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Continuing Education
Questions
1.  Students,  for  whom Engl ish is

not  the nat ive language,  are
referred to as

A . .  CLD.

b . .  LD .

C . .  LEP .

d . .  P R E P .

c . .  a  a n d  c .

2.  Code swi tch ing is  a s ign of
a.  typ ical  second- language
acquis i t ion.

b.  cor .nrnu n ica t ion d isorder .

c .  learn ing d isabi l i t ies.

d.  phonological  delay.

e.  none of  the above.

3. Limited receptive vocabulary is
a s ign of

a.  language learn ing d isabi l -
i ty .

b.  l imi ted Engl ish prof i -
c iency.

c.  fore ign accent .

d .  a  and  b .

e. all of the above.

4.  The rate of  second language
acquis i t ion may be inf luenced
by

a.  age of  the student

b.  fami ly 's  mot ivat ion to
adjust to the mainstream
cul ture.

c.  being shy.

d.  watching TV.

e.  a l l  o f  the above.

5.  Cogni t ive Academic Language
Proficiency (CALP) requires

a . l t o 2 y e a r s

b. 6 to 12 months

c .  10 -12  yea rs

d . 5  t o T y e a r s

e.  High SchoolDip loma

\,i
Testing-Based Education Reforms and
Implications for Speech-language
Pathologists

Monicn Gordon Pershey
Department of Speech and I-Iearing, Cleveland State

University
Cleveland,  OH

Some current educational reforms are concerned with ensur-
ing the accountabil ity of educational agencies (i.e., school districts,
state boards of education, individual public orprivate schools). One
accountabil itystrategyis the use of mandated testingof educational
aclrievement (U.S. Department of Education,2002). Tests have
increasingly become the standard by which pupil competency and
school accountabil ity are assessed (Kane, 1994; Lanese,7992).For
the general public, student performance on tests may be tl-re primary
indicator of the standing of a school or district (NEA,2001a). Tests
have the potential tobecome the driving force behind educational
decision-making (e. g., currictrlum desipp, textbook adoption, sched-
uling, student assignment to classes or groups, etc.; Kohn, 2000;
Tapper,7997).

This purpose of this article is to provide speech-language
pathologists with background information on mandated achieve-
ment testing. This article wil l describe the rationale behind testing,
explore the potential impact of testing, and discuss some character-
istics of tests. This article isnot meant tobe an indictment of testing;
rather the intent is to help speech-language pathologists become
familiar with some of the issr"res and concerns attendant to testing.
The Indivicluals with Disabil it ies Education Act (IDEA; 1992)
charges school personnel with preparing special needs students to
mcct contexttral demands, which may include tests. To participate,

Cont inued on page 47
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Test-Based Reforms
Continued from page 46

speech-language pathologists need
to be familiar with the types of tests
theirstudents are taking, understand
how tests coincide with curriculum.
and assess the applicabil ity, compa-
rabi l i ty ,  and impl icat ions of  test
scores.

The Rationale for
Testing

Accountabi l i ty  and

Mot ivat ion

The effort to establish tests of aca-
demic performance overlaps the school
accountability movement, which pro-
motes the expectation that schools
and educators should be held respon-
sible for students' progress (National
Educa tion Association [NE A], 2007a;
2001 b). The presumption behind test-
ing is that if students, educators,
schools, and districts are held account-
able for test performance, ind ividuals
will be motivated to do their best and
educational programs wil l be success-
ful (NCEO,2001). A fairly common
working assumption is that strong
scores establ ish that  test - takers '
schooling has caused them to possess
substant ia l  sk i l ls  arrd knowledge.  I t
follows tha t the presence or absence of
school accountabil ity can be inferred
from test scores (Kohn, 2000). In a
Tarrance Croup /Quinlan Creenberg
Research poll of one thousand voters,
78'/" approved of annual testing of
student performance in Grades 3 to 8
and72"/" approved of annual testing
in a l l  grades (NEA,2001a),  but  only
1 6% believed that test scores alone are
thebest indicator of a school's perfor-
mance. Yet, it might be said that im-
pressive test  scores serve as proxies
for accountabil ity.

The diversity of local and state
testing policies makes it hard to char-
acterize whether learning outcomes
are directly enhanced for students
who must perform on tests (Koretz,
1991 ) .

In some settings, the prospect of
testingmayserve toincreasethe stakes
for students and teachers and pro-
mote attainment of higher educahonal
standards (Falk, 2000). Although the
promise of testing might logically be
perceived as a powerful impetus for
learning (Kohn, 2000; Tappe r, 7997),
in other settings it may be that the
perceived or purported stakes are
higher, but instructional practices do
no t  improve  commensu ra te l y
(Raivetz, I992;W ebb, 1995; Win field,
1990). As a case in point, according to
the National Assessment of Educa-
tiona I Progress (NAEP; 7998, 1999b),
improvement  in  reading scores na-
tionally cannot be attributed to the
implementation of competency-based
testing programs. NAEP (7998; 1 999b)
studies of more than 10,000 fourth
graders nationally found no effects
for testing, either positive or negative,
on reading achievement. While posi-
tive effects for reading achievement
were seen in Grades 8 and 11 for
schools that test, much of this gain
can be attributed to remedial and
supplementary reading instructional
programs geared toward boosting test
performance, not to the fact that stu-
dents were better prepared due to the
promise of testing. There is perhaps
insufficientresearchtoclaim that test-
ing motivates performance (Heubert
& Hanser, 1999; High stakes testing
and social promotion, 1999; Linn,
1994; Phelps,7999).

Assessment of Students'
Attainment of Curriculum
Mastery

Testing might be established as a
mechan ism fo r  assess ing  pup i l
progress (U.S. Department of Educa-
tion, 2002). Testing may be conducted
at several grade levels, from elemen-
tary through high school, in an effort
to increase reliability through re-
peated measures and to obtain cross-
sectional and/or longitudinal data
(AERA, 2000; Winfield, 1 990). Educa-
tion agencies can select tests designed
to measure curr iculum mastery
(Airasian, 1988; Barton ,1999; Barton
& Coley, 1994) and can engage in
testing practices that are procedur-

ally integrated with school learning
opportunities. Content validity is
demonstrated when tests correspond
with what is taught (i.e., the content
and skills that students had the op-
portunity to Iearn in school; Kane,
7994; Linn, 7994; Popham, 7994; 1999 ;
Pottle,2001). Tests that reveal whether
shrdents master curriculum may sub-
stantiate students', teachers', and
speech-language pathologists' ef forts
(Kane, 1994; McGee, 1997; Texas Read-
ing lnit iative,2002; United States De-
partment of Education, 2002).

Hozu Adequately Is
Achieztement Being
Measured?

Tests cannot  prov ide unim-
peachab le  measu res  o f  s tuden t
achievement. Conditions exist that in-
troduce flaws and fall ibil i ty but that
are sometimes inescapable.

Tests Are Usually
Administered Only Once

Tests of curriculum mastery are
summative, that is, they are given to
summarize students' final perfor-
mallce, be it at completion of a grade
level, at graduation, or over the inter-
val since testing was last given (AERA,
2000; Barton,7999 ;Heubert & Hauser,
1999). Tests sample performance on
demand, using one or very few items
as the basis for an inference about
what test takers know about a given
domain. Important jud gements about
students' knowledge or skills are
made given only a small amount of
evidence. Testing is rarely adminis-
te red  in  a  p re tes t ing- teach ing-
posttesting sequence. It is not known
how far students were from this
summative end-state before instruc-
tion began. Summative tests do not
identify educationally handicapping
conditions or suggest the academic
supports that students would need
to receive in order to perform better
on curriculum demands and on sub-
sequent testing (Barkley, 2001). This
stands in contrast with formative as-
sessment, where school personnel
gather frequent data on sbudent per-
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formance, preferably Llsing a variety
of measures, which may include test-
ir-rg, collecting student work samples,
conferencing with students, and keep-
ing anecdotal notes of classroom ob-
servations-practices tha t may be f a-
miliar to many speech-language pa-
thologists(ASHA,2000;Nelson, 1998).

Scores Do Not Report
Differences in Communities
and in Test- takers

Currictrlum achievement tests at-
tempt to mcasure str-rdents' acquired,
cnmulat ivc knowledge,  and sk i l ls
(Claser, 1994) and may detcrmine a
student 's  s tanding re lat ive to other
students (U.S.  Departmen t  of  Ed uca-
tion, 2002). Scores designed to com-
pare individuals appear to be poten-
tially trnsuitable rneasures for com-
pa ring communities. This is especially
so when compar ing cornmtrn i t ies
where pupi ls  took d i f ferent  curr icu-
Inm achievemerrt tests. Moreover, cdn-
cational inequities may be borne out
in testing performance (Manning,
Luck ing ,  &  MacDona ld ,  1995 ;
Winf ie ld,  1990).  Compar ison is  d i f  f i -
cult across communities where pu-
pils differ in affluence, resolrrces, or
racial or ethnic composition (Barton
&  Co ley ,  1994 ;  Bobbe t t ,  1993 ;
Callagher, 1 993; Lanese, 1992; Man-
ning, Lucking, & MacDonald,7995;
McGee, 1997; Popham, 1994, 1999;
Werbb, 1 995). A criterion-referenced
state-mandated test mav be. for all
p rac t i ca l  p r r rposes ,  a  t es i  o f  m in ima l
achievement in an afflrrent, high-
achierving school that teaches con-
cepts and skil ls that are farmore com-
plex than wlrat is prescribed by the
state curriculum. Howevcr, the same
test might be very rigorous for stu-
dents in challenged schools where
academic demands may not be el-
eva ted beyond state minimtrm requi re-
ments (Lanese, 1992; McGee, 1997;
Pershey, 2001 ). Educa tional setting is
a variable that is not taken into ac-
cottnt when test scores are calculated
or reporied (Barton & Coley, 1994).

Several studies have shown that
students from minority and low in-

come groups are more l ikely to fail
tests and that remediation for those
who fail is less likely to be effective
(NAEP, 7998, 1,999a, 7999b, 2000;
Winfield, 1990). Repeated testfailure
and remediation attempts can have a
ctrmulative negative impact on stu-
dents (Winfield, 1990). A test-driven
crtrriculum may alienate pupils who
are already at risk for school disen-
gagement and leave educators and
speech-language pathologists l i tt le
opportunity todeviate from test prepa-
ration to design curriculum, instmc-
tion, and assessment that might be
more captivating (Ladson-Bil l ings,
1994; Manning, Lucking, & MacDon-
ald, 1995). This is not to propose that
an absence of standards and testing
would be the atlsweri the point is to
suggest thatengagementand accotrnt-
abil ity ought not be muttrally exclu-
sivc objectives.

Test Scores May Not Reflect
School Learning

There are many factors that may
prevent testscores from beinga direct
measure of achievement. While there
is the assumption that students test as
they do because of their school expe-
riences (Cilaser, 1994), test scores may
bemisleadingand not reliablyreflect
what has beerr leamed inschool. First,
test performance might be influenced
by test takin5;circumstances that pre-
vent strrdents from demonstrating
thei r lc'arning, srrclr as t inre prcsstr res,
clnestion lormat, or test anxiety. Sec-
ond, students may fail to appiy them-
selves dtrring testing. Third, it is prob-
lematic to assume that school expo-
sure is equally meaningful to all stu-
dents. Temporary or abiding issues of
motivation, comprehension, health
and wellness, emotional distress,
school attendance, and a host of other
factors can render school experiences
more or less meaningful. Fourth, be-
cause of differences among learners,
the claim that a test can be used as a
measlrre of leaming thathas resulted
from exposure to an instruclional pro-
gram is not realistic. If, for example,
the instructional program was some-
how inappropriate instruction for the

learners, then leamers are also taking
an inapplicable test. Fifth, test scores
may reveal nothing about how much
of a given capability students pos-
sess, how far each student may be
from masteryof a concept orskil l , and
what knowledge or behaviors are
missing. By and large, test outcomes
do not point to guidelines for how to
design ensuing instructional prac-
tices relative to futtrre test expecta-
tions. Indeed, the clarity and useful-
ness of test score reports have been
cal led in to quest ion (NEA,2001b).

Tests May or May Not
Correspond to Curriculum

Some educat ion agencies use
norm-referenced achievement tests
that do not directly correspond to ctrr-
ricrrlum, but are designed to deter-
mine a sttrdent's standing relative to
other students (Bond, 1995; U.S. De-
partment of Education, 2002). Tests
may not evidence whether students'
performance is related towhether stu-
dents acquired content and skil ls that
were taught by teachers and speech-
language pathologists. Districts often
condnct large-scale administrations
of  wel l -known norm-referenced
achievement tests, such as the Iowa
Tests of Basic Skil ls (ITBS) (Hoover,
Hieron).nnr"rs, Frisbie, & Dtrnbar, 7996),
the Stanford Adrievement Test (1 996),
the Metropolitan Achievement Test
(MAT) (Balow, Farr, & Flogan,1992),
the California Achievement Tests
(CAT) (CTB/McGraw-Hi11,7992), and
the TerraNova (CTB / McGraw-Hill,
1998). Test authors strive to select con-
tent thatmatches gradelevel learning
outcomes (Bond, 1995) but this is a
difficultproposition. Even if only one
curricular area, for example, language
arts, is considered, state curriculum
standardsvary widely (Stotsky,7997).
Itwould bevery difficult for questions
to correspond to 50 state currictrla, let
alone to thousands of district courses
of study, plus the objectives addressed
by the scope and sequences of the
Iargenumber of textbook series in use,
as well as school building-based man-
dates (Bobbett, 1993; Commission on
Behavioral and Social Sciences and
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Ed ucation, 1998; Kane, 7994; Koretz,
1991; McGee, 1997; NAEP, 7999b;
Stotsky,7997).

According to Bond (1 995), norm-
referenced standardized tests are
based on data gathered from a broad
cross-section of learners. Questions
are prepared that wil l produce re-
sponse variance. A student's score is
cornpared to the scores obtained by
thc students in the standardization
sample. The objectives of norm-refer-
enced testing are to see where a stu-
dent scores given a range of possible
scclres and to rank students f rom high
to low achieving (Bond, 1 995). Norm-
referenced testing of cr.rrricular con-
cepts and skil ls couid present signif i-
cant challenges to students with lan-
gtrage, learning, and cognitive differ-
enceswhoreceive theservicesof SLPs.
Recall that students who are served
by speech-language pathologists gen-
erally qualify for services based on
testing thathas determined that their
performance is not commerrsurate
wi th a standardizat ion peer group.

ln summary, the reliabil i ty anc-l
representativeness of students' per-
formance on summative testing may
be questioned. Test content may not
address school curricultrm (Airasian,
i988; Barkley, 2001). Questions of
comparative reliabil i ty and validity
arise becarrse there are so many tests
fromwhich tochoose,all of which use
di f ferent  normat ive samples and test
different content and skil ls (Etsey,
1997; Koretz, 1991; Phelps, 7999;
Pot t le ,2001).

Inaolaing SLPs in
Achieaement Testing

It is crit ical that speech-language
pathologists be aware that the issues
attendant to testing do not automati-
cally result in misapplication of test-
ing. Education agencies can select
valid performance indicators that are
closely related to student learning
(Linn, 1994) . It is irnportant for speech-
language pathologists to be informed
about specific considerations for test
selection and use and to classify the

types of tests available and differenti-
ate their purposes.

SLPs Can Provide Cumulative
Performance Data

With awareness of some of the
limitations inherent in one-time test-
ing, speech-language pathologists can
be a part of educational teams that
evaluate students' test scores and de-
velop all ied means of monitoring stu-
dents' progress. They are particularly
well able to provide ongoing clinical
data on students' performance that
may help explain students' progress
toward targeted learning outcomes
and reveal why students obtain cer-
tain scores. Scores and other data may
be trsed to help teachers and speech-
lar.rguage pathologists desi gn subse-
quent instruction to redress weak-
nesses  (Fa l k ,  2000 ;  Jones ,  1997 ;
Popham,1999).

Facil itating Language-Based
Instruction Across the
Curriculum

Fai lure on achievement  test ing
may be due to a lack of  language-
based informat ion learned in and
out  of  school  (Popham, 

.1999).  
In

sonle cases,  test  per formance is  re-
lated to underlying oral language
insufficiencies and, hence, poorer
reading,  wr i t ing,  and school  learn-
ing (Pershey, 2001). Identif ication of
st t rdents in  need and at  r isk should
take achievement testing expecta-
t ions in to account  (NCEO, 2001).
Three domains of  a,cademic prof i -
ciency that are commonly tested are
l a n g u a g e - b a s e d  p r o c e s s e s :  ( a )
knowledge of  academic content
(Kohn,2000); (b) mastery of learning
processes ( for  example,  f ind ing a
main idea;  Pot t le ,2001);  and (c)  pro-
ducing written products (for further
description, see Pershey, in press).
In l ine with IDEA (1997) mandates,
roles f or speech-langrrage pa tholo-
gists incltrde assessing and enhanc-
ing l iteracy-related and curriculum-
relevant language abil it ies and col-
Iaborating with others to modify the
curr icu ium (ASHA, 2000;  NCEO,
2001).  This mav enta i l  new or  ex-

panded roles for speech-language
patholoigsts as members of collabo-
rative intervention teams whose fo-
cus is a single set of educational
goals addressed by means of col-
laborative, transdisciplinary service
delivery (Lyon & Lyon, 1980). Goals
should reflect current educational
reforms (U.S. Department of Educa-
tion, 2002) that recognize discipline-
based standards (see,  for  example,
National Council of Teachers of En-
glish [NCTE, 2001 ] and the National
Associat ion for  the Educat ion of
Young Chi ldren [NAEYC, 1998]) .
Speech-language pathologists' ef-
forts might include providing con-
sul tat ion to teachers re lat ive to cur-
r icu lar  and inst ruct ional  modi f ica-
t ions,  serv ing on regular  educat ion
curr icu lum commit tees,  and u t i l iz -
ing more test - re levant  regular  edu-
cat ion mater ia ls  when provid ing
services (Pershey & Rapking, 2002).

An Adztocacy RoIe:
Promoting Appropriqte
Acc ount ab ility E[fo rt s

As the mandates of IDEA (1997)
become fully implemented (ASHA,
I996,  1999,2000),  educat ion agen-
cies wil l be required to hold stu-
dents wi th d isabi l i t ies to the same
standards as students wi thout  d is-
abi l i t ies.  Students '  par t ic ipat ion in
assessment  is  an important  aspect
of equal access to education (NCEO,
2001 ) .  S tanda rds -based  re fo rms
emphasize that  every student ,  re-
gardless of degree of disabil ity, must
work toward the expectations set for
academic content  and sk i l ls .

Speech-language pathologists
can become informed about appro-
pr iate,  curr icu lum-re levant  test ing
and about guidelines for testing spe-
c ia l  needs  popu la t i ons  (NCEO,
2001).  Accurate,  repeated measLrre-
ment of the content and processes
that students have had the opportu-
n i ty  to  learn and pract ice wi th the
support of their clinicians should be
gathered (see, for example, Texas
Reading In i t ia t ive,  2002;  Texas 's
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Reading Success Network:  Year t ,
2002).

Speech-language pathologists
can demonstrate to teachers,  par-
ents,  adminis t rators,  voters,  pol i t i -
c ians,  and others that  language pro-
f ic iency is  in tegra l  to  meet ing cur-
r icu lar  demands and subsequent ly
d e'mons tra t ing con-rpe tence on tes t-
ing (Pershey ,2001). Strpporting stu-
dents wi th chal lenges and/or  spe-
c ia lneeds as they undergo test ing is
the responsib i l i ty  of  s takeholders at
a l l  levels-state,  comn" l r . rn i ty ,  d is-
t r ic t ,  and school .  Accotrntabi l i ty  can
then reasonably be a shared ef for t
wi th by teachers,  s tudents,  parents,
and specia l  educators.  Each has the
capaci ty  to help pupi ls  del iver  per-
f r - l rmance that  is  ref lect ive of  aca-
demic  s tanda rds .
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Continuing Education
Questions
1. According to the National

Assessment of Educational
Progress (1eSS; 1999b), improve-
ment in reading achievement
test scores can be attributed to

a. theimplementationof
competency-based testing
programs.

b. remedial and supplemen-
tary reading instructional
programsgeared toward
boosting test performance.

c. special education services
for test takers with special
needs.

d. allowing students with
special needs to be tested
using modified or alternative
assessments.

2. Tests'content validity is demon-
strated when

a. tests are be conducted at
several grade levels, from
elementary throu gh high
school.

b. repeated measuresprovide
cross-sectional and / or
longihrdinal data,

c. tests correspond with what
is taught in school.

d. test norms were established
by sampling a diverse body of
students.
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3. Tests of curriculum mastery are
summative. "Summative"
means

a. tests that are cttmttlative,
meaning all grade-levei con-
tent and skil ls specified in a
clrrriculum are assessed.

b. tests are administered in a
pretesting-teachin g-post-
test ing sequence.

c. tests are readministered at
intervals during a school year
in order to freqtrently gather
data on student performance.

d. tests measure stttdents'
f inal performance, be it at com-
pletion of a grade level, at gra-
duation, or over the interval
since testing was last given.

4. Standardized achievement tests
are designed to reveal

a.  educat ional ly  hetndicap-
p ing  cond i t i ons .

b. guidelines for how to de-
sign ensuing instructional
practices relative to future test
expectatrons.

c. students' acquired, cttnttt la-
tive knowledge and skil ls and
a student 's  s tanding re lat ive
to other  s tuc lents.

d differences in resources
across commttn i t ies.

5. Speech-language pathologists
can become involved in schools'
testing efforts by

a. bcing part of edtrcational
teams that evaluate students'
test scores and develop all ied
means of monitorins students'
progress.

b. providing ongoing clinical
data on students' performance
that may help explain stu-
dents' progress toward target-
ed learning olrtcomes and
reveal why students obtain
certain scores.

c. assessing and enhancing
li teracy-rela ted and curricu-
h-rm-relevant language abil i-
t ies and collaborating with
other staff to modifv the
currictrlum.

d. all of the above.

Language-Reading Resource Model
Deborsh Lozo and Kathryn Dix
Cobb County School District
Mariet ta,GA

In the 1978-1979 school year, the
Cobb County School District imple-
mented a full-day program for stu-
dents with severe language-learning
disabil it ies. The program rvas taught
by speech-langua ge pathologists and
included all academic subjects. It was
developed at a time when general edu-
cation was focusing on skil l-based
instruction, basal readers, as well as
scripted teacher editions for class-
room instruction. At that t ime, l i tt le
focus was placed on language skil ls
and their role in developing l iteracy
skil ls. The severe language program
oifere.d a different kind of instruction
than rvas provided in general educa-
tiorr or learning disabil it ies classes.
Speech-language pathologists inte-
grated langua ge therapy techniques
with content area instruction. Oral
language development was empha-
sized along with visual cues to teach
the alphabetic principal. Thematic
units were also used to integrate lan-
guage and literacy skil ls.

The program continued quite
successfully through the 1980s and
into the1990s. Eligibli l i ty for the se-
vere language program included an
in-depth language evaluation along
with a psychological evaluation and
academic assessment. Speech-lan-
g l lage pathologis t  d iagnost ic ians
cornpleted the language evaluation
and worked with otherevaluators to
ga ther information on student perfor-
mance from multiple sorlrces. A com-
mittee of speech-language patholo-
gists then reviewed the information to
determine if the language disorder
appeared to be the primary problem
impacting s tudent achievement. Stu-
dents placed in the program usually
were also eligible for learning dis-
abil it ies services and tended tobe the
lowest readers when comoared to their
learn ing d isabled peers.

During the 1990s, some issues of
concern began to emerge with the se-
vere language program. Even though
the speech-langrrage pathologist di-
agnosticians became more skil led in
di f ferent ia l  d iagnosis,  i t  became
harder to determine that language was
the primary area of disabil ity. Sttr-
dents with more complex and varied
disabil it ies werebeing referred to the
program. These students tended to
have multiple disabil it ies, complex
learning problems, and a need for a
multifaceted program tha t inclrrded
much more than the focus on lan-
guage development. The speech-lan-
grrage pathologists who taught in the
severe language program learned
mtrch about classroom mana gement,
teaching strategies and content area
instruction, but the requests to place
students of widely varying abil ity lev-
els and instructionalneeds in the pro-
gram increased. It soon became clear
that the classes were beginning to lose
their focus and possibly their abil ity
to meet  s tudent  nceds.

At the same time, the emphasis
on inclrrsion and serving students in
their neighborhood school was com-
ing to the forefront in the district. Stu-
dents participating in the severe lan-
guage program had always been
bused from their home school to the
nearest of four locations in the county
(three at the elementary level and one
a t  t he  m idd le  schoo l  l eve l ) .
lnstructionally, general education ha d
moved from a skills-based approach
to a whole-language approach and
finally to a balanced literacy approach.
More emphasis was placed on lan-
gLrage development in both general
and special education classes. In l ight
of these factors, special education ad-
ministration in the school district in-
dicated a need for change in the severe
language program model.
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