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1. Introduction
Aims of this review

It is important to identify special educational de¢SEN) in literacy in order to
provide appropriate help at an early stage anddgwaiblems later on in a child’s
education. But it has been reported that thergartcular obstacles to achieving
effective identification in the case of childremaideing English as an additional
language (EAL). The main aim of the review is teritify and appraise key findings
on successful approaches to identification andsagsent. An important element is to
examine possible strategies for distinguishing betwliteracy problems which are
due to EAL and those which are due to SEN suclpesifec learning difficulties.
There is often a degree of confusion: a problerhadhaes solely because of language
difference may be treated as a more deep-seateuhgalifficulty; alternatively, a
severe problem of learning may be ignored becdusessumed that the child will
overcome it as fluency in English improves.

It is widely recognised that teachers need morp teedddress these issues. An aim of
the review is to identify developmental work andaarch that will contribute to
meeting that need. There is an emphasis on waakinglto the development of
reading skills, since this is the area that hasived most attention. A secondary aim
of the review is to highlight the problem that widespects of literacy have not been
investigated so fully in studies of children leagEAL who have learning

difficulties.

The report is in three parts. Sections 1 — 3 intcedkey concepts and research
findings on EAL literacy and learning difficultieShese sections include reviews of
the extent of the problem and of the take-up otsp@rovision. They end with an
analysis of the types of difficulty children leamgiEAL may experience when reading
in their second language. That lays the basisdati@s 4 - 6 which discuss the
central theme of the report - principles, methaut materials for identification and
assessment. These sections address both genesgeuific questions about the
assessment of learning difficulties among childeamning EAL. How do general
principles of assessment apply to this populatMifat staffing is required to address
the challenge? Should children be assessed inhtbeie language? How can cultural
bias be minimised? How will the assessment neetlifroup be best met within
the National Literacy Strategy? Is Reading Recovelgvant to their needs? It is clear
that many teachers are uncertain or confused wienattempt to respond to these
guestions? Section 8 considers the coverage oago&lto schools and teachers.
Finally, the concluding section sets out suggestfon action.

Children learning English as an additional language

The review is concerned with children for whom Eslgis an additional language. In
the academic year 1996/97 pupils learning EAL atrtstd 7.5% of the school
population in English local education authoritieEAs). The distribution was uneven
with over half of the pupils learning EAL locatedonly 20 LEA areas. Many schools
had no such pupils, while in a small proportion {44najority of the pupils had EAL
(DfEE, 1999).



The term generally used for our subject throughloeireview is "pupils learning
EAL". This term carries no specific implication altahe level of children's
proficiency in either their first language (L1)their second (L2).

There is a tendency in the literature on learniiffgedities to discuss bilingualism in
cognitive terms alone and to ignore other dimersmfrpeople’'s associations with the
languages in their repertoire - their sense otcaltaffiliation and their group
identification (Fradd, 1987; Rampton, 1990; Leudgrris and Rampton, 1997).
Literacy is intimately bound up not only with oanlguage knowledge but also with
our feelings about our languages and about thalsp@up with which they are
associated. These dimensions should be borne id timioughout.

The focus here is on children who learn to reagthool in their second or third
language where that language is different fronr thrsit language or the language
spoken in their home. The review is not mainly @ned with learning difficulties
experienced by children who speak a variety of Ehgit home that is different from
that used in the classroom.

The central theme is learning difficulties. Theieswinevitably focuses on areas of
academic weakness in the populations that areestulliwould be very easy for a
review of this kind to reinforce negative stereetypf pupils learning EAL and
appear to justify low expectations of their lik@isogress in schools where English is
the main medium of communication. There are twoestives to that. Firstly, there is
UK evidence that pupils learning EAL in some LEA&@s show substantially
improved mean academic achievement by the enccohdary school (Gillborn and
Gipps, 1996). Secondly, there is international enak that bilingual children do well
where the extra intellectual and cultural capitaltthey bring with them is valued and
incorporated in the school curriculum (Collier, 299995; Cummins, 1993). We are
focusing on challenges that are overcome by themmagprity of pupils in this
population and on exceptional difficulties that experienced by a minority. That
focus should not mislead anyone to expect problehese they need not occur. At
the same time, if there is some underachievemeaatuse of reading difficulties, we
hope to contribute to identifying the work thaheseded to address the problem.

Methods used in the review

The review looks at work published during the p@rd®87-99, referring to earlier
work where necessary as background to recent davelots. The search involved
electronic and manual research literature datali&sgsLit, ERIC and BEI) together
with a selective search of Internet sources andutation with presenters at a
relevant conference organised by the British Dyaléssociation in June 1999. There
is an extensive literature on the assessment of @tENof reading difficulties and
dyslexia which very rarely refers to children laaghEAL and an extensive literature
on learning to read in L2 which very rarely refeydearning difficulties. Our first aim
in the review was to identify published work in Bislg which spans these areas.

1 The review of tests (section 7 and Appendix 2)udes older material that is still in current use.



Reference is made below to 102 journal articlesathdr publications on SEN and
learning difficulties in pupils from ethnic and ¢jaistic minority communities. Only

29 of these concern the identification and asseassoie@eading difficulties and
dyslexi&. More selectively, we also aimed to identify mitieon the separate areas of
SEN, assessment and literacy development whictdamritribute to illuminating the
issues set out above. 263 published works are logkxv in that category.

As had been anticipated, the research literatuisoare topics is very thin. But the
review is not restricted to empirical work descdlas “research” and published in
academic papers. Where relevant, it also refedevelopment work by teachers,
psychologists and speech and language therapt® golicy statements and
guidance from government agencies and local adid®riA postal survey of
education authorities in selected conurbations iaitipe linguistic minority
communities was carried out to identify local rep@nd notes of guidance that are
not published in a nationally accessible form @s&ion 8).

The analysis of learning difficulties in literacy

The title of this project refers to learning diffites inliteracy. In much of the report
the focus is omeading This is because the relevant literature on |egrdifficulties
mainly concentrates on the narrower range of &sliand activities involved in the
reading task. The writing process has receivedd#estion from those concerned
with the identification of learning difficulties (bseley, 1997; Turner, 1993b,1997).
While our review must necessarily reflect the beéaof emphasis in the literature, we
will suggest below that some re-balancing wouldilely. The goal of the literacy
curriculum is that children should be able to raad write and also that they should
choose to engage with a wide range of texts andheseliteracy skills to enhance
their understanding and enjoyment of the world tedr capacity for action
(Hudelson, 1994). For children learning EAL bilaey may offer a particularly rich
range of options (Kenner, 1998; Wallace, 1993).tBatwider definition of literacy is
rarely mentioned in the literature on learningidiffties’.

Two approaches to conceptualising reading diffieslt

At various points in the report we will refer tainple distinction that is commonly
made between two main approaches to conceptualsatyng difficulties. The first

is a categorical approach, in which difficulties described with category terms such
asdyslexiaor specific reading retardatioor reading disability The problems would
be thought of as qualitatively different from otljerilder) reading difficulties,
probably having distinct causes (with biologicall @enetic factors as prime targets
for attention). The underlying condition will ndt@&nge over time, even if the people
concerned learn strategies that enable them to easaype for it. It is expected that

Seven of these papers report empirical studiéiseofeading process with quantitative data, seven
report case studies, four report surveys, and elave discussion papers or describe development
work in progress without new empirical data.

Exploratory work on spelling difficulties in Engh of children learning EAL in South Africa has
been described by Seef (1999).



they will show other difficulties besides readiRgrhaps they will have minor
difficulties in fine coordination or in balance iorremembering instructions. Even
when they overcome their initial reading problethey may show residual
difficulties in spelling or in the presentationwfitten work. For researchers and
educators who adopt a categorical approach toitigrdbout learning difficulties
these additional and continuing problems will belerce of the underlying condition
that differentiates them from other poor readers.

The second approach to conceptualising readinguliies involves a dimensional
model in which individual differences in readindheavement are thought of as being
distributed in a statistically normal way alongamtnuous dimension. "From this
perspective, reading difficulties form the lowelt td a bell-shaped distribution that
shades gradually into normal and superior rangesaafing abilities. The population
distribution is bell shaped because relatively feivdividuals have extremely high or
extremely low reading scores, and relatively madkviiduals have intermediate
scores. The same factors - biological, cognitimstructional - are assumed to
influence differences in reading skill at all paigtiong the continuum. Therefore,
deciding on the precise point on the dimensiontatiwto distinguish normal reading
from reading disability is quite arbitrary.” (Sn@wal, 1998)

There are major theoretical differences betweesettwo approaches. In most
categorical definitions of literacy learning diffities (e.g. in traditional and
contemporary definitions afyslexig the fundamental problem is seen to be operating
on the reading process at the word level - “ingieword recognition module”
(Stanovich, 1994). When problems at the word levelovercome so that word
recognition can become an automatic, unconscicaseps, the person with dyslexia

is usually able to develop skills at the sentemzktaxt levels comparatively

smoothly. Problems at the sentence and text larelsot usually thought of in
categorical terms, unless they are seen as stenfroimglor as associated with) a

word level problem.

Characteristic reading difficulties of children leang EAL

Research has indicated that most children leafag do not encounter particular
problems in deciphering print at the word levek®n their second language. But
they do face particular linguistic and cultural ivages with reading material at
school at the sentence and text levels. That doesean that no children learning
EAL experience the difficulties associated withldyg. In fact, we argue that it is
probable that many such children go unnoticed aedraated as though their
problems are solely to do with limited knowledgetu# language in which they are
trying to read. It is important to keep in mindraaal distinction. On the one hand,
there is likely to be a substantial number of dleitdlearning EAL who experience
reading difficulties in the early stages becauskngtistic and cultural obstacles
which they are not always given sufficient helpegotiate. On the other hand, there
is a much smaller number who will experience seaeecontinuing difficulties at
the word level that may go undiagnosed. We will mbetween these two groups in
our discussion, and much of our analysis will agplipoth groups equally. But a
central aim of this report is to identify how thistthction between them can be made
more confidently and accurately in assessmenteaxching.
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2. Reading achievement and reading difficulties athildren with
English as an additional language

General levels of reading attainment

Early local studies of the educational attainmen{gupils learning EAL often
employed crude, over-inclusive categories suchAagmh pupils”. They generally
indicated that groups that included children leagritAL had slightly lower average
attainments in reading English than the groups cimg monolingual pupils (e.g.
Phillips and Marvelly, 1984). Overall group mearsrershown to fluctuate with
changes in social circumstances (Mackintosh &t9f8), but there were other factors
at play too. When pupils learning EAL were delimehtvith greater care, it was
evident that children from diverse linguistic miitpicommunities showed differences
in their mean levels of reading attainment fronearly stage of schooling. For
example, in many local studies children from thkigtani community had lower
average reading scores at Key Stage 1 than weaeeltby children from the Indian
community (e.g. Leeds, 1992).

Much of the UK evidence reviewed in this reportuses on the two largest linguistic
minority communities with below average levels tthenment in literacy in primary
school - the Bangladeshi and Pakistani communitlesvever, while this emphasis
reflects the balance of the UK literature, we sdmdt forget two phenomena
highlighted in recent reports. Firstly, childreorfr these communities in some areas
improve their performance markedly by the end ohpalsory schooling (Gillborn

and Gipps, 1996; Ofsted, 1999). Secondly, manydshtave concerns about literacy
achievement in other smaller groups such as papilairkish and Somali origin
(Ofsted, 1999, para. 28).

The incidence of individual reading difficulties

As would be expected, children learning EAL are enlikely to start school with
relatively low scores in English than other pupllable 1 illustrates this with data
from Birmingham collected through a Baseline Asses# scheme which predated
the present national framework. Alongside that yms) Bartlett (1995) reported
cross-sectional data showing that by the end of 8tage 1 the performance of Indian
pupils was comparable to that of white and Afri€2aribbean groups. This was not
the case for the Pakistani and Bangladeshi graxfpSliorrocks et al, 1992).

This review is concerned not with average grougimttent but specifically with the
identification of pupils with learning difficultiedn general, the published data allow
progress through school to be charted in termsezmgroup achievements in major
areas of the curriculum but do not highlight thegvess of children initially identified
as performing below average and do not focus asimgaor literacy specifically
(Gillborn and Gipps, 1996).



Table1l Baseline Assessment and Key Stage 1 RésulEnglish in Birmingham

(Adapted from Bartlett, 1995 Tables 3, 4 & 9)

Baseline Assessment Key Stage 1 English
Result$ Results
% pupils scoring % pupils scoring
5 or above Level 2 and above
1993 1994 1992 1994
N=5655 | N=9655 | N=14271| N=4904
African-Caribbean 32.1 37.6 73.6 84.0
White 34.9 34.0 70.3 79.4
Indian 23.2 24.6 715 79.4
Bangladeshi 18.8 19.5 43.3 43.5
Pakistani 14.9 13.9 42.9 57.6

There is evidence from case studies of individahbsls that pupils learning EAL
who have learning difficulties may not receive spkst teaching that they need. For
example, in a study of a comprehensive school Ta@md Siraj-Blatchford (1993)
showed that 25% of a cohort of 72 students recespedial needs support in their
first year in the school, while this was allocateahone of the 104 students of South
Asian origin in that year. On the other hand, alnd@86 of the South Asian students
were identified as needing English as a secondukzgg (ESL) support, including six
who had attended UK primary schools since the afeuo. It is possible that some of
this group had not received adequate EAL suppanhaarlier stage. But it is also
likely that in Year 7 there was a failure to digunate clearly between ESL and SEN
support needs. At a later stage the same groupveasepresented in low English
sets, as Scarr et al (1983) had found Pakistanispapre in another Midlands school
a decade earliér.

This observation highlights a key challenge fagngfessionals in this field -
uncertainty in individual cases whether slow pregrwards literacy is caused by
serious and abiding learning difficulties or is plynthe result of limited knowledge of
the language in which teaching is offered. Suclettamty is likely to lead to delays
in arranging appropriate provision for those chaldlearning EAL who do have
underlying learning difficulties in literacy oven@ above any difficulties related to
their language status. If this were a problem,atild be evidenced by children
learning EAL being under-represented in such promis an area to which we now
turn.

Access to support for specific learning difficultis

* In the Baseline Assessment scheme the critegimsigwhich pupils were assessed were developed

from elements of the National Curriculum statemefitattainment and programmes of study in
English for speaking and listening, reading andimgiA child scoring 5 or above showed
elements of competence at Level 1 in at least fitheothree areas. The criteria were intended to
reflect the range of performance to be expectaulipfls at the time of entry to school.

HMI too have observed that, where schools emphagjht setting, some groups learning EAL
(notably pupils from the Bangladeshi and Pakistamimunities) are likely to be placed
disproportionately in low sets, especially in EsgliThis might easily be overlooked. In a sample
of 24 secondary schools only one monitored alsits by ethnic group (Ofsted, 1999).



The background to concern about ethnic minorityilsup SEN provision

In the 1970s and 1980s commentators on the posfiarinority communities in
SEN provision were concerned about over-representa€ompared to their group
size in the general school population there weocegsive numbers of “West Indian
immigrant children” in what were then termed sclsdof the “educationally
subnormal” in the UK (Coard, 1971; Tomlinson, 198h) Mexican-American
children in schools for the mentally retarded ia WSA (Mercer, 1973). The practice
of labelling so many children from such groups agiing special educational needs
attracted criticism in understandably emotive terim&North America, Jones (1988)
wrote of a crisis in psycho-educational assessn@mtymins (1984) used the term
"deportation” and de Blassie and Franco (1983)rde=t the process of SEN
assessment as "tantamount to a 'rape’ of theskatiil In the UK, Desforges (1997)
suggested that ethnic minority parents could seewthite professionals involved as
"helping mainstream education avoid making the s&amgy changes to meet the
particular needs of pupils from the various ethminority groups" (p. 28). A London-
based Muslim newspaper headed an article on thectwath a caption describing
educational psychologists as "immigration officiafsa monolingual system" (Anon,
1988). Cummins and McNeely (1987) argued that Shisally assessment has played
the role of legitimising the previous disablingminority students. In some cases,
assessment itself may play the primary role, buallgits role has been to locate a
problem within the minority student, thereby sciagrirom critical scrutiny the
subtractive nature of the school program, the esxghary orientation of teachers
toward minority communities, and transmission meda#lteaching that inhibit
students from active participation in learning.""98)

In an attempt to avoid these problems the new legalework for SEN assessment
established in England and Wales in 1981 madeadrc¢hat "a child is not to be taken
as having a learning difficulty solely becauseldreguage (or form of a language) in
which he is, or will be, taught is different fromlaaguage (or form of a language)
which has at any time been spoken in his home" ([1B81). Perhaps for that reason
or perhaps because of community pressure, disgropate placement in special
schools for pupils with moderate learning difficedt has been reduced (e.g. ILEA,
1985). But, as Troyna and Siraj-Blatchford (1998)wed, pupils learning EAL have
continued to be over-represented in low abiliteatns, sets and vocational courses in
some schools at secondary level. At the same tonmedocal studies have indicated
that they are under-represented in the list oflpupceiving specialist SpLD support -
a form of provision for low achievers that is ofteeen to have higher social status.

Regional and local surveys of specialist providimnspecific learning difficulties

In the UK there are no national statistics on #ieetup of SEN provision by ethnic or
language group. However, a small number of regiandllocal studies in different
parts of the country have addressed the issudrasdme cases, their reports have
included figures on specialist provision for chddrwith specific learning difficulties
(SpLD) or dyslexia. The first results were reporitethe mid 80's by the Inner
London Education Authority which included in a seyvof SEN provision its area
classes for pupils with SpLD in literacy (see Tabje
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Table 2 Special classes for children with SpLnimer London in 1984
(Adapted from ILEA, 1985)

N African-Carib. | Asian| ESWI*| Other
% % % %
All primary schools 131,41% 15.7 11.1 55.9 17]3
SpLD Classes 300 19.0 2.3 64.7 14{0

*  English, Scottish, Welsh and Irish

It is clear that very few Asian children were adedtto this provision. As noted by
Cline and Frederickson (1999), the majority of thédren came from families
speaking one of the South Asian languages at hasemated on the basis of Kysel
(1985) to be approximately 55% Bengali or Sylhdffi% Gujerati, 16% Urdu and
13% Punjabi.

Curnyn et al (1991) reported similar data on thesentation of children learning
EAL in SEN provision in Glasgow over the five ygaariod 1984/85 to 1988/89 (see
Table 3). The authors pointed out (p. 278) thatddu@ relating to specific learning
difficulties in literacy needed to be treated wsttme caution because of the relatively
small numbers involved. However, their data isme with other findings reviewed
here, and a follow-up survey of Scottish schootesga much wider area confirmed a
pattern of low identification of “suspected dyskexin bilingual pupils (Deponio et al,
1999).

Table 3 Pupils learning EAL as a percentage otdta school population and
of the population of SpLD units in Glasgow 1984/8888/89
(Curnyn et al, 1991)

Year | Total School %EAL/Total Total SpLD|  %EAL/SpLD
1984 | 106,413 3.83 87 1.15
1985 | 102,726 4.37 87 2.30
1986 99,014 4.38 94 1.06
1987 94,810 5.01 95 1.05
1988 92,012 5.09 93 1.08

One of the returns in our LEA survey (see sectipis Televant in this context. In a
metropolitan authority with 13% of ethnic minorgypils (mainly of Indian and
Pakistani origin) the Principal Educational Psycgadt reported that only one child
from this group was referred for assessment forC5pL1998 (Table 4).



Table 4  Children referred for SEN assessment becafuSpLD as a proportion
of all SEN assessments initiated in 1998 (metrogolauthority)

No. of statutory | No. referred | % SEN assessments

SEN assessmentg for SpLD referred for SpLD
All pupils 380 99 26.0
Ethnic minority 28 1 3.6

pupils

It must be acknowledged that the available dapaishy. Regular monitoring at
national level would provide confirmation. But ewsithout it across three urban
LEAs and over a period of fifteen years the local/eys are consistent: there is very
low representation of children learning EAL in lbeducation authority lists of those
receiving specialist support for pupils with spiciéarning difficultieS.

In the USA, Baca and Cervantes (1989, p. 15) stgddhat under-representation
came about "because many LEP (limited English piexiicy) handicapped students
are being placed in bilingual education as anradiere to special education”. Others
have concentrated on distortions in the referratgss (Graf, 1992), possible sources
of bias in the content of tests (Miller, 1984; LatB893), problems in the way in which
tests are administered and interpreted (Desforgals £995) and a failure to
contextualise the assessment (Cline, 1993). Itioal¢o SpLD, Cline and
Frederickson (1999) have argued that traditiongiswed defining specific reading
retardation and dyslexia may have contributed ¢outider-representation in provision
for pupils with SpLD/dyslexia of children from minty linguistic or cultural
backgrounds (see page 15).

The literature suggests three main reasons forezonc
Invalid procedures

» The apparently careful procedures for identificatamd assessment may simply get
it wrong: they may be invalid when applied to giial and multilingual pupils.

False Negatives

» Children learning EAL who have learning difficukienay be missing out:
"...students who truly need specialised assistana@nguish in general education
classrooms (without appropriate school-based st @nefiting little from
conventional instruction” (Gersten and Woodwar®4.$. 312).

Crutchley et al (1997) reported that bilingualdfen in language units tend, on average, to have
more complex and severe language difficulties thanolingual English-speaking children. This
suggests that there may also be under-represemtdtihildren learning EAL in this type of
special provision.

10



Inefficient Use of Resources

» The whole enterprise of identification, assessmaantEAL and SEN teaching is
very expensive. If inappropriate methods are useéxtended periods, scarce
resources will be wasted because they are notadlaifor allocation to those who
could make good use of them. The task of thisditee review is to suggest
directions that might be promising if we are to elep approaches to work with
children learning EAL that are valid, fair and eféint.
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3. Learning to read in a second or third language
The learning process for most children

This section outlines the most influential appraecto defining literacy (or literacies)
and to investigating the development of readingjitgbA key aim is to lay the basis

for distinguishing clearly in later sections betwdigeracy learning difficulties that are
due solely to a child learning to read in theirag&tor third language and literacy
learning difficulties in the same population the¢ associated with SEN. We have not
attempted to provide a comprehensive review ofitleature in this section but just

to set the scene for later sections of the refitw. criterion for selecting material was
its relevance to understanding learning difficdtie L2 reading.

Approaches to research

Different approaches to research on literacy ia@sd language have developed
from different models of the reading process (Gral991) and different views of the
uses of literacy (Baker, 1996). They lead to qdifeerent approaches to teaching and
assessing reading (McLaughlin, 1994). It is possiblthink of this range as a
continuum from psychological approaches at oneterstudies of literacy as a social
practice at the other. Table 5 follows August aradiita (1997) in simplifying the
range into two broad categories at each end afahénuurd. The first approach,
which grew from psychological research, is alsme a cognitive (McLaughlin,
1994) or component skills approach (Grabe, 1994¢. §econd approach, which has
developed more recently, had its roots in anthmgyol Educators now generally
reject teaching methods exclusively associated enghor the other end of this
continuum, and the National Literacy Strategy isdabon a different framework. But
the work of many researchers can still be cleaxtyated within these categories.

" Readers who are interested in a more detailegsimaf points on this continuum are referred to

Baker (1996, chap. 15).
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Table 5

Opposing approaches to research on literaeyewed by Baker (1996)

[Bak] and August and Hakuta (1997) [Aug]

Skills approach (Bak)
Psycholinguistic definition (Aug)

Socio-cultural literacy approach (Bak)
Social practices view (Aug)

Focus of research

Literacy is "a technical skiiutmal
in its aims and universal across
languages. The skills of reading and
writing can be decomposed into
vocabulary, grammar and
composition." (Bak)

Literacy is "a psycholinguistic proce
involving component subprocesses
such as -

letter recognition

phonological encoding
decoding of grapheme strings
word recognition

lexical access

computation of sentence
meaning, and so on" (Aug)

"Socio-cultural literacy is the ability to consttuc
appropriate cultural meaning when reading... |
reading and writing we bring not only previous
experience, but also our values and beliefs

enabling us to create meaning from what we re
and insert understanding into what we write.
Reading and writing is an act of construction by
sghe individual.” (Bak)

"The uses of literacy, and thus the cultural
meanings of literacy to which children are
socialised, are conceptualised... as social rath
than autonomous." The individual learner’s rolg
de-emphasised, and little attention is given to
developmental change. (Aug)

=

ad

S

Implications for
teaching

This definition of literacy "in
general... tends to support the utility
of explicit instruction about these
subprocesses (e.g. phoneme-
grapheme mapping, word-recognitio
strategies, identification of
derivational morphological relations
among words), as well as practice tg
achieve automatic processing of
them." (Aug)

"The social practice view assumes that
participation in a community that uses literacy
communicatively is the crucial precondition for
becoming literate: thus this view is associated
nwith instructional practices such as encouragin
children to write with invented spelling, exposin

available, providing classroom libraries, and
providing authentic reading experiences throug
the use of trade books rather than basal reade

(Aug)

children to books by reading aloud, having tapés

D
g

h
S.

Implications for
assessment

The tests associated with this
approach "tend to assess decompog
and decontextualised language skill
eliciting superficial comprehension
rather than deeper language thinkin
and understanding." (Bak)

"The cultural heritage is discovered and

5,have certain overt, testable skills, there is also
more hidden information processing activity
J ensuring enculturation.” (Bak)

adternalised in reading. While reading and writing

Some reviews and textbooks focus on one type afaghp only (e.g. Grabe, 1991) or
present them separately as distinct perspectivii®uti attempting to integrate them
(e.g. McLaughlin, 1994). Some authors who have tatbihe latter course (e.g.
Baker, 1996) have suggested that the two approackdsndamentally opposed and
cannot be integrated. Durgunoglu (1997) took upctredlenge:

1 Reading requires the activation and orchestratbtinguistic, literacy, and
background knowledge.

2 How the language and literacy development intveelanguages of a bilingual
interact is a challenge that the researchers hagt pegun to tackle.

3 Bilingual literacy acquisition and developmenhnat only be studied from a
cognitive perspective, because they are strondécted by sociocultural
contexts and political concerns.
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4 Although reader characteristics are an importaatirce of variance in
bilingual reading research, collaboration and intagon across fields that
focus on different bilingual readers can be vergfuk (p. 272)

This does not represent a unifying model that ¢arfg the interaction between
different levels of engagement with print. Everitdakes account of the significant
progress that has been made towards a more bread-baderstanding of the
acquisition of reading and literacy by L2 learnéfafortunately that breadth of vision
is not yet generally reflected in the literaturel@arning difficulties.

Whilst most practitioners draw from insights asatai with both approaches,
research has advanced by adopting a tighter féarsexample, investigators working
within the skills paradigm have proposed modelsagitive routes through which
looking at print might lead to the recognition oéamingful language (Adams, 1990).
The process requires a wide range of skills the¢ lha be deployed in a focused,
largely automatised way by a fluent reader. Thiwahg list is derived from analyses
by two reviewers concerned with L2 readers (GraB8,1; Durgunoglu, 1997):

« Automatic perceptual/identification skills at threxél of the visual features of
print, the letter and the word, e.g. pattern redagm letter identification

« Phonological awareness

« Knowledge of the structure of the language thaktisg read, including its syntax
and morphology

« Knowledge about the uses, purposes and converdfditeracy and of how texts
in different genres are organised

« Vocabulary knowledge

« Ability to access lexical memory

« Content and background knowledge

« Activation of relevant concepts and prior knowledge

« Synthesising information in the text and evaluattreggainst other sources of
information/knowledge

. Metacognitive knowledde

« Monitoring own response to the text, e.g. recoggigiroblems of comprehension

Each element is required by both monolingual atiddrial readers, but they might
differ in which elements give them most difficulor example, there might be a
greater emphasis on problems relating to lingulstmwledge in the case of L2
learners.

Print presents a complex stimulus from which thfelez needs to construct meaning.
A novice learner will approach the task in a digigrway from a skilled reader. Frith
(1985) and others have developed models of stdgisvelopment through which it
is suggested learners pass in acquiring the slallvever, evidence has accumulated

8 Metacognitive knowledge has been defined as kexdyé about our own thinking processes and

the ability to adopt appropriate strategies to @ahiparticular goals. In relation to reading Grabe
suggested that this might include "recognisingntioge important information in a text; adjusting
reading rate; using context to sort out a misuridedssegment; skimming portions of the text;
previewing headings, pictures and summaries; usgiagch strategies..." (p.382)
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that the sequential course of reading acquisitioough the stages is not universal
and may be influenced by the way children are taagh the language in which they
learn (Snowling, 1998; Wimmer and Hummer, 1990; Wien and Goswami, 1994).
In any case it is most unlikely that a stage mo@signed to account for L1 reading
development will do justice to the acquisition @es of L2 learners. For example,
they face different challenges in the importantedepmental shift that occurs when
children automatise the process of word recognifttormost words that they
encounter in print. This change means that reasdgrgive more of their attention to
understanding the text rather than concentratingemoding individual words and
searching for them in memory. L2 learners are ¥ikkelfind this shift a greater
challenge than L1 learners because their lexicahomg access in L2 will be slower
and more limited - a problem that appears to beerkated when reading text at the
"frustration” level (Favreau and Siegel, 1983; Gand Clifton, 1994).

The impact of literacy in another language

One factor which the general models of reading ldgveent do not take into account
is a child's prior exposure to print in other laages. It is possible to envisage various
combinations of prior knowledge and experience Wikthave a differential impact

on learning to read in a second or third langu&ddren may be able to read their
first language fluently and write it confidentlyiely may have some familiarity with

its print version from family letters, food packetsd various domestic objects; or
they may have had almost no exposure at all. Adteraly, they may be familiar with
the print form of another language such as Arabiabse of its use in religious ritual.

There is evidence that most children who have &hto read beyond a basic level in
L1 transfer some of their literacy knowledge to task of learning to read in L2 and
make quicker progress in L2 reading than would wifse have been the case
(Lanauze and Snow, 1989; Baker, 1996). Most ofwhtisk has been conducted
within the cognitive tradition. Many of the studegh positive results have
investigated transfer of learning between simaaiguages such as Spanish and
English (e.g. Durgunoglu et al, 1993). Howevemsfar of some skills and
knowledge has been shown to occur even where théatvguages have quite
different writing systems such as Japanese and€En@ummins, 1991) or Chinese
and English (Bialystok, 1997). There is not yetithdnderstanding of the cognitive
processes underlying successful transfer, the tiondithat optimise positive transfer,
and the differences between those who manage eérasisfcessfully and those who do
not (August and Hakuta, 1997). In our review of literature we did not find detailed
cognitive studies of transfer and biliteracy in €. The language landscape in the
UK is very different from that in North America anther countries where much of
the work has been carried out. So it is possildé different results would be obtained
in research investigating the transfer of literakijls among emerging biliterate
learners between the UK and elsewhere.

Findings from observational studies of childrenZliteracy learning

The lack of cognitive studies in the UK has bedart@ed by a small number of
illuminating observational studies in the sociogatdt literacy tradition in urban areas.
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Literacy in L1 and literacy in English have beeonwh to serve different functions, to
be learned in different ways and to be associatdddifferent practices in various
samples of children and young people from lingaistinority communities - a
Chinese child in a reception class in London (Grggb993), Gujerati adolescents in
Leicester (Martin-Jones and Bhatt, 1998), a Gujemten year old in London
(Kenner, 1999), Bangladeshi families in the Wesdtllehds (Blackledge, 1999), and
Sylhetti pupils in Year 1 and their siblings in ldom (Gregory, 1998).

In a typical study, Gregory (1994) compared theesiences of children aged 5 - 7
from six East London Bangladeshi families in tHe@al authority primary school and
in the community school that they attended at titead the day. She showed that
children would read for longer in the community aah were expected to read for
different purposes, used different types of readmagerial and were taught by
different methods. Given the scale of the workrdhs great variation between
schools, and since this research was conducterhdit practices in primary schools
have changed dramatically. But that does not ndbatsubstantive conclusion - that
for some children literacy practices in their LE&heol may contradict expectations
they bring from their experiences elsewhere, whredhbome or in a community
school. Although there have been only a few suatliss in this country involving
children learning EAL, there can be some confidandieir findings because they
are closely in line with observations in similandies involving the majority
community here (Baynham, 1995; Moss, 1996) andilly diverse groups in
Australia (Luke and Kale, 1997) and the USA (Hea883; Volk, 1994). (Cf.
Coulthard, 1998.)

Thus research within the socio-cultural litera@dttion has demonstrated that many
children learning EAL in the UK experience sevauttuzal discontinuities between
their home community and the local authority scheadr the development of literacy.
For practitioners the implication for assessmeutaar, though not always easy to
implement. If children who are making poor progriesk2 reading are known to
attend a religious or community class where readinmart of the curriculum, there
are additional assessment questions to be addreksaddo they respond to the
different literacy demands made of them in thdirsgtand what impact does that
experience have on their perception of the reatdiskg in school? More generally,
how can teachers assess in an individual casepafrept learning difficulty whether
discontinuities between home and school are irhipiteading progress? The
research base is now sufficiently well foundedustify a small-scale development
project with the goal of producing materials ordance to support such assessment.

Reading difficulties at word level

We showed earlier that children learning EAL appgedre under-represented among
those identified with literacy learning difficulgelt would be surprising if the
biological and genetic factors that are assumeshtierlie conditions such as dyslexia
in monolingual children did not also have an impgattchildren learning EAL. So we
would expect them to show evidence of problemseauing at the word level as
often as other children. Research on this topicgaéisered momentum over the last
decade, and some clear conclusions are now emefgjmigren with weak
phonological skills in L2 tend to perform poorlyall aspects of L2 reading - as is
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also found in monolingual learners (Fredericksod @nth, 1998). In addition, and
more surprisingly, the ability of bilingual childre¢o tackle phonological processing
tasks in L1 is generally associated with succesgoira recognition reading tasks not
only in L1 but also in L2, indicating cross-langedgansfer (Geva, 1999).

There is a cautionary note to be kept in mind insadering the implications of that
research. We do not yet know how far and in whatswhe characteristics of L1 and
the closeness of its relationship to L2 may makédfarence (Da Fontura and Siegel,
1995; Stuart-Smith and Martin, 1997). Also, thelfirg should not be over-
generalised: low levels of L2 oral language preincly are associated with weak
reading comprehension (Chitiri et al, 1992; Geva Rgan, 1993; Verhoeven, 1990).
However, Geva (1999) took an optimistic view of fimelings. Drawing on evidence
from her own longitudinal study which to date hakofwved 331 children through
grades 1 — 3 (aged 6 — 8) and relating it to figdifrom other work with older pupils,
she argued that the general results of this limesgarch mean that literacy learning
difficulties in L2 can be assessed cross-linguadiyc even when oral language
proficiency in L2 is not yet fully developed. “...pnoled that children have been
exposed to appropriate literacy instruction, theneo reason why they should not be
able to decode words, even when their L2 languagfécgency continues to
develop... Oral language proficiency plays only agmal role in explaining why
some young L2 learners continue to experiencecdities in reading words and
pseudo words, in spite of adequate instruction &3€89, p.10). She concluded that
for children the difficulties focused on the proge$ reading the words and did not
simply arise from their general language limitasiom L2.

Other aspects of L2 reading difficulties in Englatithe word level have not been
studied to the same extent. There is no reasosstmze that children learning EAL
will encounter either more or less problems thandatners with tasks that are less
closely related to language such as visual analgsipta and Garg (1996) studied
children in India who spoke Hindi as their firsh¢puage and were showing difficulties
when required to learn to read in their L2 (EngliSfwo of the tests which
discriminated between the successful and unsucdessiders in L2 were visual
discrimination and name copying. There is as yet lmnited evidence as to how far
visual and motor difficulties follow a similar ddepmental pattern in L2 learners to
what has been observed in those learning in L1.

If children learning EAL can be expected to devgdbpnological processing skills in
line with what might be expected of an L1 learmdnat shall we think when an
individual pupil fails to do so and at the sameetishows severe and persistent
problems in word reading? In the case of a monakhgupil the possibility of
dyslexia would at least be considered by many sfistteachers and psychologists
(Pumfrey and Reason, 1991). However, until receaniyther factor has had to be
taken into account in many education systems: vghéie child’s measured level of
intelligence? Dyslexia has popularly been defimeterms of a discrepancy between
(high) intelligence and (poor) reading, and margcggist practitioners continue to
find this definition convincing and useful (e.g.rar, 1997). However, Cline and
Reason (1993) and Cline and Frederickson (1999 heyued that defining dyslexia
in terms of an IQ-achievement discrepancy may dmute to the under-representation
in provision for dyslexic pupils of children fromimority linguistic or cultural
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backgrounds. It is widely accepted that there apblpms of reliability and validity in
applying verbal IQ scores based on a test admieti@ English to bilingual children
whose language proficiency in English is still depeng (Ashby, Morrison &
Butcher, 1970, Figueroa, 1989):

“When immigrant children are assessed on such tistgap between their mean
scores and those of indigenous children becomelesitiee longer they have
been in the country (Ashby, Morrison and Butch&7). Over the 5-7 year
period required, on average, for the developmenbghitive-academic language
proficiency in an additional language, English &ts under-estimate the
cognitive skills of children for whom English is additional language (Cummins,
1984). Consequently they may fail to meet Spetiéarning Difficulties criteria
and be deprived of additional resources. So wi@rests are used with bilingual
pupils, 1Q is likely to be underestimated and wittine incidence of 1Q
achievement discrepancies... In addition, where dQlewvement discrepancies
are embedded in administrative eligibility criter@aoidance of 1Q testing with
bilingual pupils will also lead to under-identifitan (Gersten & Woodward,
1994)". (Cline and Frederickson, 1999)

For other reasons there is a strong movement awaythe use of this approach to
defining dyslexia (Siegel, 1992; Frederickson ameas$on, 1995; Lyon, 1995;
Stanovich and Stanovich, 1997). If it is replacgalaefinition that avoids reference
to a discrepancy between IQ and achievement, tilatawmove one source of possible
confusion in the assessment of reading difficuléieord level for children learning
EAL. (Cf. BPSa, 1999.)

Reading difficulties at sentence and text levels:nderstanding and response

Successful reading involves moving between thesfit levels of a text and putting
together what it says and what it means from alldlnes available. Children's errors
at the word level are not always best explaindtattlevel. Miscue analysis of the L2
reading of children learning EAL has shown thaytfasl to make as much use of
contextual cues as L1 readers (Rodriguez-Brownyarathott, 1983; Collins, 1999).
This is in line with the observation that their a@xcy in reading aloud is often
superior to their ability to understand what theg/ i@ading and that the relative deficit
compared to L1 readers is often greater in commsbe than in accuracy
(Frederickson and Frith, 1998; Landon, 1999). Gkitdwith a minor decoding
problem may not be able to draw on the usual Lawe®s to tackle it - a broad and
well-catalogued vocabulary, a clear understandfrgyotactic structures and a well-
established feeling for the expectations linkethogenre of the passage. Above all,
they may not have access to a range of culturateate that the author takes for
granted in the reader (Pritchard, 1990; Garciall1Parke, 1991; Nagy et al, 1993;
Hudelson, 1994). Compared to problems in readirigeatvord level, the lack of
access to these essential resources is likely gorbech more widespread and
pressing problem for most L2 learners (Durgunog@87). It is necessary to be
sensitive to that probability while not losing sigth the likelihood thasomeof those
learning to read in their second or third languagdehave dyslexic-type problems at
the word level.
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4. Identification and assessment of learning difficulies:
general issues in work with children learning EAL

Initial questions when embarking on any assessment

The guiding principles are that approaches to itieation and assessment in work
with children learning EAL should balid, fair andefficient In an analysis that
reflected a consensual view, Harlen (1983) outlitiese initial questions that need
to be asked when embarking on any assessment:

i) What is the purpose of the assessment?

i) What information is required for that purpose?
i) What methods will provide this information?
iv) How will the results be interpreted and used?

The answers to question (iii) and (iv) will depeordthe answers given to questions
(i) and (ii). All the elements of the assessmeanhgre interdependent. In discussing
general issues in work with children learning EAke will use Harlen's questions as
a reference point. Issues have been raised inténatlire about each question either
generally in relation to all children or specifigah relation to children who are
learning EAL.

i) Clarifying the purpose of an assessment
In this essential first step in the process impartant that the aims are
sufficiently tightly defined to be practicable (Malf, 1996). Possible aims
include:
- checking what has been learned;
making comparisons;
reporting achievements;
diagnosing difficulties;
evaluating teaching or the curriculum; and
monitoring at school, LEA or national level.

Setting broad, multiple objectives is frequentlgrsas leading to a disappointing
outcome (Gravelle, 1992; Gipps and Stobart, 19%8d€3ein, 1991). This
problem may be exacerbated when the target gragepts a complex challenge
for assessment, as in the case of children leai#ig(Cummins, 1984).

i) Determining what information is required
Information should be collected that will achietre tlesired objectives (Harlen,
1983). For example, it is not helpful to collecrmative test scores as a basis for
planning what to teach next or how to teach it (@lia, 1992). A range of
learning outcomes might be assessed - knowledgitpies, problem solving
strategies, creativity, confidence, the abilitysmork autonomously or the ability to
work with others on solving problems and carrying tasks (Harlen, 1983). In the
past, the learning outcomes to be assessed hawtisws been determined on the
basis of a very narrow view of the curriculum wattiocus on skills and
vocabulary to the exclusion of affective and mdimaal outcomes and those
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relating to social learning. That will carry padtiar risks in work with children
whose motivation for learning and sense of thein aadentity are most at risk,
including those children who face the most chalileggransition between home
and school (Chavkin, 1993).

iii) Determining what methods of assessment wilpde the required information
Those working with children learning EAL need tg/erticular attention to the
guestion of what assessment methods will providertformation that is required.
Methods that would do so in the case of monolinghdtren will not achieve
that objective with some bilingual children (Millek984; Baca and Cervantes,
1989, chap. 8; Baker, 1996, chap. 13). Variousongtare available to overcome
problems of communication. Language issues areiskscl in more detail below.
The assessment method will have the following camepts, each of which may
vary:

» Ways in which the problems or tasks are presemtgdon paper; by
demonstration; in a practical situation; throughnmal class work.

» Ways in which pupils can respond: e.g. selectiocoofect answer from
multiple choices; writing; drawing, etc; construng}j speaking.

» Standards or criteria used in judging the respoaige:comparing with standard
of others; comparing with criteria of performancemparing with pupil's
previous performance.

* Ways of presenting the results of assessmentergbers of correct answers;
grade; comment or qualitative categorisation.

iv) Planning how to interpret and use the results
The interpretation and use of any results maydoedt if professional or
organisational concerns distort the decision-makiagess, e.g. where the
conclusions drawn from an assessment are seendeté&enined by the need to
manage resources in a particular way (Fulcher, 1G@&8oway, Armstrong and
Tomlinson, 1994). There will also be problems dérpretation when the
assessment data is assumed to be more reliab&idthan is justified (Valdes
and Figueora, 1994, pp. 152 - 171). On the othed hahen professionals are
obliged to employ assessment tools in which thely tonfidence, they will tend
to interpret the results flexibly, introducing deraent of personal and variable
judgement. This may be particularly likely in wokkth children from linguistic
minority communities where the assessment is chaig by a person who does
not speak the child's L1 (Ochoa et al, 1997).

General principles of assessment applied to work i children learning EAL

Harlen’s list of questions was based on an anatyfdiise sequence of processes in
assessment but was not underpinned by an integtaecetical foundation. Gipps
(1994) proposed a new theory of educational assgsm replace what she saw as
discredited principles of psychometry that hadrofteen applied to this field of
activity in the past. Educational assessment, gieed, should have the learner at its
core with a theoretical base in theories of leagnmotivation and evaluation. In order
to provide a rigorous framework for the wider ramf@assessment methods now
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current in education she proposed the followingkhst of quality assurance
indicators:

«  Curriculum fidelity
This implies that the construct, domain or curueulis well specified and there is
a broad coverage of the curriculum (if not of edomain) in the assessment.

« Comparability
This is achieved througtonsistency of approadb the assessment by teachers
common understanding of assessment critemal that performance is evaluated
fairly, that is, according to the same rubric Hynahrkers. These can be achieved
by a combination of training, moderation and prmnsof exemplars.

« Dependability
This emerges from evidence of curriculum fideldgnsistency and comparability,
as will

+ Public credibility

« Context description
This requires that the detailed information abarttext be available so that we
may make informed judgements about transferability.

« Equity
This requires that a range of indicators be usethinssessment programme to
offer pupils multiple opportunities to achieve Gipps, 1994, p. 174)

Cline (1992) focused on SEN assessment and proposegdrinciples for evaluating
different approaches to assessment in this coraxa. later section of the review
partly concerns baseline assessment, these pes@pe illustrated here with
guestions designed for the evaluation of schemeaséline assessment (Blatchford
and Cline, 1992):

« Theoretical integrity
eg Are the objectives of assessment on school erpiycit and clear?
eg Are the processes of data collection compatiile those objectives?

» Practical efficacy
eg Does the strategy draw upon the richest sodrcdéosmation available?
eg Is the information recorded on children accuaaie reliable?

« Equity

eg Are the rights of children and parents effedyiyeotected?

eg Is the process likely to operate without biahwespect to gender, social class,
ethnicity, language use and religion?

« Accountability
eg Is the process cost-effective?
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eg Is the process and the information it produikesylto be intelligible to children,
parents and teachers?

The issues highlighted by Gipps are partially ttentirely covered in this list, but it
gives more attention to issues affected by linguestd cultural diversity. We will
now examine specific practical challenges that hav®e addressed if there are to be
significant improvements in the assessment ofdagtearning difficulties of children
learning EAL. These challenges should be consitierénhe light of the general
principles highlighted in those lists.

Staffing issues

Most authors agree that specialist EAL teachelisgoial support staff and
interpreters have an important role to play inaadlration with others, but conflicting
opinions are expressed on the optimum scope afithelvement (Tomlinson, 1989;
Mills, 1994; Fraser, 1997; South, 1998). Virtualauthors support the position that
the task of assessment "requires a highly sensidesympathetic understanding of a
child's community, culture, family life and indiwidl characteristics" (Baker, 1996, p.
266). There is general support for the argumerittthsiapplies to the person who
interacts with a child learning EAL during the asseent and to the person who
interprets the results and draws conclusions fteemtabout the child's education
(Lam, 1993). Barona and Barona (1987), Graf (1292) others have emphasised the
need to consult minority community professionalarayan extended “prereferral”
stage.

A stronger statement on the contribution of L1 &pesawas offered by Pema and
Pattinson (1991). Along with Lacelle-Peterson ameR (1994), they argued that it
is necessary for "assessment instruments or migtewibe planned and devised by
those who share most closely the experience arsp@etive of the target group” (p.
41). Cummins and McNeely (1987) went further. TH&l/not express concern about
the background of those involved in assessmenfbloused on how they interpret
their function. They argued that external profesals such as psychologists should
review their role and act as advocate for the cAilds would mean that they would
subject the societal and educational context tecatiscrutiny. (Cf. Cummins, 1989,
1996).

Both monolingual and bilingual staff need trainfng the challenging tasks described
here. There is anecdotal and survey evidence titatalified staff, teachers and
educational psychologists feel inadequately trafioedhe assessment of children
learning EAL both in the UK (Mills, 1994; Verma afdth, 1995; Ofsted, 1997,
Veasey, 1999) and the USA (Figueroa, 1989; Ochaf @097). Surveys and
inspection reports in England, Wales and Scotlane lindicated that, in many cases,
training has indeed left them unprepared (e.g. H¥83, para. 1.6; Bourne, 1990;
Ofsted, 1994, para. 44; Hill, 1994; CRE, 1996).&fpeprovision for protected
training time for Section 11 funded projects hdukaeficial effect, at least for the
staff directly involved, but mainstream staff wea normally included (Ofsted,
1994, para. 45). Latterly, a concern has been sgpcethat LEAs do not monitor the
impact of the conferences and project initiativesd aire arranged (Ofsted, 1999). In
the context of this review a specific concern nigsthat there may be, at best, only
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cursory coverage of EAL in the training offered3BN staff and of SEN in the
training offered to EAL and bilingual staff in boitial and post-experience
programmes. It is notable, for example, that there relevant coverage in the
Teacher Training Agency's National Standards falS8's (1998).

Early identification

It is normally assumed that the priority shoulddelentify learning difficulties as
early as possible. The result of delay will melgdygreater frustration for the child
(Winther, 1998). "The best way to tackle educatiaisadvantage is to get in early...
early diagnosis and appropriate intervention imprthe prospects of children with
special educational needs and reduce the needgensive intervention later on."
(DfEE, 1997). In the case of children learning Ethbse following that advice will
need to take particular care to ensure that eabndsis does not reinforce negative
labelling and encourage low expectations amonderac Extensive evidence has
accumulated over thirty years that teachers terkpect too little of children from
linguistic minorities in historically monolingual ¥gtern societies. Such is the
strength of this effect that sometimes when chiidearning EAL perform well, the
results are simply dismissed as invalid (LacelleeB®n and Rivera, 1994, p. 72).
Many writers have expressed the fear that eariytifieation of learning difficulties
will carry a particular risk of becoming a self4iliing prophecy in the case of
children learning EAL (e.g. Levine, 1990, p. 28R)further problem is that children
learning EAL may develop language and other sgaigicularly rapidly after school
entry. This means that a very early assessmetding baseline assessment, may
soon be out of date.

There is now a National Framework for Baseline Ass®nt. It is helpfully flexible
within very clear parameters, and its aims aredyeni

to provide information to help teachers plan effegdy to meet children's

individual learning needs; and

to measure children's attainment, using one or moneerical outcomes

which can be used in later value-added analysekilofren's progress
(SCAA, 1997, p.1.)

A number of commentators have expressed doubt lsgiossible for one scheme
of assessment to achieve both types of aim sdiyoQICA (Fisher, 1998; Lindsay,
1998; Wedell, 1998). Singleton (1997) highlighteldatvhe called the practicality-
accuracy dilemma: a scheme with sufficient itemdisariminate accurately between
groups of children is likely to be so long and céempas to be impracticable in the
classroom. His solution was to develop a compudésed system, the Cognitive
Profiling System (CoPS) which can be shortenea @aptive approach to testing is
used (Singleton et al, 1999). This system has bedied with a multilingual EAL
sample in their first language. The results wepareed to suggest "promising and
speculative utility of CoPS1 when applied to EAlildren" (Singleton and Fumoto,
1999).

In a recent NASEN seminar on Baseline Assessmemntt (1998) argued strongly
that, if there is to be effective identificationleirning difficulties, "additional and

24



more sensitive screening will be essential befagepaogression to théode of
PracticeStages" (p. 42). He, like Lindsay and Wedell atghme seminar, was
talking about the school population as a whole.ggaty, in contrast to Singleton and
Fumoto, commentators who have examined the chalehgsing Baseline
Assessment to identify learning difficulties amanigidren learning EAL have
anticipated acute problems. This is not becausleeohature of the assessment tool -
which was Singleton's concern - but because oéladity in prior experience and the
learning trajectory shown by many of the childréeraschool entry. In an analysis of
1994 data from Birmingham, Bartlett (1995) showleat children who had attended
an LEA nursery class or school previously for asteone term did better, on average,
in the Baseline Assessment results for Englismiagintly, though, this association
was especially strong for children learning EALgJable 7).

Table 7 Baseline Assessment results from Birmingh&mglish 1994 (from
Bartlett, 1995)

% pupils scoring 5 and above by first languageransgery

Nursery | No Nursery
Bengali 26.5 4.6
English 36.5 31.6
Punjabi 22.7 7.2
Urdu 18.5 8.8

Another LEA to report authority-wide results fordeéine assessment at an early stage
was Wandsworth. Lindsay (1998) pointed out thahaoalgh children learning EAL
obtained lower scores than others on average tgptivat, follow-up at the end of Key
Stage 1 "showed this group to have made good megnath scores comparable at
that stage to monolingual English speakers". Asthabove, there is considerable
variation between groups in the amount of progneade. But for some groups at

least the predictive power of baseline assessmentliuced because many children
for whom English is an additional language leagreat deal in their early years of
nursery/school that improves their performancehismkind of measure.

In a review of an earlier group of studies of wivas then thought of as screening on
school entry, Lindsay and Wedell (1982) concluthed predictions were not
generally stable enough to enable teachers togtfedire learning difficulties
accurately. They did, however, consider that theas a strong case for using the
instruments to identifpresentiearning difficulties. Thus interventions could be
designed to obviate the need for later special. idip implication of Bartlett's
findings is that, in the case of children learni#l, such a strategy would identify
too many false negatives, i.e. it would appeahtoasthat children were in need of
special help when what they really needed was geloperiod of induction to school
and to the use of English.

Many early years educators are critical of the céduist and decontextualised

approach that has been adopted in some baselessassnt schemes. Commentators
such as Burgess-Macey (1994) emphasise that '@ \ililperform better in those
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activities that have meaning in their own cultuj@"53). In a list of principles for
assessment at this stage Wolfendale (1998) included

that children's prior experience and achievemeatsdiued and celebrated:;
that diversity and difference in children's expece be welcomed and respected.

In an influential analysis Cummins (1984) emphabtbat a decontextualised
approach to assessment or teaching penalises peguitsng EAL in particular. (Cf.
Miller, 1984; Lam, 1993.)

NALDIC's response to the QCA consultation on itigioal draft proposals
highlighted the language issue and argued thalubhkaims were in conflict with
each other in that context:

"The more the mother tongue is used the betteagseessment will be in taking
account of the child's abilities. The more the h@xperience is understood and
taken into account the more valuable the assessmiébe in relation to the
individual child. This will be the case in relatitmthe formative and diagnostic
purposes of the assessment. However the opposite ¢ase with respect to the
application of standards for 'value-added' and ac@bility purposes. Here the
purpose is to measure the progress of children &@given starting point in
relation to a common standard. From this pointiefwit is important to record
the limited responses and involvement that somldrem with EAL will have not
only with regard to English language and literdmy, (because English is the
medium used) for all areas of assessment as theythe school. There is a
fundamental opposition for the teacher betweerdé@sere to recognise experience
and language use which may not conform to the égdecorm’ on the one hand,
and on the other hand to record accurately theél'ststarting position in relation
to common standards in the context of an Englistinme environment.”
(NALDIC, 1998)

There is general support for the principle thatgedormance of children learning
EAL should be assessed over time in different 8na (see section 6). Along with
others, Lacelle-Peterson and Rivera (1994) phrésedn terms of a need to reorient
assessment to "focus on students' progress overtdnwards established goals rather
than on comparisons” (p. 69). A British Psycholag8ociety working party has
suggested that "the term 'identification' may imply narrow a focus on within-child
determinants of learning"”. They advocate an alter@agbroader formulation which
"would describe teachers and carera@scing children's individual needs and then
adjusting their responses accordingly. This intgrfdetween 'noticing' and 'adjusting’
would seem the most appropriate basis for mongattie progress of young children
at risk of reading failure.” (BPS, 1999a, p.59).

This approach would seem likely to retain the atlvges of early "identification” and
reduce the risk of inappropriate labelling. Therkitcy skills of children who are
perceived to be making limited progress can bestyamonitored both in the Literacy
Hour and across the curriculum. When combined watteful profiling and systematic
recording, this can lead to appropriate furtheloactf necessary, within the
framework of the SEN Code of Practice. Such anaaagr fits well with the
prioritising of practical support in the recent @nePape(DfEE, 1997).
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5. The first phase of work — collecting basic infanation and
seeing children’s attainments in context

Current practice

For any child with learning difficulties an assessimneeds to take account of their
position in society, their situation in their fagnitheir educational history and the
current educational provision, including languagevision. Each of these issues
requires more careful consideration in the caselfingual child (cf. Robson, 1987).
The SEN Code of Practice (DfEE, 1994) advised ¢hat should be taken "to
consider the child within context of home, languagdture and community" (para.
2:18). While that may appear self-evident, the &wdies that have been conducted in
the UK indicate that such information may often betcollected or fully considered

or recorded. Curnyn et al (1991) studied the RescofdNeed for 35 children with
moderate learning difficulties and EAL attendin@&jow primary and secondary
schools in 1990. There was a matched group of nmogual children, but this
summary focuses on the EAL group. Their contenlyaisof the case papers
indicated, among other things, that in the schdofs, language was only
mentioned in describing the child's difficultiesabout half the cases and bilingualism
was referred to in the language assessment inhassa fifth of the cases. In the
psychologist’'s assessment of language referencenads to the child's bilingualism
or ESL status in only two thirds of the cases,dhi&d's first language was assessed in
half of the cases, and the conclusion of the ovasslessment of the child's linguistic
and curricular attainments had a qualificationtnetato the child's bilingual or
bicultural status in less than a fifth of the papexamined.

Cline (1991) studied the SEN assessment papeg6&fohildren aged 4 - 14 attending
a day special school for children with moderaterigsy difficulties in an inner city
area. eleven of the children were learning EAL,d@abmment on their L1 proficiency
could be found in the papers in only 2 cases. Dgsfoet al (1995) examined SEN
statements for 300 children learning EAL writtemidg 1989-91 in another urban
area. The first language was not identified aina84% of cases and had been
assessed in only 36% of cases.

A number of writers have offered checklists of biasic information that they suggest
should be collected and recorded whenever a akalching EAL shows difficulties in
the classroom or is formally assessed in relabdBEN (Frederickson and Cline,
1990; Graf, 1992; Siraj-Blatchford, 1994; Hall, 39¥easey, 1999). Without this
information it will be impossible for a teachermsychologist to determine, for
example, whether any reading problems they ideatéyattributable to limited
knowledge of L1 or lack of educational opportumayher than to an underlying
learning difficulty that is likely to persist. Appdix 1 lists the items of information
featured in these sources under five key headings:

« Cultural and religious background

« Family details and history
« Language history, including current usage of L1 Bad
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« School history, including past and current EAL &N support and
attendance at community/religious classes
« Medical history

The relevance of all these headings will be obvidire issues arising in relation to
cultural and religious background, family detaitgldnistory, and medical history will
be clear. The headings in the list relating to leagge and school history require
further comment.

Language proficiency

The first step, before anything else is done, sv@uate a child's knowledge and use
of their home language and of English. It is impotithat attention is paid to their
proficiency both in language for everyday, integoeral communication and in
language for academic purposes (Cummins, 1984r&3guillo and Rodriguez,

1996). All other steps in the process of assessmiirieed to take account of the
implications of the language findings (Gavillan-fies, 1984; Ortiz and Garcia, 1990;
Hall, 1995; Baker, 1996; Cline, 1998). It will iluinate their emotional as well as
their cognitive development (Fazal, 1997).

One reason for this emphasis on an initial assegsofiehildren’s overall language
proficiency is that it will lay the basis for det@ning the language in which any
assessment should be carried out. It is necessarnsure that any instructions or
communication in a child's L2 about test or assesgmrocedure does not
disadvantage the child so that a misleading piagguggven of their non-linguistic
abilities (Lam, 1993; Lacelle-Peterson and Rivé894). Some advocate that children
should be encouraged to use their full linguistigartoire in tackling assessment
tasks, moving between their languages if that cesgary (Pema and Pattinson, 1991).
Others argue simply for assessing children in thteanger language (Baker, 1996).
However, it cannot be assumed that, because childree home languages other than
English, they will be advantaged if educationakasment is carried out in their L1.
They may rarely use that language for academicgs@gpand have no vocabulary in it
for the things studied at school (SEAC, 1990; Gregmd Kelly, 1992; Gravelle,
1992). Where L1 is used, it is important that theety or dialect that is chosen is the
one with which the child is familiar.

Whilst all aspects of children’s language repeetoieed to be understood in order to
lay the basis for assessing learning difficultiesiteracy, the starting point will
normally be to evaluate their command of Engliskhésis the school’s language of
instruction. There has recently been some contsgvadvout the most effective way of
delineating progress in developing English as atitiathal language (Leung, 1995;
OFSTED, 1997; NALDIC, 1997; Cameron and Bygate,71%@ardner and Rea-
Dickens, 1998). The point at issue is whether Bhdlianguage Scales should
continue to be used or whether it is possible aetepable to integrate the assessment
of children learning EAL with that of all other ¢thien by assessing their progress in
English within the framework of the National Cutiem English levels. Whatever
strategy is adopted for pupils learning EAL in gahehere is a separate question to
be considered in relation to the subgroup showeagiing difficulties. It seems very
unlikely that the information available throughtatary NC English assessment and
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unstructured classroom observation will provideadetr precision in discriminating
early stages of progress and uneven patterns efaj@wnent.

For the purpose of analysing children's possitdeni@g difficulties it is not sufficient
simply to have an account of the stage they haaehesd in English language
development. In order to appreciate the implicatiohthat information in this context
it is necessary also to have information on th&dhhistory of using L1 and L2 in a
range of settings. This will have both a diagnog#iltie and a formative value for
planning classroom work. We noted, however, thatelis little published work on
the assessment of home language for children AL who have learning
difficulties. Mattes and Omark (1984), Hall (199®95) and Haworth and Joyce
(1996) outline approaches to assessment and ragditht are adapted to the needs of
those working with children who may have SEN. Altleese approaches have
significant advantages over the casual approatia¢ste more commonly used, but
none is based on a programme of systematic researdmone takes full account of
the range of language varieties encountered in ¢hoals. Mills (1995) has pointed
out that there are complex methodological issuéeteesolved if a reliable form of
assessment is to be developed. Mobbs (1997) amletual (1997) have shown that
the resultant picture of an individual’s languag# e influenced in subtle ways by
the dynamics of change in society and in each laggweommunity. If it is to lay a
satisfactory basis for classroom planning in situest where a child is struggling, an
L1 assessment strategy will need to cover not lomdyiistic exposure, knowledge and
use but also the dimension of affiliation (Ramptb®90).

The evidence from a range of studies indicatesté@athing in L1 strengthens a child's
performance in L2 (Fitzpatrick, 1987; Collier, 198995; Thomas and Collier,
1997). Bilingual teachers and support staff hageuaial role to play (Landon, 1997).
Perhaps it is a symptom of the failure of the systie value this group appropriately
that we could not find a survey of the views ofriglal staff themselves. In a small-
scale study South (1998) showed that heads ofcesrtielieve some of them lack
confidence in their contribution to the assessmnesk. There is a need for a more
detailed survey of the staff concerned with a lasgenple that can more adequately
represent the diverse range of people involveds Waiuld help to inform future
debate on their role and training needs in relatothe tasks that are the focus of this
review.

Testing in a child's home language

For children in the early stages of learning Ermgtessting in their home language may
be necessary. Much of the research on test traorslads focused on cross-national
and cross-cultural studies (see review in Hamb|et®83). In that context it is
obvious that the translated material will not bpenenced by a group in another
culture in their home language in the same wahawstiginal test was by

monolingual children itheir home language. When a test is translated for utbéew
the same society, it is sometimes assumed thasarckéquivalence will be achieved.
There are many problems with that assumption. kamgle, studies showing that
item difficulty is likely to change significantlyitranslation have included a range of
types of test, including intelligence scales (rexad in Valdes and Figueroa, 1994,
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pp.104 - 109), tests of dyslexia (Miles, 1999) tasds relating to the National
Curriculum in Wales (Wiliam, 1994).

Whether a written translation is produced or aarjrieter is used, it is essential to
take account of the language variety spoken bylild at home. In a linguistic
minority community it will probably not be a stamdaversion of the L1 but will be
subject to complex dynamics of language shift (Listic Minorities Project, 1985;
Rampton, 1996; Mobbs, 1997 Children may never have used L1 in the vocabulary
domain covered by the test, e.g. an academic sclibgct such as science. This has
been seen as a crucial factor in the guidancedssuschools for the National
Curriculum assessment arrangements (SEAC, 1990).

It is important to differentiate the assessmerdtbér knowledge and abilitigsrough
L1 from the assessment of language proficieandyl. Within the UK the only
substantial body of work on assessment throughaslbeen concerned with Welsh
(Baker, 1988; Wiliam, 1993). A small-scale projentthe work of bilingual assistants
that was reported by Mills and Mills (1993) and I81{1995) yielded insights into the
complexity of the task in schools with linguistiermarity pupils. They highlighted the
heavy demands often made of untrained bilinguastasgs. Only three of the 15
LEAs whose guidance to schools we analysed inclgdétance on working with
interpreters (see page 51). Assessment through édsential for a small number of
pupils, and assessment drawing on both L1 and b2sgable for many others. There
is a need for further foundation work so that thexskicate exchanges can be placed on
a firmer footing (cf. Levine, 1990; Gregory and kel 992).

Information on educational provision

Evaluating information on a child’s educationaltbryg is a crucial step in determining
whether or not children may have enduring leariffiitculties of a serious kind that
need to be addressed in addition to their languages. If, for example, fundamental
language learning needs have not been adequathiyssed, there is no point in
looking further. The first step will need to befited out how the child responds if
appropriate educational provision is arranged. Mi@mum aim must be that
problems that really arise from the setting ared&fined as being located within the
child.

Many writers have advocated that the learning cdrgieould be examined closely,
adopting an ecological approach to assessmentddig.et al, 1988; Cloud, 1994,
Cline, 1993). But strategies for evaluating chiidsdearning environments for the
purposes of SEN assessment are, as yet, at ardeadippmental stage (Ysseldyke

Outside Wales only one attempt has been madengj@ UK publisher to produce parallel
versions of a test in translation. This was thed8asil Bilingual Screening Assessment which
specifically aims to evaluate an aspect of bilindaaguage proficiency in Punjabi and English.
Frederickson (1992) and Hall (1995) have pointettloat the differential rate of language shift
across communities means that the applicabilisuch a test is quite limited. But a team including
one of then original authors has recently repoitsedse for screening purposes in research (Stuart-
Smith and Martin, 1997).
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and Christenson, 1993; Frederickson and Cline, 1 %the (1998) suggested that a
full account would need to include detailed ansvieithe following:

+  Where? Where does the learning take place?

«  With whom? With whom does the child associate &/lehrning?

« From whom? Who facilitates the child's learning?

+  When? When is teaching scheduled and when aneiig
opportunities used?

+  What? What is the taught curriculum?

+  How? What methods and materials are used fonoamcation

and teaching?

In that paper one of these questions, "With whoesdbe child associate while
learning?", is addressed in relation to childrethiAL who may have learning
difficulties.

Further work is needed to relate this approacheorietical models and empirical
findings in the EAL literature. Ruiz (1989) des@&tba case study of the
implementation of the Optimal Learning Environm@tE) Curriculum Guide, a
Californian resource for “teachers of Spanish-spep&hildren in learning
handicapped programs”. It is claimed that the utttonal principles of the Guide are
based on EAL and SEN research. They appear togacate familiar aspects of good
practice such as locating “curriculum in a meanihgbntext where the
communicative purpose is clear and authentic’hinWK the educational context for
literacy learning is now substantially determingdhe National Literacy Strategy. It
IS necessary to examine the likely impact of tivategy on the performance of
children learning EAL in general if the specificgitton of those with learning
difficulties is to be clearly understood.

National Literacy Strategy

The National Literacy Project that laid the basisthe National Literacy Strategy
(NLS) targeted two key areas for improvement in 88l0ools - the quality of literacy
teaching in the classroom and the managemeneohdiy at whole school level. An
HMI evaluation reported that its carefully planrad highly structured approach had
a positive impact overall on the reading test scofgupils learning EAL, but there
was also a note of caution: "...whatever their &fd, pupils categorised as very
fluent had scores that were higher than those idrelm with English as a first
language - possibly reflecting the greater languskgjés of fluent bilingual children.
Where pupils were not yet fluent in English, perfiance increased with the stage of
fluency. All EAL pupils made progress over the lifiethe Project, but those who
were just becoming familiar with English made Ipssgress and needed more oral
work within and outside the Hour; the needs of grsup of pupils should be
considered carefully when planning the Literacy Ho(OFSTED, 1998) (The full
data may be found in Sainsbury et al, 1998, Tabk8)

It is beyond the scope of this review to examindetail ways of ensuring that the
now comprehensive Strategy has a positive impaatHidren at all levels of English
language proficiency and reading ability. Collin®99) pointed out continuities
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between the evidence coming from this initiative amidence about the progress of
bilingual pupils collected during Reading Recovangl Better Reading Partnerships
projects. A NALDIC Working Party (1998) suggestadttsuccess in implementing
the NLS framework with children learning EAL wilegend on recognising their need
for the following:

« building on previous experience and experiencesrEgchool

« comprehensible input with meaning supported byexdnvisuals and familiarity

« apositive stress-free environment

« plenty of active listening time, with respect fosikent period for new beginners

« good peer role models for oral language and literac

« positive reinforcement and modelling of the talgeguage

« modelling, scaffolding and peer interaction to dealtrtive use of new language
as pupils become more fluent and confident

« an emphasis on communication rather than correatdihpupils are confident in
English

« an appropriate level of cognitive demand matchgolials' abilities (not just their
current achievement in English)

« repetition and revisiting language. making conmedtibetween different
contexts." (p. 12)

For pupils who are struggling with the reading gsscand for those at the very early
stages of learning English as L2 it will be impattthat good use is made of the
regular Literacy Hour routines to observe and eataltheir strengths and their
difficulties in detail. It would be timely at thsgage to mount a development project to
identify and disseminate good practice in obserand responding to the difficulties
of individual children with EAL and SEN in the cent of the Literacy Hour.
Important features of good practice will be explana of the use of dual language
texts and texts in languages other than Englishit@¢vh998), the deployment of
additional staff in the most effective way (OFSTHED98; NALDIC, 1998) and fine-
tuning of differentiation within the Hour for thoskildren who are only just
becoming familiar with English as well as for thagiéh SEN (Sainsbury et al, 1998).
(At the time of writing it is too early to judgedghmpact of the Additional Literacy
Support Programme within the National Literacy &g that was introduced into
schools from September 1999.)
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6. Strategies of identification and assessment

Writers working in the field have been keen to eagbe that "there is no single
test... which can provide ready made answers" (HaB5, p. 6). There is no single
cause of the problems of assessing children leguiL, and the solution will not be
a single, simple strategy based tme'intelligence or achievement test" (Graf, 1992,
p. 185). There are many advantages to drawing apgdtiple sources of evidence.
This may involve one or more of the following - gaing the child's performance and
behaviour in different roles and in different stioas (Hernandez, 1994); using
multiple indicators to assess progress over tinaeélle-Peterson and Rivera, 1994,
p.68; Carrasquillo and Rodriguez, 1996, p. 32);darg a child's reading across a
range of texts and genres (McKay, 1996); compgrarformance in settings where
L1 is the main medium of communication with perfame in the mainstream
classroom. As noted above, in complex or puzzlaes part of this process might
usefully involve consulting any religious or comntyrschool that children attend
(Cline, 1995). If their progress in that setting@nparable to that of others while
they are struggling in their LEA school, the implion must be that their difficulties
may be defined by some feature that differentiiteswo educational settings. The
principle is that reliable assessment of childesariing EAL may require greater
efforts to secure multiple sources of evidence tr@needed with monolingual
children. At the same time the risks of dependin@®ingle source of information are
also greater because the children’s performaniesssstable over time and across
settings.

Minimising bias in the content of assessment matexis

In the literature on the assessment of childremfedhnic minorities concerns about
test bias have had a central place. The issuedashntly debated, and sometimes
there has been more heat than light. It is geryesaltepted that some cultural bias is
inevitable in the content of any assessment mégeay. Lam, 1993). It was advised
in the SEN Code of Practice that one should "sa$guossible, use assessment tools
which are culturally neutral and useful for a ranfiethnic groups" (DES, 1994, para.
2:18). Many writers have argued that it is impolkestb develop tools that are
culturally neutral or "culture-free" (e.g. Wood,a19 p. 177), but it should be possible
to remove some of the worst sources of bias andugeinstruments that are fairer to
all children. An overall strategy for minimisingasi will involve not only giving
attention to assessment materials but also comsidieow to reduce the impact of
content bias by the way that the assessment isgdan

It is important to be clear what is meantigsin this context. An assessment should
not be thought of as biased merely because ong gifopeople obtains higher
average scores on it than another group. It isilplesthat the first group is actually
superior at whatever task the assessment is megskor example, we might expect
a group of racing car drivers to do better at amaterised reaction time test than a
group of office workers. The test would favour therers but it would not be biased
against the office workers. The key question istivbethe assessment would make
equally accurate predictions about both groups sthowed the office workers to have
slower reaction times than the racing drivers, \@dbht turn out to be the case if you
assessed their reaction time in another situatrast en the computer and not in a car
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(which really would favour the racing driver gro@dh psychometric jargon, a test is
biased if it is "differentially valid for memberg different groups" (Wood, 1991).

When bias in testing is discussed, the debate lydoalises on the content of tests.
This section will reflect that emphasis. Howevers important to keep in mind that
the content of test items is only one of many gmesources of bias. Testing takes
place in the context of an overall assessment pso&gach phase of that process has
to be examined for possible sources of bias. Famgie, after children have finished
working on a perfectly acceptable assessmentnbigist creep into the evaluation of
their performance or behaviour or into the intetgien of grades and scores or into
the decision making process as to what the edunadtoutcome could be.

Assessment may be based on a formal test situatiobservation of classroom work
or on the grading of work produced in the coursevaryday life in the classroom. In
each case it is not only the tasks that are settendhaterials used in them that may
be sources of bias but also the atmosphere in vihekvork is carried out (Miller,
1984). "Atmosphere bias” has been discussed less‘tontent bias”, but it may be
more pernicious, as it is more difficult to idegténd more difficult to deal with.

It is good practice for a test developer to hagede of practice that covers the issue
of content bias. In the USA the American Psychalalghssociation has set standards
which are nationally accepted (though not mandatémythe United Kingdom it is a
matter for individual companies and organisati@mg] it is sometimes ignored even
by public bodies (Gipps and Stobart, 1993, p. B@wever, in its Code of Practice

for the Development of Assessment Instruments, bttland Systems the National
Foundation for Educational Research has a sechidiag Assessment, which states
that in order to produce fair assessments, NFERIdpers will:

+ Review and revise questions, items or tasks amatleeimaterials to avoid
potentially insensitive content or language.

« Enact procedures that help to ensure that diffe@®mcperformance are related
primarily to the knowledge, skills, aptitudes aitatles being assessed rather than
to irrelevant factors.

+ Investigate the performance of people of differthhic, gender and socio-
economic backgrounds when institutions helping witls are willing to provide
this information and when samples of sufficienesaze available.

« The investigation of performance of different grewpll be carried out using data
provided on the first actual administration of Hesessment.

« Where feasible, provide appropriately modified feraf the assessment
procedures for people with disabilities. (Wheftb899)

QCA specifications for National Curriculum test pepat KS2 have specified that the
“test materials should avoid ethnic, gender antucail bias and should not
disadvantage pupils from particular backgroundsig&® 1999, p. 10)

Where tests and assessment tasks are developéy, libcs possible to employ
school-based review strategies for checking oniplesgem bias. The list of
guestions given here has been adapted from Be84jEhd Tindal and Marston
(1990). They designed a method of reviewing tosassithe identification of test
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items which may reflect gender, cultural, raciagional and/or ethnic content bias
and stereotyping. Although there is a form for fhispose, the essential process can
be followed through without elaborate form-fillinigis most effective if a number of
people examine the test with the checklist in nand if they come from a range of
backgrounds. They should complete this task indépatty and only compare notes
afterwards. Their first task is to identify any mdual items to which they feel they
cannot give an unequivocal answer “yes” for eactheffollowing questions:

(@) Is the item free of offensive gender, cultural jagaegional and/or ethnic
content?

(b) Is the item free of gender, cultural, racial, cegil and/or ethnic stereotyping?

Is the item free of language which could be offeaso a segment of the

examinee population?

(© Is the item free of descriptions which could besoffive to a segment of the
examinee population?

(d) Will the activities described in the item beuatly familiar (or equally
unfamiliar) to all examinees?

(e) Will the words in the item have a common meanogall examinees?

Ribeiro (1980) provided an illustration of somet iekmms that proved easier than
expected for one particular minority group - Pouese children in the USA. They
coped well with two questions in an advanced seatita test where they were failing
most other items: "what is the meaning of 'migPdtahd "why does oil float on
water?" The explanations were simple: migration aésature of their recent family
history, and they were used to seeing oil floatvater in an altar lamp in the Catholic
church. On the other hand, Hannon and McNally (1886wed that children learning
EAL, like working class monolingual children andika a matched middle class
monolingual group, did rather poorly when facedw#ading comprehension items
that incorporated assumptions about social conwesitiFor example, they chose the
wrong word to fill in a gap in a sentence about whaght be expected by someone
who is a guest at teatime. An item bias review tshould include sufficient people
from the target minority groups to enable it todice such patterns of response
accurately.

In addition to having groups of people from difier&ackgrounds inspecting test
items for content bias, a test developer can eartya statistical investigation. This
will aim to find out "whether any questions arepaportionately difficult for a
particular group once that group's overall testqerance has been taken into
account" (Gipps and Stobart, 1993, p. 60). Otradrstical checks are possible both
on individual items and on the test as a whole.

For the item bias review team it is not sufficiemtook at the individual items
separately. Each item may have little wrong witimittself, but the cumulative effect
of the test as a whole may still be biased agaimetrticular subgroup of candidates.
So, when the task of examining the items separassybeen completed, it is
necessary to consider the overall balance of themar tasks as a whole. There may
not be many individual items that cause problems.vihat of its overall balance?
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It is not only aspects of content such as offermsgs or stereotyping that can give rise
to bias. Work on gender bias has shown that thedbof a test or exam may also
have a differential impact between groups. We Hawvad no recent evidence that test
format or test style might show bias in relatioretbnic or linguistic groups - except
for the obvious expectation that language-basdd te4.2 will tell one little about the
possible future achievements of children learniAd. Bt an early stage of learning
English.

In carrying out this review we have observed thet relatively easier in the United
States than in the UK to learn what measures hege taken to reduce bias in a
particular test. The measures themselves may walyalbe impressive, and no
educators there would claim that the outcome is@&inal equity. But the
transparency of the process is an advance on wdhagawe often found in this country.

The process of decision making

The operation of bias will be moderated furtheaséessment teams adopt a
hypothesis testing framework for assessment aedvention (BPS, 1999b). This
contrasts with traditional ways of managing thecpss of “referral”. It involves a
cyclical consultative process in which, once a faobis defined and hypotheses
about it formulated, data is collected and analyaed intervention is planned on that
basis. When it has been implemented, the outcomesvaluated and the problem is
reviewed and redefined. The cycle of investigatintervention and re-assessment
places less onus on each individual stage in theggs and may reduce the potential
risks of bias (Cline and Frederickson,1999).

Wright (1991) described an application of the hjyesis testing approach to the
challenge of assessing children learning EAL wha iegoorted learning difficulties. It
was assumed that at the beginning of the assesgpmueeiss teachers already have a
good deal of information about the child and histi@me situation, classroom
behaviour, academic performance, and so on. Wegl#tper set out some possible
reasons for low achievement and suggested whabtofbr in seeking to eliminate
each possible factor. A similar framework was atesubsequently by Hall (1995).
Table 7 lists some of the hypotheses that are edvarthese two accounts. Both
authors provide some comments on the backgroutigetparticular hypotheses and
list contraindications — evidence that would sugtjest the hypothesis should be
rejected in a particular case.

In effect this approach provides an agenda forsi@timaking. In the context of
widespread uncertainty about how to distinguisttispp@eeds from language needs a
hypothesis testing framework could be helpful towgngeachers and psychologists. An
important advantage of the approach is that thetgses proposed by the authors
are not set in stone. It would be expected thap#rgcular hypotheses to be explored
would change over time with new research findings$ would vary according the
circumstances of the child and previous observatiorschool or elsewhere. That
flexibility is at the core of the hypothesis tesgtispproach.

Table 7 Hypotheses to be eliminated when attemptirgxplain depressed
educational achievement by children learning EAL
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Selected hypotheses listed by Wright (1991 Sedeloypotheses listed by Hall (1995)

The child is learning more slowly than others | The child is learning more slowly because of bgsic
because the ethos and curriculum of the schoo| daetors to do with language development and/of
experienced as challenging and alien rather thartask demands.
welcoming and accommodating.
The child is not learning because of environmental
The child is not learning because the child’s gopdtress experienced inside or outside school.
level of conversational English has misled the
teacher into setting tasks that are too abstract foThe child is failing because of a specific language
the child’s current language level. disorder.

The child is learning at an appropriate rate and| The child has Special Educational Needs as
just needs more time. defined by the 1981 and 1993 Education Acts.

The child has not attained a basic language
proficiency in any language, as neither languag
has been given adequate opportunities to develop.

[¢)

The child is failing because of a preoccupation
with environmental stress.

The child has a general difficulty in learning, i.e
has special educational needs as defined by
Warnock.

The child is failing because of a specific language
disorder.

While this review focuses specifically on literatlye impact of the wider social
context on children’s learning in general shoultlm®overlooked. The hypotheses
testing process may need to include an exploratiavhere children locate
themselves in relation to their home and schodlices. In particular, it may be
important to check for bicultural ambivalence onfesion - a lack of confidence in
their cultural identity in either of the main sags in which they spend their time
(Cummins, 1984; Duquette, 1991). In view of theseetice of covert and overt racism
and hostility (Macpherson, 1999), it is possiblattbocial, cultural or language
isolation or peer harassment are significant, exatmg factors in a child’s

difficulties (Cline, 1995). This needs to be expldifrom the child's perspective too.

Normative approaches to assessment
Traditional methods of normative assessment

The best established and most frequently used apiptto the assessment of SEN and
learning difficulties remains the normative appiloéidesforges, 1995; Desforges et
al, 1995; Pumfrey and Reason, 1991). This approaaives comparing an
individual's performance with that of a large saengil children of the same age. Over
many years critics have argued that this approanhat be fairly be employed with
children who are learning EAL because their prigrezience is likely to be
significantly different from that of the populati@m which the norms are based
(Mercer, 1973, 1979; Chamberlain and Medeiros-Laamuid, 1991).
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Some defenders of psychometric tests have respdndexiamining the predictive
validity of major normative tests such as 1Q tegts different populations. In the
United States they demonstrated that in large sssrgdlchildren with a wide range of
ability and achievement normative IQ scores prealitievement test scores as
accurately for ethnic minority groups as for cheldifrom the majority community
with some tests (Reynolds and Kaiser, 1990), thawggiwith all (Valencia and
Rankin, 1988). Valdes and Figueroa (1994) have shbat these broad-based,
positive correlations may conceal important indidtdanomalies. They posed the
research question in the form - how likely is @ttla "correct” or "incorrect” decision
will be made about an individual on the basis s€tare on this test? For a sample of
Hispanic Americans followed over a ten year petlogl found that a more
pessimistic view was justified particularly at #réical range below and up to an 1Q
of 85. "Together with all the other (evidence).. stempirical study supports one
inescapable conclusion: Testing circumstantiahfilial individuals entails an
inequitable and unknown degree of error.” (Valdes Bigueroa, 1994, p. 171)

Similar notes of caution have been sounded by doeuiwf UK commentators (Baker,
1996; Joyce, 1988; Gregory and Kelly, 1992). Soomaraentators have argued that
norm-based instruments should be rejected altogéttge Bryans, 1992). Others see
new opportunities to develop local community nothreugh the use of computerised
approaches to assessment (Beech and Singleton), T9@/profiling of verbal and
nonverbal abilities on norm-based tests is commetbgesome (Ofsted, 1999).

It is important to be clear about the limits of #rgument. The evidence from Valdes
and Figueroa relates to 1Q scores and major placedeeisions. It is possible for
schools to employ standardised attainment tegigofde the educational
achievements and needs of groups of children amdhesresults for planning
purposes. HM Inspectorate evidence "suggeststtisain those schools with the best
ethnic data that the performance of the minoritymet pupils has improved most
strongly”. (Ofsted, 1999) This monitoring may foarsNational Curriculum
assessments rather than standardised tests, hataltask of analysing the needs of
new entrants at Year 7 is often hampered by lagispiroblems such as the late or
non-transfer of National Curriculum assessmentrascas well as late admissions.

In this context materials such as the Cognitivelifs Test (Thorndike et al, 1986)
may assist teachers to plan the organisation ohart of pupils into groups or

identify those students with unused potential byparing ability with attainment. It

is common for pupils learning EAL to obtain scof@snonverbal reasoning that are
higher than their scores on L2 language and atemtests (Valdes and Figueroa,
1994, Table 4.1). Analysing the profile of scoreslus type of test battery can help to
counter the low expectations that are sometimet dfethildren in the early stages of
learning English. At the same time, while thersame support for a strategy of this
kind (Ofsted, 1999), a note of caution is also megl(Turner, 1994). If standardised
tests are used for guiding even minor decisionsiaindividuals learning EAL,
particular care will always be needed. The appateniess of the decision may be
monitored by seeking confirmatory evidence fromieaschool records, if available,
or by reviewing any new arrangements or provisiiber &n agreed fixed period on the
basis of further teacher observation.
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The development and use of pluralistic or localmsr

If norm-based assessment is required and the blaarms of a test are invalid for a
particular group, one response might be to devedyp norms that are appropriate for
that group. This approach was adopted on a la@e st California in the System of
Multicultural Pluralistic Assessment (SOMPA) (Merc&979). Separate norms were
used according to the economic, cultural, socidllarguistic characteristics of the
child's family. This raised issues of principle smme commentatorand there were
other problems which undermined the value of tis¢riment.

Firstly, thecontentof the tests that were used was not adapted asohiby did not
sample those cognitive resources of the minoritidn that arise from their
participation in a distinctive subculture (Figueaval Sassenrath, 1989). Secondly,
even in their own terms, Mercer and her colleadaid=sd to differentiate the
population sufficiently precisely: the languagelgaound of the undifferentiated
Hispanic American subsample included homes whelseSpanish was spoken
(32%), homes where English and Spanish were sp@@%) and homes where only
English was spoken (38%) (Valdes and Figueroa, 1994s highlights what appears
to be the major challenge for any attempt at Istahdardisation - to define the
subpopulations for separate test norming in sughyathat they both command
consensual support in all the communities conceameldprovide a simple and
practicable framework during the development plaamkewhen the test is being used
in everyday practice.

Baker (1988) showed how this could be achievederbasis of empirical
investigation in the comparatively stable lingwsind social setting of Wales. Local
norms of lasting value would be very much moreiclitt to establish for work with
the rapidly changing linguistic minority commungien conurbations across the UK
This problem will not be overcome by the use of paterised testing, as advocated
by Beech and Singleton (1997). An alternative, mmoglest strategy is for LEAs and
schools to analyse their achievement data by ethmind language background on a
routine basis and use group averages as a refguemtgcf. Ofsted, 1999). This may
be preferable to the development of local "normas"there will be no temptation to
give this data a status it does not deserve, asfteashappened to normative data in
the past.

Curriculum related assessment

The most damaging criticism of normative instrunsaatnot that their norms may be
misapplied but that their results provide littletihe way of diagnostic information to
help plan teaching in the classroom (Cummins, 188Her,1984; Solity and Bull,
1987). Changes in the way SEN are conceived havimlehanges in the purpose of
SEN assessment. When SEN were thought of asa hstndicap categories, the
purpose of assessment was accurate categoriddtenthat SEN are conceived as a
mismatch between what a child needs and what timosaormally provides, the
purpose of SEN assessment is quite differentdeatify changes that would enable
the child to master more of the curriculum. This ke to an interest in curriculum
related assessment (CRA) — a strategy that “dyrasesses student performance
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within the course content for the purpose of deteirmng that student’s instructional
needs” (Tucker, 1985). It was seen particularlgragmprovement on normative
assessment for work with pupils learning EAL (Fignee 1983; Cummins,1984;
Frederickson, 1992).

However, Cummins also observed disadvantages indb®f the CRA techniques
that were most popular at the time with EAL leasné&iirstly, these techniques tended
to present learning materials in a fragmented aodikextualised form - the opposite
of what children learning EAL need. Secondly, thepforced a transmission model
of teaching which does not encourage teachersatw dpon children’s previous
knowledge and experience. A working group led lsderickson and Cline (1990)
adapted a framework that Cummins himself had d@eslon order to suggest an
approach to CRA which would overcome some of tipesblems. Robson (1995),
Hall (1995) and a number of authors in Cline anebtlErickson (1996) reported on
ways in which the approach had been implementeul biiingual pupils in practice.
The application of the framework to a 1988 Natid@alriculum KS2 English target
for reading may be studied in Frederickson andeJ(i®90, pp. 33 — 35).

Dynamic assessment

This approach to assessment grew out of a distimctiade by Vygotsky (1978)
between what he described as the Zone of Actuatldpment (ZAD) and the Zone
of Potential Development (or Proximal or Next D@gghent) (ZPD). The ZAD can
be measured by traditional testing proceduresthsuZPD, the child's learning
potential or learning ability, cannot. Suppose thatperformance of two children on
a “static” test is at the same level, equatindhpgerformance of an average 8 year
old. They are then retested with some adult hetherform of standard questions
prompting them towards the correct solution of peots they could not solve before.
One child now attains the score of an average Boldavhile the other reaches a
level associated with 12 year olds. Vygotsky saevdifference between the ZAD
(what children can achieve by themselves) andeawel khey can reach with adult help
as an operational definition of the ZPD.

Proponents of dynamic approaches to assessmemt thi@piraditional (static) tests
establish current levels of performance but gitteelinformation about the processes
that underlie that competence (Campione, 1989)y &ls® ignore functions that have
not yet matured but are in the process of matuiihgy focus on the "fruits" of
development rather than its "buds" and "flowergiey are retrospective rather than
prospective. Observing emerging skills closelys tlaimed, will provide a better
estimate of individuals' potential for proceediraybnd their present level of
competence and will offer more useful guidancehenkind of teaching that will help
them realise that potential.

Particular claims have been made for dynamic asssgsn relation to children from
ethnic and linguistic minorities. It was assumedt thecause they have a different
cultural or language background, they may havelinated opportunities to learn
whatever is being tested in the context of the stibwas then argued that an
assessment strategy based on static tests wouldsstpoificant social and cultural
bias. On the other hand, dynamic assessment whisiides coaching or training for
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the assessment task would offer a counterbalancedoalities in experience
(Feuerstein, 1979; Sewell, 1987; Pena et al, 188Hers et al, 1996). These claims
have not gone unchallenged. Sometimes this appreacits simply in a new form of
abstract test like an IQ test designed to evalaaiagle construct of “learning

ability”. This implies that individuals differ irelrning ability along a single
dimension irrespective of the domain to which attemis given (Hamers et al, 1991,
Hamers et al, 1993). Valdes and Figueroa (1994)eatigat an approach of this kind is
“particularly problematic” for children learning EAbecause of the demand that is
often made in such tests for decontextualised laggp.195).

Those criticisms would not apply to more “clinicalpproaches to the assessment task
in this paradigm in which the aim is to create ati conditions for successful
performance so that children show their full patantn these approaches there is “an
emphasis on evaluating the psychological procaessessed in learning and

change... The argument is that individuals with corapke scores on static tests may
have taken different paths to those scores andtmstideration of those differences
can provide information of additional diagnostiduef (Brown et al, 1992, p. 140). A
systematic analysis is made of the way in whichcthikel responds to different forms
of training, such as simple feedback, demonstraboprompts or hints in the form of
guestions. In this version dynamic assessment besame of many ways of planning
the assessment-teaching-assessment cycle, simpaoleptic teaching, reciprocal
teaching and apprenticeship teaching (Daniels, 199fre have been a small
number of reports of the application of the dynaapproach specifically to the
assessment of aspects of reading. Kletzien anda3€if90) presented a case study
of an assessment that included a minilesson witi"ayrade student who had
difficulties with reading comprehension. Carnewlet1992) described procedures that
would be applicable across word recognition inasoh, word recognition in context
and comprehension in oral and silent reading. Haraeal (1995) developed a highly
structured test of phonemic awareness on dynarsgsament principles. We did not
identify any reports in this category which focusgecifically on children learning
EAL
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7. Assessment of reading attainment, literacy learningnd
dyslexia

Tests of reading, literacy and dyslexia

There is no regular publication that provides atependent evaluation of the tests of
reading and literacy currently available in the Uithe 70's and 80's useful books for
this purpose were published by Levy and Goldste@84), Vincent et al (1983), and
Pumfrey (1976, 1985). More recently Pumfrey and€Rag1991) have offered
evaluative comments on a short selection of teglsaasessment techniques relevant
to dyslexia and Turner (1997) and Reid (1997) hmeeided a fuller list of
assessment materials for dyslexia with brief altesomments. Beech and Singleton
(1997) have provided an extensive list of more itbztdest reviews covering the
general field of literacy assessment. (Cf. Turil®83a, b.) There is a further set of
detailed reviews in the BPS working party reporhitiened above. The authors aimed
to evaluate a selection of commercially availabktg designed to measure cognitive
processes associated with dyslexia (BPS, 1999a).

None of these guides and commentaries has condidpeeifically questions that
might arise when the tests they reviewed are usdohildren who are learning
EAL. Where we were able to examine test manuatsy, gfenerally lacked such
information too. Appendix 2 sets out basic inforimatabout each of the tests and
batteries that we traced and, where available,igesweferences for published data
and discussion on the use of the test with chiltegaming EAL. (It should be noted
that some test developers and test publishers pecalgeneral statement on issues
such as test bias and do not repeat it for eatimtéseir catalogue.)

A wide range of materials has been published spattif to support the identification
and assessment of dyslexia. The best-establish@biped tests are included in
Appendix 2 with reviewers’ comments where availableaddition, it is worth
reporting here two developments which have notgathed the stage where
validated materials can be published but which ofégr promise for the future in
relation to work with children learning EAL.

The first development concerns listening compreioenstanovich (1991) advocated
the use of a measure of listening comprehensigtaire of IQ to support a
discrepancy definition of dyslexia. There are tecalnproblems in equating measures
of listening comprehension and reading comprehansgior example, there is a
greater memory load if the same language is predeatlly in speech rather than
visually in print (Aaron, 1991). In addition, it f&een argued that such a measure is
only appropriate for older pupils (Turner, 1997, Bp — 34). However, progress has
been made in piloting materials based on two reélatethods developed by Royer
and his colleagues (Royer et al, 1986; Marchaat, €i988). Bedford-Feuell et al
(1995) developed a Sentence Verification Task &mspges from a story reading test,
and Fisher et al (1999) developed a slightly simpleaning Identification Scale for
narrative texts used in previous years at Levedé D of the Scottish 5 — 14 English
language curriculum assessments. These techniguessbme promise for work with
children learning EAL precisely because they regmea very challenging test for
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them. When children learning EAL score markedly el for reading
comprehension than for listening comprehension atched passages, it seems
unlikely that their reading difficulties arise slylérom limited knowledge of L2.

The second development concerns the preparatian bfternational Dyslexia Test, a
broad-based battery of tests with an establishsedipo in the dyslexia literature. The
test has been translated into four languages,watitef translations are planned. It has
been used with Sylheti/English bilingual childrerBast London and shown to
differentiate successful and unsuccessful reademmeasures of phonological
processing or awareness, working memory, sequeacidgapid naming (Adams et
al, 1999). This is in line with findings outlinetsewhere in this review. The
challenge of making the battery replicable acraagliages and cultures remains a
formidable one (Smythe et al, 1999).

Literacy involves writing equally with reading. Tlkenphasis in the learning
difficulties literature is on the latter, partictliain relation to assessment. Yet writing
difficulties are an important and persistent elemehe experience of many people
with dyslexia (Miles and Miles, 1990). However, Mhar (1997, p. 208) stated
emphatically that “no useful tests of writing undéandard conditions exist”. Moseley
(1997) offered a more positive evaluation, thougknawledging that most of the
publications on the subject “lack a sound basanpirical studies” (p. 205¥. If the
assessment of the development of writing skilledesolely on the existence of
formal tests, this would be a serious deficienayt tBat is not the case. The issue of
how writing difficulties should be assessed ratbesfundamental question of what
contribution formal testing can make and what Wdlthe role of classroom
observation. In relation to writing the learninggets relating to the teaching
objectives of the National Literacy Strategy (NIEBamework for teachingre more
balanced (QCA, 1999). These targets will be modifa individual children as
needed. It seems likely that this approach willdham influence over time in
increasing the attention paid to the assessmenteactiing of writing for children
who have particularly difficulties with aspectsvarfiting technique (Alston, 1998).

With the introduction of the NLS target setting npravides the context for planning
teaching and evaluating progress for all pupilse §aneral targets that are set for a
class will need to be adjusted for some childreth Yaarning difficulties in literacy,
and provision is made for this in the QCA Guidaringhe more severe cases where
there is an Individual Education Plan (IEP), itlveié important that the IEP targets
link with those set for a child’s class as a wh@mith (1998) hinted at a possible
implication of all this for the future use of pudilied tests. She suggested that, when
designing IEP targets and monitoring progress tdsvtitem, teachers should “use the
phonic order and the lists of core keywords rathan those from other sources” (p.
23). She pointed out that, because the NLS setshaut-term targets for all pupils,
these could link relatively easily with IEPs forldnen with learning difficulties. It
may be predicted that, if the Framework provesttegitough to facilitate the analysis

% In work on spelling Brooks and Weeks (1998) stibivew a precision teaching framework can be

used to monitor detailed progress on a daily Hasipupils with dyslexic features. This strategy
can be used for supporting and monitoring shoribgsrof intensive teaching of specific writing
skills with pupils with severe difficulties.
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of small steps of progress for children with Spllie use of some of the tests in
Appendix 2 for that purpose will decline. As thexhgection will show, that will be a
welcome development for some commentators.

Classroom-based observation and assessment
Pupil profiling systems

Test results have been accorded high status ipaste Eventually there was a strong
reaction internationally against traditional apmtoes in favour of forms of
assessment that aspired to be authentic, continoausfaceted, multidimensional
and collaborative (Valencia, 1990) and to suppoddypractice with children learning
EAL (Lewis-White, 1998). The implementation has abtays matched up to the
rhetoric (Gomez et al, 1991; Darling-Hammond, 1984d much of the discussion
has been muddled in its use of terms (Gipps, 1984he UK there has been less
debate than in the USA on “authentic assessmeaqdthare attention to pupil
profiling systems (Shorrocks et al, 1991; JamesG@auhor, 1993; Sheil and Forde,
1995). A profiling system normally comprises thedements:

Indicators

Statements describing pupils’ achievements thahammally linked to the objectives
of the curriculum.

Levels/bands

Indicators are grouped together within what is tgfduo be the same broad
developmental level or band of achievement. A psipiérformance is rated as a
whole across indicators so that a summary statecagnbe made about the level
reached.

Assessment tasks and contexts

Special assessment tasks may be set for the pusptise assessment may be based
on portfolios of pupils’ work or notes of obserats made by teachers during
everyday classroom activities.

For children learning EAL a system of this kind nieave some benefits, quite apart
from any advantages that apply to all pupils. Tég flactor is that in these schemes
performance is rated over time so that any undfapeance because of problems
with the language or content of a particular tet lve compensated for on another
occasion if the foundation of competence in litgriscreally established at the
appropriate level. An ILEA study cited by Hesteak{1988) found that teacher
ratings on a Reading Scale of this kind assocmtt#dthe Primary Learning Record
were less affected by the fluency in English ofdiein learning EAL than were scores
on the London Reading Test given at around the ¢anee

The focus of this review is on evaluating the pesgrof individual children with
learning difficulties. For this purpose pupil ptofg systems offer a framework within
which an individual’s level of achievement can benpared with that of others, if
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that is what is required. Where the profiles anmulative, they also allow the rate of
progress to be evaluated (Sheil and Forde, 199%hel case of a child learning EAL
it might be expected that literacy progress, paldity reading comprehension, would
speed up as oral language proficiency improved.@nbcabulary increased.The
main difficulty with adapting most profiling systenfor this purpose is that the
categories that are employed are geared to winetjisred to monitor most children’s
progress, so that they prove to be too broad wked with a child with learning
difficulties. The Literacy Hour and the NLS guidarfor target setting provide a
context within which close observation of seleathddren’s individual progress will
be possible, especially where there is additioidl 8r EAL support in the
classroom. The initial development work and guidainas necessarily focused on the
needs of the majority of pupils. It would be timalgw for a development project to
be initiated with the aim of identifying and disseating good practice in observing
and responding to the difficulties of individualildnen with EAL and SEN in the
context of the Literacy Hour.

Reading Recovery

The Reading Recovery scheme, which originated w Kealand, provides one-to-
one support to selected six year olds who have sltbfficulty in the early stages of
learning to read. It has been introduced into alvemof education systems with
diverse school populations (Clay, 1991; Lyons £1893). In general, the results
achieved through the scheme have been impressivexemple, Clay (1990)
reported on results in ten Education Board are&ein Zealand over the period
1984-88. Reading Recovery was offered to the 102@%i of the age cohort through
an intensive 12 - 20 week programme. Between ttimary school programme and
this intervention, she claimed, 99% of childrench§e- 7 years were “reading and
writing in relatively independent ways” with thestedentified for specialist attention
and special help at the end of the programme. Wkaluated in the UK, the scheme
also had a strong record of success, notably vildren receiving free school meals
and those who had minimal reading skills at thesewtn a five year follow up these
two groups had a six month advantage in readingpagecontrols (Hurry and Sylva,
1998). Although there have also been critics ofsitfeeme (e.g. Grossen et al, 1999;
Chapman et al, In press), the balance of commestb&en positive (Ofsted, 1993;
Gardner et al, 1996). When the Literacy Task Festeout their proposals for the
National Literacy Strategy, they referred to tl@sard of success and suggested that
within the overall strategy Reading Recovery (veittime modifications) might play a
vital part. This would be to address “the speaiading difficulties of those who, in
spite of being taught well, fall behind” (Literadask Force, 1997, para. 76).

In the context of this review it is relevant to @dhat the scheme has worked well in
its original form in more than one setting with pspearning EAL who had learning
difficulties in literacy (Clay and Watson, 1982;IBatyne, 1991). Hobsbaum (1997)
reported on progress made by an English samplesbbyer 3000 children during
1993/94. Approximately one fifth of the childrennedearning EAL. Overall their

" If that does not happen, it becomes more likedy the original obstacle to reading progress arose

from learning difficulties relating to literacy amat simply a lack of knowledge of L2.
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outcomes did not differ, on average, from thosthefmonolingual pupils in the
sample, although their performance on entry tqptiegramme was significantly lower
(Hobsbaum, 1997, Tables 12 — 13). As in the casleeolNational Literacy Project
(see p. 28 above), fluency in English was a sigaift factor in outcome: “younger
and less fluent bilingual children... have difficeliwith the programme”. Hobsbaum
interpreted this finding as a challenge “to findyw# match the early texts we offer
them to their style and level of English” (p. 146).

Gentile (1997) has examined ways to give particatantion to oral language
development in the context of a Reading Recovessde for a pupil learning EAL.
Thus there is some evidence that, for pupils legr&AL as well as for others, the
scheme could fulfil the clearly delineated rolettthe Literacy Task Force envisaged
for it (though the possible impact of the modifioas envisaged by the Task Force
has not been evaluatéd It would be important that the scheme was medifh
multilingual schools to lay an even greater emhanithe close observation of oral
language use and the linking of reading comprebertsi oral language development.
There would then be a greater likelihood thathimse schools which also had strong
EAL support arrangements, children learning EAL vilawe severe specific learning
difficulties or dyslexia would be identified withr@ater confidence and accuracy. Clay
has claimed that, where children fail to catch ughtheir peers during the
intervention, the programme “does not harm thedchilThe time in Reading
Recovery is long enough for a fair trial and aalelé assessment and makes clear that
a longer period of help is required from teachedth wore specialised training.
Without loading specialist services with massisiteg and impossible

discrimination decisions, an education system cpldd effective programming for
such different groups of children after one yeasasfool.” (Clay, 1991, p. 59)

Assessment of the cognitive processes that underpiteracy

The previous sections of this part of the revieweh@ported on the direct assessment
of reading and literacy. In this section we wilhstder the assessment of the mental
processes that underpin those skills. The challemgebe crudely divided into two
parts — firstly, the assessment of children’swadits to and motivation for the L2
reading task and the learning styles they adofatdkling it, and secondly the
assessment of their capacity for the cognitive gssing that underpins reading and
writing, e.g. skills such as those listed on pabave.

Learning style

Children’s perceptions of the process of literaarhing are affected by the
expectations that they encounter from adults ifedght settings. If their approach to

12 A key feature of the scheme is that each chikk&n as an individual, teachers are trained to

observe their reading behaviour closely and adafitd child’'s strengths in learning without
wasting time. Extensive training has generally beeaquirement when the scheme is introduced
in new areas. The Literacy Task Force (1997) higitéid the cost of the scheme and expressed
the hope that it could be made more cost-effedtiydor example, “more systematic use of the
staff and volunteers already working in many priyreehools” (para 76).
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learning in general (their “cognitive style”) hasdm nurtured in a sociocultural
context that is quite different from that of thénsol, they may find it difficult to
understand what is expected of them at school dficudt to match the teachers’
expectations even when they do understand thehoitihh America these issues have
been studied in different minority groups in terofis

» use of holistic (vs. analytic) thinking processgs\ative American children
(Tharp, 1989);

» an emphasis on modelling and observational learfvisigdependence on verbal
instructions) in the work of an Inuit teacher withildren from his own cultural
group (Lipka, 1991);

* the involvement of different sensory modalitiesvork with African-American
children (Allen and Boykin, 1991).

In the UK there has been less work designed toteelghers to adapt their teaching
methods to the known learning styles of groups imiomity children with whom they
are working. Where this approach is based on thibation of a particular learning
disposition to all members of a group (e.g. Badk8g1), critics have argued that “in
seeking to generalise about the characteristieshoiic minorities... this
recommendation risks the substitution of new stgpass for old” (Phillips, 1989, p.
111).

Most research studies of the impact of cognitiyéesin literacy learning focus on a
single dimension. Two lines of enquiry have gereztat significant volume of
findings about pupils learning to read. The firstalves differentiating children with
an internal or external locus of control, e.qg.idgiishing between those who
attribute their successes to their own effortsthwde who think that any success they
may have is because of luck. (Pumfrey (1997a) andi€ (1997) offer concise
introductions to this work.) The second line of eing concerns the dimension of
field dependence/independence (Witkin et al, 19P&nple with an articulated field
style (i.e. those who are field independent) vaiticording to Witkin, be more skilled
than others at analysing and separating out a higdeceptual object from its
background. This is associated, it is claimed, Ww#ing more autonomous and less
dependent on other people in social relations (W,itk978), with relative success in
learning a second language (Griffiths and Shee®2)18nd with good progress in the
early stages of learning to read (Davis, 1987; Darel Menke, 1989).

The concept of field dependence/independence lesdsmagingly criticised in
recent years because different instruments designertasure it are not strongly
correlated (Arthur and Day, 1991) and becausepears to function as a proxy
dimension of perceptual ability rather than a leagrstyle as originally conceived
(Crozier, 1997). There was initially a great defahterest in the concept in education
(e.g. Cosan and Beaulieu, 1984), but a more reegigw suggests that little evidence
has accumulated to support the claim that matd@aghing methods to learning style
on this dimension will lead to improved results dnna, 1990).

A recent development of the concept by Riding appeaoffer greater promise
(Riding and Cheema, 1991; Riding and Pearson, 1R@ing and Read, 1996).
Learning style patterns within this paradigm hagerbcompared across countries in
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samples of children with dyslexia (Gyamarthy etl&99), but we have not traced any
published reports that investigate the relationslepveen these dimensions and
progress in literacy learning among children leagritAL in the UK. It appears that,
although there has been a significant body of veorkhe role of learning styles and
personality dispositions in learning difficultieaxlult learners of an additional
language (Ehrman, 1996), there is relatively Intlerk on the impact of these factors
on children’s learning difficulties in L2 literacy.

In addition to those instruments which were derifrech specific theoretical
accounts, there are broader, empirically basedappes to evaluating a child’s
learning style in school. Reid (1997) includedsa ¢if features of learning style in his
assessment framework for dyslexia. Stott (1978¢kbgped a 15-item rating scale for
observing learning behaviour and identifying “ptearning habits”. Green (1985) and
Green and Francis (1988) reported favourably omehability and predictive validity
of the schedule. In a study in the West Midlandiipzh(1989) showed that its results
predicted future attainments in reading, spelling aumber equally well for Asian
and white pupils. With the introduction of the Metal Literacy Strategy there may be
a place for a schedule of this type to supportélcerding of systematic observations
of the learning behaviour of children at risk amhddren with learning difficulties
during the different activities associated with wl-defined routines of the Literacy
Hour. An adaptation of such a schedule could beenf@dchildren learning EAL. It is
suggested that work relating to the assessmeptatfihg style could be an option
within the brief for the Literacy Hour developmembject referred to above.

Measuring attitudes to reading

Finding out how children perceive the reading tasé& how they evaluate their own
progress in both language proficiency and acadashievement is important in any
assessment. The assessment should represent fausglyoactive search for the
child's best possible performance in relation padicular learning objective and...
therefore start from questions of what motivatgsvan individual to give her best.."
(Pema and Pattinson, 1991, p. 41) When working ghildren learning EAL this is
crucial as there is more likely to be an initiasmatch between their perceptions and
those of their teachers (Gregory, 1994). The taglarticularly challenging, because
“far more effort has been put into the measureroénbgnitive aspects of the reading
process than has been spent on the measuremeétituofess towards reading”.
(Pumfrey, 1986) The same is true in relation tdedya (Turner, 1997). Yet it is
widely recognised that attitude and motivation haweajor role in affecting
children’s progress.

The relationship between attitude and attainmenbisa simple one: “there are
examples where pupils’ attitudes to reading and tkading attainments are not
positively correlated.” (Pumfrey, 1997, p. 162. Bavies and Brember, 1995.) But, in
general, the basic conditions for successful repliclude “motivation to read,
attitude toward reading and content, and sociollitalues and beliefs (Ruddell and
Unrau,1994, p.1001 cited Pumfrey, 1997). It mayhae there are two kinds of
threshold effect operating. Firstly, children whasttudes or motivation are below
some threshold level are prevented from engagitig the intellectual challenges of
literacy learning and make poor progress. But m®es in enthusiasm and
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commitment above that level do not automaticalfdléo improvements in
attainment. Secondly, once children have attaingeshold level of basic
competence in reading and writing, they will naddhose skills, even if there is a
loss of interest and reduced motivation as theyartbxough school (McKenna et al,
1995; Davies and Brember, 1995).

Pumfrey (1997) has provided a short introductiothtorange of techniques that are
available for assessing attitudes to reading. Anahgrs he lists:

A. Observational approaches
1. Direct observation by an adult of pupil behaviourselation to reading
materials whether in educational settings or elsze/h
2. CheckKlists of reading-related behaviours from whiah pupil’s attitudes
towards reading can be inferred
B. Self-report techniques
Scaling of various types, e.g. paired comparisons
Projective techniques
Semantic differential techniques
Repertory grid techniques

PonE

An important factor that requires specific attentis pupil’s self-assessments of their
academic attainments. Blatchford (1997) has shdatvm@differences on this measure
in a longitudinal study of white and Afro-Caribbeamldren in a sample of London
schools. We have not traced any survey reportstindes to L2 reading among
children learning EAL in the UK, though there hdeen some illuminating

individual case studies (e.g. Gregory, 1990; PEE96).

Assessment of cognitive-linguistic subskills

Theoretical accounts of learning difficulties iteliacy have highlighted a range of
cognitive processes that are seen as essentia Butcessful development of fluent
reading and accurate spelling. Recent examplesdacl

= processing sounds in the spoken language quicklyaeaurately (Snowling, 1995;
Stanovich, 1998)

= automatising reading-related processes so thatctreye performed without
conscious attention (Nicolson and Fawcett, 1990)

= retaining digits, words or non-words in verbal meynafter brief exposure
(Wagner and Torgeson, 1987; Gathercole and BaddEd&g)

= transporting information efficiently through thansient visual system connecting
the retina to the primary visual cortex

Researchers who have shown that such factors ptalg & learning difficulties have
frequently gone on to develop the measures emplioydeir initial studies as
psychometrically sound tests for use by practitieng some cases the incidence or
importance of the factor has been exaggeratedeXamnple, in recent years it has
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increasingly been accepted that visual problemgalanited role in dyslexia
compared to phonological problems, but this conclubkas been vigorously

contested by some of those working on the assessmndrreatment of visual
problems (Evans, 1997; BPSa, 1999).

Some published assessment batteries investigatega of cognitive processes, while
other tests focus on a single dimension. Publigh&duments that have commonly
featured in the recent UK literature are listed\ppendix 2. A sample of the
cognitive processes covered by those tests isl lstéow:

Auditory and verbal skills:
Auditory discrimination CoPS
Auditory/verbal associative memory CoPS
Naming speed DST/DEST
Phonological awareness/skills DST/DEST
CoPS
Phonological Abilities Test
PhAB
TOPA
Speech rate Phonological Abilities Test
Verbal/semantic fluency DST
Working memory Nonword Rec.
Cross-modal:
Visual/verbal sequential memory CoPS
Visual and motor skills:
Balance DST/DEST
Bead threading DST/DEST
Shape copying DEST
Visual sequential memory CoPS

In recent years researchers have begun to investiga applicability of such tests to
children learning EAL. It has become clear thahiddés language background and
cultural experience have to be taken into accoant garefully when interpreting the
results. This will be illustrated with referencetiw test batteries that have been
published recently in the UK.

Fawcett and Nicolson (1999) described a computsedbantervention carried out
with two children, GA and SA who both originallyma to this country from
Somalia, as well as six others who were monolingadl born here. The children
were screened for the study using the Dyslexiae®ang Test (Fawcett and Nicolson,
1996). All the tests in this battery are timed rdey to highlight the deficits in
automaticity which the authors sought to identythe screening stage GA and SA
scored relatively well on the nonverbal tasks thake up part of the battery but less
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well on some other components. How should thismberpreted? Slow responses
might be attributed to a failure to automatise basocesses, but they might equally
be a result of slow verbal processing becauserofdd language experience in L2.

Frederickson and Frith (1998) studied the perfomeam reading tests and the
Phonological Assessment Battery (PhAB) of 50 ckildaged 10 — 12 years whose
first language was Sylheti and who had been edddatEnglish since the age of five.
They were compared with children assessed as hapmgfic learning difficulties

and controls matched for age and 1Q. The childrgh pLD showed considerable
degrees of phonological impairment compared tactmgrols, but the bilingual
children did not, although their performance onrgeding tests was inferior. “The
results... suggest that the phonological skills easskby PhAB are similarly
developed in bilingual children whose exposurengliEh has been sufficient to
develop surface competencies, as in monolingualigingpeaking children. The
relationship between phonological skills and regdincuracy likewise appeared to be
similar in these two groups.” They concluded thdten working with children
learning EAL, phonological dyslexia may be idewiifiboy means of phonological tests
in L2 at an earlier stage than had previously lzssumed. However, while there were
similarities between the bilingual and monolingclalldren in that respect, the tests
appeared to function quite differently when readingiprehension was taken into
account. The children learning EAL performed leg#l im reading comprehension
than in reading accuracy, while the reverse wasftsuthe children with SpLD. This
was presumably because those with SpLD were ahlseadheir semantic knowledge
to compensate for their poor decoding skills, whilese learning EAL were able to
develop good decoding skills even when they didumoterstand what they were
reading. A simple guideline for interpreting thgrsficance of scores on such
batteries would be impossible. The specific expegeand language proficiency of
each individual L2 learner would need to be considén order to draw safe
conclusions from the results.
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8. Guidance to schools and teachers from local educati
authorities

There is considerable potential frustration focteas in working with a child

learning EAL who appears to be a fluent speakspuial situations yet fails to
progress in key aspects of the curriculum sucleading. This frustration is increased
when the teacher cannot identify the reasons ®ckhld’s difficulties (Landon,

1997). A recent local survey in a county LEA indezhthat special needs coordinators
in primary schools generally believed themselvegrépared for the assessment of
dyslexia or specific learning difficulties in chikh learning EAL. All 39 respondents
stated that they would find an "assessment che&tkidpful as a guide for this task
(Veasey, 1999). It was partly an awareness thataiomcertainties had been
expressed by other teachers in various settingdatiao the commissioning of this
review. As noted above, there is evidence that évemost fundamental of the
principles of good practice set out in sectionel@ten ignored (Cummins, 1984;
Cline, 1991, Curnyn et al, 1991; Desforges et @95). Official guidance in this field
is often dismissed on both sides of the Atlantittas general and non-prescriptive to
be useful to practitioners” (Lam, 1993, p. 180heeding "to be much more specific
and detailed" if it is to "foster good practicearifficult area” (Cline and
Frederickson, 1999).

What guidance is offered to schools and teachelsday education authorities? We
carried out a survey of the authorities with thgést linguistic minority populations
to find out. 25 replies were received in time foalysis. Of these one presented a
distinctive approach, three were in the procestestloping guidelines, and eight
submitted papers that were not really guidelinesdid not come within the scope of
the survey. 15 respondents enclosed booklets tha glesigned for teachers in
primary and secondary schools. These bookletsd/greatly in length (11 - 67 pages)
and in target readership (teachers/schools in geaespecific specialist groups such
as SENCO's or language support teachers). In detteep covered the whole range
of SEN and were not concerned solely with SpLDyslekia. Table 8.1 summarises
the coverage these booklets offered.

The status of the documents we examined variedat geal. Some were “official”
communications from a senior LEA officer or wereguced by a specialist team
within the LEA with a foreword or introduction bysanior officer. There were
sometimes professionally designed and printed, &€gng the impression of
authoritative advice and LEA commitment. In a mityoof cases a section on
bilingual children and SEN was included in gengratlance on all aspects of work
with children learning EAL. A few of the documenlst were received were
produced by a small group or an individual withigpeecialist service and were copied
cheaply and given a limited circulation. In somsesaguidance had been prepared to
be ready “to be given to professionals as the aeeds”. This was more likely in

shire authorities where there were many isolatkdduial families scattered thinly
across a large area.

Within our small sample there was no relationstawieen the size of the population
of children learning EAL in an authority and theura of the documentation
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produced for teachers on this subject: authonitids a relatively small EAL
population sometimes produced ambitious guidanbéewhere were authorities with
a much larger apparent need which submitted vemnydd documentation. We were
aware that our survey happened to coincide witareo@ when Section 11 services
were being reorganised. It may be that returns weversely affected by this factor.

Where the guidance had a section on general plascipp usually referred to relevant
parts of the Education Act 1993 and/or the 1994eCafdPractice, including:

A child must not be regarded as having a learniifficdlty because the language
or form of language of the home is different fréwa language in which he or she
will be taught. (Education Act 1993, Section 156)

Commonly caution was expressed about the riskesftifying pupils as having SEN
when the underlying problem was simply one of laggudifference. But, beyond
that, the emphasis varied markedly between docisnbnthe first of the extracts
below the ultimate aim appears to be to identiéyrall group of children who have
severe difficulties; in the second the focus isretyton improving the learning
environment for all pupils:

Minority ethnic pupils bring a rich variety of lingstic and cultural experiences
into schools. Where expectations are high and ¢thed ethos and curriculum
are responsive to this diversity of abilities andtgral experiences, then the
learning of all pupils will be supported and mosii wake appropriate
progress. A small number of pupils however mayicoatto experience
difficulties accessing the curriculum. In the ca$@n emergent bilingual pupil
this will be a temporary difficulty while the pupittains functional competence
in English. For other minority ethnic pupils modditions to the curriculum,
individual pastoral support or the wider school text may reduce the
difficulty. Some of these pupils will however hapecial educational needs
arising from longer term difficulties. It is impartt that assessment
distinguishes between these types of need.

(Hertfordshire Education Dept., 1997)

The notion that it is possible to differentiatevibeen pupils who do and those
who do not “have” learning difficulties downplayiset impact of context and
tends to equate learning difficulties with inherartellectual limitations. In fact
this within-child view of learning difficulties h&®en rejected by many
educators in favour of a more interactive multidnsi®nal view: that learning
difficulties arise through the complex interactioiha multitude of factors
associated not only with the pupils themselvesiuiitthe immediate and wider
learning environment. This is of particular signdnce for bilingual learners
whose progress is seen as causing concern. Itgeritant to be aware of the
assumptions that we are making. We need to consatefully the context in
which these pupils are operating and the diffeygtspectives they bring to the
learning situation. If we take an interactive viaghe main task for teachers is to
understand the interplay of the different fact&e can then explore how best
to revise and reshape features of the learningrenment in order to facilitate
more successful learning.
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LCAS, 1999

Most of the documents place the guidance in théesdof the authority’s general
policies on entitlement, race equality and/or aaltdiversity. Typically the analysis
refers to the importance of respecting and celetgahildren’s home culture and
language and (in a smaller number of bookletsh¢oneed foa safe, supportive
school environment which does not tolerate racism

The booklets often included advice/guidance desigaeenhance the education of
pupils learning EAL generally. This tended to cossues relating to whole
school/curriculum organisation but (perhaps suipgig) did not often include
discussion of work with parents or home activibasthe one hand or classroom
activities and strategies to support differentiatom the other. Most documents
emphasised a commitment to inclusive education eusgrpossible but relatively few
built into this guidance detailed or specific agvan how the early stages of
assessment within the Code of Practice might bevield through to maximum
effect. A document which clearly aimed to offer ls@advice was structured around
the sequence of stages of assessment within the. Bo&tage 2 advice was
organised under these headings:

Complete the Stage 1 checklist

Register the pupil at Stage 2

Observe the pupil in various settings

Draw up an individual education plan

Agree strategies for differentiation

Ensure that the pupil‘s parents are informed

Monitor the pupil’s progress

Review the pupil’s progress

Consult the problem solving model and inform thachteacher

Task 6 on agreeing strategies for differentiatonavered in five pages of detailed
notes. Under the heading of “Writing” one sectieads:

Concern - writing Comments
The child is slow to produce written work, which
is often short with dull, ‘safe’ words being uséd.
may also be muddled or unstructured. Spelling|is
often difficult to decode with the same word
having several different incorrect spellings. The
child may reverse letters or words when reading or
writing (e.g. was for saw) or may have the corrgct
letters arranged in the wrong sequence (e.g. brjd
for bird, gril for girl).
The quality of written work may not reflect verbal
skills

Opportunities to verbalise before writing
Modelled tasks (by peer or adult)
Differentiated tasks

Pictorial recording

Oral recording on tape
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Access to a computer/word processor (with usg of
spellcheck)
Shared writing with an adult/peer to scribe
A bank of topic/personal/high usage words
Ensure the child written work by:
- reading aloud for the sense, including
punctuation;
reading aloud to listen for errors in grammgr
and sequencing;
reading a third time, silently, looking for
spelling errors and correcting them with use
of a dictionary.
The child can work on above with peer/adult
support if appropriate.

(Hillingdon, 1998)

In most cases the guidance followed the stagestataiof the SEN Code of Practice,
but, as has happened in discussions of the Codeajln most attention was given to
the later stages and to procedures for involvirtgreal specialists. The coverage
reflects themes from the literature reviewed eaitighis report. For example, four
booklets commend to schools the hypothesis teftamgework for investigating
children’s needs. The authors of one booklet sughasthe 1994 Code did not pay
sufficient attention to an interactive understagdh children’s difficulties and uses a
simple, challenging question as its reference point

How can we be sure that we have carried out an aateganalysis of all factors
at play before making judgements about pupils’ @zdiments and learning

needs?
LCAS, 1999

Table 8.1 Topics covered in 15 LEA publicationstiEachers and schools

General information on the document
Purpose: Distinguishing between EAL and SEN pupils 9
Addressing the needs of bilingual pupils 4
Has a section on general principles 10
Places guidance in the context of language research 8
Places the guidance in the context of general igslion entitlement, race 11
equality and/or cultural diversity

Advice/guidance designed to enhance the educatiohpupils learning EAL generall
Suggestions for classroom activities/strategiesufport children learning EAL
Suggestions for classroom activities/strategiesufiport differentiation
Suggestions for home activities/strategies to sttpgoldren learning EAL
Commentary on relevant aspects/issues in wholeo$chioriculum organisation
Includes section on the education/assessmentugjaefchildren

U'Iq)(.k)(_;,)(n

Advice/guidance on assessment
Lists basic family details to collect 10
Lists language background details to collect 14
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Gives detailed recommendations about a stagecdher otethod of recording language 5
proficiency in L1

Gives detailed recommendations about a stagecdher otethod of recording language 7
proficiency in L2

Highlights structural aspects of example languggsith/without typical errors 1
Suggests that data is provided on earlier involrgra&Language Support Service (or 0
equivalent)

Suggests aspects of child’s performance/behaviosiciool on which information should 14
be collected

Sets out an action plan or flow diagram for thecprure for assessment 1
Follows stages/structure of the SEN Code of Practic 11
Proposes a hypothesis-testing structure for inyasitig children’s needs (with hypothesgs 4

that relate to the EAL issue)

Provides guidance on whether to proceed with EAJ/@nSEN assessment where these¢ 9

are treated as separate

Suggests school ethos/provision/curriculum thatikhbe considered 1]
Emphasises/clarifies duty to involve parents imidiation and assessment
Refers to need to appoint a Named Person in treeafdsrmal SEN assessment ]
Provides guidance on arranging interpreters 7
Provides guidance on working with interpreters 3
Comments on the pros and cons of different appesatthassessment 1
Recommends the monitoring/auditing of referralsgthnicity, etc) 2
Information listed
Lists definitions of key terms 1
Lists useful contact addresses in the area (rgléiminority communities) 7
Lists useful contact addresses in the area (rglédiSEN) 3
Lists other relevant local and/or national docursent 4
Lists languages spoken in the area (with/withooitieaf commentary) 4
Lists suggested further reading 8
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9. Summary and conclusions

The key findings of this review are:
The scope of the literature

= There is an extensive literature on the assessoi&EN and of reading
difficulties and dyslexia which very rarely refécschildren learning EAL, and
there is an extensive literature on learning tal teAL which very rarely refers to
learning difficulties. The literature on learningfidulties in second language
literacy is very limited in quantity, reports lgtempirical research and focuses on
basic reading skills to the exclusion of other aspef literacy.

Literacy learning and teaching

= Internationally research has shown that most arildearning to read in a second
language show relatively little difficulty in dewgding skills in sounding words
out and reading them out loud. The failure to dafser normal teaching is
exceptional and, in a child learning EAL, may irade literacy learning difficulties
that are not just a result of speaking a diffefanguage in the past or at home.

= The texts employed in schools present childremlagrEAL with a greater
challenge in terms of vocabulary, syntactical kremigle and cultural reference
than is experienced by monolingual learners. Thas faccuracy in reading aloud
at the word level is very often superior to thdiility to understand what they are
reading, and their relative deficit compared torédders is very often greater in
comprehension than in accuracy

= Evaluation studies of results from general literaityatives such as the National
Literacy Project and initiatives focused on chitdwith learning difficulties such
as the Reading Recovery programme have consistrdlyn benefits for children
learning EAL in general. These benefits have beesthiimited for children at the
early stages of learning English.

The identification and assessment of learningailiffies

= The available evidence is patchy, but local antbreg surveys have indicated
that children learning EAL are underrepresentedragf®EN statemented children
receiving specialist support for pupils with speciéarning difficulties. For
example, studies in two cities showed that childnesome groups were four
times less likely to receive such help than mighieen expected on the basis of
their numbers in the school population.

= For two reasons the early identification of leagndfifficulties in literacy carries
additional risks with readers learning EAL. Firstlyere is a greater likelihood
than with other children that there will be errorsdentification. Secondly, the
action of labelling them as slow learners carripsudicular risk of becoming a
self-fulfilling prophecy.
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= |mportant background information is frequently aeutin assessment reports on
children learning EAL who have learning difficullieFor example, three studies
of SEN (Curnyn et al, 1991; Cline,1991; Desforgeal €1995), found no
reference to a child's first language in one fitttone third of cases where children
were learning EAL.

= There is no simple and universal answer to thetopresf whether the abilities of
children learning EAL should be assessed in L12rThe use of L1 will only
advantage children if they have regularly usedntid¢arning in the past in the
subject area covered by the assessment.

= The development of a single special test will rmistitute an adequate response
to the challenges of assessment in this field. & eemore support in the literature
for a multifaceted strategy for assessment anduttat®n which draws on
multiple sources of evidence.

=  When different strategies of assessment are eealdat their efficacy in use with
children learning EAL, the approach that is usukdgst favourably reviewed is
the one that appears to be most commonly usednative assessment.
Reviewers have consistently judged other approachassessment to show
greater promise in this context.

Methods used in the review

The review looks at work published during the p@rd®87-99, referring to earlier
work where necessary as background to recent dawelots. There is an extensive
literature on the assessment of SEN and of reatiffigulties and dyslexia which
very rarely refers to children learning EAL andeatensive literature on learning to
read in L2 which very rarely refers to learnindidiilties. Our first aim in the review
was to identify published work in English which spdhese areas. Reference is made
in the review to 102 journal articles and otherlmabions on SEN and learning
difficulties in pupils from ethnic and linguisticinority communities, of which only
29 concern the identification and assessment aimgalifficulties and dyslexia.

More selectively, we also aimed to identify mateoia the separate areas of SEN,
assessment and literacy development which coulttibate to illuminating the issues
set out above. 264 published works are cited indategory.

In addition to empirical research, the review alswvered development work by
teachers, psychologists and speech and languaggite and to policy statements
and guidance from government agencies and lochbaties. A postal survey of
education authorities in selected conurbations iaitipe linguistic minority
communities was carried out to identify local rep@nd notes of guidance that are
not published in a nationally accessible form.

Main Findings

The title of this project refers to learning diffites inliteracy, but the focus of the
report is largely omeading This is because the relevant literature on legrni
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difficulties mainly concentrates on the narrowerga of abilities and activities
involved in the reading task. The writing proceas received less attention from
those concerned with the identification of learndhificulties.

The main findings of the review are presented enftim of answers to questions that
are commonly asked about work with children leggritAL who are thought to have
learning difficulties in reading.

a) Do children learning to read in EAL experiendHiculties that are different from
those with which teachers are familiar in monoliabahildren?

The literature suggests that, when analysing theing difficulties of children
learning EAL, a crucial distinction has to be kepimind. On the one hand, there is
likely to be a substantial number of children leéagrEAL who experience reading
difficulties in the early stages because of lingaiand cultural obstacles which they
are not always given sufficient help to negoti@a.the other hand, there is a much
smaller number who will experience severe and oairtg difficulties at the word
level that may go undiagnosed.

b) Do children learning EAL with learning difficids in literacy have access to the
specialist support that they need?

There is no regular monitoring at national levetha# allocation of SEN support to
children learning EAL, and the available data &by However, local surveys have
indicated that children learning EAL are underrepreed in LEA lists of those
receiving specialist support for pupils with speciéarning difficulties. For example,
in one urban study 5% of the total school populati@s learning EAL but this group
comprised only 1% of the roll of SpLD provision.e'humbers are small in each
individual survey, but the picture is consisternbas areas.

Studies of the impact of initiatives such as théidwel Literacy Project (directed at
all pupils) and the Reading Recovery programmes{tied at pupils at risk) have
shown a positive outcome for pupils learning EAlgeneral. But there is evidence
that the benefits from such initiatives are sigaifitly reduced in the case of children
at the early stages of learning English.

c) Should literacy learning difficulties be iderdgd as early as possible with children
learning EAL?

According to conventional wisdom, learning diffitak should be identified at the
earliest possible stage. However, there are grofamnad®ncern that, in the case of
children learning EAL, the likelihood of inaccuratentification is higher than with
other children and the action of labelling thenskasv learners will carry a particular
risk of becoming a self-fulfilling prophecy. Thaeea balance to be struck between
the advantages of early identification and the rieddke every possible step to
prevent the development of inappropriate low exgaemts of pupils learning EAL.

There are some problems when current Baseline sissag schemes are employed to
identify learning difficulties among children leamg EAL. Although some authors are
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seeking to produce improved instruments, thergaoel reasons to believe that it is
going to be extremely difficult to achieve relialaled valid prediction from baseline
assessment, except in extreme cases. This is pagguse many members of this
population show rapid learning after school en@aims from authors and publishers
that Baseline Assessment schemes can deliveraadideliable screening of learning
difficulties with multilingual populations shoulcelireated with scepticism.

It has been suggested that, instead of concergratindentifying within-child

learning problems, we should think of "teachers ea@rs asoticingchildren's
individual needs and thadjustingtheir responses accordingly” (BPS, 1998). The
advantage of this approach is that it seems litcehgtain the advantages of early
"identification” while reducing its risks. The Irecy skills of children who are
perceived to be making limited progress can bestyasonitored both in the Literacy
Hour and across the curriculum. When combined watteful profiling and systematic
recording, this can lead to appropriate furtheloactf necessary, within the
framework of the SEN Code of Practice.

d) What role should specialist EAL teachers, biliagsupport staff and interpreters
play in the identification and assessment of laagrdifficulties, and what training
do they and others need?

While most commentators agree that this groupadf Bas an important role to play
in collaboration with others, conflicting opinioase expressed on what that role
should be and how it would best be exercised.geays that the views of bilingual
staff themselves have not been surveyed.

Both the staff themselves and outside observers beammented on a general lack of
confidence and expertise in this field. No publgh# surveys or reports were traced
that related specifically to the identificationtcdining needs in EAL and SEN.

e) Should a special test be developed to overchenprbblems of assessment in this
field such as cultural bias?

An analysis of the literature strongly suggests #éhsingle test could not deal with the
challenges posed by this task. Both because intviigsts and observations tend to
be less reliable with this population and becabseerformance of children learning
EAL is exceptionally variable across settingss itmportant to look for multiple
sources of evidence wherever possible and samptkartis performance and
behaviour in different roles and different situasoThus the answer to the challenges
posed in this review will not be a single, simpd¢ af assessment materials but a
multifaceted strategy for assessment and consuitati

Some of those working on methods of normative assest have suggested that the
problems encountered in using their materials whtiidren learning EAL could be
overcome by translating well-established testsyatdyeloping pluralistic or local
norms. The evidence suggests that the technictédabs to the successful use of tests
in translation and to the development of pluradisti local norms are not
insurmountable. However, the use of such matenalde of limited value in
supporting the planning of classroom initiativeédp individual children with EAL
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to overcome learning difficulties. Translated tegils not meet the needs of all
children from a particular linguistic community,dalocal norms are likely to change
fast. It is doubtful that these strategies are-effstctive or educationally valid -
except in a very limited range of situations.

When different strategies of assessment are eealdat their efficacy in use with
children learning EAL, the approach that is usukg§st favourably reviewed is the
one that appears to be most commonly used - norenasisessment. There is a case
for prioritising research and development work arriculum related assessment,
dynamic assessment and a hypothesis testing frarkdaraassessment over further
work on variants of a normative approach.

The use of an IQ-achievement discrepancy defintiodyslexia has been criticised
on several grounds. One of the alternatives adeddatthe literature is a discrepancy
definition in terms of listening and reading confrsion. For children learning EAL
who have reached a sufficient stage in oral Englrsificiency the application of this
criterion appears likely to help identify those wbaeading difficulties are not mainly
a factor of limited oral language proficiency.

No test can be "culture-free", but test developarsdo a great deal to reduce unfair
bias in test content. It is recommended that tlieypta good practice that covers this
issue fully. Where tests and assessment tasksaetogped locally, it is possible to
employ school-based review strategies for checkimgossible item bias.

f) Should children learning EAL be assessed i tivsit language or in English or
in some combination of them both?

The first step in any assessment is to evaluakal@giscknowledge and use of their first
language and of English. All other steps in thecpss of assessment will need to take
account of the implications of the language findirgn apparently obvious principle
which studies in different areas of the countryehaliown to be often ignored in
practice.

There has been only limited development work oretrauation of children's
command of minority languages where they have iegrdifficulties, and there has
been controversy about the most effective way bheating progress in developing
English as an additional language.

There is no simple and universal answer to thetopresf whether the abilities of
children learning EAL should be assessed in L1arlt.cannot be assumed that,
because children have a first language other timghdh, they will be advantaged if
educational assessment is carried out in theiiTh&y may rarely use that language
for academic purposes and have no vocabularyfan the things studied at school. A
decision as to the appropriate language of eduttend psychological assessment
for individual children is best taken on the baxian initial evaluation of their
exposure, use, proficiency and affiliation in redatto each of their languages.

g) What background information is needed whenehening difficulties of a child
with EAL are assessed?
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When children have a minority cultural backgroumé@omplex language history,
accurate identification and assessment of leamiiifigulties will be impossible
without detailed background information. Thererisaul agreement about what items
of information should be taken into account andreggl when the learning
difficulties of a child with EAL are assessed. Yesearchers have identified key
information as missing in a significant proportiointhe case papers examined in
studies in different parts of the country.

An important part of the background informatiorb®taken into account will be an
account of the child's educational history andenireducational provision. There is a
lack of systematic, theoretically informed devel@mtal work on strategies for
evaluating the school learning environments ofdreih with EAL for the purposes of
SEN assessment.

There is evidence that some children learning EAly experience severe cultural
discontinuities between literacy practices at hame in a community or religious
class on the one hand and at their school on tiex.0tVhen severe reading
difficulties are observed in L2 and the child attelm community or religious class, an
insight into their progress with literacy in thattsng may prove illuminating.

Recommendations
Research and development

1. That there is a shift in the balance of researchpaofessional effort in the field of
learning difficulties to reflect a broader and ecldefinition of literacy including
all aspects of reading and writing.

2. That priority is given to theoretically informed uitidisciplinary development
work on classroom-based strategies for assessinigiiguage history and full
bilingual language competence and affiliation afdrien with EAL who appear to
have learning difficulties.

3. That priority is given to a development projectdentify and disseminate good
practice in observing and responding to the diffiea of individual children with
EAL and SEN in the context of the Literacy Hour.

4. That a survey is carried out of the views of a dampall adult stakeholders on
arrangements for the identification and assessofdaarning difficulties in
children learning EAL, covering, among other thintpe contribution to the
process of bilingual staff and the training neeidallostaff.

5. That research and development on other approaslasseéssment is prioritised
over work on normative assessment, because thpseaghes offer greater
promise with this population. The specific appraschecommended for further
research and development are -

= curriculum related assessment
= dynamic assessment
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» a hypothesis testing framework for assessmentahildren learning EAL
who may have learning difficulties.

6. That further development work is carried out onchatl assessment materials for
listening and reading comprehension, so that théibation that such materials
could make to the assessment of specific learnifigudties in literacy with
children learning EAL can be evaluated.

7. That work is undertaken to develop theoreticallydabstrategies and materials for
evaluating the learning environments at schoohdticen learning EAL who may
have SEN.

8. That a small-scale development project is estadishith the goal of producing
materials to support the collection of evidencebitdren’s literacy performance
in religious and community classes.

Policy

9. The information requirements for work with childriearning EAL are covered in
general guidance on SEN assessment (e.g. in tleede€ode of Practice) in order
to foster the wider adoption of well-establishemh@ples of good practice.

10. That teachers, other professionals, schools andsLiEAultiethnic and
multilingual areas are encouraged (a) to purchasesament materials only from
publishers who make an explicit commitment to aecotipractice of this kind and
(b) to employ formal school-based review strategieen developing local tests.

Monitoring

11.There should be regular monitoring at national le¥¢he allocation of SEN
support to children learning EAL.
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Appendix 1: Collecting Basic Information on Child’s Background

Checklists prepared by five authors were compdfeederickson & Cline, 1990;
Graf, 1992; Hall, 1995; Siraj-Blatchford, 1994; \deg, 1999). Their suggestions
regarding the basic information that should beesmtéid showed a high degree of
consensus. For each item in the list below the murabmentions is recorded in
brackets.

1. Cultural and religious background
Family religion (4)
Dietary requirements (4)
Festivals/customs observed (3)
Cultural and religious factors affecting dress (1)
Social and cultural background (1)

2. Family details and history
Details of family members (4)
Recent or past separations from family (2)

3. Language history, including current usage of L1 and.2
Language(s) spoken at home (5)
Reading/writing skills in home language(s) (3)
Experience/competence in English (3)
Any other languages spoken with family/community (
BICS/CALP (1)
Extra English tuition (1)

4. School history*
Previous schooling in the UK and abroad (3)
Community/religious school attendance (3)
Extended visits abroad (2)
Environment/opportunity to learn (1)

5. Medical history
Relevant/important medical information (5)
Physical development (2)
Emotionally stressful periods (1)
Social conditions (1)

We compared that list with the checklists includethe sample of LEA notes of
guidance reviewed in Section 8. There is consideraerlap but also some variation.
Further information suggested in LEA guidance nthes was not mentioned by those
authors included:

13 One of the authors, Siraj-Blatchford, was writfogearly years education so that this heading did

not apply.
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Family details and history

Trauma ensuing from experiences of a new cultungliistic/educational
Environment or the reason for the move to a newmtrgu

Extent to which the family has support within tlemenunity and is not isolated

School history
Child’s familiarity with learning and teaching sty

Medical history

Use of aids for learning
Experience of speech difficulties; details of treant received
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Appendix 2: Published tests of reading, literacy ath related abilities
For each test information is given under the follayheadings:

Type of test

Age range

Stated objectives

Skills tested

Information on use with bilingual learners

Key extracts from critical reviews (where dabie)

oO0hAWNE

Note that tests developed and used mainly in th&,CT&nada or Australia and not
specifically designed or re-standardised for usghenUnited Kingdom have not been
included in this list unless they have been commoitéd in the UK literature.

Word reading tests

The format of each of these tests is similar -stadi unrelated words graded for
difficulty that are to be read aloud in sequencid arceiling level is reached.

British Ability Scale (BAS) Word Reading Test Elliott (1996)
Second Edition

1. Individual

2. 5-14 years

3. To obtain a summary measure of overall readitagnenent that may be compared
with results on a general intelligence scale thas standardised on the same
population.

4. Word recognition; reading accuracy.

5. None available.

6. "Up-to-date, simple, quick and reliable measafr@ord reading” (Thomson,
1997). Facilitates comparison with the related BA&asures of intellectual
abilities. Prone to a ceiling effect: "one or twords can make a great deal of
difference" (Thomson, 1997).

Macmillan Graded Word Recognition Test Macmillan Test Unit (1985)

Now distributed by NFER-Nelson with the tittraded Word Reading Test
Individual

5-—12 years

To obtain a summary measure of overall readingnatiant

Word recognition; reading accuracy. The existerfdevo parallel forms allows
for repeat testing to evaluate progress.

None available.

Turner (1997) reported that it is experienced bidobn as more difficult than
earlier tests of the same type developed by BwtSahonell. Graded word
reading tests have been severely criticised bedhaggresent words without a
meaningful context and assess a very limited rafgeading subskills. Turner

abrowbdpE

NOo
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stressed the important role of automaticity ing¢hdy development of reading
and argued that “the rapid, accurate identificabbaingle words out of context
forms a vital component — perhaps the most viialthe acquisition of reading”.
(p. 198)

Reading Tests that assess comprehension as welbhasuracy

Diagnostic Reading Record Arnold (1998)

1. Individual/Group

2. 6—-11years

3. A means of assessing reading development throwgblikervation and analysis

o o

of the oral reading of a short, complete text,detd by a discussion of what has
been read.

Reading accuracy and response to text with naerativ information passages;
processes of word reading, including the use gslgrgphonic, syntactic and
semantic cues.

None available

“...probably the most convenient and accessilitedction to the technique of
miscue analysis. Although there must be reservatamout its interpretative
framework... a very usable means for teachers togengath individual readers
in a structured way.” (Vincent, 1997, p. 39) “T$eoring system for evaluating
response to text is limited in that it makes prmridor only a very simple
classification of a child’s response into one aéthlevels (with definitions for the
categories for which no empirical support is givethe manual).” (Cline and
Cozens, In press)

London Reading Test Hagues (1993)

N =

o o

Group/Whole class

9 years 7 months — 12 years 2 months

A reading comprehension test (mainly using clozénejue) designed to provide
information around the time of secondary schoaldfer. Parallel forms available.
Word and sentence reading; the ability to extnaictrmation and draw inferences
from text.

None available

A “useful coarse first filter” to differentiate tse who should be able to cope
satisfactorily at secondary school. (Beech, 1997a)

Macmillan Individual Reading Analysis Vincent and de la Mare (1990)

Now distributed by NFER-Nelson with the titledividual Reading Analysis

1.
2.
3.

ok

Individual

5 years 6 months — 10 years

A series of narrative and expository passages nedigrimarily to test oral
reading ability, though comprehension questionsatse included. Diagnostic use
of miscue analysis is supported. Parallel formslabke.

Reading accuracy; reading comprehension skill;inggstrategies.

None available
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6.

“Teachers of children with reading difficultiegy find the optional miscue
analysis and reading strategy observations paatiguhelpful... although this test
will be useful those interested in assessing rggaacuracy, it will not provide a
reliable indicator of comprehension skill” (Cairgalr). “... a niche test (enabling)
younger and less able readers.. to approach cathpassages and make
interpretations of meaning early on in the proaddearning to read ” (Turner,
1997). If standard scores are required, Englismsus@y consult Dorset norms
reported by Sawyer and Potter (1994).

Neale Analysis of Reading Ability Neale et al (1997)
(Second Revised British Edition)

ok

1. Individual
2.
3. Tests oral reading of passages through measuesezofacy, comprehension and

6 — 12 years

speed. There is a set of supplementary tests dgndstic assessment.

Rate of oral reading; oral reading accuracy; @atliing comprehension.
Sheppard (1987) commented adversely on the preeiditisn. His comments on
content are not directly applicable to this version

Oaknhill (1997a) described it as having “a humbeattfactive properties”, and
Turner (1993) wrote of it as “the Rolls Royce afinidual reading testing”. But in
the first revised edition one of the forms wasicised for gender bias and
inappropriate grading of the comprehension quest{&tothard and Hulme,
1991). Their observations were followed up by Grggmd Gregory (1994) with
a subsequent defence of the test by Halliwell aglthem (1995). In a study in
which it was compared with a test employing cleaghhique the Neale Analysis
was the more effective in assessing reading corepsabn (Nation and Snowling,
1997). Its easiest passages are more difficult thase in the Macmillan
Individual Reading Analysis, which may make it lessactive as a test for use
with the least able children (Turner, 1997).

Suffolk Reading Scale Hagley (1987)

PonPE

o o

Group

6 — 12 years

Assessment of general reading ability.

Sentence completion with a multiple-choice fornkatrallel forms may be used to
prevent copying in a group.

None available

This test is easy to administer and spans a wideagge but the norms are now
dated (Oakhill, 1997b). As the test is group adstered, it is impossible to
ascertain (on the basis of the test result alomg)awchild performs poorly, but a
factor analytic study suggested that it “is motest of reading accuracy than of
reading comprehension” (Nation and Snowling, 1997).

Wechsler Objective Reading Dimensions Rust et al (1993)

1.

Individual
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wn

o

6 — 16 years

To assess competencies in three areas: basic geagglling, and reading
comprehension. The assessments can be used slgparategether to give an
overall assessment. The latter measure of ovexadling attainment may be
compared with results on a general intelligencéestet was standardised on the
same population.

Word recognition; phonetic and word analysis; pieilarecognition; ability to
comprehend orally presented questions

None available

“..attractively presented and easy to administeimetconsuming” and therefore
most suitable for detailed work with children whavk reading difficulties
(Oakhill, 1997c). Praised for employing a widergarof types of comprehension
guestion than the Neale Analysis — “...the pupd twapredict, infer, understand
cause and effect or combine new with old knowledgeach a synthesis” Turner,
1997).

Reading Test Batteries (includes all other tests with more than one tyfigeon)

Effective Reading Tests Vincent and de la Mare (1989)
1. Group

2. 6-12years

3. To assess overall progress and provide diagnodtomation on reading skills.

5.

The tests are offered at five levels in a book fatrthat is designed to appear
indistinguishable from other non-fiction books dnén might use in their
everyday reading.

Using relationships within text, eg following tHee¢ad of sentences and using
context clues; acting upon text, e.g. interpretingecognising text; employing
reading strategies appropriate to text and purpoge skimming and scanning;
making an affective, imaginative or personal resgaio reading, eg responding to
figurative language; critical awareness and evalnaeg distinguishing between
fact and fiction; location and selection, eg usatighabetical order, reference skills
None available

Literacy Assessment Battery (LAB) Doctor (1996, 1997)

wn e

5.

Individual

Not specified

To provide a fine-grained and systematic anslgsreading and spelling
difficulties, ranging from letter recognition togltomprehension of sentences.
Six assessment tasks are set, exploring strengthe@aknesses in orthographic,
phonological, morphological, syntactic and semamtaressing.

spelling

None available

An Observational Survey of Early Literacy Achievemat Clay (1993)

1.
2.

Individual
Children of primary school age
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4.
5. None available

The text offers teachers detailed descriptiondadstoom strategies for observing
reading behaviour and evaluating skills such d@er@lentification and concepts
about print. lllustrated with examples of runniegaords and other forms.
Reading level and reading strategies working wittrgday texts.

Wordchains (Standardised Edition) Miller-Guron (1999)

PonE

5.

6

Individual or group.

7 years to adult.

A timed word reading test designed to screen feciig learning difficulties.

To assess fluent word identification out of cont&brds are presented in chains
of three or four adjoining words and the child s&ed to identify target words.
Miller-Guron (1999) compared errors of L1 Engligfeakers and L1 Swedish
speakers working in their own languages.

Tests relating to dyslexia

Aston Index (Revised) Newton and Thompson (1982)

1.
2.

3.

o o

Individual

5:06+ (Level 1)

7:00+ (Level 2)

With younger children - to diagnose potentiablaage problems, thereby assisting
in the early identification of children who areemtucational risk.

With older children who are making poor progress identify possible barriers to
learning.

General underlying ability and attainmemicture recognition; vocabulary scale;
Goodenough “draw-a-man” test; copying geometrigégiess grapheme/phoneme
correspondence; Schonell Graded Word Reading Test Rther reading test;
Schonell Graded Word Spelling Test B or other apgllest.Performance items:
visual discrimination; child’s laterality; copyimgame; free writing; visual
sequential memory (pictorial); auditory sequenti@mory; sound blending; visual
sequential memory (symbolic); sound discriminatigigpho-motor test

None available

“Whilst some progress has undoubtedly been nmaneeeting criticisms of earlier
versions, a great deal of further work remainsgabne if the Index is to fulfil its
authors’ intentions” (Pumfrey, 1985). The assessratimtelligence is based on a
draw-a-man test "which is an extremely crude megiq@8ingleton, 1997). “The
use of the outdated Schooner Reading and SpelestsTs also disappointing”
(Vincent et al., 1983). “...there are some trapglierunwary: because a test is
presented visually it does not follow that thoseoviind it difficult can usefully be
described as having “visual” problems” (Miles anddd, 1999). “Overall the test
seems rather dated... While particular tests mayaheable for investigating
various aspects of a child’s functioning, thereguestions about the construction,
standardisation and validation of the Index as aleth (BPS, 1999a)

Bangor Dyslexia Test Miles (1983)
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N =

o o

Individual %! edition (1997)

7 - 18 years

To help understand an individual's learningiclifties. Not intended to support
definitive diagnosis on its own. Should be usegas of a wider assessment.
Knowledge of left and right (body parts); repeti of polysyllabic words;
subtraction; multiplication tables; verbal sequeggcib-d confusion; familial
incidence.

Versions now exist in English, German, Greegadase, Spanish and Welsh.
Appeals to many practitioners but has been syveriticised on technical
grounds (Puffery and Reason, 1991; Pumfrey, 199Tjcised for lacking an
“objective or independent validation” (Singleto®8B). Not seen as a
psychometric instrument or a standardised testhmutght of rather as “a means
for systematic observation and comparison of tdggments of those involved”,
drawing on Miles’ syndrome theory of dyslexia (BRS99a).

Dyslexia Screening Instrument (DSI) Coon et al (1996)

N =

o o

Individual and Group

6 — 21 years

“A starting point for identifying students at riér dyslexia” (Manual). A teacher
rating scale that is designed as an initial scregmstrument to discriminate
between students who have dyslexia and those winetd&@omputerised scoring
to facilitate screening of large numbers of pupils.

Rates the child on a list of 33 behavioural chamstics associated with dyslexia
None available

Pumfrey (1997c) commended the use of computer tdoby but questioned the
validity of the discriminant analyses on which Hoering system is based. He
pointed out that the single yes/no conclusion abgstexia fails to distinguish
between different types of dyslexia.

Dyslexia Screening Test Fawcett and Nicholson (1996)
Dyslexia Early Screening Test (DEST) Fawcett and Nicholson (1996)

1.
2.
3.

o o

Individual

DST: 6.5-16.5years DEST: 4.5 - 6.5 years

To screen children with dyslexia and provide a ifgadf strengths and
weaknesses that can be used to guide the develbpir&rpport.

Incorporate a range of subtests including meashegsare found in many similar
batteries such as rapid naming and phonologicatichiéhation and measures that
are associated with their theoretical model sudbeasl threading and balance
(Nicholson and Fawcett, 1990).

See brief discussion on p. 46.

“..a promising addition to the screening repertoifleut).. for the time being an
unknown quantity” Singleton (1997). In a univerditg evaluation of the DST a
sample of teachers in six schools commended igndstic value and the clarity
and rapid availability of the results, suggestembitld be used by SENCO’s for
the assessment of individual pupils at risk, amtited the postural ability
subtest. (Lawrence and Carter, 1999)
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Tests of phonological and other basic reading-relat skills

Phonological Abilities Test Muter et al (1998)

1. Individual

2. 5—7years

3. To identify children at risk of reading difficulBeand to assess the nature and
extent of phonological weaknesses diagnostically.

4. Examines four aspects of phonological awarenesgcéprate and letter
knowledge.

5. None available.

Phonological Assessment Battery (PhAB) Frederickson et al (1997)

=

Individual

6 — 14 years

3. To assess phonological skills that are importanpfogress in reading and to
provide a profile that will support the planningte&ching.

4. Skills in non-word reading, rhyme, alliterationymag speed, rhyme and
alliteration fluency, and the detection and solutd Spoonerisms.

5. See account of a study of L2 learners on p. 46.

N

Word Recognition and Phonic Skills (WRAPS) Carver and Moseley (1994)

=

Group
4 —7 years

N

3. A word recognition test for early readers whichogisovides a profile of strengths

and weaknesses in phonics.
4. Letter knowledge; word-building skills.
None available
“It may prove slightly problematic for childrevho are poor at listening to
English as they have to clearly understand the svbeing spoken and match
these to one of the items before them” (Beech7tp9

o o
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