, i o0 number ot svhools we
Povg 0t bdentw weer s Jimecis b v Ferlarrted s s bl oation pri=
boam 1o the e et i e, ot ter the sranlent had alreads arter s el

the Title 1 prveram:

o [ R : . . Lo L H [ 1 S . B
Uil g Doan ot 0 Doy PeontiFooer Lo b, txpecial Pdocation Teacher)
' H] H o1 [ L ) S R i,
Capecial Edoeation Tegchers
e rea oo tor this sequence wos the complesity ot the special education
I B T S R | I R I IR I R B I

Fitde Lotirat in order to avold the time-consuming special education

frico o eient prooo

Sumnary  eid Discussion of Major Findings in Califo

We have examined the processes by which both Title T and special
cducat ion programs determine student oligibilitv and participation. Also,
we have compared the services provided by progr = tunded by Title [ and
PI. 94=-142 for students with mild learning handicaps, and explored the
wiavs In which the two programs are coordinated in the schooals. The
nltimate woal ot our attentton to these processes was to address two
questions:

& [s there duplication of services provided by Tigle [ and

spoecioal education programs to dually identified students?

® I« there anv limitation of servicves to dually tdentified

students?

Based on our Calitfornla tindings, we will address each of these questions

in turn,

cat o o0 5o " !
oprams to Dually Identified Students?

Although there were some students In the schools we vieited who

received services funded by both Title | and special education programs,
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et L [ N S St s beecbes e e v bt b i torm oand oot h
ser b e were nrecbded on b te stadenites whe were poers cived as having more
Do e e ooy bl Students-= in oich o mcbeo s wirrss viowesd s
Tallbane ey coo b by et e i th o some Tearning needs recejved
Pod=tine i et e b dn-c D ks bided b Tie e Ty haal by identi-
Phoel s i e e Lecrn i needs e deed pdd i o 11 el

"
[ H . . H i H I . I \‘ . .
SRS RTINS ST DR NN RS N TR o AL e T, Seciaid ) school s whiere:
Dol el v et sl dn tors Cended to have dntorma ] polloies tina
discored par s gt ibon in boths programs, Third, when =tidents did

Cevvdve bl ol s, teachers tended Lo coordinate Cheir eitorts in

he participation of stadents in more than one program did raise
problems other than duplication of services, such as the disruption of
student progroms. [his problem may be exacerbated in a state like
Calitornia with 1t» abundance of categorical programs. Problems of

program Jdisruption were jressing In Califormia schools because of inter-
pretations ot Title I no-suppiant provisions: As they were interpreted
in some ot the California districts we visited, Title I no-supplant rules
meant that all state or Federal categorical education programs had to be
placed in Title T schools hefore thev were placed in non-Title T schools,
[n at least one district, this interpretation resulted in a severe con-
trast hetween the Title I oschoola, in which numerous categorical irugrém:
were housed, and the non=Title + schools, which were often limited ta a
minimum ot categerical assistance,  Ironically, in this district, the
nen=Pithe Toschoels were not radically different from the Title T schouls
e soc bt compesirtbong soime of the non=-Title | s hools were just above
the poverte oototrt tor Title T assistance, but nevertheless had radical ly
Power torms of categorical assistance. While student programs may be
disranted in the Title T <Schools, some similar non=Title [ schools may

Dropgued wilh o dack ol Ldeguedle resources,

* s .
Students with very severe learning problems were In g more self-

contained environment and tended not to receive Title T services,
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Inome e o) THLEe L cervi coe dre Dot provided to dually identi-
tred student s, Pl s with dntorm Plheie s to discourare recelip

ot donb e Lo, vy oo e e Tostade e whio oy mi Pearning handicap

Mt et e b Db Lo e Student s recciving apecch o viaion

Se PV e teo bl et e L Ao prean Titie T oavrvicoes., Condents with
IR Joe g coce g U thegt vy T R I 1 R

R A T e N R I A T T Fegalar ool D unitorm!s
VI O B BT B U [ese polio les are justiticd by Lhe

Pew tit Spes Lol vageation repliaves the "hase program' for o student ;
Inthis view, -poo il cducation students should have all of their o aiemic
e nn e B e g edee o on depar tinent, AnoLher Justilieat Lon
Per limiting Title [ services to special education students was that if
some student s recelve hoth Title U oand special educat ion servives, other

Title T eliginle students might not receive even one supplementary

Thoe Donue of Eligihilits

o

While school policles sometimes limit the receipt of Title 1 service
by students who are identified as handicapped, Title [ participants may

not receive wpes ol education services for which they might be eligible,

tle I students who do not receive special education

The aumber f T
servives is masked by the way in which students are chosen to receive
special educat lon services.,

The extent ot dual i1ty 1s unknown because there is no mass
soreening ot students tor spevial e, cation services, It is poussible
that many students receis i fitle [ services, if screened, would be
diagnosed as having o . Id waodicap (particularly a learning disability).
Many special education students may remain in only Title I classes
because or identitication systems that are not systematic and may rely
too heavily on teacher diagnosis. Some students who may benefitefrom
special educatlon services may never be tested bucause they are not re-
ferred for testing bv the teacher. For Instance, our lmpression was
that certain students who might have mild handicaps are not referred
hecause they do not create discipline problems for the teacher or because
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Pod mer o wisb U avobd paperwors ad thee TEP proe e Ot conrse s mildly
vndicapoed Stadents who remain in Tithe 1T oclanses may roeceive =orvices
that are edeguoate tor their needs, especiallv i the services provided
et Ul el are similar to those provided in Title 1 oclasses,
Clhese wtudent= alse would avold the possible disadvintase of being
Pabeled s "n.unlh.x',);s;_d.")* However, there is g good possibility that
sticlent  whe remain dn Fitle T classes and who ave handicapped mae be

Avprived o aoime e e es pgeared T thedr handicapping condit ions,

Sother rorm ob service Dieatation is {nherent in fhe Title |

svatem: low avhievers in non=Title [ schools are not oligible vor Title |

services.  dhus, inoa non=Title T s 0o0l, the only special service is
aobbtel o pregtat boet learning handicaps.  The probability or o low achicver
belng identificd as handiecapped may therefore be greater in a non-Title 1

school than o oo Title I school where compensatory services are available.
Thus, whether or not 5Lud§nt is in a Title T school! may affect his or
her chances tor being identified as "handicapped.'" This situation might
be inequitable In districts where Title T and nen=Title I schools do not

ditter U0 gredt extent.

Final Commencs

Our interviews in Callfornia ralsed some fundamental issuaes that we

did not anticipate.

First, we wore Led to question hether Title T and speclal edu-
cat fon provrams for stadents with mild learning handicaps wete geared to
two distinet populations of eligible students, The same gtquﬁt may be
cither Title [ or special education depending on the school attended or
the reterriong teacher,  Sequential coordination arrangements make it
Clear that the same student mipht be considered o Title 1 student, or
“handteapped,” depending on the time of vear.  Thus, the boundaries be-
tween the two populations seem flexible and shifting, and often depend

o bactors unredated to the student,

*The negative etfects of labeling students are summarized in Hobbs,
1979,
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Secotnd s the cmistence 0 ot provrams somet oy pFeso oo in oo

Varietsy ot et bor s hetween e Lwee programs on Lhe schiool Jove !, In
Calit onia the Tooie " Lot seemed to resent the special cducation pro-
M, hes were perceioed as placing more emphasi=s o the diagnosis of

students “han oo providic - cepanded services,  Some Title | ostalf foelt
that spesiad edo Lot provrams relicd too heavily on cxisting =schood
it e Bitle by tor service dobivers.

S FVi es *

1

The tento botwern the Tirie Toand apeciad cducation star s
Fob=ed Loe Tarser 1=s0e 1 whether both Title T omd special education

provide Maapplementare services,  In peineral, schools view special edu-
calion servives as replacing the student's hase  cpuliar program, While
Lhl o M Caee schiae Porl students wilth severo handicaps, it may not tor
students with mild handicaps.  Reliance on non-special education services
tits the PL 94-142 emphasis of placing students with handicaps in "least
restrictive environments.”  However, Title I personnel sometimes balk at

serving stiadents who have been ldentitfied as handicapped; they raise

supplanting issues and their desire to serve more Title T eligibles,
[he increased emphasis on least restrictive environments is placing some
new burdens on non=special education services, The tension between the

t
push towards least restrictive environments and the desire of Title I

personnel to expand services to previously unserved eligibles needs to

be addressed by tfederal policymakers.*

Third, our examination of the process of student referral to
special education programs in Callfornia highlighted a number of possible
prroblems with the heavy reliance on teacher referrals in the initial
dentitication of students for these programs. First, some students may

be overlooked by the teacher referral svstem.  Research evidence indicates

that while teachers are accurate in their identification of students as
handicapped, thev fail to identifv all children who have handicaps

(Lambert, 1963; Hartscugh et al., 1977). Second, the t. «wher referral

Hopefullv, some of these issues will be addressed in new Title 1
regulations on overlap which are scheduled to be lssued shortlv,
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Our interyi-ws on Calitorala oo =ted that =tudent - who are causing
classr o disrapiions mavy be more JTikely thone others 0o be reterred by

Feray hierm, While teashers may be tairly aconrate in picking out students

whir el Some 5ot o Special help, that doe- not mean that the student

as o "how Heapping condition, ™ (Some o) the possible problems in
reliogiee o Teachier fdentIVicat bonoare disenssed in i ot ol 1977,

The po o sible misidentiticition of students as handicapped by

teachiers s likely to have an impact on stadents because teacher relerrals

Doeoteveraed durlog subsequent osteps dn the gl cement

-
-
x

tare] S
process; iU wias cur observation that once a student 15 reterred for
spectal o edacation it is unusual te Find the student rejected from special
P L T T L T I TR I TR PAT g, Br ﬂuunl,uv Uit pretn b
thie reason tor this is that the criteria for determining whethor a child
has certdain handicapping conditions are often vague, contusing, and .
open to interpretation, Meetings to assess, diagnose, and place studerts
are designed to ensure that arhitrary decisions are not made about
students at the whim of a teacher or administrator who Qants to "get

ridl of'" an unrulv or problem child. However, given vague rules for the

diiunosis of mild handicaps, a School Assessmen

Team meet ing might
simplv result in "placement by consensus.” While the student may be

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

el
-

not protected from commonly accepted 'definitions of the situation'

held by all school staff members. In the absence of specific and

universally applicable criteria for milder handicaps, some students mavy

]
=™
W
i
!
o)
rt

continue to be labeled as ha dicapped because their behavio

contorm to the norm.,
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IV CASE STUDY NIMBER 2@ OVERLAP BETWHEN
PITLE 1T AND PL 94-142 IN TENNESSEE

ihis viomter nresents thee findings of interviews conducted in
Porvad pesidlie s vt PRI TS IV U A I O Lesltlle s mee wels G hiidsell s Lhie se ool
state in which we would conduct in=doepth interviews hecause funding for
cdication in the state is retatively low.  There is no state compensatory
cducation program so the state must rely exclusively on Title [ funds
tor educational assistance to disadvantaeged students.  Also, funding
tor special education services to handicapped students in the state is

relatively low.,  We heard numerous comments like this one:

The state passed a great special education law and then

forgoet to fund {t. (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 [ and special education programs, and (3) the receipt of

Title [ and special education services by dually identified students.

Programs

[dentification

The process of identifying students for special educatior programs
in the districts visited in Tennessee resembled the referral model used
in California (see Chapter [II). In both states, the first step for
any student to be & +d to a special educatiun program was a

refverral, usually by o vlassroom teacher.

Selection of students for Title 1 programs relied muck more

heavily on the input of classroom teachers in Tennessee than in
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Calitornia. Achieve . v Feat oy were el nowever, and teacher
Judgments were said to be "objective' assessceoats such as teacher-

Made Lests or svstematic and documented observations.,

[t svemed that sclection for itle | programs was more dependent
on the judgments ol regular classroom teachers in Tennessee than ig

California for two reasons.  Fi st, acvcording to ovur respondents,

-

Aehievement toat= wors comdaeted 1o .’:r‘i-emwhflj.' o1 o Ty e
districes than in California districts. In one distrive, to-ling wis
conducted onlvy oncee every three vears.  Second, because of the lack of
state vompensatory education funds, Title | programs could not serve
all vligible students as chey did in California, despite gencral.y
lower eligibility cutoirs.  Teacher judgment was used to select

partivipants 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

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

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

would be most 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 their performance in a Title I

program In the past.

Teacher perceptions of the differences between Title I and special
education students might be expected to affect which students would
be reterred to each service; these percepuions might have greater
fmpact in Tennessee than in California because teachers' judgments
are o first step in both programs. Respondents had differing views
about the eftficacy of teacher judgments in selecting appropriate
students tor both programs. One Title [ reading teacher thought
that teacher judgments were unreliable because: (1) many students who
deserved Title [ services were not referred, and (2) too many students
were reterred to Title I programs for behavior problems rather than

-

academic problems. Other respondents had great faith In teac rs'

abilfty to fdentify students with learning handicaps. As one respondent

put ft:

fﬁj )



It Fasaroarm tea bior Te e Beest it o700, Feo b

[that o o W i= ndicapped] then that "o what

Te hers and other school start members tended to see two maln
ditrerences hytwugﬁ Title I students and special education students,
Special education students were viewed a5 having more scvere academic
problems and ditferdnt tvpes of problems, such as ditficultics with

&

R R S A L T IR Db L Lhetse poereel ves] dlo el e,

1

Tithe T oand =i i eduacation stadents were bol viewod s Lwo compr et fes
distinet ponalationsg:
There 15 oo distinetion between the lowest Title [ oand
the special education <fidenr {Teracher)
Uur interviews in non-Title [ schools highlighted the sense that,
*dt times, licle | ostudents are hard to distinguish from special education
students.  The principal of a non-Title I school told us that if she

had a remedial reading teacher at her disposal, she could:

erve

Iy

Pull some kids out of speclal education and still
them and get them up to grade level,

In this non-Title L school, both the principal and the special
eication teacher telt that low reading achievement was the main
problem for sneclal 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 servives, 1t may be that some students who are merely behind
in their reading participate in special education programs in non-

Title T schools,”

* o o . o
As in Calltfornia, we were told that academic problems were the cause

of discipline problems and vice versa. :
£
Mhis would only vccur [ diaghosis procedures were so vague as to
allow some students who were '"just behind"” to be admitted to special
education programs. Thils seems to be the case In Tennessee, as
discussed {a the next sectlion of this chapter. ‘
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In lenneseey we Poumd some Timits to the identitfication of students

for special education servicey.,  First, teackers scemed reluctant Lo

refer students to special education programs because there was very little
space tor additional stadents. We were told that in the past there were
walting lists for special o lucation programs.  Since the passape of the
state’ s special cducation law made waiting lists illeval, however, the
class size limits for special education ¢lasses had heen removed.
Apparent v [Seme peciar education classes were becoming severely over-

crowded e vints mded onsequence of the special cducation Taw.  The

result is that el Bd by handicapped students may not be rwlerred for

special eduocation services: instead, some may he served in Title [ vead-

i Vooon .
Po SR et e }

second factor scemed to limit referrals for spédeic] educationh
services in Tenaessee: school staff members viewed special education

fusourc. rooms as services for the ret.rded. A few respondents told us

that students with learning disabilities relt bad about being in resource
rooms; some t. hers thought it hurt the self-concept of a learning
3 - . ) : )
disabled student to be in a resource room with "retarded" students. In

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

resource room that teachers and students called it "the box." As a )

result of this reluctance to refer students to special education classes,
some learninue disabled students may not receive special education ser-

vices, although some mav receive services from Title T funds.

pecial education

ents to

[ d
e
(=
n
s

I'he reluctance of teacherg to refer s
' ’ 5
resource rooms, elther because of overcrowding or the stigma associated
with such a0 referral, lod one district Title [ director to acknowledge

that:

Manv unidentificd special education students are in Title I.

Digdgnosis

for Title I programs {n Tenriessee is

The "diagnosi:

i
—
J14]
re
ot
&9
e
=
[
il

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

important adjunct to student test scores. We have already discussed
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criteria nsead by gchiers to fdenr i s stindents for Title | oservices.,
- L §

. . \ . . ; . -
Bevond - is fdercorication, Litle T programs Jdo not have an o labhorate

A1 osia procedin

Diagnosi- of Sto oont il education services is mandated b
law and is 0 comples procedare, ©otpuous vperational definitions of
Hamdicapping conditions were perceived as even g gre o for bemoin
T L [ PR . Do ’g‘:.‘," . by, L e

Ay .
didenesinag i able o mentally retsvded, learning disobbed oo e il ly

disturbed wtindents, mild learning handicaps o Tennessee also ine aded

doeoidi o ienr Teaabe Ted learning problems.”  Aceording to the Tennesses

vducation ceode.

A vhild who exhibits deficiencies in the basic academic areas
of reading, writing, spelling, and arithmetic and is unable

to vope with vlassroom ingtruction appropriate to his age but
who is functioning sociallyv at or near a level appropriate to
his chronological age is considered to have learning problems.
(Tenne eee State Board of Educatic=a, 1977.)

The criteria for determining students with learning . .ublems are:
e Social adaptive skills are in accordance with or approxi

the_child's chronological age but he is academically

4t no more than one-half of the normal rate for ‘his

—
=
L
I

o

L
o

a
Problems resulting from a visual, hearing, or motor ha
mental retardatign, or emotional disturbance, have bee
as the basls of the discrepancy.

excluded

rudents with learning problems are not students with learning disabili-

ties; criteria for determining learning disabilities are much more
. * R . s C s
specitic, We were told by some regnondents that the learnihg problem

vategory was for gtudents who were academically b%hind but a cause o

f
low achievement conld not he specified. The vague criteria that defined

*For federal counting purpnses, students with ”]wqrﬂiﬂ& problems' in
Tennessee are counted as learning disabled. Thus, Tennessee ranked
third in the nation in the proportion of learning disability students
ldentified and served in 1976-77. This ranking was one factor that led
us to condurt interviews in Tennessee. )

#

[
~
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50 et with leirning problems made i 47 v icult for us to distingoish

i *
them trm Title | stadents.

Ejlzl‘ it

Il gt least one Jdis o rio1 Hle |oadmiaistrators took Steps to
roimize the strenvth of teacher judgment oo vlacement in litle | pro-
Efa <. While teachers Sentified students in all districts visited, "in
at least one district principals and/or the Title | direotor review |
Pisva of D seadents ¢ minimize bias i teocbher sele tion 8 stad 4=,
Particular attention was paid to low achicvers who were ot referred (o

Vohavior

i1y

We were told that placement in speciol education procrams almost
alway: uccurs once a student has .een referred for . tal eduration
services.,  As in Calif@rnig,:sgme respondents thought this was an
indicator of the accuracy wiﬁh which teachers identified students who
needed assistance. However, the ambiguities inherent in the dlagnosis
of 5{Egidl ciucation students, espevially those with learning problems,

p
could account for respondents' perceptions that few students were

‘
rejected trom special education settings once referred.

*The ambiguity of the learning problem categorv has (lso caused some
problems for special education people in the stat.. Fellowing passapc
uf the Tennessee special education law, all school personnel anticipated
a yreat influx of Yunding for special education students., As a fesﬁl;,

when the funding was not forthcoming, some districts ended up with a
huge backlog of referrals und not enough staff to prncess them. This
"backlog has continsed to the present in some places. In one large
districe, all backlogged referrals for this handicapping condition were
discardéd this yeari the district deckded to begin again rather.than
try to vope with tie backlog., Recently, there have been some moves to
eliminate learning problems as a handicapping- condition.

¢

(%3]
o
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Title I programs often provide services that resemble special !
education gervices. For instance, Title I programs in the early gfadeé

in two districes visited focused on perceptual-motor déﬁelopm&ntiéan
approach that is often used for learning disabilits students. 1In one
district, Title I ran a "personal learning lab" to address the emotional

and psychological problems of students receiving academic services from

»*

other Title 1 components. ThéserlabS'fqéﬁséd on students who were

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

With regard to the academic services provided by both Title I and
speclial education resource rooms, a state-level Title 1 person thought

that: /

Special education pecﬁie do rewadial work just like Title I,
Other respondents, however, believed there were differences:

Speclal 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 spedial education services seemed to spend more time

per week in special education classes than did Title I students. Service

in special education resource rpoms may range from 1/2 to 4 hours per
day. We were told that the average stay in a special education resource
toom was 1-1/2 hours per day. Title I students recelved assistance from
ﬂidesﬂln classrooms or they were pulled out every other day for 30-45

minutes,

Title I programs were beginning to resemble special education

programs in thgir increased reliance on individualized learning plans
\ _

P
*As in other states, only a very ' w proportion of T:nnessee's school- |
age population is identified as vmotionally disturbed; in at least this
one district, psychologlcal assistance through Title | might be sefving

students who might otherwise be labeled as emotionally disturbed.
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fGL each Title T student. Each district we visited either had individy-
alized plans for Title I students or they were beginning to implement

themg

The Receipt of Title I and Special Education Services by Dually Idancified

cgtates as well (see Chapter V),

Students

The rules governing whether one child can receive services funded

" by both Title I and PL 94-142 seem to have shifted in Tennessee over the

past few years.” In at least one district vigited:

Until two years ago, every special education student was

also Title 1 (district administrator).

We were told that two years ago, the Title I auministrators 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 1 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 fEEEiVE Title I services if (1) special education funding
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 Title I services definitely could

not be provided 1f these services were recommended on a student's IEP.

While the state acknowledged a set of conditions under which it was
possible for some students to receive both Title I and special education
dervices, school and district administrators in three of the four dis-

tricts we visited were still under the impression that the receipt of

*Federal. state, and local rule interpretations seem to have shifted a
good deal in recent yeags. Ambiguities in federal laws and policies

s were discussed in Chapter 1. These shifts and ambiguities have resulted
~in a high degree of local confusion not only in Tennessee, but in other

= &
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both services by the same student was illegal. As a result, we came

across the following types of situations:

¢

e In some schouls or districts, students who were certified as
having a non-academic handicap--i.e., mild speech or vision
impairment--could not receive reading assistance from Title I.

. in some schools or districts, students who were certified as
having a learning handicap but who were awalting placement could
not continue to receive Title [ sérvices until they were placed.

® Students who were certified as handicapped could not receive
health or ¢ounseling services provided to Title I students. !

e Stude: who were vertitied 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 sggviﬁg
her first vear at a new school said she allowed special education students
to be helped by Title I aiéés, and to be served by Title I pull-out
services:

This year I played dumb and pretended not to know abou: the

rules [which prohibited a student from receiving both sets of

services]. I don't know what excuse 1 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 1 aides. We were told that in,some cases school staff would have
to evaluate services Efuﬁ which a student could most benefit--remedial
reading from Title I or a special edu&a:ian service (i.e., speech). If
they felt the student needed reading help more, they would not even
refer the student to special education programs. Furthermore, one special

educatfon 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 tu get forgiveness than permission.

As we left an interview with one special educaticn teacher, she said:

[ wish we could overlap more; I hope you can get us our

overlapping.

Some respondents did see 'at least one advantage to not providing
both services to dually identified students. Their views were reflected

in the following question: ’ LF

How many times can a kid be pulled out and still be main-~

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 cDordinatiDn 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 educatién ﬁrggrams
and as a waydza provide special education students with some extra help

*
as they returned to the regular classroom setting.

Summary and Discuss lon of Major Findings in Tennessee

address the following two questions:

o

-‘The goals of this study were t
e Is 'here a duplication of services provided by Title T and
~ special education programs to dually identified students?

e I[s there any limitation of services to dually identified

students?

This section will address each question based on our observations

in Tennessee.

i"ﬁ;t least one respondent felt that this was an illegitimate use of

Title I service because special education students presumably would not
need any supplementary services if they were qualified to ILEVE a
special education setting,
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bl



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

'

ls There a Duplication of Services Provided by Thtle T and Special

In three of the four districts visited in Tgnnessee, school pecple
were under the impression that students who were certified” as special
educatiom students could not also receive Title [ services. In these
di%tric;s there was no student who was officially receiving services
funded by both programs, Unofficially, a very small number of students
received svrvices funded by both programs, but such cases were rare.

We did not hear of any (1) cases in which students were receiving iden-
tical or even similar services, or (2) complaints about disrupéion of

student programs due to the receipt gf'multiple services.

Iﬁ the fourth district we visited, there were some .ases 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 lnstruction from their special education

teacher and mathematics instruction from the Title 1 teacher.

[s There Any Limitation of Lervices to Dually Identified Students?

The limitation of services to 'ually identified students took a

varicty of forms In Tennessee. First, because many schools were

According to Tennessee's education code:

"Certified' means that an appropriate speciilist, 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-
fzed education program developed by an M-Team. 'Multidisci-
plinarv Team' (M-Team) means a minimum of three appropriate
profesaional 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-
ctal,needs of the child. An individual educational program
(I.E,P.) for the child including.recommended placement shall be
deve loped by the M-Team, (Tenniessee State Board of Education,
1977, pp. 77=78)

Thus, a child who is certified has been identified as handicapped but
mav not yet be recelving special education servides,
: \
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maintaining strict SEpEEéEiDﬁ of the two program 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 recelving special education services. In some cases, even
students who were receiving speech or vision services were not allowed

to receive Title I services. Second, students who were in gself-contained

special education classes were routinely excluded from Title I services.

The Issue of Eligibility ) .

Some students who were receiving Title 1 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 studeq;s to special education
services because they were overcrowded and there was such stigma associ-
ated with them. There may be a number of students, some receiving
Title I zervices, who are eligible for special education services but
are not identified; as long as referrals are based solely on recommenda-
tions of classroom teachers the number Df students with unidentified
handicaps may remalin unknowg. One res EndEﬁE felt that:

If students were screened and given help early Ehey wnuldn t

Lﬂdigp in HpELLél education; their problems wouldn't become

s0 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 isifpnsideréd a 1ikely.candidaté for special
education in one school may not be in another school. Whether a student
is referred to special education services could depend on (1) the overall
dtheVEmvnt level of students in his school, or (2) the existence of

other scrvices, such as Title I services in the school. Low-achieving

students in schools where the average achievement level 18 high may be

more likely.to be referred to special educatiom services ‘than similar
students in a school with a low achievement level; thus, the second
student may not receive special education services to which he might be
entitled. Stuﬁvnts in non-Title I schools may be denied some form of

remedial services and be unnecessarily labeled as handicapped.

i
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- V  TELEPHONE CASE STUDIES: WYOMING,
WASHINGTON, SOUTH CAROLINA, AND OKLAHOMA

~In this chapter, we present the issues of overlap that arose in
the course of telephone intiérviews in four states: Wyoming, Washington,
Scuth Carolina, 8nd Oklahoma. The purpose of thgse telephone interviews
was to assess the extent to which the patterns-%ﬁj problems found in
California and Tennessee were repeated in other states. As in the past
two chapters, this chapter will describe issues in three areas: (1) the
process of student selection for Title I and spegial education programs,’
(2) the services provided by both Title I and séecial education p%ngramsg
and (35 the receipt of Title I and special education services by dually

=

{dentified students. We will then discuss the implications of ou
des riptiéns for the two major foci of the study: ' duplication and

limitation of services to students.

The Process of StudEﬁt Selection for Title I and Special Education
Programs

In California and Tennessee the process of student selection for
special education programs depended on referrals from classroom teachers.
IniTenneésEe, Title I admissicns were also partially dependent on 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- 3
views, teacher referrals were generally the first step in a special
education placement; teacher judgments were also iﬁﬁcrtamt for the
placement of students in Title I programs in the fouf states., We aasume
thdt teachers' impresaians of the differences between students .who'
belong in Title I and those in spacial education programs could partly
determine whether a student who was having difficulties in achool was

=

placed {n- one or the other program.
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School staff members did feel that there were differences between
the types of students who were recelving services from each of the two
programs and the students who they would tend to refer to each'of the
prcéiamgi Special educatign students were seen as having problems that
were more "severe" than tﬁose of Title I students. Their achievement
was viewed as much lower than the achievement 6f 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 impairmeﬁts such
as péftéptual or auditory prablems. The following quotes are illustrative
of the differences between Title I and special education students as
pérceivad by school staff members in the four states:

Iitle I students have a developmental problem (are slower in

their develupmént) while special education students have a
‘real disability.' (Teacher, Wyoming)

Title I kids are 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 main difference between the two groups is that special
education students have an overgll problem while Title 1
students have prnblgms with one or two skill areas., (Special

Title I kids are much more able Ec cope with change and still

learn; special Educatian kids can't., (Title I Teacher, South

Carolina)
We often heafd that special educétian students had an "inability to work
In large groups" and needed much more "individual" attention than
Title [ students.. On the other hand, some viewed special education
‘students as having "more potential than Title I students.

Despite these stated differences between the two groups of students,
many respondents saw few differences between Title I and special educa-

tion students:
Many of the Title I students could be EMR, LD, or ED.
(Title I Coordinator, Washington)

i«
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I sec more simllarities than differences between a Title I
student and EMR, LD, and ED kids. Both (groups) feel that
they are not achieving what they should be. The defense

(Title I Teacher, Washington)

Title I and LD students are about the same. i(TitlE 1 ‘Teacher,

Wyoming) . -
I don't see much difference between my students and LD stu-
denfs, (Title I Teacher, Oklahoma)

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 speclal education and Title I students did not feel that the differ-
ences Iin the characteristics of the students necessarlly catried over to
differences in the services necessary for those students:

Eighty to ninéty percent of LD students could be put into a
Title I remedial classroom with no damage to the child; only

Virtually all LD students on the _secondary level could exist

in Title I remedial classroom with no detrimental effects on

the child. (District c#cial Education Director, Oklahoma)
Perhaps because of the similarities between Title I and at least

some special educdtion students, we were told of many cases in which

there was confusion in deciding wLere to place students: ¢
They [the two programs] are tripping all over each other in
selecting kids.  (State Administrator, Washington)
There are millions of cases of ambiguity about student place-
ment. (Princlipal, South Carolina)
This respondent cited three cases of particular ambiguity:

l. Cases where Title [ students were not referred to and identified
for special education programs (and therefore remained in
Title I programs), ' '

2. Students who were {n the long procass of being screened for
special education programs (and were repelving Title I services
until the decisions were made). : '

67
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3. Cases where parents prefer students to remain in Title I
programs because« they fear the stigma of special educaticn i
programs and will not sign consent forms.

Aﬁbiguitiés 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 tipes of learning prgblemg.* To avoid some of
the uncertainty in distinguishing between tﬁe types of students who
should be served in each program, one school in Wyoming is mpving away
from a referral model in sélecting lgarﬂin§ disag%%it; stuééﬂtgﬁandé
instituting instead a screening procedure to parallel’their current
SEIEEDiﬂg'féf Title I éﬁd bilingual students. Dn§‘;nt2fvié§éé Justified

this move -as follows:

This [LD gcreening] will help us avoid using Title‘I as the
place we look to for help with extra problems. (Title I .

ihé_gggiicés ?;py}égd by Title I and Sggcig;fEducatién;ﬁggg:ggg F

Respondents in all four states reported a number of similarities
between Title I and special education pgﬁﬁrams for mildly handicapped

"students: -.

-

- # Both focus on the same subject matter: reading and math.
e Both programs use generally the same types of materials.

e Both, programs offer an opportunity, for a child to have more
individual attentign ftDﬂ a teacher (slthaugh Title I ptograms
rabms prcvide more gne—tn—ane Lnszruction)

3

For learning disability students, 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,
Ok lahoma)

One goal of these sessions was not only Ec‘hglp in student selection
but to help teathers 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
Educatlion Teacher, Washington) . i
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Respondents did see some differences between Title 1 programs and

* school=level special education services. We were told that:
Special education programs have more specialized materials.
(Special Fducation Teacher, South Carolina) .

g4 Title I programs have more munLy and more room. . (Title 1
TE; her, South Carolina)

Special ‘education is more comprehensive and deals with the

entire child while Title [ services 'zero in' on academics.

(Special Education Teacher, Washington)

V\ -

"Apparently, Title I and school-level special education services

addréssed 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 progracs shared
the time of a school psychologist and a materials center.

‘e One district where both programs used the identical curriculum,
a gumputerized pilut prggfam LallEd rlimized lLafning,' althﬂugh

Ehis prggfam - - Py
N , i :
In Wyoming we found: {0 =

e One school where the learnin g disability teacher administered

{ perception tests for Title I students.

® One school where the spec%gl educ:tion 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 énd special education teaQBEfs often réparted sharing
materials and techniques with gne another informally. One respondent,
a district Title I director in Oklahoma, felt.that Title I and learning
disabilicty teachers would each benefit from barfawing 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
either auditééy or visual disabiiitieg." On the other hand, he felt that
Title I téachers could use some of the clinical diagnostic training of
the learning_disability teachers; instead, Title 1 teachers are too often
tied to a "skills approach," l.e., word attack skills and group tasks,
and therefore might not give some students the individual attention they

need,




) 7
Receipt of-Title 1 and Special Education Services by Dually” Identified
Studenta

\J : ' -

Rggpnndents in the foufr states in which we conducted telephoné

interviews reported a great deal of variability in the arrangenents made

Districts in Oklahoma and Wyoming were expgfiencing chaﬁgeslin their
coordination policies, Whereas Title I and spEcial education programs

had been clasely related in the past, attempts were being made to dis-

entangle program funding (in Oklahoma) and to ensure that;dnally idénti— _
fied students did nZZ receive services from both Eunding sources.” We

will discuss the sithations in Oklahoma and Wycmtng fiEEE. We will then

proceed to describe contrasting situations in South Garélina and -
Washington. . - - )

: L B

Dklahnma

'EESPéﬂdEﬂEB in Dklahoma seemed to be Experiencing a greif deal* ﬂf

turmoil over the imminent withdrawal of Title I funds from spgzial educa—

:

ticn.” Tn March 1978, al] district and county 5uperintenﬂents in Dklahcmg,
. b )

received a memo that included the fDllowing statement “from state eduza:ian

department officials: |
It is strongly recommended that consideratipn be giveﬁria .
reducing the number of special education units that utilize
Title I funds since it appears that in the véry near future
such utilization of Title I funds will not be apprcvable,

Until this year, Tftle I has provided a lsrge amahnt of sufs rt EQ

special education programs in Ok tahoma.

S

*These atfempts to ensure that duélly identified students would not
receive dual services were prnbably meant to address Tiﬁle I nﬂﬁsupplant
rules, discussed in Chapter 1. o . . ;o f!

tThis type of situation might explain the Q& figure that 21% of all
Title I children in the state were hand}capped (see Table. 2): ’

. [ .
~fo R /

v




0 Y
ne state-level respondent told us that of the 623 Séi@@l diséficts

in the state, 360 were using Title I funds for trainable and educé%le
mentally retarded, 1earning disabled, or speech handicapped students and’
that this year a total ol 927 teachers and 22] aides for special pragréms’
lwere paid for by Title I funds. . This amounts to a Title I expenditure

in the state of about.%5 million. This high amount of Titlg/i Supp@ft.
an %pLLidl education relates to the pattern of special ed&éaﬁiaﬂ funding
{n th; state, Oklahoma has a flat grant system of rELmbuﬁéémEnt for
spevial education séfvices;'Fnr each special education t,thEf, the state
reimburses school districts $6,000.  Since the average dpecial education
teacher in the state costs $10,000 tD‘SlQiDOQ; either Title 1 monies or
LEA funds often make up the difference. One state nfficial'felz thag

' Ehis arrangement was n;ceaaary because the state only put in 315 millian
fur special education needs, and the federal contribution for FY78 was
only $2.9 million. According to his figutes, the total is iggufFiFiént
to meet special Educatién 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 bf all

44 EptLial edu;ation teachers. If the federal government comes through

with the funding authorized under PL 94-142, then the scate-may be able

to serve its special education population, accosding to one respnndent.

We were told that the withdrawal of Title I mﬂney from special éducatlpn

programs may result in depriving some students of needed services, at

least in the short run, gsffsffﬁﬂ

At the school level, we found that different types of “oordination .
arrangements resulted in the receipt of both Title I and special Edqgﬁé
tion services by sgﬁéascudentsg In some Title I  scffools, handicapped
students (learning disabled, educable mentally refarded, and speech)

also went to a Title I reading lab. 1In fact in!one inatance, five learn-
ing disabled students-in a non-Title T school were sent to a nearby °
Title I program for additional assistance in reading at the request of
the stqdents‘ parents. At times, coordination arrangements seemed to be
smade by teachera informally and often without the knowledge of prinéipals

nr’_Titlt' H dire;tnrss'f
71
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some dually ldentlfied éiitdﬁn,ﬁéi many did not recelve both services.
ane'feasun was the lack of space in either Title 1 or special educatian
programs. For instance, in one Title I school the Title I teacher had
Srﬁuﬁbéf of ildentified learning disability stgdénés in her class who ,
could not be placed because there was no special education resource room
in the school. ‘ '
"Another .reason for dually identified students not receiving both
+ sets of serviczs vas a concern about the disruption of student ?r%g}amé.
One principal felt that students "normally don't have both because in
this case ‘they would be spending too much time away from theif regular
class.” Another 54}t that:
There's a lot to be gained in the homeroom situation. We
, shouldn't irolate kids too much. After all, are they that
Ve different f:om others? (Principal) ’
To sum up, Oklihoma did not seem to make a great effort to separate
Title I and spvcia. education services in the past. Funding for special
educati -1 wzs increased by Title I assiSEanE. No formal rules Qiist
;é prevent students from ;ECEiving'géfvices funded by both érogfamsg
..;wever, while sam§ special education services are partially funded by
) Title [, the receipt of two sets of discrete services by dually idét:itiﬂ
fied students was not reported as a common occurrence. The move to
withdraw Title T funds from special education programs-has led to a
gféaé deal of concern. As a result, some fespan&ents are S}EEQQhanEed
with categorical programs altogether: 7
Tgvy should do.away- with those darn programs and let us have ¢
Ehﬁ money so we can re@pze class slze and get programs to
serve kids. (Prinaipal) .

EInzwynming! state Title I administrators were also beginning’to

- «Insisg that dually fdentified students not receive.Title I services.
Uritil this yeariidually fdentified stuégnts;yeée not prohibited from

: reéeiviﬁg both sets of servLé3511E the services were complementary.

For iﬁﬁtanﬂéiﬁlﬂ the past ,it was perfectly legitimate for learning
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L . s we waere bl rhat st e cves o stindent whe
[ R Rt Do e i o b edieat o departments wonld oo
[ S L TP PRI ST PO A T IR crvices. e teavher raised a

i Temma bt the relathonship oetween special edacation and Title |
provrams ghen shoe said: .
It too haed not to serve special educarion students with
FitlTe T tnndd=. How Jdo you provide sapplementary services (as
required by Title 1) when all services tor special education
student« ore rogusred !

N 3 ' " . . =
Mictheer nEobh bemoone respondent heel with the new policy was that it

s b ol heeun €0 cause less coordinstion between the two .programs,

la o semse ) hoth wpecial edivation and tle T teachers are "building
their own n‘vmivir‘:'h,”
* i :
N S et by owhiat e pespondent s meant o when the o claimed
thoat standent thie two proprams were ot "Ooubhle counted."  Since a
Tiarr it ot control o its funding eount For Title T (unless they

remdee sl Stnente trom the poverty count), we belicve t is most
Pirels that stocnts receiving both sets of services are not counted
tor the parpose of receteing special educarion funds. We do not know
whether the SEA or LEA takes Jual services into aceount at the 1unds
distribution or provray planning stage, [t is also possible that loecal
viditcators have no way ta w:-ri!“\" whether the claim that students are aot
"double counted™ is true, In facty it mav reflect some confusion about

the wav in which funds are generated by the two programs.
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AL thres i strits contaeted in Sonth Carolinag had mint.ajs.
SUELL Separatyen o the it e Do special edieat o popabat ions,
Kespomdent, in ol b three disorio ta stated that Qg le fdentitiod st oty
oed evvr ooy abde to recedve hoth Title | oand special cducat ion services:
LI Fvw We gt suptosed to o do that, (Princip o))
.
P Phese Mistrds ta, st ol s who entersd spe vl at fon programs were

romovesd rroan T e ] o services, Thee omie cxcept ion To this strict seongra=

tion was that Ticle | oaides did work with miinstreamed =pecial education

standent s

However, {n direct contrast to the increased separation of Title 1

and el edueation populations, one South Carolina Jdistrict had just
changed its policies to allow Title | funds to serve spe-'al education
~ 7 students if the particalar services received from Title T o not

"required by baw ' The state has specific serviecs guidelines for each

handleap; anv service not specified Is nov eligible for Title | assis-

tanee . according to this district's intorpretation,  The most common

example ot such o service was the provision of Title T aides in specia

edneation vlassreoms, In order for special education students to r ocelve

O
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Piehee T ovevwives, this distrlot fs requiving that iitle T soerfices muse
Be rorommended on ostiadent 18P and that spectal education students must
e tested at the same time as Litle Lo students,

Distri » officials expect this change in policy to result in an
increase in the number of special education students who receive Title !
servives,  Responogents in this district were atisfied with this change

because thev 1o 1t gome studencs did need both services.,  Previouslv,
poareat s o e bal o clcarbon stadents b Loca Jissatialied that thei

children could not bhenefit rrom Title T services., wespondents were

capecially pleased that special education students could now re 2ive
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ST N R SRR AL KO o peneral, handicapped stadents were
S SR EE ST S T T P P 1t were admitted to special vducation pro-
v o Dainder o =ormes chreamstan g0 Tit e 1odid serve students whio were
Pooostr it s Tl eedin ot o, bort tlese i reumstanes o wees
fnoome distri t, some typ-s of special education students
sinh s those receiving —peech therapy could receirve both
corvives, bt osuach o stadent could only be counted once for
Panddinge prrvoses, (Special FEdoearion Director; Principal)
In the same district, Title T Jbes not serve special educa-
fion stadeats Teacept In those cases where a special educa-
Pion st ot e served din hiis school. Then Tit le 1
P g cotadent, ! (Title |oirector)
shit e st reepondent s be T ieved that the two prigirams were te be
ot separate . o number o interviewees telt o that o some Stodents o would

by it e hoth o servi ea:
bl ovducation kids o coonld henetit o trom Titae 1, lhev

woulid taRe smaller steps over a lonver period of time, but
the can Tearn, ATit e T Tearcher)

Save preceding note on o doub le counting.,
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& e proancipal thoupht thot o separation ot the toreet populations
pp it onlv to the receipt ot direct teacher services trom both
Pitle T oomnd wpecial education programs. It ‘was this principal's
fnterpretation that daadly ddentificd tiadents conld receivee both
oo ol Servicves 0f paraprotessionals or aides were administer-
e eervioess T his oachool ) I cxcept iona ] vases, vrefore,

wlindent o i e e services fuanded by baoth sotirces,

® e e Ll education teacher said that o she did provide services

L R A YLy R LRI O T T S B O S S T N A RN
e N AN Covhorm o were also Tt D o stwdentrs. The reason
v oo be o e prowidest o serviee= o ola rion ]l students was

tnat =i wviewed it e o trade-ot with revular teavhors for
cabnstreaming ot students. "They dare taking special edoncation
stindent o por part of the time, =50 whiat will special edocati o
foonhe s wive them in retarn?” She teaches these addition )

student o reading and emphasizes visual nd auditory memory,

Resion nident s emphasized that such exceptioms were made omly in cases

whoere special cducation students were in resource room settings; students
in selr=contained classrooms were "not availabl. for Title | services.,"

While our interviews in Washington seened to uncover relatively few

cases of simonltancons coordination of servicos, there seemed to be fouw

problems with sequential coordination of serviees to studerra. Title T
otten wis seen as o flrst step prior to special education placement or
as b transitional step in the process of returning a student from
special vducation to g repgular placement,

Suareare, ond o T
Student =

aest o Daptication and Limftation of Dorvices to

Despite cach state s unigque characteristies, the patterns of
overlap-related iusues wore similar in che four states we telephoned,
In all wtates, teacher reterrals began the process of  pecial education
plarenment uvd were fmportant tor Title [ placement as well, In all
districts we phoned, hoegvy reliance on' teacher referrals for pecial

;
cducation servives  oild possible result in overlooking handicapped
students whe esoape the teacher's attention or whose problem is not

¢ hdered severe enowgit to warrant special attent.on., Services provided

~d
]
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Sheertortur, the e w o poddcie s s 0 it din Timitation ol services to

ot peec bl et pon stadents oor a0 rebactanee too reter mldly handi-

IO st <t over special edocation prograns.,

e s ttie D patters observed in the course of the telephone inter-
Ulews wis the 1ok of a4 unitorm policy acrross states and even within = e
state s with regarnd to the treatment of dually fdentified students.  While
ot districts sepm to be receiving very definite messapes to keep the
proncran popalarions separn sted, other districts may be moving in the

pposite direcri o, :

In weneral, probl =g taced by the four states in which telephone
Itervivws were o omdar tod regembled patterns we found in Tennessee rather
thon pattorns we tound in Calitornia.  The major dilemma in the four
s woin fw b provide clivible students with the services to which
P it oentit Led o within the Dirits imposed by soarcity of resonroes,
Caliternia's problens ereated by abundance, =sach s provram Jdisruption,
did oot tend to oowsur o practice in the states where we conducted

te b ot [nterviews,

*, : { | . f P e - .
oo et mean to imply o that the chanee in policy s unwarranted. it s

posihle o thar the ume of Title [ fund-
other Fitle T eligibles of serviece,

vospecial eade-tion deprives

“We speculate that these differences may stem from varfability in Title
administrative palicy and legal Interpretations at the state and
revional levels,
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hip e bty o the o b hetweenn Title |oand o Y4-142 qurvices
ot oo ated o p e the tal bowing et fones:
& . st cocent i there o daplioation ot aervioes to student
o . cova bt b both prowgtanis ) thal da, Uoowhiat
cetent b Tt e 1o L HA=T40 tunds purchase the some

ervieee s tor thee same hildreens

e | vnat cmtent do procedurcs andgrules used in the selection
el s e et tpdenits result o in iimrtations
b Lthe Sercices that g student might be e¢ligible to receive?
We were interested in both: the doaplication and limitation ot services to
di oy identiticd students.®  The study was undertaken to help federal
planners at a1 time when the federal gooornment is committed to high
expenditures tor both compensatory education prograr @ under Title [

At presrams Yor hhandieapped stadents ounder PLO94-1 0 0,

Ihe studv's ¢ proach was exploratery and school-based. Information
wis gdthered through unstructured interviews mainly at the school and
district levels,  site visits were made to nine districts in two con-
trasting sLJLus. Calitornia and Tennessee, Telephonss interviews were
conducted iﬁ thirteen districes in four additional states, An additional
tour districts with Large Limited English-speaking populations were

vidited to osurvev Ytriple overlap” among litle 1, special education, and
] I |24 I »

Silinee 0 proor s (see Appendix A),

Our interviews collected intormaticn in three areas: the selsction

Postwdents ror rrograms, the services provided by the progerams, and the

receipt ot services by duall fdentified students, We focused on
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Perqrvie o ey Sy vt ol bt ! ol cont ol by e tarded,
e b ool e o "("lii wWho ool [ SeFeee] 0N ,‘L‘\:i\lf Q’(l?ll,",lfl 1
Peivtits o Fowom s,

Ve el nln o Student .

P 1 tnowiitch we condae ted Tnterview ., teachier reterrals

. Ceea R VPN YV

arat Tlotn feg e ol il ity i et s ores and o varied in the estent to
whi hoteachoer cados St were alse umed tor atadent selection, In all
Lates vmcepl o iitoroia, teacher judegments plaved an import.. .t role in
the =oelectic bostudents tor Jitle T Il .

Altnough teacher judgments are an important factor in the selection
ot Steteats for o bath Title [T oand special cducation programs, uncertainty
Aol Leoncher< about the difterences between Title I and mildly handi-
capped student - was common.,  Distinctions botween the plroups were clear
Lo some respondents, yet others found few Jdf flerences between some .
title [ <tudents and th&su with mild learning handicaps. Those who saw
ditterences between the two groups saw mildlv nandicapped students as
having more severc learning problems, or having difficulties in more
dreas, than o itle | students.  However, teachers often expressed concern
and wontusbon cver how Lo assess atadent learning pronems and program-

matle needs,

We Tound that respondents” desoript fons ot the claracteristics of
Speodon prcation stndents varied by ochool, by district, and by state.

Variabil ity ind ambiguity i1 the criteria used to sclect students for

both pr ms implies that students who are viewed as Title I .tudents
i cosvhool o district are seen as belonging i special education

programs in other schools or districts, and viee versa,

Services Provided hy Titie T oand Speeial Fducation Programs

E

Gunerally, both Title I and special cducating programs for mildly

handicapped students are condn ted in resource rooms within schools;

80 . :
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reading or math).

Lor u+ oo preat deal of

teachers dand

The extent of Informal and,

commun yground between special

services,

coordination amony special edication and Title T

U serve.ons by Dually [deniified niudents
with the exception of Califernia, we found that there
nbents whe wetnally recedive corvices tanded by hoth
L 94=142, There is a great deal ot variability in school,
cedabe pol ey and some confusion about whether or not

In some

districts

th services were provided o dually identified students
LT e v ld be osmbiown to Jitter, Uther districis were so
iratingg the programs that stadents receiving specech or
vindon servioee, tor o example, o were ant allowed to receive reading
Fitle T provrame, = v
Altheucn states have dittrered with regard o their policies about

simultan.e 1=

8]

vsbting tlelt,
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sttt tho ve surceved had ome Torm of segquential coordination

Detwes o LU= el pecial cdncation services,  Sequential coordingtion
‘ {

bl o WerA b twe wavsd tLy Titie | programs were viewed s o tirst
recourse to be tried priof to reterral 0 0 student tor special educa-
Lion services, and () Title | programs were viewed as support for

cltorts to malnstream handicapped students into the reguliar clasgsrooms.

Cone lus L il

. Duplicat, -
i st originated with o oncern about th diuplication
servioces oo ostadents eligible® for both Ticle T and PL94-142 func
he soudy o soepests that the duplicatton of servi cs to dually identificd
students docs not seem to pe g mijor problem in the districts we visited
) rote Do 4,
i dndyoa sl nomber ot students roocive services from both tunding
: T o Leachers intormally circumvented districe policies in
crdor o to provide both service Lo some dually identificd students.  But
school statt members generally scemed reluctant to provide anv stuadents
#ith more than one =erviced in most states they Were concerned about
the 1o 1 tunds to provide adequate services to oall stodents whe
e b DRt honad Lelp tho b providing Judd services o Lhwe dually 1den-
titied seemed a low priority., Only id some schools in California were
i

there sipniticant numbers of students recelviag bnph Title I and special.
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[ T P T . e by . i P o we alne toed o raree o s
T I bl e e ted in the Jdiraption ot
i TS P cree b ar dmpression that Calitornia’s pattern
drrrer oo v I TV S vodin v onpenEatory cducat ion Q-
Dot ot s by g o while o0 14w Dot i obHor stafes from which
Neroo el pe b paror it Lon,
P . e R i ey e TR A HERE (Xll(\
A T bt by o o ery D oo to Jial ! tdentiricd
vl T v Seme ddea Ty ddentitied students oare o cexeluwded from
[ L vy ' ot H S U Tl thal abunde e

whooare P oesed oS "handicapped” mav not receive Title | sorvices.

Speisor tre ctten b d on the premise that handicapped studencs
onld receive sall services trom speclal educati. Yepartments. Since

PO =RV mandate - states to provide a free, appropriae public ceduca-

el . . -

Pivoa tor \iHJ}QJPpyd students, frovision of Titie [ services is  ome=

times wicwe o s =ipplamting funds that the star is oblignted to provide
tor el apped soader ts (see the discussion o Title T provizions in
Chaptoer .

Mhe provision o only one service to maltiply eligible stu ts may
be reasonabice 1 the proyrams provide similar services, although sore

would aramee that the students most Likely to be in this situation (i.e.,

;51;411 retavded, crmotionally disturbed, or arning disibled students)
woelh b Tttt e the Tdocole shot" that litle I services would
provides bt omay e even less reasonable to dJeny Title | assistan-e in
tondemts kR 0 tadents whose special education services re onop
ooty onandemic s sach as speech or vision impaired students. Requiring

the e stadents to receive aeademic services onlv from special education

departments is certainly mtitherfeal te the notion ot avcessability to

proeram ., which el i 0 2001 0
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¥
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B T O T IS BT PR S dap b te gt bon oo Timt ation ot
Cvboes o relet s Wi Bvee b reands b fdent it joed o hand iciipped
and Tt oeiieiode Ghrad !y ddentif i it pessible that some

dent o Wb Locs el e et i L ied handicapped and who are currs atly

ool e T e i e have d Lo d handicaps,  This ., be-
el the Dlenb it ot tadent s for hoandi, dappo D programs rests coms
R e T e oy g S LTS 5 RTINS B ;
cla feo T, oo e win bencbe D Feterr iy b I oo
Goent oo oo e dLed Lo Uhie stadenr . For instance, overerowdis
o thie 0 Lk cdacian procram or the osi ten e ot other pPrograms in

£
Lhe o 0 by col U Loe mumber o stadents that Leachers refer Lo = ial
bt o o Henee, Ui Ticls sbudent o whe mignt benetit [rom
Apecial education avrvices may never . considered ent itled to them he-

- . . - *
ot thes are never ddeptified,

L f";_hin}lﬁ R
trom the Overlap of Title |

Polivy Implication ) rrohl

§

meme ot the problems and lssues raised by the averlap between
Tieto Doand "Lo9%=142 can be dWddressed within the current Structure ot
Federal cateooris o vducat fon programs,  However, the issues of cwaf_lglp*
dl<o raise g varicty of mndamunl,;il_ flaws in the current structure. In
this section v will prescent some of the possible short-range solutions

to protems o sverlap that can be aehieved within the Current S rogram

L turep o pest section will sugpest some. pos=ible itong- nge solutionsy

Foederal solutions to Problems Related o

Phis =study @ omd that the duplicacion of services Lr;_(ﬁll"lllv identi-

fled  oadenrs does no eem Lo pase o major problem, In part because of N

. 1 :
“on the other hand, 1. it le T oservices adequitely serve these students,
Fevelpt of Titlo 1 services avoids the fabeling of these students a
"handicapped.” ' 37
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Cot i oL T it o o0 el dualbe tdenti-
SRR . el et b it e e cdees s ot gl .
b1 L R O S T P T Poomae b cewirab e 0 a0 thee federal
RINEEE SR o oot I ol e s Do asib cironde blee hetter o cordinat fon of
N oo ettt ied ctadente,
TEEE A waootowhito b the ftederal vovernment =hooald o bircam s
il oo deperd s T part o how widespread the problems e,
TR BT A Eoinoare s theal b L time relativd Pow stadents rocveive
NN Cearo L, N T TR U T RS S
o o v i, abireda. Poon o, Lo odu,at ot he
B NEEIETRNE B roadent provioams, Tor instiance, W reported too s onlde
Co : EET L KR R A Y SRRV Y DYV IS B N A T

gl r e wiin nieh o vompeasatory cducation expenditures or could be

o In elther compeimatory or specidal ediucation re-

awurrsf iRt b ulaﬂhjuuL tor tuture investigation. More importantly,
o etent bt which thy federa) vovernment will be in a position to
= =
. ) .

cvivonrade uredater  oordinat on of Title 1 and special education services

denends in ooarr o the policices it adopts rey ~ding the pro- fon of

chktle 1 oservives to handicapped students,  The o tussed in the

pollowing sect fon. $
A i ! i . .
Pedveral sotluations to Prablems ot Limitation of Services

M Sl most o cosmon pattern of service Himitation to duyally identi-ied
ko e codin the cane where state and istrict rules or policies
k 2 #

ol i . pnd e apped chitld teom e cdvies Title | services, While

we oot waae e preci e number ot students affected by osach oroles,
the riodiae. 0 Lrhi’\;. studv indicvate the need for more tlexibility [ the
TY NIRRT covern the receipt of multiple scervices,  Rules precluding
lx.;lx-li appud stadents from receivinog Title T oservices mav be reasonable
PO some student s nd anreasooerbld te others, "i:'lui- vriteria “or deter-

P . R | ]

Yoo unreas nahl cvloe Dlamitation, have aol el been

specified amd the federal” government may wish to develop them.,  These

crigeria o may o relate to the student's handicapping condition, the
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el i ot 1 ol Gervgoe,
. i . i [T LR I S Dol . e Lo hiroad
Looavemiiass e wide varicty o decisions about {ndividual students that
Local e att - will vovve to make. A preat deal ot local disvrotion will

ave to e 1l lowed in

Jdrdent < in oorder to @L thelir var

Lo

ek ers cndd

: | Y::';]effll

deci=ions, B most o

Tt miyht

develop criteria for how the d

pracecd.  This would mean iner

it varrently limited: the

[

: enet e o cither tithe I,

the Mo retion to allow Title

et capped R may hoave,

St mav be Skipped

Mldres<ing the les that

Special education stolents il

onte tumdamental . quest fons

when docs the receipt ot

the provision

for service,

+f service. to dually identiTied

a8 needs. Neither total reliance on

discretion nor tot] tederal specitication will be gatisfactory to

the Tooa! 0 cators who must abide by tnelr

esirable for the federa! government to
ccisions about individual children should
casing district discretion in areas where
discretion to asSess a child's "ahility to
special cducition services, n‘r bﬂEh;;dﬂd

I Lnb satisiv oany hasic skills remedial nudL
specitviog the conditions under which a

vte,

VeI e | o Title I services by

I oreguice polivvmakors to rethink at léast

Fitle I oservices by special ceducation

Stadeily per so vonscliule a4 sopplaiting violabion Decaase o
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| PL 94-142%4 requirement ot a’ free, appropriate jublic cducation
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R LT A O S N PRI Pl Decessity ot treo ot the tederar occrame oy
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prochde b it sl L ipd e aervie o, Given the current low leve]- o
e it by tanding, in many o e statesy more local discret [

. o L s e pano o e ,zmii:;;L—, T L N
Pl e o Jitle 1 tunds Lo serve handicapped student s,

Poeder s it the

[ssime of KA ) ) 7

Ihe tederal vovernment might wish co Enuuvf’gv alternatives to the
Mo relbamee o reas Yer jadgment in the initial oo “rr\‘.“gl b stndents
ivr special eduearion servie . But Jhis presumes o atisfactory and
available slternative that i« muruk“ubigvtiye." Such an alternat ive
does nGt ex.-fd tor example, riteria for defining learning disabilities,,
mental retardation and emotion.a! disturbances vary from state to stat.
and tend to be vavue (Newkirk et al., 1978). Controversies over defini-
Pivmre e wo DD o mented (e Crafy aed Malewidire, 1977 for detinirional
fasve o fa b carndng disabilits population).  Operational definitions

othese vudicoaps mav be even more difficult becanae of decreasing re-
Planves on TU Letbs fn many sbatl -,

Thers 1 some roes b maneuver, however, particulariv ir rhe ared
Youiving tecivhers more puidance on selection vriteria, Al[hﬂdgh\dtfiﬂi%
tromes willl adwavs be relative, consisteney in selection eriteria might be
Vo Tt at the ool ol district levei. sluce tedchers otten
e¥pryss rather than hide thelr confusion over fdentification L‘:fitt!t‘i-’ll
(Marver and David, 1978), the provision of guidelines for identificacion |
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and ifadormation about the varioos alternitb ives available for student s
might decrease the Tikelihood that some stuients will be overlooked bv

Feachers,

Another alternative wouald be to devise asscasmenl sehemes that relv
on testcher inpue in g more svstematic wiasv,  For instance, the use of
teachers to assess all stodents to determine which ones are at "high
risk" of having handicapping conditions mivht result in overlankine fewer
studencs (Lambert, 1963; Hartsough et al., 1977). Further research is
needed to determine whether a large number of students ars averlooked
under current referral schemes; this study raised the possibility but

provides no statistics on the subject.

To sum up, short-range solutions to problems rai!,;d by the overlap
between Tirle 1 and PI 94-142 services might require effurts un the part
of the federal government to improve the coordination of services, to clar-
ifv the rules with regard to this coordination and to assist leaders ln'i

making judgments about =tudents. Mereover, to avoid wholesale misuse of
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at least some of the problems documented {n this report are inherent in the
current structure of federal education programs, which encourages scparation
ameng categorical programs. These problems will require some fundamental

and long-range shifts in approach and structure,

underlying question:

\ )
=

Under what conditions does it recally make a difference whether
ed

i1 student receives Title T services, special ucation services,

ur both?

It clearly makes ﬂ:difféfchE for students with severe learning

s; Title I programs are not well-equipped to serve them. It
'nce for students with physical handicaps; these

students should not be the responsibility of Title I programs unless

88



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

they torve academic necds s well,  But tor students with mild learning
landicaps (tor instance, learning disabilities, mild retardation, vme-
Liotlhtl ol bsbuliidie vs) Doaw Demmel Lts provided by il te L anad special edina=

) . *
Cion Do P My be interchongea e,

hi- 1= ot o say that there are o difterciices between students

with mild Tearning problems compared with students wheo A simplv” lTow
fodipet e, L A T L L A A 10 B DL R S 405 0141000 UPARE T S BN LA S I B
tingui=sh between these two groups.,  As i result, characteristics of
mildly handicapped students sceem to shitt trom state to state and school
to schoolt.  From the perspective of providing services to students, the
ctiology o o student's problem may not matter, Whether o student’s low
achievement is "caused” be economic deprivation or bv a "learning disa-

Bilite" mav noet affect the treat ont rovided at all,

Ihe _real solutlons to problems of overlap and coordination amdng
¥
categorical education programs demand actions beyond making improvements
within current Pfﬂgfaé\SLfUCtufEi As we menticned in Chapter T of this
N !

teport, because of their Mistory, federal education laws have sprung u

e

ati

in response to particular views of particular educational needs and
politl. 1l pressdres rather than any unified vision of providing the
necessary additional services to students with special needs. With the
proliferation of these laws in recent years, now may he the time to think
about such a unified perspeciive, The key to such a perspect

to move toward a more service-oriented appfgavh to student
would require federal policymakers to gdupg some extent,

perspective to serving special students. ;lgffﬁ

e

In a sense this research has provided a case study of the contrast

betweenn federal and school perspectives towards serving students with

special needs. This study began with the following argument, which

underliex the federal perspective: .
e e -

*This issue is one of considerable debate in the sp ecial education
community. Representative of this debate are the fo llowing 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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(1) Title I and PL 94-142 are laws that were designed to serve
twu distinct populations,

) The populations served by these twn laws overlap.

[

(
(Y L1 Lne pupulatlons overlap, then services directed at these
pepulations wiil also overlap.
Of course, federal ;policvmakers are awiare that administrati ‘nles and
standard operating procedur.s minimize a direce correspond.: Letween
poprulation overlan and service averlap,  Fuen withant such diveot
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 argument that underlies the school perspective is different.

[
[
i~
[1x]

chools tend not to see the 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:

(1) What are the service needs of students in terms of the level
of*student functjoning?

(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 feders!l education policy to
begin to think in functional terms, i.e., in terms of how the serv, -es
provided bv programs meet the needs of students. One appreach might he
to view the school as housing a "smorgasbord” of student services. Then
the relevan’ question would be:

e Which services would help a student who has certain specific

tunctional needs (e.g., reading problems, perceptual-motor
disabilities, etc.)? '

£

This approach would require granting more decislonmiking authority to the

m
school level where services are actﬁally delivered.

9 D y".v..\' .
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I

ze that this approach would require substantial changes in
the current structure of federal education programs. However, thiz sug=-
gestion also incorporates the thrust of PL O 94-142, whi " is to move away
trom Labels and towiards a service orientiation, ond expande this throst

teoall Federal oduacion proecran

o move in the dircetton o1 g service apprudch in federal education

policy, preliminary studivs should address the following issues:

& How, on a school level, are services organized? What is the
internal logic that governs the organization and integration
nf programs? To address these issues would require a larger
and more systematic set of data than was collected for this

report.

s What are the implicacions of various
for the delivery of student servic

i
o]
R

at s BT
,,,,,,,, es? A lafger studv nf dif-
ferent patterns of service delivery might be undertaken to

supplement the preliminary findi ngs of this report.

‘J’A

e What are the funding implications of certain patterns of
coordination? Future research will need to Explafe new ways
of funding programs (e.g., welghting systems).

5

-

This study has sought to <pe:ifr the issues that heretofore have
been vaguely described as ''the overlap problem'" or, more pejoratively,

"double dipping.'" There is an rlap prohlem, but we found the conno-

‘O
r‘\

tation of the "double dipping"” description unwarranted. Rather, school
pecple face real problems in providing multiple services to studen
are addressing the resultant dilemmas as best they can., These dilemmas

also reflect broader problems in the operation of categorical prcgrams

that might require fresh approaches,
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- OVERLLAP AMONG SERVICES PROVIDED BY TITIE I,
PL 94-142, AND PROGRAMS FOR LIMITED-ENGLISH-SPEAKING (LES) STUDENT

i

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 bi&ingual programs. As a result of this interest, we
undertook an exploration of '"triple overlap" in three school districts
with very large concentrations of limited*Engl sh-speaking students,

This phase of our study was even more exploratory than the previous phasé

for two reasons.

m

'irst, our budgets allowed for visits to only fbgr dis-

“tricts. Second, we remained in each district for only two days; while

this may have been sufficient tor smaller districts, it was only a "fifst.

cut" for the very large systems that tend to serve LES students.

Three of the four districts visited were-in large urban areas with
very high concentratious of LES students, and one was in a smaller urban
center with lcwer concentrations of LES scudenﬁs but a functioning bi-

lingual program. The LES p@pulaiians of the three large urban districts

‘were 34%, 31%, and 7%. (In orne system, we were told that 507% 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.

3

The a;huula we VL:lLﬁd in this phase of the atudy often had programs
funded by Tiﬁle [, special education (partially funded by PL 93-142),
and_from elther federal or state bilinguél;§:ogram5. While states and

districts keep Title I pragramg separate from special education programs,

L

* . ,
We use the term limited-English-speaking to describe childrem who are
limited in their ability to speak and understand English (includiﬂg
nan—;“glish speaking). i
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bilingual services are often provided through Title T funds. In all the
districts viaited for this phase of the fESU%th, Titie I had at least
some services directed towarys LES students; Title T funded English as a

, paid tor bilingural les, and the like:

second language (EsSL) components
In one state, bilingual proerims conszituted*ons: of the state's highest
Title 1T priorities, nlﬁng with programs in rumsdial rwndtﬁg=gﬂd mathe-
matics.  While we found some bilingual components of programs for the

handicapped, this satrern wae leas cammen,

In general, school staff did not express a need to distinguish bi-
bingual populations from either Title I or special education populations.
Maintaining a distinction between Title I and special education poupu-
lations had ! vn a sensitive issue inruuf previous work,

Issues of (3v;rl ap Related to the Selection of Stude

\1"’"

nts

i

lw

In this phase of the research we found chat the screening of students
Fgr both Title I and special education programs 15 complicated by the
difficulties of addressing the needs of LES students.

(3

Title 1 and LES btudéan N
. »

In the dihtfiﬂ‘ﬁ we visited, gareeniﬁ% procedures fon Title I pre-

grams tended to be identical for LES and non-LES students. Thus; the
eligibilicy and pafzicipatian of students in these districts was deter-

mined by their performance on Fnglish ianguage. tests. We found only one

district in whlch language-free tests were used to determine: Title I
eligibility and placgmﬁnfg We were given two types-of reasons for the
use of English 1anguag tests for Title Igeligibilicyi

. . fAééquaEe non-English tests were not available,.

®. The purpose of Title I, accordirg to some respondents, was
to raise students' low achievemrent in the reading of Englishj
- therefore, an English language test was an appropriate
instfuméﬁci . . . ‘ . 3
The re 'l of this practice in, the districts we-v

visited was that a large
prnpattiaﬂ of LES students were participaﬁts in Title I pragtamé The

*
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of LES students {or. pgrticipation in Title I programs constitutes a

significant polivy Issuae.
*
The issue of English laneuaee testing was perceived as a1 oprohlom he
~ome respondents and is exemplitied by the concerr of one Ceach

Bright bilingual students may receive Title | assistance
because thev can't speak English.

, ' ” ' /’

This teacher was concerned that non-LES students whia needed assistance
L]
were not recelvifig it.  The issue miy be less sevious in distriots where

a Title .l vopporent 1s specifically geared toward LES students.
z N .

LES students may . become participants in Title I prograns in one of

two ways: if they meet normal eligibility and selection criteria, or

if the LEA has a special component of fts Title I program designed for
LES childrené* In either case, a participating child must be in greatest
need of the assistance to be provided services by the proposed Title 1

project. It is not clear whether the use of English language tests is

=

'appfdpfiqge for either type of project. ,The role of lianguage in-testing

for Title I is an issue which.needs to be clarified at the Federal level.

Special Educatimn Prqgrams an Q:LES Students -

Every stage of the screening of studenrs for spéciél education pro-
B A _ kﬁ . = . _ ~
grams raldes a prob’em for students from LES backgrounds. Teacher

referrals are sometimes complicated by teachers' inability te distinguish

a e . € Fan

et e e s 7

*Thu validity of LES compgnents is presegtly at issue in light of Title"
['s no-supplant rule, which prohibits use of funds for services re-
quired under Lau or qtat? law (45CFF Sec. 116.40[b]). Such projec*
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 to handicapped children arise with
respect to partigipation in Title I .projects, where an individual LES .
child is.entitled to services under Lau or state law. That 1s, is the
state orjlocality required to pravidé some measure of similar service
with state/local funds prior to applyirg Title I funds (see also

116.41[{c])? Although the overlap between Title I and bilingual programs

7 has received less attention than that between Title I and PL 94-142, the

Legal issues are the same ones discussed 1n1Chapter I of tﬁis IEﬁcrt.

= * i
e
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student learning probilems from languag and/or cultural differences,  We
wuere told that the accepted cultural pattermns ot some immigrant groups

in one school svgtenw might - asily be interpreted as =igns of emot fonal
disturbance Lo a teacher who has not been sensitized to cultural dif-
feremecas  Furchermore, some respondents cxelained that the disorientation

caned by students attending a school ®here the culture and lianguage are

ditferent 1rom their native . ire and Janguage might cause temporars
Yearning srablome chagr ot sear owitho thie student T ol jasteeent o

1 i - ) s : e 5 -
the school.  In such a case, a special education placement would be un-
warriaated.,  Nevertheless, we were told that:

Repular teachers don't alw realize that language and ac-

tulturation arc problems anu [thev] refer language problems
to special education. -

According to some of our responde "=, a special ‘education placement

under such LldeWStEﬂCEu would be damaging to a child berause of the

labeling that would lnEVLEably occur,

While teachers sometimes mistake a language problem f - a handicap,
we were also told of one case in which language masked a ch.ld's hardi-
cap. In one school, a student was referred to a bilingual program
because of a uppn%ed langusage prﬁblem, the bilipngual Lea;hef discovered

that the 5Eudent had a hearing problem, and the student was referred for

o *
special education services.

Distinguishing beiween snecial educstion needs and cultural/

l anguage differences is crucial fﬂfispacial educatjion programs, which
deggnd on the teacher's ability to assess initially that a student is

having difficulty. Such problems in the 'nitial referral and diaéngsis

* : . : - o e
‘The provision of services'to handicapped students of LES backgrounds

' seems tp be juBt as problematic as providing for nonbiased diagnosis,

Althnugh districts seem to be hiring bilingual diagnosticians, the dis-
- tricts we visited sezmsd to have very few bilingual special education
teacaers. Those harcest hit by this shortage seemed to be studéhts
‘with sewere handicaps from an LES background. While students with
milder Handicaps faight Pe adequately served in a bilingual program at
the schgnl level,- such programs did not exist in schools that served -

mare severely handicappgg stucents. n
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have caused at least one of the school s¥s£;ms we yisited to adopt
special palicies- for example, LES students at that school cannot be
referred to specjal educatiorn programs E@; mild handicaps until a few
years after the stydent's initial contact with. the-school system. While
this policy may prevent mislabeligg of students, it could also cause

some handicapping conditions to remain undetected. ' A

Tﬁé problems of diagnosing LES students for special. education pro-
grams 'is further complicated by the lack of non-English language tests.

In one district, a psfﬁhélbgisﬁ pointed out that teachers' and specials

ists' observations of studenté,to assess mental retardation were even

more importants for LES than for non-LES stﬁdents because there were no

adequate non-English language IQ tests for this purpose. This psycholo-
aid 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 aven

" more difficult by a sﬂgrtage,af bilingual psychologists in all of the
" districts we visited:. whfle thase,dingiets did have special education

services exclusively geared toward LES students, respondents Eomplainéd

of a shnrtage of qualified staff for bilingual/handicapped programs.

.The difficulties in referral and diagnosis of LES students for

'sPecial education pg@gfam, for ildly handicapped students arise from

two conflicting needs: (1) to provide adequate services to LES students
with learning problems, and (2) to avoid Ehg’labeling of these students
for 1anguage-related problems. At least one teacher we inéerviewed
thought that bilingual programs wére necessary to diagnose students with
true learning difficulties or other handicaps while preventing mis-
diagnosis and placementi This teacher maiﬂtafned that:

Billngual pragfams provided Ehe cultural suppétt without which
some students would need EpEEial education programs.

S

The same teacher also Ehuugbt that when students with LES backgrounds
are not {dentified as such, théy can fall so far behind in their school-

work that they become special education problems.



Overlap Issues Related to the [Receipt nffséivices by Multiply.Eligible
Students

=

The nfovisinanE bilingual educatton services in conjunction with
elther special education or Title I services did not segn to raise as
many issues as the provision of Title I and special education services
to dually identified studencs. Perhaps because of policies that dis-
courage special edugatinn referrals for LES students, or perhaps because
of the perceived shortage of bilingual special education teachers, the ?
problems assaﬁiated with the receipt of double service did not seem to |

be a major issue in the districts we visited.

As 1in the

o
m

t 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
ES0L students out of Title I reading until they were more
‘familiar with English].

However, in other districts students could and did receive szervices

funded by voth Title I and a bilingual prngrami One of the most common

patterns we saw in at least two districts was one in which Title I

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 in
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 recelving services from more

than one funding source. We did not find any cases in which the services

*The terms "multiply eligible' here encompass atudents who have been
identified as either eligible or entitled to services as well as those
who would be so considered if they were provided with adequate assess-
ment,
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were identical. A gteécer problem may be the limitation of services;
m;ﬂy LES students may not receive speclal 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 appeﬁdix has outlined some issues raised Ly triple overlapping
LES, Title I and handicapped students. Our observaticns, however, were
based on a very limited sample of districts from which information was
gatheréd under sevaere time cnnstfaiﬁtsi More research is needed to docu-

ment the issues and to assess their generalizability.
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Appendix B

LIST OF TOPICS COVERED IN INTE ViEWS
The follawiﬁg is a list of the topics that were covered during in-
person and telephone intgrviews The interviews were fairly informal
and unstructured. NDE all tDplES were covered in all incerviews, nor

® Program description
- Goals
- Changes
- Pglizy regarding program overlap
-~ Differences among schools,
® Target groups
- Identification and referral process

- Eligibilicy criteria by type of disability (handicap,
Title I)

Tests and observations

- Identification of greatest need
- Limits on number of students served--space, funds,
“persannel

i;-SEfViEES
= District or school-based service delivery
- Subjects taught
- Form of service
- Type of personnel

.= Iﬁ-sérvige 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,”’federal, local funding
District policy regarding allocation of funds
Allocation of money by program

Use of funds.

Overlap of Title I and special education

Rules that preclude receiving both services
Conditions of dual ddentification

Cases of overlap and resolution

Stagf that serve both populations

Rules requiring limitations of service to identified -
students - '

Level of staff and departmental interaction
In-service training that meets muﬁual 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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