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Abstract

Assessing English Language Learners In L1 Kannada And L2 English To Identify
Students Who Are At Risk For Language Learning Disabilities

by
Sunaina Shenoy

Joint Doctor of Philosophy in Special Education
with San Francisco State University

University of California, Berkeley

Professor P.David Pearson, Co-Chair
Professor Philip M. Prinz, Co-Chair

This study offers a mixed-methods analyses of formal and informal screening
tools in L1 and L2 to identify English Language Learners in who are “at risk” for
language learning disabilities. It was conducted in Bangalore, India and the sample
consisted of 104 participants in Grades 2-5 from low, middle and high-income private
schools. Teachers currently use school-based performance scores in English to classify
students as persistent low-achievers. The purpose of this study was to provide teachers
with a screening tool in both L1 Kannada and L2 English to be able classify two sub-
populations of low-achieving students: students who are delayed in the second language
acquisition process and students who are at risk for an underlying language learning
disability.

Two formal bilingual screening tools were adapted and rendered culturally
relevant in both British English and Kannada, namely the Preschool Language Scale 5
Screening Test (Zimmerman, Steiner, & Pond, 2012) and the Clinical Evaluation of
Language Fundamentals 5 Screening Test (Semel, Wiig, & Secord, 2013). Both tests
were efficacious in assessing general language ability, and there was a statistically
significant relationship between the test scores. The PLS 5 was used to compare language
competencies across age, as the same test that was developed for 7-year olds was
administered to all students in the population, whose ages ranged from 7-10 years.
Quantitative analysis revealed a statistically significant difference between 7-8 year olds
and 9-10 year olds in their English scores but not in their Kannada scores, suggesting that
L2 English was maintained as an academic language while L1 Kannada was not. The
CELF 5 Test was used to classify students as “bilingual” (if they passed both tests in L1
and L2), “dominant L17(if they only passed the Kannada test), “dominant L2”(if they
only passed the English test) and “at risk for a language learning disability” (if they did
not pass either the L1 or L2 tests). When CELF 5 scores were compared to school-based
assessment scores, more than half of the students who were classified as being “at risk”
by their teachers turned out to be dominant in their L2 according to their CELF5
classification.



Four informal screening tools were used for the study: Narrative Assessment,
Parent Questionnaire, Teacher Interview and Classroom Observation. Students’ narrative
skills were assessed using the Narrative Scoring Scheme (Heilmann et al, 2010). A high
degree of overlap was observed between the students’ NSS scores and their CELF5
scores. Students who were identified as being “dominant L1 or L2” according to their
CELF5 scores, also got an overall “proficient” classification on the NSS and students
who were considered “at risk” by the CELF 5, were classified as “minimal” or
“emerging” in their narrative skills. Quantitative analysis revealed that the CELF5
English and Kannada scores significantly predicted students’ NSS scores.

The other informal tools, the parent questionnaire, teacher interview and
classroom observation checklist were efficacious in pinpointing external factors such as
parents’ educational attainment, parents’ income levels, pedagogical practices, and
special education resources, that are important when interpreting students’ performance
scores across low, middle and high-income schools. Parents’ educational attainment
predicted income levels in the low-income school and reading frequency in the middle-
high income schools respectively.

Qualitative analyses of the teacher interviews emphasized the differences in
language of instruction between low-income and middle-high income schools; whereas
teachers in the former school alternated between English and Kannada, teachers in the
latter schools used English only. The teacher interviews were also useful in highlighting
the special education support at each school site: (a) in the low-income school, teachers
treated low-achieving students as one group and they received small group instruction
that targeted rote-memorization of the content related to school exams; (b) in the middle-
income school, teachers viewed special education as occurring outside the purview of
their classrooms, as the school had a moderate-severe special education program on the
school site, but no resources for students with mild-moderate disabilities; and (¢) in the
high-income school, teachers followed an inclusive special education model and had
access to a special education department on the school site as well as a consultancy
service for assessment and intervention of students with disabilities.

Finally, qualitative analyses of the classroom observation checklist stressed the
pedagogical differences across the three schools, with low and middle income schools
focusing more on students’ content knowledge and rote memorization skills and high-
income schools focusing more on students’ presentation skills and conceptual knowledge.
The study has implications for theoretical and applied issues concerning assessment,
differentiation of language learning difference versus disability in ELLs and models and
approaches for intervention.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

The focus of this study was to develop a screening tool in both English and
Kannada in order to help teachers identify students who are “at risk” for language
learning disabilities'. Currently, teachers in Bangalore, India use school-based
performance scores in English only to assess students in their classrooms and identify
persistent low-achievers who need additional instructional support at home and school.
Because all students in these classrooms are English Language Learners”, the study aims
at expanding teachers’ assessment repertoire to include formal and informal screening
tools in both L1 (Kannada) and L2 (English) to help them make a more accurate
distinction between students who are in the process of acquiring a second language and
those who might be at risk for language learning disabilities. The sample of students for
the study was recruited from low-income™, middle-income®® and high-income™ schools
in Bangalore, India, and this was done in an effort not only to compare the performance
scores and instructional models followed in these schools, but to also examine the
cultural differences between these schools that resulted in varied special education
practices.

I draw from three inter-related theoretical frames in order to conceptualize the
study: (a) the relationship between oral language development and emergent literacy,
especially in relation to developing bilingual and bi-literate competencies; (b) the effect
of cultural and linguistic diversity on the special education referral process; and (c) the
capacity of assessment tools to distinguish between language differences and disorders
for English language learners (ELLs). All three themes run throughout the dissertation
and form a funnel-down effect from a broader perspective of language as intrinsically
linked to literacy, to the cultural effects on the early identification of learning disabilities
and finally to assessment issues that surround identifying students from various home
language backgrounds who experience an English immersion model in school.

' The term language learning disabilities was introduced by Stark & Wallach (1980), in their attempt to
develop a new conceptual framework for the term ‘learning disabilities’ by drawing from the fields of
reading, psychology, and speech-language pathology. The new approach was an effort to expand views on
assessment and intervention and to stress the connections among language, learning, and literacy. For the
purposes of this dissertation, I employ the term language learning disabilities (LLD) to incorporate
learning disabilities that manifest primarily as problems with oral and written language development.

* I use the term English Language Learners (ELLs) to refer to students who come from different home
language backgrounds and are introduced to English as a second language and the primary language of
instruction in school. For the purposes of this study, all students in the sample spoke Kannada at home and
their schools followed an English immersion model. The students’ fluency rates in English varied from
beginning and early intermediate to advanced depending on the level of English language support they had
at home.

3a For the purposes of this study, low-income schools refer to private schools in Bangalore, India where the
annual tuition costs for each student is approximately Rupees 7200 ($120)

3 For the purposes of this study, middle-income schools refer to private schools in Bangalore, India where
the annual tuition costs for each student is approximately Rupees 40,000 ($667)

3¢ For the purposes of this study, high-income schools refer to private schools in Bangalore, India where
the annual tuition costs for each student is approximately Rupees 1,50,000 ($2500)



Relationship Between Oral Language Development and Emergent Literacy

According to Sulzby (1989), “emergent literacy consists of the skills, knowledge
and attitudes that are developmental precursors to reading and writing” (p. 88).
Whitehurst and Lonigan (1998) elaborated on this idea and proposed that there were two
distinct domains that characterized emergent literacy: inside-out skills, such as
phonological awareness and letter knowledge and outside-in skills, such as language and
conceptual knowledge. Thus, learning to read and reading to learn both involve language
skills. The direct effects of language on literacy can be seen in how background
knowledge helps or hinders reading comprehension in the later grades; the indirect effects
entail the ways in which phonological sensitivity, letter knowledge, decoding skills (all
factors that involve language at the sub-word level), lead to better vocabulary and thus
build background knowledge and affects later reading outcomes (Whitehurst & Lonigan,
1998). Various aspects of language are important at different stages: for example, early
stages of reading include decoding skills while later stages tap syntactic and semantic
abilities (Whitehurst & Lonigan, 1998). The relationship between language and literacy
is thus bidirectional in the sense that oral language development transforms perception,
attention and other skills, while literacy practices improve oral language development
(Whitehurst & Lonigan, 1998).

Effect of Oral Language Development On Emergent Literacy

Milner (1951) was the first to link early language experience to school readiness
and reading readiness. He found that scores were linearly related to socio-economic
status, with higher scores being obtained by children from higher socio-economic
backgrounds. Hart and Risley (1995) found considerable differences in children’s
exposure to language and vocabulary growth across SES groups: by 36 months, the
children from higher SES backgrounds knew twice as many words as children from
lower SES backgrounds, there was a variation in amount of child-directed speech (CDS)
among various SES groups which correlated with vocabulary development, and children
in professional families heard 30 million more words than children in poverty over the
first 3 years of development. All these factors were predictors of children’s academic
achievement later on. Whitehurst and Lonigan (1998) found that inside-out emergent
literacy skills (e.g., phonological awareness and letter knowledge) become significant in
preschool and grade 1 as children are focusing on decoding, while outside-in skills (e.g.,
vocabulary, language and conceptual knowledge) play a significant role in grade 2 when
focus shifts to reading comprehension. Problems with phonological sensitivity at an
earlier stage lead to problems with decoding skills at a later stage. According to
Stanovich (1986), deficits in outside-in reading skills are very specific in the beginning,
but this relationship breaks down later on when reading is driven by knowledge
developed in other content areas. He likened it to the “Matthew effect”, or the idea that
the rich get richer, and the poor get poorer, to describe the continuity in the reading
process and how children who face early difficulties in learning to read continue to
experience reading problems in later school years. Juel (1988) observed that the
“probability a child would remain a poor reader at the end of 4™ grade if he was a poor
reader at the end of 1*' grade was .88” (p. 437). Strong expressive and receptive language
skills underlie the acquisition of specific skills, such as alphabetic knowledge, phonemic
awareness, memory, rapid automatic naming, which in turn helps with decoding skills
and finally leads on to reading comprehension (Snow, Burns, Griffin, 1998).



More recent studies have also found a positive, long-lasting effect of oral
language development on emergent literacy. Lonigan et al (2000) found that oral
language, print knowledge, and phonological sensitivity are important factors that aid in
reading success. Moreover, Storch & Whitehurst (2002) found moderate sized (.43)
indirect effects of language on 4™ grade reading; oral language affects code-related skills
(phonological processing, print concepts), which in turn affect later reading success.
Although the relationship between code-related precursors and oral language is strong in
preschool, reading ability is determined by the level of print knowledge and phonological
awareness in grades K-4 and reading accuracy and comprehension in later grades; thus
emergent literacy is viewed on a developmental continuum. According to Catts et al
(2006), the role of language increases as children gain facility decoding text; world
knowledge, and background knowledge play a more important role in reading, especially
in the middle school and high school years, as students mature. Whereas early reading
ability is dependent on code-related skills, later reading comprehension is dependent on
language ability (Catts et al, 2006). For children at risk of educational failure, early and
intensive language support is critical (Biemiller, 2006). Dickinson, Golinkoff, & Hirsh-
Pasek (2010) found that measures of complex language were more predictive of later
reading, as opposed to vocabulary that is more commonly assessed, as the effects of
language are more pervasive in nature.

Developing Bilingual and Bi-literate Competencies

Reyes (2006) defined bi-literacy as the process of developing a reading and
writing system in two languages. She defined emergent bilinguals as “young children
ages 3-5 who speak a native language other than English and are in the dynamic process
of developing bilingual and bi-literate competencies with the support of their
communities (parents, school, community)” (p. 268). Adler (1977) distinguished between
sequential and simultaneous bilinguals. Cummins (1995) observed that while children
who represent the former group typically learn one language at home and one in school,
children who represent the latter group, learn two languages concurrently, usually before
age 3. Moreover, although sequential bilinguals have the added advantage of linguistic
transfer of skills from their L1 to L2, simultaneous bilinguals cannot use L1 to influence
L2 because both languages are learned together and support each other (Cummins, 1995).
Reyes & Azuara (2008) found that children who are bilingual develop their own theories
and concepts of language and literacy from an early age through conversations and
contextual cues. Thus, the socio-cultural model functions as key to literacy, but students
need continuous support in both languages from caregivers to become bi-literate (Reyes
& Azuara, 2008). Bilingual students construct two overlapping and interacting literate
worlds by thinking and exploring their social worlds with others in two languages. Varied
activities, participants and interlocutors, as well as their social transactions with adults
help in literacy development. Additionally, they also make use of tools and resources
available to them in both languages to construct their worlds. Thus, bilingual
development could either be sequential or simultaneous, and a key to developing
bilingual and bi-literate competencies is dependent on continuous support from both
home and school environments.

Tabors & Snow (2001) observed that early childhood is a critical period for
language and emergent literacy skills that are a foundation for more sophisticated skills.
They characterized the typical development of bilingual children in three stages of



language acquisition: 1. When they are 0-3 years, they learn their first language within
their social contexts at home and this has an impact on later literacy skills. 2. When they
are 3-5 years, they are exposed to a first language at home and a second language in their
preschool environments, and try to navigate these two systems 3. When they are 5-8
years old, they go through the formal process of learning to read and write typically in
their second language, with their development of literacy in their first language tied to the
level of exposure to that language at home. This developmental sequence is cumulative,
though there are individual differences in the rate of acquisition. Based on this process,
Collier & Thomas (1989) observed that bilingual and bi-literacy programs are based on
two assumptions: (a) Reading is a meaning-constructing process and needs to be in a
language that the child understands, and (b) literacy skills acquired in the first language
transfer to the second language.

Another common question is related to the likelihood of language interference
when children are taught two languages. Cummins (1991) developed the common
underlying proficiency hypothesis, which states that there are two kinds of literacy skills:
foundational level literacy skills (intentionality of print, letter-sound correspondences,
conventions of print) and surface-level literacy skills (relationship between two languages
like Chinese and English, impact of bi-literacy over time, future literacy development).
He stressed linguistic transfer is not restricted to linguistic abilities alone but also impacts
academic skills, literacy development, subject knowledge, and learning skills that can
transfer from L1 to L2. For example, if a child is exposed to both English and Chinese,
the surface-level skills such as different writing systems in both languages are understood
as two separate systems in the brain and one does not affect the other; but foundational
level skills such as literacy development in one language has a positive effect on the
other, the child’s interactions with reading and writing both English and Chinese serve to
develop basic understanding of literacy. Thomas and Collier (1997) found cognitive
facilitation, rather than interference, for bilinguals, which can be parlayed into long-term
academic success.

Link Between Early Language and Literacy on Later Language/Reading Disabilities
Scarborough et al (2009) conducted a study to determine whether preschool
language and literacy skills were reliable prognostic indicators and/or direct causes of
later reading development. She found that although skilled readers derive meaning from
text accurately by coordinating many competent skills like language comprehension
(including vocabulary, background knowledge and language structure) and word
recognition (including phonological awareness, decoding and sight word recognition),
poor readers have trouble with word recognition and phonological decoding
(Scarborough et al, 2009). Reading (dis)abilities show stability over time: only 5-7% of
children who are good readers stumble later, and 65-75% of children who are reading
disabled early on continue to remain poor readers throughout school, despite remedial
efforts (Scarborough et al, 2009). He identified two strands of the reading process that are
the best predictors of later reading outcomes: the word recognition strand, consisting of
letter identification and phonological awareness, and the comprehension strand consisting
of vocabulary, sentence/story recall, and concepts of print on the other. Although a
reciprocal causal relationship between phonological awareness and learning to decode
print has been established, a causal relationship with the other factors has not been
established (Ehri & Wilce, 1980). Phonological deficits affect phonemic awareness,



which in turn affects the alphabetic principle and finally the ability to decode text
(Liberman et al, 1989; Stanovich & Siegel, 1994). These examples stress the bidirectional
relationship between language and literacy skills.

With the realization that language was central to the literacy process, Stark &
Wallach (1980) developed a new conceptual framework of language learning
disabilities, to offer a more holistic view of language remediation. The study of language
disorders moved from primarily syntactic to semantic and finally to pragmatic concerns
(Owens, 2005), and models of reading evolved toward an understanding of linguistic-
based underpinnings of the cognitive processes entailed in reading (Roth & Perfetti,
1980). Therefore the intrinsic link between language and literacy makes it essential to
have language-based assessments and intervention for students who are at risk for
learning disabilities.

To summarize, oral language development is crucial and intrinsically linked to
literacy acquisition, especially in terms of a predictor for reading success. Emergent
literacy consists of inside-out skills like phonological awareness and letter knowledge
and outside-in skills like language and conceptual knowledge (Whitehurst & Lonigan,
1998), making both learning to read and reading to learn products of language
acquisition. Whereas early reading ability is dependent on code-related skills, later
reading comprehension is more dependent on language ability (Catts et al, 2006).
Although this is true for both monolingual and bilingual children, the important
difference is that language and literacy skills that are acquired in one language can be
transferred to the second language in the case of bilingual children, if they are given
continuous support in both their L1 and L2 within their home and school environments.
Finally, there is evidence (Scarborough et al, 2009) to support that reading abilities and
disabilities are consistent over time and are linked to oral language development in the
early school years.

Cultural Diversity and its Impact on the Special Education Referral Process

Disability Through A Cultural Lens

Disability has been viewed through several perspectives, including (a) the medical
model, which focuses on the physical, cognitive, behavioral, psychological and sensory
deficits within the individual that sets them apart from other people; (b) the social model,
which focuses on hostile environments, negative attitudes, limited communication and
resources within a social context that limit services and supports to the person with a
disability; (c) the political model, which purports that a disability interferes with a
person’s capacity to work and thus limits his/her contribution to the economy, a product
of the values of the dominant social group, and (d) the cultural model, which focuses on
group belongingness and the distinction between oneself and groups that don’t share the
disability identity (Gilson & Depoy, 2000).

McDermott & Varenne (1995) classify disability from three perspectives: (a)
deprivation, which is indicative of one group being better than the other based on the
acquisition of certain skills; (b) difference, which is indicative of both groups being
different, but celebrating those differences; and (c) culture as disability, which is
indicative of a socially-constructed, politically-motivated construct. They claim that both
learning disabilities and illiteracy have been institutionalized as an active part of the
American education system. For example, from a deprivation perspective, persons with



LD cannot perform a set of tasks as quickly as others because there is something wrong
with them. Illiterate individuals in our society, according to this account, weigh us down
because they become unproductive workers. In the same vein, if the focus is on
difference, those with LD will be viewed as people who might be weak on academic
tasks but able to perform other tasks outside this domain, while people who are illiterate
maybe viewed differently depending on what the term “literacy” entails and how it varies
from one culture to another. The final perspective of ‘culture as disability” views LD as a
label to describe, explain, and remediate children who need to fit into a politically-
motivated system, whereas literacy is viewed as something that is good for an individual,
difficult to acquire and in need of an explicit system for transmission to illiterate people
in the classroom.

Socio-cultural Theory and Disability

One of the prominent theoretical frameworks that guide this discussion on culture
and disabilities is the socio-cultural theory. According to Vygotsky (1978), social
interaction helps organize the developing mind and mesh with the needs and aspirations
of the community at large. During the process of development, the child not only masters
the items of cultural experience, but the habit and forms of cultural behavior, the cultural
methods of reasoning. Vygotsky (1978) views disability not as a biological impairment
having psychological consequences, but as a socio-cultural developmental phenomenon.
Disability is perceived as an abnormality only when and if it is brought into the social
context. From a social perspective, the primary problem of a disability is not the sensory
or neurological impairment itself, but its social implications: For example, even though
being blind is more physically restrictive than being deaf, deafness is considered worse
because it limits social interactions and hence the transmission of cultural norms
(Vygotsky, 1995). The problem is not the primary disability but the secondary
consequences that disability engenders within a social milieu. Vygotsky stressed the
importance of identifying a disability in a child from the point of strength, not weakness,
and concentrating on the levels of independence and needs for support rather than
feebleness of mind. It was this idea that led him to introduce the term “inclusion based on
positive differentiation” (Vygotsky, 1995, p. 24) Special education, for Vygotsky, was
not just a diminished version of general education, but rather a specially designed setting,
that focused on rehabilitating the individual using psychological and pedagogical means.
The mainstreamed socio-cultural environment is the only adequate context where it can
occur (Vygotsky, 1995).

Cultural Considerations in Classifying Students with Disabilities

Florian et al (2006) identified possible purposes of a classification system: (a) to
provide identification and intervention services for students within the school context, (b)
to provide parents with appropriate services for their children, (c) to abide by the legal
rights of the students, (d) to set accountability demands on teachers and the appropriate
allocation of resources, and (e) to provide students with the right pedagogy and
specialized curricula that they require based on their individual needs. In the process of
classifying children from different cultural backgrounds, Gilson & Depoy (2000)
developed a set of characteristics of the socio-cultural context to be aware of in
understanding the impact of disability on individuals: (a) Identity, or the constants that
one sees as belonging to him/herself and that render one recognizable and unique to



others (creating affiliation and affinity); (b) Language, which is the set of symbols that
describes, sorts, classifies, and provides the forum for sharing individual experiences
(Rogers, 1996); and (c) Community, which provides acceptance and collectivity, as well
as a forum for interaction. Mehan (1993) advised educators to focus on the language of
representation (how we describe the child with a disability) and how it positions the child
vis-a-vis the disability. Mehan’s claim, which he documents with compelling examples,
is that the view of disability promulgated in our culture (and most vividly represented by
the perspective of the psychologist, who situates disability inside the childen--...
beneath the skin and between the ears, “whereas the classroom teacher sees it varying
from one classroom situation to another and the mother sees it changing through time.
According to McDermott et al (2006),

The cultural work of learning disabilities is not restricted to the

children who are diagnosed or the adults who diagnose them, but

it entails the millions of people who use a surveillance system, consisting

of doctors, psychologists, lawyers, educators, all of whom are ready before

the child shows up! They are looking for and producing evidence of LD

in educational settings designed to make symptoms of LD visible. You could not
be learning disabled in 1900; you were called “lazy”; by 1960, you were called
“dyslexic” and “learning disabled” by 1970. (p. 13)

He stressed the idea that a culture could actually be against children, as he
observed that a higher percentage of minority students are placed in special education
when compared to White peers, and within special education, White students are assigned
to least restrictive environments as opposed to minority students (McDermott et al, 2006).
“The data, driven by inconsistent methods of diagnosis, treatment, and funding, make the
whole system difficult to describe or change” (McDermott et al, 2006, p. 12)

Disproportionate Representation in Special Education Classrooms

Artiles (2003) observed a pattern of disproportionate representation of certain
ethnic groups in special education. He found that the placement patterns tend to vary
based on ethnic representation in school populations, year, and the indicators used. He
found a tendency for the over-representation of African American students and the under-
representation of Asian American students in high-incidence disability categories.
Donovan & Cross (2002) noted bias in the referral, assessment, and decision-making
practices leading to these inconsistencies in placement of students. Artiles et al (2005)
observed that disproportionate representation patterns are related to grade level, language
proficiency status, disability category, type of special education programs available, and
the types of language support available. Students who were proficient in neither their
native language nor English were observed to be the most affected in this process
(Artiles, 2005). Rueda & Windmueller (2006) found that the larger the minority student
population in the school district, the greater the representation of students in special
education; he also found that the bigger the educational program, the larger the
disproportionate representation. Oswald & Powdthavee (2008) found that low socio-
economic status was linked to disability classification and there was a greater
identification of students in districts with a high incidence of low SES students.



To summarize, disability has been viewed through the medical, political, social,
and cultural models (Gilson & Depoy, 2000). Across these models, emerge a range of
perspectives—deprivation, difference and culture as disability, with the cultural
perspective emphasizing the social and political underpinnings of disability (McDermott,
1995). Vygotsky’s (1978) socio-cultural theory stresses the importance of context in our
understanding and treatment of disabilities. Identity, language and community are
important considerations while placing students in special education programs. Artiles
(2003) observed that the concept of disproportionate representation of some ethnic
groups in disability categories stems from the cultural beliefs that surround the criteria
and practices involved in identifying or labeling a disability; these criteria lead to a range
of assessment and intervention practices, which may or may not be appropriate for
particular populations.

Assessment of English Language Learners and Distinguishing between Language
Differences and Disorders

English Language Learners with Language Learning Disabilities

Goldenberg (2008) described English Language Learners (ELLs) as students who
are not sufficiently proficient in English to benefit adequately from mainstream
instruction. The number of ELLs is growing in the US, and according to the U.S.
Department of Education (USDOE, 2011) and the National Center for Education
Statistics (NCES, 2011), English Language Learners constitute 61% (approximately 5
million students) of the school population in the US. Of these 5 million students, ELLs in
California alone constitute 29% (1.6 million) of that population. Approximately 80% of
these students are Latino, 10% are Asian, and 10% speak other languages (USDOE &
NCES, 2011). Zehler (2003) found that 76% of 4th grade ELL students were performing
below grade level in English reading. Hemphill & Vanneman (2011) reported that there
was an achievement gap between ELL students and their non-ELL peers, with reading
scale scores for non-ELLs being higher than ELLs in 4™ to 8" grades. ELLs exhibit lower
academic achievement, especially with regard to literacy skills, than their non-ELL peers
(August & Hakuta, 1998); and, in general, we know that low achievement tends to be the
most important screen in an eventual LD diagnosis. Artiles et al. (2002) found that ELLs
were 27% more likely than English-proficient students to be placed in special education
in the elementary grades and almost twice as likely in secondary grades. Wilkinson
(2006) conducted a study where 21 students legally qualified for LD, but found that they
were misidentified because practices included lack of pre-referral interventions, use of
translated tests and use of severe discrepancy as factors to qualify students. After
analysis, 11 of the students qualified for special education (52%) but formed 2 distinct
groups: LD (5) and other disability, not LD (6). The other 10 students (48%) had learning
problems that were attributed to factors other than LD. When multiple sources confirmed
a disability, the 5 students identified as being learning disabled continued to have
disability even with pre-referral strategies in place; in terms of their reading and learning
behaviors, they displayed other LD characteristics such as letter reversals, short attention
span, poor organizational skills, difficulty completing assignments, and poor memory. In
a similar study conducted by Liu et al. (2008), out of 19 Spanish-speaking ELLs who
were referred for special education services, they found that only 9 had discrepancies



between 1Q and achievement, and after analysis, 1 student had LD, 3 had disabilities
other than LD and 5 had problems that could be explained by other factors.

Although instructional practices are similar for both ELLs and non-ELLs, a given
practice might prove less effective for ELLs because they face the double challenge of
learning academic content and the language of instruction simultaneously (Goldenberg,
2008). Because ELLs are not proficient in the politically dominant language of
instruction, they often experience difficulty learning the content. This is part of the
normal course of proficiency development for ELLs (Bialystok 2001; Genesse, Paradis
& Crago, 2004; Hamayan, 2006). The difficulties experienced by ELLs in the process of
learning English, and the difficulties experienced by students with diagnosed LLDs, often
appear similar, if not identical (Damico et al, 2003; Paradis 2005). The basis of the
language, reading, or written difficulties doesn’t point directly to the cause or reason. For
example, disfluencies in language development and the ability to perceive and organize
information can be distorted in both populations; however, the underlying causes may be
very different (Hamayan & Damico, 1991). Other symptoms of disability—e.g,,
difficulty following directions, experiencing anxiety during the school day etc.—can
again stem from different causes; ELLs may have difficulty following spoken directions
in English, but students with LLD might have intrinsic difficulties with receptive
language that would lead to similar behaviors. Students with LLD may exhibit some or
all of the same behaviors but if they are also ELLs, these difficulties will be evident in
both languages and across many learning contexts (Crago & Paradis 2003; Cummins,
1984, 2000; Hamayan & Damico, 1991). Differentiating the source of the difficulty for
ELLs—Ilanguage learning disabilities or second language acquisition—is often
challenging. Nonetheless, differentiating these sub-populations is critical not only for our
understanding of the unique learning trajectories they may experience, but also for
appropriate educational placement. An accurate diagnosis would lead to better treatment
options, both in general education and special education settings.

Artlies et al. (2005) identified three main factors that led to the language learning
disability diagnosis for ELLs:

* Language support: ELLs with straight English immersion were more
isolated (no language support) as compared to ELLs with modified
English immersion (some language support) or bilingual classrooms
(primary language support was part of daily instruction). ELLs in straight
English immersion were 3 times more likely to be placed in resource or
remedial programs than ELLs in bilingual classrooms.

* Language proficiency: If a student was bilingual and fluent in both
English and his/her native language, then he/she was less likely to be
placed in special education as opposed to a student who was less fluent in
both English and his/her native language.

* Pre-referral strategies: He found that if teachers used intensive small group
instruction and pre-referral instructional strategies to target the individual
students’ needs, students were less likely to be placed in special education.

We tend to think of ELLs as a homogeneous population, but in fact, the range of
their language and academic skills is extremely variable. The challenges that ELLs face
in classrooms are specifically linked to language demands, or the linguistic knowledge
required for productive participation, which are usually transparent in proficient speakers



of the language (Goldenberg, 2008). It is thus important to help them become more
proficient in English as well as reach grade-level academic standards in core curriculum.

Problems with Assessment Policies for ELLs

A common concern is the reliability and validity of the tests used to determine the
existence of a disability. Moreover, the criteria vary between states and districts, such that
a student can qualify for LD in one state or district, but not in another. Fletcher et al.
(2004) coined the term “wait-to-fail” model to describe how students are given 2-3 years
of normal classroom experience before they can be classified as LD (i.e., the first point at
which most students could meet the “two years behind” criterion; in the meantime they
do not receive any early intervention services. For ELLs this means waiting for 2-3 years
to learn English before they can be assessed, as most tests are still conducted in English
only. Finally, external factors such as lack of appropriate instruction, school history, and
low SES determine which students are more likely to be identified as having LD
compared to others.

Alternative Assessments to Distinguish Language Differences from Disorders

Klinger & Edwards (2006) found the Response-to-Intervention (RTI) model to
not only help with early identification but also with identifying LD among students from
varied cultural and linguistic backgrounds. Students are first monitored within a general
education setting, and non-responders within a classroom are given more intensive
supports within the classroom or outside of it. From this group, a smaller group of
students who are not responding to instruction are further evaluated and monitored until a
disability is suspected. The onus is on the teachers who have to evaluate their curriculum
and instructional practices in order to suit the learning needs of a majority of students in
their class. The model of multi-tiered instruction helps teachers identify where the
breakdown lies and target specific skills that individual students are struggling with
before the problems become pervasive. It is a prevention model and also helps in the
identification and classification of monolingual and bilingual students with disabilities.
Vellutino et al (1996) presented an example of a working RTI model. They requested
Grade 1 teachers to nominate their poorest readers at the beginning of the school year,
and divided these students into tutoring and contrast groups. Tutoring involved 30-
minutes one-on-one intervention 5 days a week that targeted phonemic awareness,
decoding, sight word practice, and comprehension strategies. During the next semester,
students still below the 30™ percentile went for round 2 of tutoring. Two-thirds of
students who were tutored in the first semester had caught up with their classmates,
which suggested the instruction was not effective for everyone, and 1/3™ of students
remained in the lowest 30™ percentile despite receiving tutoring during both semesters
and were termed “difficult to remediate”. Thus, according to them, early and effective
instruction proved to be a valid means of assessment.

Apart from the RTI model, other suggestions include the following: (1)
curriculum-based assessments (Shapiro & Derr, 1990) to keep a tab on how students are
progressing in basic academic areas such as reading, math, writing, and spelling; (2)
dynamic assessments (Vygotsky, 1978) that use the test-intervene-retest format and focus
on the cognitive and meta-cognitive processes of the child. In the dynamic assessment
method, the evaluator derives important information such as the child’s cognitive
modifiability as well as the responsiveness to adult mediation and amenability to
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instruction; and (3) portfolio/authentic assessments (Tierney, 1991), which are more
holistic assessments that keep a record of students” work samples, classroom
observations, and other factors beyond student performance scores to help make
instructional decisions regarding individual students. All these assessments are useful and
can be used to put pre-referral interventions in place for youth who are ELLs before a LD
diagnosis is made.

According to Ortiz and Yates (2002), there are some principles that can aid in
differentiating between language differences and disorders: (a) Assess students in both
L1 and L2 to get a comparative perspective that can confirm of disconfirm a disability in
both languages. (b) Utilize both formal and informal assessments, like conversational
samples, story-retelling tasks, and curriculum-based measures to get a more holistic
perspective. (¢) Obtain parent and family input in terms of home and school histories and
significant life events that might have a direct bearing on the child’s performance in
school. (d) Monitor both short-term and long-term progress of the child, by performing
daily and weekly assessments across languages. (e) Perform full and individual
evaluations by using pre-referral interventions, observing students in various educational
contexts and looking for evidence of bias.

To summarize, the number of ELLSs is increasing in schools today, constituting
61% of the school-going population (USDOE, NCES, 2011). Artiles et al (2005) found
that ELLs were 27% more likely than English-proficient students to be placed in special
education in the elementary grades and almost twice as likely to be placed in secondary
grades. The three factors that led to this placement were language support, proficiency,
and pre-referral strategies (Artiles et at, 2005). A student in a bilingual program, with
equal fluency in both English and a native language and who was offered intensive
instructional support, was less likely to be placed in a special education program as
compared to a peer in an English immersion program, with limited English fluency and
no instructional support outside the classroom. In terms of assessment of ELLs, an RTI
model (Vellutino et al, 1996), curriculum-based assessment (Shapiro & Derr, 1990),
dynamic assessments (Vygotsky, 1978), and portfolio assessments (Tierney, 1991) are
useful in ensuring students receive pre-referral intervention to target specific skills before
a pattern of persistent low achievement is considered to be the cause of an underlying
language learning disability.

Importance of the Present Study in the Indian Context

Linguistic Context

According to the Census of India (2001)*, India has 122 major languages and
1599 minor languages and dialects. The largest language family in terms of speakers is
the Indo-Aryan language family, which accounts for 790 million speakers or 70% of the
population. The second largest language family is the Dravidian language family, which
accounts for 215 million speakers or 20% of the population (Census of India, 2001).
Although the Indo-Aryan languages (e.g., Hindi, Bengali, Marathi, Urdu) are mostly
spoken in the North India, the Dravidian languages (e.g., Telugu, Tamil, Malayalam and
Kannada) are mostly spoken in South India. The official languages of the country are
Hindi and English. The British colony legacy has led to English being the primary

4 The 2011 census data has not yet been released by the Indian government.
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language for government, business, and education. Although Hindi is taught as a primary
language and language of instruction in northern India, it is slowly being displaced by
English. In the southern states, the medium of instruction in schools is both the state
language (e.g., Kannada) and English, with Hindi taking on a third-language status.
Again, in the south, English immersion models in schools is displacing heritage
languages. Moreover, English is considered the link language that helps with
communication among people from different states and communities, who typically
speak several local languages. It is also considered the language of power because it
provides access to the global job market.

Therefore, most of the urban private schools in the country offer an English
immersion program with no bilingual support. According to the Annual Status of
Education Report, India (2012), 80% of Indian schools are government schools, but
because of the poor quality of education, 27% of Indian children are privately educated.
In urban centers, more than 50% of children (27 million) attend private schools and all
these students are English Language Learners (ELLs) as they come from different native
language backgrounds but follow an English immersion model in school. Although this
model has been effective with students from a higher SES background, where they have
more exposure to the language in addition to their native language, it has not proved to be
the best option with students from lower SES backgrounds where the home language is
dominant. The present study was conducted in low, middle, and high-income private
schools in Bangalore, India, where the home language background for the sample of
students in the study was Kannada and all students were enrolled in schools that followed
an English immersion model.

Cultural Context and Special Education Considerations

In terms of culture and its effect on the special education referral process, the
Indian context becomes an interesting perspective, especially because special education
services are dependent on socio-economic status. There are three tiers of private schools
in the urban centers in India: low income, middle income, and high income. In low-
income schools, which constitute roughly 50-60% of the school population in urban
centers, there is no mention of special education, and parents and teachers still view it
within a segregated context that does not find place in their schools. In the middle-
income schools, which constitute roughly 30-40% of the school population in urban
centers, special day classrooms for moderate/severe disabilities do exist, but although
they are located within the school site, the children have no contact with their typically
developing peers. In high-income schools, which constitute roughly 10-15% of the school
population in urban centers, special education resource rooms that provide pull-out
services for mild-moderate disabilities do exist, but there are no special day classes for
either mild/moderate or moderate/severe disabilities.

According to Sanjeev (2007), India is one of the few countries where the
education of children with special needs does not fall within the purview of the human
resource development sector, but rather the social justice and empowerment sector,
whose primary focus is rehabilitation, not education. The issue of education of children
with disabilities remains imperceptible, hidden from the public domain, a private problem
for families and NGOs to deal with. Although most developed countries like the United
States face the problem of over-representation of certain minority groups in special
education (Harry & Klinger 2006), developing countries like India face a paradox where
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majority of the population are under-represented in schools (Peters, 2004). Poverty seems
to be an underlying cause and consequence of a disability, as it (a) is more common in
poor families and communities, and (b) limits the access to employment and education,
which in turn leads to even greater economic exclusion (Kalyanpur, 2008).

Coping with a disability is not just an internal individual struggle of parents and
children, but it is closely tied to the cultural values, beliefs and coping strategies that a
society uses to view and deal with disability. Gabel (2004) conducted a longitudinal study
of cultural beliefs about disabilities among South-Asian Indian immigrants living in the
US, finding that many of them believed that intellectual disability is tied to bad karma
and that it can be resolved by performing good deeds. Gupta (2011) suggests that the
belief in karma promotes negative coping strategies in people with disabilities, who tend
to believe that they brought it on themselves; thus, parents are blamed for causing these
abnormalities in their children. This in turn leads to feelings of shame, stigma, and
dishonor to the family, to an extent where families isolate themselves socially to hide the
child who brought them this dishonor (Gilbert, Gilbert & Sanghera, 2004). Another facet
of the Hindu philosophy is endurance of suffering privately as a consequence for past
misdeeds (Gilbert, Gilbert & Sanghera, 2004). Many families deny going through any
stress and pain, and will often not join parent support groups and other organizations to
help alleviate their condition or support coping strategies (Gupta, 2011).

Developing Screening Tools in English and Kannada

The NCES reported that approximately 5% of all students in public schools in the
US are identified as having a learning disability (NCES 2009). In India, on the other
hand, there is no specific data regarding the prevalence of learning disabilities, but the
National Institute on Mental Health (NIMH) Report (2010) states that teachers in private
schools identified at least 2-3 students in a class of 40 as having a learning disability.
Teachers currently identify persistent low achievers and students who might be “at risk”
for a disability in classrooms by using English-only assessments that target school-based
performance scores. Thus, the most important aim of this study is to expand on current
assessments available to teachers and provide them with formal and informal screening
tools in both L1 Kannada and L2 English. This in turn will help them develop a more
valid classification system in order to provide the most optimal educational placement for
their students. The screening tools will be used to compare low, middle and high-income
private schools in Bangalore, India, and will serve the following purposes: (a) develop a
classification system to classify students as true bilingual, dominant English, dominant
Kannada, and “at risk” for a disability; (b) identify bilingual and bi-literate competencies
in English and Kannada; (c) observe the effect of socio-economic status on the
development of literacy as well as the shift in perspective on the special education
referral process; (d) observe the effect of parental income, parental educational
qualifications, and home literacy practices on performance scores; (e) observe the effect
of the special education resources available to the teachers and their interest in utilizing
the screening tool in their practice; and (f) assess the efficacy of the screening tools in
differentiating between language differences and disorders in English Language Learners.

Study Aims and Research Questions
Based on the above linguistic and cultural considerations, the following are the
specific aims of the study:
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* to observe the second language acquisition process and the relationship
between bilingualism and bi-literacy between English and Kannada

* to view special education through a cultural lens and how it affects access
to assessment and intervention services

* to utilize formal and informal screening tools in English and Kannada to
be able to distinguish between language differences versus language
learning disabilities.

Given the broad aims of this study, three specific research questions naturally

follow:

1. What is the efficacy of using formal screening tools in L1 and L2 to
differentiate between language differences versus language learning
disabilities in speakers of Kannada and English in India?

2. What is the efficacy of using informal screening tools to identify external
factors that contribute to students’ performance scores across low, middle and
high-income schools?

3. How does the culture of the school and access to special education resources
impact the utilization of a screening tool in L1 Kannada and L2 English across
low, middle and high-income schools recruited for the study?

Although Chapter 1 lays out a broad overview of the issues related to assessing
English Language Learners with language learning disabilities, Chapter 2 unpacks these
ideas further and focuses on the link between bilingualism and bi-literacy, the Indian
cultural perspective, access to special education services and the development of formal
and informal screening tools in L1 and L2 to assess ELLs.
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Chapter 2: Review Of Literature

The purpose of the review of literature section is twofold: (1) it hones in on the
problem statement and lays out the historical background, and theoretical models that
form a research base to study this problem; and (2) it lays out the empirical literature
linked to the research questions. Teachers in Bangalore, India predominantly use school-
based performance tests in English to assess students in their classrooms and classify a
sub-group of students who are persistent low-achievers. Since all these students are
English Language Learners (ELLs) with varying levels of fluency in English, my study
aims to provide teachers with formal and informal screening tools in both English and a
native language, Kannada, in order to classify students into two sub-groups: (a) persistent
low-achievers because of delayed English language skills; and (b) persistent low-
achievers because of an underlying language learning disability.

The following are the research questions for the study:

*  What is the efficacy of using formal screening tools in L1 and L2 to
differentiate between language differences versus language learning
disabilities in speakers of Kannada and English in India?

* What is the efficacy of using informal screening tools to identify external
factors that contribute to students’ performance scores across low, middle
and high-income schools?

* How does the culture of the school and access to special education
resources impact the utilization of a screening tool in L1 Kannada and L2
English across low, middle and high-income schools recruited fro the
study?

The three inter-related areas that form the theoretical basis for the research
questions, all introduced in Chapter 1, are (a) the link between early language and
emergent literacy; (b) the role of culture on the disability identification process; and (c)
the assessment issues involved in identifying English Language Learners (ELLs) with
language learning disabilities (LLDs). In this Chapter, my goal is to provide a more
detailed background in these areas, with a special focus on the last one, the assessment of
ELLs with and without disabilities. From the first two areas, I predominantly focus on the
effects of developing bilingual and bi-literate competencies and the role of culture in the
Indian context and how it affects teacher attitudes, pedagogical practices, and parent
involvement in relation to special education identification and intervention services.
From the third area, I focus on the history of the assessment of ELLs from a US
perspective, how this affects ELLs with disabilities, and what methods are currently
being used to distinguish between these ELLs with and without accompanying language
learning disabilities. I then compare and contrast this to the Indian context and lay out the
current referral process in Bangalore, India, where the present study was conducted. The
concluding section identifies the research gap and provides a framework with direct and
indirect benefits of this study.
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Developing Bilingual and Bi-literate Competencies

Literacy Through a Socio-Cultural Lens

According to Vygotsky (1997), literacy is a system of signs that is culturally
developed and transmitted; they are what he called “cultural tools” that transform the
course of human development. He observed that mental development in children result
from both natural development and cultural development. The interaction of mental
processes and cultural artifacts results not only in the assimilation into a culture, but also
the development of higher mental functions. Complex cognitive functions like reading
and writing have strong social origins as well as a cognitive basis. While lower mental
functions can be manipulated by a stimulus-response paradigm, higher social functions
are acquired through social interactions where learners can predict the outcome of
learning. This “deliberateness” in acquiring literacy (Vygotsky, 1997) takes on various
forms depending on the social context. Thus productive instruction should aim at a
child’s zone of proximal development, by using multiple forms of assistance to offer
children the optimal mix of cultural tools that help in the development of higher mental
functions. Gee (2001) defined literacy as not being a general concept, but rather a set of
practices that involve, “...people adopting different ways with the printed word within
different socio-cultural practices for different purposes and functions.” (p.30). He defined
language similarly as “people adopting different ways with the oral word within different
and specific socio-cultural practices.” (p. 33) In order to study both language and literacy,
Gee suggests that it is essential to consider the social contexts in which they develop. He
views language and literacy as entailing the formation of socially-situated identities
through cultural models, which are everyday theories about the world that people
socialized within a given discourse share; these models and theories inform participants
in a given setting about what is normal and what is deviant.

Literacy Development

Harris, Golinkoff & Hirsh-Pasek (2011) observed that toddlers pick up
vocabulary informally as they interact with others in their environments rather than from
any program of explicit instruction. Sound patterns typically turn into words, and nouns
are learned first followed by verbs and spatial relations. It takes place in natural
interactions and builds on the child’s interests, and most important, activities. The focus
is not so much on the word, as it is on the concept and function of the object. The
acquisition of early literacy skills is tied to the development of different skills (Shanahan
& Shanahan, 2008). Strong expressive and receptive language skills underlie the
acquisition of specific skills, such as alphabetic knowledge, phonemic awareness,
memory, rapid automatic naming, which in turn help with decoding and reading
comprehension (Snow, Burns, Griffin, 1998).

Literacy and the Home Environment

Parenting practices are the strongest predictor of early childhood literacy skills
(Early Child Care Research Network, 2003). The most common home literacy practice,
shared book reading, provides a rich source of information and opportunity for children
to learn context-specific language (Pellegrini, Brody & Siegel, 1985; Wheeler, 1983).
Wells (1985) found that 5% of the daily speech of a 2-year old child occurred in the
context of story-time, and Ninio & Bruner (1978) found that shared reading provided
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mothers with the context to label objects in the child’s environment. Print exposure and
shared book reading foster vocabulary development in pre-school aged children
(Senechal & Cornell, 1993; Cunningham & Stanovich, 1991). Other aspects of the home
literacy environment, such as number of books in the home, library visits and parents’
own print exposure, were also related to children’s vocabulary skills (Senechal et al,
1996). Adult-child verbal interactions, such as features of conversations during meals,
have also been implicated in the acquisition of emergent literacy skills and contribute to
the students’ de-contextualized language skills (Dickinson & Tabors, 1991).

Hart & Risley (1995) found that by age 3, children from low-income families hear
25% of the words heard by children from high-income families. They are typically “at
risk” for reading difficulties (Juel, Griffith & Gough, 1986) and are more likely to be
slow in developing oral language skills (Juel et al, 1986; Whitehurst & Lonigan, 1998).
Children from low socio-economic backgrounds are also less likely to develop
phonological processing skills, which affect later word-decoding skills as they learn to
read (Raz & Bryant, 1990). It is therefore important to consider SES, education, family
structure when looking at literacy acquisition.

All of the above factors are true for both monolingual and bilingual children,
especially in terms of the socio-cultural context in learning languages, and the influence
of parenting practices and socio-economic status on literacy acquisition. I now turn to
some specific factors that guide the second language acquisition process as well as ones
that affect bilingual children gain bi-literate capabilities.

Bilingualism and Bi-literacy as a Product of the Environment

Whitmore (2003) elaborated on the socio-cultural perspective laid out by
Vygotsky in 1978, positing an active role for children, as they exploit their cultural and
linguistic experience to construct meaning in interaction with parents, teachers, peers in
their environment. Dickinson & Tabors (2002) found that bilingual children develop a
variety of abilities in two languages across different tasks such as narrative production,
book reading, etc., and this is built on their cooperation with parents and primary
caregivers. They develop meta-linguistic awareness and differentiate between oral and
written systems as they learn early on that each language is a key to communication and
literacy (Dickinson & Tabors, 2002). If children have continuous support from their
caregivers in both languages, they are able to move from bilingual to bi-literate
competencies. They create two over-lapping and interacting literate worlds by thinking
and exploring their social worlds with others in two languages (Reyes, 2006). A
bidirectional relationship between L1 and L2 at home and school plays an important role
both in developing oral language, as well as supporting bi-literacy. In bilingual children,
contextual cues become important not only in differentiating between two literacy
systems, but also to be able to recognize the appropriate context in order to switch
between languages and be understood by their caregivers.

Cross-Linguistic Transfer as a Positive Effect of Bilingualism and Bi-literacy
Cummins (1984) proposed a Developmental Interdependence Hypothesis, which
states that proficiency in L1 is required to develop proficiency in L2 and a common
underlying proficiency between L1 and L2 facilitates the transfer of cognitive skills in
addition to linguistic skills. He observed that literacy skills could be both foundational
skills, such as letter-sound correspondences, conventions of print, as well as surface-level
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skills such as the relationship between L1 and L2, and the effect of bi-literacy over time
(Cummins, 1991). It is important for students to understand the cognate relationships
across languages; for example the English word “encounter” which occurs less frequently
can be related to the Spanish word “encontrar” which is the word for “meet” and is used
more frequently (Cummins, 2005). Another strategy that can be used in the classroom is
encouraging students to use both their L1 and L2 to create literature and art and explore
issues of social relevance (Cummins, 2005). Linguistic transfer between L1 and L2 thus
includes a transfer of linguistic abilities as well as literacy development, subject
knowledge, and learning skills. The reading and writing experiences established in one
language are passed on to the second language as children navigate between the two to
understand literacy development. For example, if a child has formed a schema or a
mental framework for the word “table” in his mind in one language, he does not have to
re-learn the concept of a table in his L2, but rather substitute the L1 word with the L2
word and have two words instead of one in his lexicon to match his schema for a “table”.
The development of bilingualism seems to have a positive linguistic and cognitive effect
for most children. They develop meta-linguistic awareness in both languages, seamlessly
navigate two language and literacy environments, as well as acquire two sets of
vocabulary words and an expanded lexicon to describe everything in their learning
contexts. Tapping on heritage language resources helps bilingual students value their L1
in relation to their instructional L2, helps parents of bilingual students be more involved
in school-based projects and promotes cross-linguistic transfer between the two
languages.

Bilinguals who are “At Risk” for Language Learning Disabilities

According to Tabors & Snow (2001), developmentally, the ages between 0-3
years are critical for children to acquire language and literacy skills. This is the period
when bilingual children depend on their home environments to attain these skills. At-risk
bilinguals may also be at risk for developing English literacy skills because their parents
may have insufficient knowledge in the language (Tabors & Snow, 2001). Between the
ages of 3-5 years, language development is dependent on the home environment and the
preschool environment. They tend to go through roughly four phases of development:
home language use (they take time to realize that language outside their home is a
different language), nonverbal period in new language (non-verbal requests like crying,
pointing etc to continue communicating; receptive language development), telegraphic
language (naming people and objects: get into flow of activities; sound like members of
group), and productive use of the new language (build own sentences to describe
activities) (Tabors & Snow, 2001). Though these stages are cumulative, the rate of
acquisition varies from one child to another. Other factors like motivation, exposure, age
and personality have an impact on how fast a child acquires a language. In this stage, the
variation in the amount of time dedicated to learning the new language will lead to
differences in vocabulary; the bilingual child will have a smaller vocabulary and this may
have implications for later acquisition of literacy skills. Finally, by ages 5-8 years,
children transition to formal instruction in reading and writing typically in their second
language (Tabors & Snow, 2001). Though literacy skills acquired in the first language
transfer to the second language, a huge concern at this stage is to prevent reading
difficulties in ELLs who navigate through two systems.
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Scarborough et al (2009) observed that twenty years ago reading was not thought
to begin till formal instruction in school started, and reading disabilities were seen as an
education problem. But currently, the prevailing view is reading begins in preschool and
is also dependent on home literacy environments. The question is whether pre-school
differences in reading language and literacy can serve as reliable prognostic indicators of
later reading skills. Skilled readers accurately derive meaning from text by coordinating
many competent skills such as vocabulary, background knowledge and word recognition.
Most struggling readers, on the other hand, have trouble with phonemic awareness and
phonological decoding, which in turn affect comprehension. Reading (dis)abilities seem
to show stability over time (Scarborough et al, 2009), with 65-75% of those students who
are classified as poor readers early remaining poor readers throughout school.

Cummins (1984) developed a model of second language acquisition and
introduced the terms Basic Interpersonal Communication Skills (BICS) and Cognitive
Academic Language Proficiency (CALP) to describe the language acquisition process.
Basic Interpersonal Communication Skills (BICS), which is the ability to communicate
basic needs and wants, as well as carry on basic interpersonal conversations, takes
approximately 1-3 years to develop after the student is first exposed to the second
language. As important as it is, it is insufficient to facilitate academic success. On the
other hand, Cognitive Academic Language Proficiency (CALP) or the ability to carry out
advanced interpersonal conversations as well as communicate thoughts and ideas
effectively, takes approximately 5-7 years to develop, and it is essential for academic
success. It thus takes an average ELL at least 4-5 years to become competent in the L2 in
order to be assessed in that language (Cummins, 1984). In this period of development of
CALP, the errors that are observed in the development of literacy skills often appear
similar to students with LLD, which leads to a potential misdiagnosis. Research indicates
that the less schooling a child receives in a native language, the longer he/she will take to
acquire proficiency in a second language. Another reason for patience stems from the
relationship between L1 and L2: proficiency in the native language facilitates the transfer
of CALP from the native language to the new one (Thomas & Collier, 1997).

Bilingual Language Support for ELLs

Ortiz & Yates (2001) observed that if a second language is introduced prior to the
development of CALP in the native language, it might result in academic problems.
However factors such as language of instruction, parental education, continued
opportunities for L1 development and age of acquisition could affect the result in a
positive way. ELLs are less likely to be referred for special education if they are provided
with bilingual language support in schools (Ortiz & Yates, 2001). Hoover (2008) noted
that bilingual education became a part of educational policy after the passing of the
Bilingual Education Act of 1968. Since then, it has been a controversial topic especially
among scholars and the lay public who believe in English immersion programs. But most
of the research that compares monolingual versus bilingual education programs suggests
that bilingual education is very effective while teaching ELLs (Hoover et al, 2008).
Students in developmental bilingual programs, with a gradual transition to English
outperform peers in early-exit, transitional programs, as well as English-only programs
when tested in English (Ramirez, 1991). Oller & Eilers (2002) found that bilingual
instruction positively affected English literacy by grade 2 in comparison to English
immersion programs. Thomas & Collier (2002) found that students fared better in two-
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way dual immersion programs where English-speaking children learned Spanish, while
ELLs learned English. Bilingual programs can vary from transitional/early exit ones that
use the native language and culture of the student till they learn English, and maintenance
or late-exit programs that concentrate on bi-literacy (Hoover et al, 2008).

To summarize, the bilingual advantages are that students can develop meta-
linguistic awareness about two literacy systems and have a larger overall vocabulary in
two languages. They also learn both foundational and surface skills in one language that
can transfer over to their second language to help them gain bi-literate competencies.
Though some students might be misidentified as having language learning disabilities,
this is more a result of their delayed second language acquisition patterns rather than the
actual presence of a disability. Moreover, research suggests that if students are supported
with bilingual language programs, and are encouraged to develop bi-literacy in both
languages, the referral to special education is highly reduced. I now turn to language and
literacy practices within the Indian context and how this might affect students who are
ELLs as well as those that might have underlying language learning disabilities.

Language and Literacy Practices in Indian Homes and Schools

Literacy practices in Indian homes. Kalia (2007) conducted a study in two pre-
schools in Bangalore, and found that book reading at home was associated with bilingual
children’s oral language, narrative and literacy development in L2 English. Some of the
languages parents spoke at home were Kannada, Malayalam, Urdu, Hindi, Tamil, Telugu,
Bangla, Gujarati and Oriya. These students came from middle-income backgrounds and
their parents were high school or college graduates who read to them in English. Parents’
report of frequency of library visits was significantly associated with children’s scores for
complex syntax, and their receptive vocabulary scores were significantly correlated with
their scores on concepts of print, blending, elision and the complexity of narrative they
produced (Kalia, 2007). The benefits of shared book reading correspond to other studies
on monolingual students (Senechal & Cornell, 1993; Cunningham & Stanovich, 1991),
and it is true for students from middle-high income backgrounds in India. But I could not
find a study that looked at literacy practices in low-income homes; the present study
offers some insight into that area, as well as how it corresponds to more students from
low-income homes being identified as having language learning disabilities.

Language of instruction in Indian schools. The school system in India consists
of private and government schools. The private schools typically follow an international,
national or state-level standardized curriculum. The medium of instruction in these
schools is usually English, Hindi, or the State language, which varies between states. The
government schools typically follow a state-level curriculum and the medium of
instruction is usually in the State language. It is important to note that there are no
bilingual programs, and all schools follow language immersion models. The sample for
the current study was from low, middle and high-income private schools where students
followed an English immersion program. English as a medium of instruction serves three
purposes in these schools; (a) it is the link language for students coming from various
home language backgrounds, especially in urban centers (b) it is believed that early
exposure to the language helps students gain proficiency in it and teachers emphasize
English language use in their classrooms, (c) the popularity of English education has
recently been associated with economic growth since the information technology industry
has boomed in India (Mehrotra & Delamonica, 1998). It is estimated that 90 million
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children in India are currently being formally schooled in English (Kalia, 2007). Pakir

(1991) documented the features of the varieties of English used across the world.

According to Ramanathan (1999),
A key assumption has been that the inner circle of countries (Britain, US, Canada
and Australia) with native speakers of the language sets English standards for
countries in the outer circle (e.g. India, and parts of Africa), where English is used
non-natively but extensively and has been given official language status.
Unfortunately, English and the privileges associated with it remain inaccessible to
those who are from a lower SES or caste or both in India, with the Indian middle-
class assuming a position of power through its access to English (p.212).

An Indian Cultural Perspective: Effect on Special Education Services

The field of special education, and inclusive special education in particular, has
been a fairly recent development in India and has taken shape only over the last decade.
Currently, only high-income private schools, which constitute roughly 10-15% of the
school population, provide services for mild/moderate disabilities on the school site. The
following sections delineate the political, economic and cultural beliefs that have shaped
developments in India so far. It is important to note that special education services in
India are still predominantly viewed as being outside the realm of the general education
system, even though it is mandatory to have a special education department/learning lab
(which are similar to resource rooms in the US) in every school. There is still a
considerable amount of stigma attached to a disability, specifically because people with
disabilities are not considered valuable to a developing economy. This attitude trickles
down to the culture of education and pedagogy, and a lot of families hide the fact that
their children are assessed by psychologists or get speech therapy services outside of
school. Thus, a focus of this section will be on how cultural beliefs about disabilities
affect parent involvement, teacher attitudes, and pedagogical practices for students with
disabilities.

Cultural Beliefs about Disability

Coping with a disability is not just an internal individual struggle of parents and
children, but it is closely tied to the cultural values, beliefs and coping strategies that a
society uses to view and deal with disability. In coming to terms with a disability, people
look for sources outside of themselves, like the media, culture and a religion (Langford,
2002). They try to figure out a cause and answers to questions like why they were chosen
to carry such a burden in life. According to Gupta (2011), Hinduism provides these
answers through the law of “karma,” which states that deeds done by a person in a
lifetime, affect their current or later lives; in that a good deed leads to good karma, as
opposed to a bad deed which leads to bad karma. The law of karma follows the principle
of reincarnation, and thus a person’s misfortune may be linked to bad deeds done in the
present or past lives, and the soul carries it along as it transmigrates from one life to
another, until it is justified. Gabel (2004) conducted a longitudinal study of cultural
beliefs about disabilities among South-Asian Indian immigrants living in the US, and she
found that many of them believed that intellectual disability is tied to bad karma; and that
it can be resolved by performing good deeds. Gupta (2011) suggests that the belief in
karma promotes negative coping strategies in people with disabilities, who tend to
believe that they brought it on themselves; thus, parents are blamed for causing these
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abnormalities in their children. This in turn leads to feelings of shame, stigma, and
dishonor to the family, to an extent where families isolate themselves socially to hide the
child who brought them this dishonor (Gilbert, Gilbert & Sanghera, 2004). On the other
hand, some individuals take it upon themselves to gain control, and use adaptive coping
strategies to deal with the bad karma (Miles, 1995). In terms of access to special
education services, some families are not at all involved with their child’s education or do
not even feel the need to provide them with services, as they would rather not be seen
socially. Other families take it on themselves to seek education for their children, become
extremely involved, and strongly advocate for their children, by often starting up their
own NGOs to provide services to children with similar needs, as a means of overcoming
their karma. Another facet of the Hindu philosophy is endurance of suffering privately as
a consequence for past misdeeds (Gilbert, Gilbert & Sanghera, 2004). A lot of families
deny going through any stress and pain, and will often not join parent support groups and
other organizations to help alleviate their condition or support coping strategies (Gupta,
2011).

Parent Involvement at Home and School

Indian parents value academic achievement and family interdependence, and
discourage autonomy (Dasgupta, 1989). More recently, Jambunathan & Counselman
(2002) conducted a study that focused on the parenting attitudes of Asian Indian women
both in India and the US. While the former tended to follow an authoritarian parenting
style, the latter followed an authoritative parenting style. According to Baumrind (1967),
authoritarian parents tend to be very strict and expect their children to obey them with no
room for discussion. These children usually turn out to be dependent, unhappy and
socially withdrawn. On the other hand, authoritative parents exercise control with a high
level of expectation but also respect their children’s decisions. These children usually
turn out to be more independent, with a high level of self-esteem.

The family constellation plays an important role; for example a lot of children
come from joint or extended families (grandparents, parents and children living together)
as opposed to nuclear families, and support for a child is viewed as a universal concern
(Goldbart & Mukherjee, 1999). Peshawaria et al (1995) found that grandparents were in a
position to offer significant support to families. Within India’s traditional family
structure, there may be a greater likelihood of other family members participating in
child-care and other domestic chores (Kashyap, 1989; Peshawaria et al, 1995). The
primary care-giving role, be it in a traditional joint family or the modern nuclear family in
India, is still taken on by the mothers with little everyday involvement from fathers
(Kashyap, 1989).

Sreekanth (2011) conducted a study to measure parents’ involvement in the
education of their children. He reported that most of the parents in his sample were
committed to attending parent-teacher meetings, supported their children with their
homework and were proactive with the teachers to focus on the welfare of their children.
But apart from expected roles, parents usually do not question the authority of the
teachers and do not have an understanding of alternative education programs, teaching
and learning styles beyond what the school expects of them. Moreover, most parents are
determined to have their children succeed on school-based exams and believe that the
primary goal of education is focused on academic content knowledge.
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In India, the availability of teachers and therapists in the field of special education
is limited, and this increases the demands on parents to participate in their child’s
education and therapy (Goldbart & Mukherjee, 1999). An advantage of a joint family
system is that a more experienced caregiver might be able to recognize typical versus
atypical developmental patterns early on, and the care for the child with a disability is a
universal one. Thus, parents are very involved with their children on the home front.
Unfortunately, there are limited opportunities for special education services for these
children and the society as a whole view them as a liability as they do not contribute to a
growing economy. This in turn affects parental decisions regarding schooling of their
children with special needs

Education of People with Disabilities in India

According to Sanjeev (2007), India is one of the few countries where the
education of children with special needs does not fall within the purview of the human
resource development sector, but rather the social justice and empowerment sector,
whose primary focus is rehabilitation, and not education. The issue of education of
children with disabilities remains imperceptible, hidden from the public domain, a private
problem for families and NGOs to deal with. Why is this the case? According to Peters
(2007), India has 70 million people with disabilities, and this alarming statistic came to
light only after the 2001 census, which was the first time the education and employment
status of people with disabilities was accounted for. Only 1-2% of people with disabilities
are educated, and they attend schools set up by Non-Government Organizations (NGOs),
since public schools don’t accommodate them, and private schools are too expensive.
Only 1% of people with disabilities are employed in India, and most others are dependent
on their families for basic care, as there is no government assistance for unemployment.

While most developed countries like the United States face the problem of over-
representation of certain minority groups in special education (Harry & Klinger, 2006),
developing countries like India on the other hand, face a paradox where majority of the
population are under-represented in schools (Peters, 2004). Pratham (2005) states that
there are as many as 13.4 million children in India who have either never gone to school
or dropped out. This includes up to 95% of children with disabilities, which accounts for
40% of the total population of people with disabilities who have never received an
education, in either general or special schools (Jha 2004; Rao, Narayan & Mani, 2005).
India has the “highest absolute number of out-of-school children” (UNESCO Institute for
Statistics, 2005,p.21), and it is one of the 35 countries that are most unlikely to meet
education for all goals by 2015 (UNESCO, 2005). Poverty seems to be an underlying
cause and consequence of a disability, as it (a) is more common in poor families and
communities, and (b) limits the access to employment and education, which in turn leads
to even greater economic exclusion (Kalyanpur, 2008).

Special Education Movement in India

Education of children with disabilities in India, as all over the world, has moved
from segregated schools to special day classes, to integrated education (Rao, 2003).
Historically, special education services were provided in segregated schools right from
the 1800s, when the first schools for the deaf and blind were set up in Bombay and
Amritsar respectively. But according to Saini (2000), education policy in India took
shape only after its independence from the British rule in 1947. Out of this, arose the
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Universal Education for All policy (1950), which mandated free and compulsory
education for children aged 6-14 years. In an effort to serve a huge population, with
limited resources, children with disabilities were not addressed.

In the 1960’s the government introduced various schemes to train teachers to
teach kids with special needs, and in the 1980s, the Welfare Ministry set up an institution
to monitor and regulate the disability rehabilitation programs across the country.
According to Kalyanpur (2008), later policy efforts in the 1980s and 1990’s were
specifically directed towards students with disabilities, and included “The National
Policy of Education, 1986, three major pieces of legislation (the Rehabilitation Council of
India Act of 1992, the Persons With Disabilities [Equal Opportunities, Protection of
Rights and Full Participation] Act of 1995, and the National Trust [for the Welfare of
Persons with Autism, Cerebral Palsy, Mental Retardation and Multiple Disabilities] Act
0f 1999), and a bill recently introduced in parliament to make primary education
compulsory.” (p. 56). The ‘Persons with Disabilities (equal opportunities, protection of
rights and full participation) Act’ of 1995, laid the foundation for the philosophy of
inclusive education. Later that year, the District Primary Education Program (DPEP) was
set up to address modifications and accommodations that would make curriculum more
accessible to students with disabilities. This was the first time that the term
“Individualized Education Plan” came into effect.

The number of special schools rose to around 3000 by the year 2000 (Department
of Education, 2000). By the year 2005, the National Curriculum Framework, set out to
introduce an inclusive education practice throughout the Indian education system. It took
into consideration all aspects of inclusive education, including pre-service and in-service
training of teachers, smaller classroom sizes, and differentiating instructional practices.
Though there have been efforts towards inclusive education, it is still a new practice that
has taken shape in the last decade and is restricted to urban centers. Even in the
metropolitan cities like Mumbai, Delhi, Calcutta, Chennai and Bangalore, it has not yet
made the transition from theory to practice in a majority of schools.

Teacher Attitudes and Pedagogical Practices that Affect Students with Disabilities

Although special schools are the predominant option for students with special
needs in India, the movement towards inclusive education has started in some parts of the
country (Jangria, 1995; Alur & Natarajan, 2000). Teacher attitudes are an important
variable to consider while evaluating the efficacy of inclusive education programs
(Ringlaken & Price, 1981). Parasuram (2006) conducted a study in Mumbai, India to
learn more about teacher attitudes towards students with disabilities in their classrooms.
He was interested in whether background characteristic variables such as age, gender,
income level, education level, and teaching experience affected teachers’ attitudes
towards including students with disabilities in their classrooms. He found that teachers’
attitudes significantly varied with age and teaching experience. Younger teachers with
fewer years of work experience had more positive attitudes towards inclusive education
as opposed to older teachers with more work experience. Moreover, if teachers came
from a higher socio-economic status, they had more positive attitudes towards students
with disabilities when compared to teachers from lower socio-economic groups.
Teachers’ positive attitudes towards people with disabilities are also positively correlated
with higher education levels (Yuker, 1988; Patterson, 1995; Parasuram, 2006).
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According to Clarke (2003), both teachers’ openness and resistance to educational
reform are embedded in the cultural construction of teaching and learning. Her study
explored teacher attitudes in Karnataka, India, where the current study was conducted.
The goal of Clarke’s (2003) study was to introduce in-service teacher training programs
that were focused on student-centric pedagogy in place of the traditional rote
memorization system. She based the study on four cultural constructs that represented
pedagogical practices in India (Clarke, 2001): (a) shared holistic worldview, which
suggests that individuals are not autonomous but linked in an interdependent system of
regulation; (b) instruction as duty, which suggests that a person’s caste stipulates a set of
duties, which must be followed as an obligation; (c) structural hierarchy, which suggests
that the teacher is more knowledgeable to the student; and (d) knowledge as collectively
accumulated, where an individual’s decisions are constructed by choices of the
community rather than individual experience. Her results showed that “openness to
regulation, the conception of their task as duty and possibly the hierarchical social
framework allows teachers to be receptive to reform programs outlined by central
authorities” (Clarke, 2003, p. 37). But though teachers have started using instructional
aids, activities and demonstrations during their instruction, they have not integrally
transformed teaching and learning; for example the classes are still teacher-centric and
the school-based exams are still focused on verbatim responses from the textbook. I could
not find a similar study that introduced special education reform in terms of assessment
and intervention practices, so it would be interesting to look at the impact of my study on
teachers more than ten years after the Clarke (2003) study was conducted in Karnataka,
India.

Assessment Issues in Identifying English Language Learners (ELLs) with Language
Learning Disabilities (LLDs)

Problems with the 1Q-Discrepancy Model

Bateman (1965) suggested a method for identifying learning disabilities by
establishing a discrepancy between a student’s general intelligence (by using an 1Q test)
and actual academic performance (by using an achievement test). In 1977, the US
Department of Education established federal guidelines for identifying students with LD,
and set parameters to use the discrepancy model identified by Bateman (1965), and this
approach persisted until the last decade. According to Reschly (2005), the IQ-
achievement discrepancy model assesses whether there is a significant difference
between a student’s scores on a test of general intelligence (e.g., an IQ test such as the
WISC-1V) and scores obtained on an achievement test (e.g. the Woodcock Johnson
Achievement Test). If a student’s score on the IQ test is at least two standard deviations
(30 points) higher than his or her scores on an achievement test, the student is described
as having a significant discrepancy between IQ and achievement and therefore as having
a learning disability.

Although this practice has been well-established, even entrenched, in schools,
Speece et al (2003) found that problems with it far outweighed the gains made by
employing this model. Some problems with this model are that assessments do not
always discriminate between genuine disability and a range of other explanations of low
performance, such as inadequate teaching, teacher or testing bias, or invalid criteria.
These explanations, coupled with the fact that this approach does not inform instructional
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practices, led to concerns about its validity. Continuing to be problematic and
controversial over several decades, states and school districts began to opt for different
criteria, causing students to be classified as LD in one state or district, but not so in
another state or district (Mercer, 1997). More importantly, Fletcher et al (2004), observed
that students have to first fail in order to qualify for special education services, and since
students have to perform at two grade levels below their own, to establish a discrepancy,
students with serious learning disabilities could not be identified or receive services in the
primary grades. He called this the “wait to fail” model.

Introduction of the R77 Model

According to Smith (2005), the reauthorization of IDEA (2004) stressed a move
away from the discrepancy model to diagnose learning disabilities, and introduced the
term, “Response to Intervention” (RTI) as a means to providing students with a more
holistic assessment that focused not on the intrinsic abilities of the child, but extended to
extrinsic variables such as instructional practice, assessment tools etc. The thrust has been
on early intervention and prevention at the school-wide and district-wide level rather than
concentrating on the limited cognitive abilities of the child or waiting for children to fail,
as was the case in the earlier era in which the 1Q-discrepancy model prevailed..
According to Fuchs & Fuchs (2006), the responsiveness to intervention is seen at three
different tiers, and additional instructional supports are put in place at each stage usually
before a diagnosis is made.

The purpose of RTI is for teachers to reflect on their teaching practices and
curriculum at every tier and make an informed decision related to special education
referral and educational placement. For example, if a student is not responding to tier 1
instruction, a teacher will refer the child for more intensive instruction that is targeted to
their specific needs in reading and writing skills in tier 2, before he/she moves on to more
complex ideas. Thus, at every level, a child gets instructional supports and early
intervention practices to avoid falling behind the other students in class. And when the
child clearly does not respond to intervention even at tier 3, the teacher is more convinced
of his/her decision to refer the student for special education services. Fuchs & Fuchs
(2006) unpack the reasons why there has been a shift towards using RTI as a more
effective form of assessment and instruction. First, special education services are
expensive, and the number of kids being diagnosed with LD has increased exponentially.
Second, the varying definitions and criteria related to the [Q-achievement discrepancy
have led to inconsistencies in the criteria for classification and the resulting prevalence of
LLD across States and districts, making it possible for students to qualify for special
education services in one state but not another. And finally, the “wait-to-fail approach”
propagated by the discrepancy model—which by requiring students to be performing at
least two grades below their grade level, essentially denies assistance until grade 3—is
not optimal in providing students with early intervention when they need it. Thus a
school-wide assessment policy based on a tiered model of instruction is more effective in
pinpointing where the problem lies and providing students with intensive instruction at
every tier before they are considered “at risk” for a disability.

Considerations While Assessing English Language Learners (ELLs)
The number of ELLs has been increasing in the US. According to the latest report
of the US Department of Education (USDOE, 2009) and National Center for Education
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Statistics (NCES, 2009); they constitute 61% of the school population (5.1 million
students). There have been several policy changes through the years to address the issues
related to assessment practices for this population, in order to provide them with the most
effective pedagogical practices as well as appropriate educational placement decisions.

Standardized tests like 1Q tests and achievement tests are usually conducted in
English only and this limits access to English Language Learners, who are often
misidentified as having LLDs. Special education identification, placement, and
instruction decisions for students who are English-language learners (ELLs) have been
largely based on research and practices used with monolingual students with disabilities
(Artiles & Ortiz, 2002). These are problematic for many ELL students with disabilities,
as these practices do not take into consideration fluency rates and linguistic basis of
acquiring a second language. Even though ELLs usually attain oral language fluency at
an earlier stage of reading development, they might still take longer to develop reading
comprehension. And though they develop decoding skills without developing a lexicon or
prior knowledge to understand what is being read, a period of acculturation may be the
most important factor for ELLs to develop contextual cues and augment their
vocabularies. Because ELLs are not proficient in the language of instruction, they usually
experience difficulty learning the content. This is part of the typical development of
proficiency in an additional language (Bialystok, 2001; Genesse, Paradis & Crago, 2004;
Hamayan & Freeman, 2006). On one hand, there is a need to identify students early on,
so that they can receive early intervention services, but on the other hand, it is critical to
take into account language and cultural issues before deciding on the best educational
placement for these students. Without a considerate assessment instrument and an
educator who is aware of these differences, there is considerable risk of identifying a
communication disorder or language learning disability.

If ELLs are misidentified as having language learning disabilities, they are usually
referred for special education services. Ironically, instructional models of special
education are individual-specific and directed towards the cognitive aspects of the
disability, such as phonological processing, learning styles, attention, and memory, rather
than individual language support, such as ESL classes, and bilingual programs which
target specific linguistic aspects such as vocabulary, story recall, and letter identification
that is better suited to their needs. Thus ELLs without disabilities are more likely to get
intensive second-language support and educational placement in bilingual programs as
opposed to ELLs with disabilities, who are mainly instructed only in English—a practice
that would be consistent with a disability-centric diagnosis (Klinger & Harry, 2006).
While remediation programs cater to particular reading and writing deficits that are
exhibited in students with language learning disabilities (LLDs), these may not be
efficient instructional practices for students who are ELLs and do not have a more global
understanding of the language as the struggle to gain proficiency in it. According to
Connor & Boskin (2001), there has been a large amount of research on language
acquisition from the perspective of linguists, psycholinguists, medical personnel, and
sociologists, but very little research exists on how language usage influences the
educator’s decisions on the placement of students. It is also critical to note that ELLs are
usually diagnosed with language learning disabilities at grade 3, after they are given a
couple of years to pick up the second language. This is similar to the special education
model, where students have to test at two grade levels below their current grade to be
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considered learning disabled. According to Klinger and Harry (2006), these
considerations include not knowing when a child is ready to be assessed in English,
confusion about when to refer ELLs, overreliance on test scores, without considering
other factors that might play a role and misdiagnosing low proficiency in a language as
an indicator of LLD. Thus a lot of assessment issues have to be resolved in order to target
a sub-population of ELLs with language learning disabilities.

Research-Based Assessments for Diagnosing Language Learning Disabilities in
English Language Learners

Language differences versus disorders in ELLs. It is relatively easier to tease
apart differences versus disorders in monolingual students, but this process becomes
more complex with ELLs. The limited research evidence is delineated below and gives us
an insight into some considerations to take into account while diagnosing ELLs with
LLDs. Harry & Klinger (2006) observed that classroom ecology was an important factor
to consider while making referral decisions. Instructional and teacher variables in terms
of supporting language development in students played an important role in academic
success, meaning, of course, that a vulnerable student might succeed in one classroom but
fail in a second. Harry & Klinger (2006) found that if a teacher supported language
acquisition, provided contextual cues, and used teaching methods that focused on
providing comprehensible input to the students, then the number of referrals to special
education were considerably lowered, when compared to teachers who did not
incorporate these strategies while teaching ELLs.

Teachers’ concerns about academic achievement and low reading and language
achievement were the primary reasons for special education referrals, without trying out
any pre-referral interventions, as suggested by Carrasquillo & Rodriguez (1997). Similar
findings were recorded by Harry, Klinger et al. (2002). Test performance in English,
without considering the student’s home language, was a primary reason for misdiagnosis
as Maldonado-Colon (1988) and Barrera Metz (1988) concluded with their studies.
Hamayan et al (2007) presented their research on possible difference vs. disability
explanations for observed classroom behavior. Among other findings, they learned that if
an ELL presents behaviors such as omitting or adding words to sentences, has trouble
following directions, avoids writing tasks, misses inferences, has trouble with retelling a
story, it is possible that the words are not in the child’s vocabulary as yet, material has
not been accessible to them in terms of visual cues, they have no demonstrated context
for learning and they don’t understand a topic well enough to represent abstract concepts
within it. On the other hand, if a student presents with the same list of symptoms, an LDD
diagnosis is more likely if the student is observed to have additional problems related to
memory, auditory and visual processing difficulties, sequencing problems, inattention,
fine motor difficulties, organizational issues and sequencing problems. In other words,
students who are ELLs, present us with surface similar surface behaviors but the
underlying cause is different. In the case of ELLs, the symptoms are almost always
related to their language learning process and their struggles with communication in both
receptive and expressive forms of the language. In contrast to this, ELL students with
LLD have deeper issues in terms of sequencing, processing, memory that go beyond the
language itself. For example, ELLs may have difficulty following spoken directions, but
students with LLD might have intrinsic difficulties with receptive language that would
lead to similar behaviors. Students with LLD may exhibit some or all of the same
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behaviors, however if they are also ELLs, these difficulties will be evident in both
languages and across many learning contexts (Crago & Paradis 2003; Cummins 1984,
2000; Hamayan & Damico, 1991).

Assessment practices to differentiate language differences versus disorders in
ELLs. Donovan & Cross (2002) discuss the long-standing concern in special education
related to the over and under representation of students from linguistically diverse groups
due to inappropriate assessment and instruction. With ELLs, there are additional
considerations such as the language of instruction and opportunity to learn English
(Linan-Thompson, 2007) that have to be accounted for before an instructional program is
put into practice. The following are some suggestions of research-based practices to
assess ELLs and differentiate language differences from disorders:

RTI model. This model is effective as it makes use of students’ learning rate and
performance in determining instructional supports at every tier (Linan-Thompson, 2007).
It thus gives students time to acquire reading skills, before a referral decision is made.
According to Vaughn et al. (2006), this would mean identifying students with LLD from
a "risk" perspective, where large numbers of students at risk for significant academic
problems would be provided interventions and students whose response to intervention
remained low would be identified as having a language learning disability. The RTI
process would likely decrease the number of ELLs that are referred as having LLD, and it
could support them with quality instruction in the general education setting before they
underachieve. In addition to this, interventions that have interspersed language support
activities to enhance oral language development produced a marked increase in
performance on several reading measures (Gersten et al, 2006), suggesting that there is a
transfer of L1 skills on to L2 literacy acquisition. The RTI framework is an evidence-
based practice that is linked to school success not only for monolingual students, but
bilingual and multilingual students as well; not only for students in general education
settings, but branching out to address the needs of students in special education settings
as well. For ELLs, the benefits of a RTI model can be tremendous especially in terms of
offering instructional support at every tier, and building on their language acquisition
skills, instead of relying on the “wait-to-fail” approach (Fletcher et al, 2004).

Testing in L1 and L2. In order to improve assessments of ELLs in general and
special education, Ortiz and Yates (2002) propose the following recommendations. They
suggest assessing both the child’s native language, as well as the second language, by
using equivalent measures that allow comparison of a student’s performance across two
languages as well as their performance in relation to monolingual speakers of each
language and bilingual peers. In addition to using bilingual versions of cognitive abilities
and achievement tests, they also suggest using other informal assessment tools such as
rating scales and observational protocols to understand the students’ language acquisition
trajectories. Rating students on proficiency and fluency levels gives us an indication of
whether they struggle at the semantic, syntactic, and/or pragmatic level, and that in turn
helps us track their language gains as they interact with other students in the classroom
setting.

Formal and informal assessments. Ortiz and Yates (2002) propose using both
standardized and non-standardized assessments, such as conversational samples and
narrative skills, as well as alternative assessments (e.g. authentic or dynamic) as
indicators of fluency in each language. In addition to this, they advocate obtaining parent

29



and family input, monitor short term and long-term progress and provide full and
individualized evaluations. These holistic evaluations are conducted with evaluators
insisting on pre-referral intervention, before conducting assessments, examining referrals
for bias or need for professional development and observing students in various
educational contexts. Based on the work by Krashen (1982) and Valenzuela et al (2006),
observational protocols and field notes add a different dimension to the assessment
process. In addition to gathering information about a child through standardized clinical
protocols, it is important to add informal assessments to a battery of tests, especially if
they can be easily administered by the teacher to get a quick screen of the language
acquisition process of the ELLs in the classroom. In addition, alternative assessments
such as classroom observations, teacher rating scales, child language samples etc. can
give the observer a wealth of knowledge about a child’s language acquisition trajectories,
and thus help in the process of differential diagnosis between language differences and
disorders.

Current Trends in Assessment Practices

Though policy changes through the years have mandated a RTI model, testing in
both L1 and L2, using bilingual cognitive abilities tests, using supplemental assessments
such as home language surveys and classroom observations etc., the current trends in
special education suggests that these recommendations have not made their transition
from policy to practice (Collier, 2011). Shenoy (2014) conducted a survey (in Appendix
A, p. 101) to take stock of the assessment tools that are used to diagnose students at risk
for language and/or learning problems and to get a deeper understanding of what is
available to professionals such as special educators, speech pathologists and school
psychologists in various school districts today. She developed a survey to collect data
from a random sample of 75 professionals (27 special educators, 31 speech language
pathologists, and 17 school psychologists) in the field within the California school district
system. She asked them about the range of assessments they use to determine the
language acquisition patterns as well as presence of a language learning disability in
ELLs. The following are the assessments that they utilized in their practice:

IQ and achievement tests. My survey indicated that school psychologists
continue to use both IQ and achievement tests to make a differential diagnosis. The most
popular tests seem to be the Woodcock-Johnson Cognitive Abilities and Achievement
Tests (Woodcock & Johnson, 2001), reported to be used by 37% of the school
psychologist respondents and the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children (Wechsler,
2003), reported by 25.5% of the same group. But it was interesting to note that only three
of them (4%) mentioned using the Spanish version of the Woodcock-Johnson Cognitive
Abilities and Achievement Tests (Woodcock & Johnson, 2001), and two of the
respondents mentioned having used the non-verbal (performance) version of the
Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children (Wechsler, 2003). My pilot data suggests that
cognitive abilities and achievement tests are still primarily conducted in English only.

Supplemental and alternative assessments. Supplemental assessments are
alternative assessments that professionals use to get a holistic evaluation of a child, rather
than relying solely on cognitive abilities and achievement tests to make a differential
diagnosis (Sparrow & David, 2000). Professionals in the study tended to use both
standardized and non-standardized assessment protocols. From the total of four
standardized protocols, parent questionnaires (50 out of 75 participants, or 66.66%), and
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teacher rating scales (38 out of 75 participants, or 50.66%) were the most commonly
used. Additionally, from the total of five non-standardized assessment protocols,
classroom observations (57 out of 75 participants or 76%) and work samples (47 out of
75 participants or 62.66%) were the most commonly used supplemental assessments.

Language/bilingual tests. While school psychologists administer cognitive
abilities and achievement tests, special educators are more concerned with curriculum-
based measures. Thus, almost all the language testing is left to speech language
pathologists in the field. The most popular tests are the (a) Clinical Evaluation of
Language Fundamentals 5 Test (Semel, Wiig & Secord, 2013), which was reported to be
used by 26 out of 75 participants (34.66%); (b) the Expressive One Word Picture
Vocabulary Test 4 (Martin & Brownell, 2011), which was reported to be used by 26 out
of 75 participants (34.66%); and (c) the Receptive One Word Picture Vocabulary Test 4
(Martin & Brownell, 2011), which was reported to be used by 22 out of 75 participants
(29.33%). A majority of speech-language pathologists (65%) reported that they used
these tests in their practice, especially since they can be administered in both English and
Spanish. They also reported that these tests were the most helpful in making a differential
diagnosis between students who were acquiring a second language and those that had
language learning disabilities.

To summarize, professionals report leaning more towards standardized tests in their
practice, but non-standardized tests are also used depending on the job description of the
participant. For example, special educators tend to focus on work samples, and classroom
observations, to help them produce a more holistic assessment profile of their students,
whereas school psychologists tended to utilize standardized assessment tools. Speech
pathologists on the other hand, tended to use more standardized bilingual tests and other
language tests that were both standardized and non-standardized.

According to the survey, professionals in the field reported that the most commonly
used tools to make a differential diagnosis were a battery of tests consisting of both
formal and informal tests that assessed not only cognitive abilities, but also language
abilities in both L1 and L2. Though some professionals reported having other district
policies (like an RTI model, non-verbal tests and bilingual language support) in place to
support ELLs, it was not a widespread consensus. The following are some suggestions
from the research literature that have not fully been translated to practice:

RTI Model. Out of the 75 survey respondents, a total of 4 respondents (5.33%)
indicated that their school/district followed a structured RTI model, 21 respondents
(28%) reported that their school/district did not follow a structured RTI model, and all the
other respondents did not answer the question. When asked to describe the RTI model
that was followed in their school/district, 3 out of 4 respondents made the following
observations: “RTI is followed in resource and speech, but it is not a school-wide policy”,
“RTI is talked about, but scarcely seen in practice” and “Literacy intervention in all grade
levels for the bottom 10% readers functions as RTI”.

Non-verbal tests. In terms of access to non-verbal and/or performance tests, 30
respondents (40%) said that they did not have access to these tests and did not use them
in their practice. Though none of the respondents conferred to using non-verbal tests, 45
of them did not respond to the question.

Language support. Language support refers to bilingual programs to help ELLs
transition to the second language. Four professionals in total (5.33%) reported that they
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had some form of language support in their school/district. Two respondents described
the language support offered by their school/district as being targeted intervention
groups, and pull-out support for students without IEPs.

To summarize, professionals in the field are aware of policy changes that include
an RTI model, non-verbal performance tests and language support at various levels of the
school system. These changes are not only critical assessment tools for the appropriate
placement of ELLs, but also expand on assessment and instruction efforts throughout the
school district system. Though the latest trend in assessment aims at targeting the entire
school system, it has not yet transitioned from theory to practice across all schools and
districts in California.

Assessment of English Language Learners in an Indian Context

Current referral process. The predominant model of assessment in India is the
“wait to fail model” (Flectcher et al, 2004), with students being diagnosed with learning
disabilities only by Grade 3 or 4, after they establish a significant discrepancy between
IQ and achievement, as well as have been given enough time to learn English in order to
be assessed in it. The current special education practices in private schools in Bangalore,
India (where the study was conducted) depends on the resources that are available to
schools and is also closely tied to socio-economic status. Generally speaking, there are
three ways in which students who have disabilities get identified and are provided with
services within and outside the school system:

* There is limited or no awareness about special education as a field in the school.
This is predominantly the case in low-income private schools that constitute
roughly 50-60% of the school-going population, where there are limited
resources. The focus is on improving pedagogy in general education settings and
thus special education is not a concern. In this case, parents have to advocate for
their children and get services in segregated school settings. Again, this is highly
dependent on the level of awareness that the parent has about mild/moderate
disabilities and whether they are willing to accept it in their child or not.

* The school does not practice inclusion as yet, and has no provisions for special
education, but they are aware of it, and teachers are trained to look for red flags in
students, in which case a referral is made by the teacher, (through the school
board) to a psychologist, who practices at a clinical assessment center outside of
school (much like a referral is made for a physician/pediatrician outside of
school). This is typically the case in middle-income private schools that constitute
roughly 30-40% of the school-going population. The educational outcomes are
usually special education after-school programs that help with specialized one-on-
one intensive instruction, like a tutoring service. Depending on the severity of the
disability, it works for some students and they continue to get 100% of instruction
in general education, but most students have to move back to segregated schools.

* The school has been introduced to inclusive practices and has a special education
department on site, usually called a “learning lab”. This is typically the case in
high-income private schools that roughly constitute 10-15% of the school-going
population. In this case, the teacher in general education notices that a child has
trouble grasping both oral and written language and literacy skills and is not
performing at grade level, and refers the child to the “learning lab” (resource
room). The lab uses informal reading inventories to assess the child and provides
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one-on-one instruction, working on the specific needs of the child. After pre-

referral interventions are tried out, and the child does not respond to it after 7-10

months (usually the entire academic year), they are referred to psychologists in

assessment centers/clinical settings (similar to the role of school psychologists in
the US) outside of school, who do a complete psycho-educational assessment

(primarily consisting of cognitive abilities/achievement tests) and come up with a

diagnosis.

It is important to note that almost all forms of assessment are in English only,
with limited or no access to native language assessments even though all the students are
English Language Learners. Based on the level of their special education needs, students
can be referred: (a) back to general education classrooms with pull-out services in
resource rooms on the school site; (b) to after school programs with one-on-one
instruction; or (c) to special schools in segregated settings. The option of a special day
class on the school site does not exist.

Problems with the current referral process. Firstly, they follow the “wait-to-
fail” model (Fletcher et al, 2004) where students need to perform two grades below to
qualify for services, which usually means that students only get diagnosed at Grade 3.
The time taken to make a diagnosis could span over an entire school year, or even longer,
because a significant discrepancy between expected performance for the grade level and
actual performance has to be established before a diagnosis is made. Secondly, the
demographic of the students, who are all English Language Learners, means that they are
a heterogeneous population who vary in terms of their exposure to and fluency in
English. They get no language support in school, as they follow the English immersion
model. There are usually anywhere between 25-50 students in a classroom with one
teacher. Currently, teachers only use two forms of assessment to identify students who
are “at risk” for a learning disability: (a) performance on school-based exams, which are
conducted every three months, and focus on content-area skills, and (b) work samples,
which focus on students’ written work. Other assessment tools such as
bilingual/language tests and informal tests across learning contexts are not considered
essential in diagnosing a cognitive disability. Thirdly, when students are directly referred
to a psychologist outside the school site, a disability label is typically generated during a
one-time visit rather than a cumulative record of the child’s performance, and this could
be detrimental to the student. Once a student is considered “at risk” by his/her teacher,
he/she is then referred to the special education department if the school has one, or it is
brought to the parents’ attention and they take over to help their child with resources
within the community. A school’s special education department or learning lab, usually
consists of 3-4 trained special educators who are certified to work with children with
mild-moderate disabilities. The team does an initial evaluation that varies from school to
school, but primarily consists of classroom observations, examining work samples, and
conducting informal reading inventories. Based on the results, they target specific areas
of need in terms of grade-level skills and work with students in small groups or provide
one-on-one instruction. After trying out these pre-referral strategies, the following
recommendations are made: (a) The student needs more time to learn English before a
psycho-educational assessment can be conducted (b) The student may be “at risk” for a
learning disability and is referred for a complete psycho-educational evaluation outside of
school, if they are proficient in English. The report that is generated by the psychologist

33



is based on the results of cognitive abilities and achievement tests such as the Weschsler
Intelligence Scale for Children and Woodcock-Johnson Cognitive Abilities and
Achievement Tests. Based on these results, the psychologist either refers the child back
to general education, with pull-out special education services, or refers them to special
education schools, that are segregated and do not follow the general education
curriculum, but rather focus on individualized education plans. It is important to note that
there are no additional resources such as ESL teachers, bilingual language support,
itinerant speech-language pathologists, school psychologists etc. within the school system
to get a multi-dimensional assessment of the child, so the psychologists’ report which is
from a one-time visit forms the official diagnosis criteria for these students. Finally, the
only form of assessment currently available, other than those administered by the
psychologist, are curriculum-based rote memorization exams usually around 4-6 times in
a school year. In addition to this, considering that all students are ELLs, there is no option
of L1 language tests and the available L2 English tests focus on grammar and
comprehension. In short, all tests, whether conducted in the classroom or by a
psychologist outside of the school setting is primarily conducted in English only.

Relevance of the Present Study

Main Objectives

This dissertation study was conducted in Bangalore, India, where the native
language is Kannada. The goal of this study was to provide teachers and educators with a
screening tool in both English (L2) and Kannada (L1), in order to help them identify
students who are “at risk” for language learning disabilities. Currently, all forms of
assessment are conducted in English only, which means that students can be tested only
after they acquire the language. But providing teachers with a native language assessment
ensures that students can be tested early on to get a continuum of language and literacy
skills across both languages. Teachers can then use this information to guide their
instructional practice, with all the students in their class, ranging from students who have
a strong background in L1 and L2 to students who are struggling with both L1 and L2,
and might possibly have a disability.

The study was conducted in high-income, middle-income and low-income private
schools in Bangalore, India. In high-income schools, if the teacher suspects a disability,
the student can be referred to a Learning Lab within the school where they are usually
provided with one-on-one instruction to try various pre-referral strategies based on their
performance on informal reading inventories and informal language assessments. If the
student is non-responsive to individualized instruction, a disability is suspected and
he/she is referred to a Psychologist/Speech Language Pathologist outside the school
system to confirm the presence of a disability and make special education
recommendations. In a middle-income school, the same screening tool can help teachers
refer students to psychologists outside school to come up with a holistic evaluation and
possible diagnosis of a language learning disability. This in turn will influence placement
decisions such as after-school remedial one-on-one instruction or special schools,
depending on the severity of the disability. Lastly, in low-income schools, the focus will
be directed more towards language acquisition and what the school can do to help
students from strong native language backgrounds gain mastery in English. The focus is
on improving pedagogy for students who don’t have any L2 exposure at home, and a
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secondary goal will be moving children who might have special education needs to
special schools where their needs will be met. The proposed referral process will be more
streamlined and will empower teachers to make more informed placement decisions. It
will help provide a framework for appropriate assessment and identification, which will
impact pedagogical decisions not only in terms of instruction but language support as
well.

Benefits Within the Context

The study took place in schools in Bangalore, India, where the primary native
language is Kannada, and the second language and medium of instruction is primarily in
English. It was undertaken in three phases: (a) translation/adaptation of both formal and
informal tests into British English and Kannada; (b) pilot testing the assessments in both
L1 and L2 and changing ambiguous questions to make it more culturally relevant; and (c)

data collection efforts to assess students in both L1 and L2 and discern a pattern of
language difference versus disorders that emerges from analyzing the test results.
The immediate benefits and the long-term benefits of the study within the Indian

context are represented in Table 1 below:

Table 1

Hypotheses about Immediate and Long-Term Benefits of the Study within the Indian Context

Immediate Benefits

Long-Term Benefits

It provides a framework to use language
assessments in both the native language and
English, as screening tools in a move away from
the English-only assessments that are currently
being used.

It will hopefully lead to the development of
multi-disciplinary teams within the school and
will increase the need for more specialized
professionals, like itinerant speech-language
pathologists, special educators and psychologists
within the school, as opposed to all concerns
being directed to psychologists outside of the
school setting.

The term “assessment” will be re-conceptualized
and expanded within the school setting to
supplement the standard assessments used to
classify students with more situated measures
across formal schooling and informal non-
classroom contexts.

It provides a more comprehensive framework for
assessment of ELLs and also sets the stage for
making a differential diagnosis between ELLs
with and without disabilities.

It provides opportunities for professional
development and will shed more light on how
best to teach students who are ELLs, and
addresses pedagogical concerns.

It will help improve the current referral process
as well as inform better educational placement

outcomes for these students.

Caveat to Translating from English to Kannada
Although the benefits of testing students in both L1 and L2 far outweigh the
current assessment process of testing in L2 only, a confounding factor that has to be
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considered is the origin of the linguistic family of each language, with English being an
Indo-European Language and Kannada being a Dravidian Language. Though every effort
is being taken to make the translation of tests as linguistic and culture-specific as
possible, it may pose as a caveat in terms of pinpointing linguistic indicators of typical
vs. atypical language learners. According to Shackle (in Swan & Smith, 2001), as a result
of the long period of the British rule, English has become very firmly established in
South Asia. The spectrum of English language use varies from those with no direct
command of English, but have still been exposed to many loanwords that have entered
South Asian languages, to students who are highly educated and use standard British
English with a ‘received pronunciation’. In between these two groups lie those who have
varying degrees of command over ‘Indian English’. Given the long-established position
of English in the schools of the subcontinent, the problems encountered by learners are
likely to be determined by educational rather than language background.

According to Narasimhan (in Swan & Smith, 2001), though the writing system
poses no general problem for South Asian learners, as all languages have their own script
written from left to right, some of the other problems that speakers of these languages
may encounter with standard British English as the target model are as follows
(references’ to typical learners’ mistakes should be seen within this framework):

(a) Phonology: The Kannada vowel system consists of five pairs of short and long
vowels, with no diphthongs, and so these are not accurately perceived and are
either shortened or lengthened according to Dravidian pronunciation patterns.
Example: they have problems with distinguishing between “cot”, “coat” and
“caught”. Davidian languages do not have aspirated consonants, and the English
initial /p/, /t/, and /k/ might be interpreted as /b/, /d/. /g/ instead.

(b) Morphology and syntax: Word order and sentence structure are different in both
languages, as well as the use of indirect speech and tense. For example, in
Kannada, you might say “next year he will come back home” when you actually
mean “next year he may come back home” in English.

(c) Speech and writing: The spoken and written varieties of Dravidian languages vary
a lot, and it might lead learners to favor an over-elaborate or over-formal style in
written English.

These considerations have to be kept in mind while translations are made, and

students’ usage of ‘Indian English’ should not be confused with a disability.

Summary

When working with students who are ELLs, it is important to consider second
language acquisition patterns and how it contributes to the development of bilingual and
bi-literate competencies. Children can fall on to a spectrum of bilingualism from being a
true bilingual, with equally good language and literacy competencies in both languages to
struggling with either the L1 or L2 and finally struggling with both L1 and L2, at which
point they might be “at risk” for language learning disabilities. As teachers, it is
imperative to assess students on the level of their language and literacy competencies and
use this effectively in the classroom as a guide to appropriate educational placement as
well as pedagogical considerations.

Another important consideration for assessment is the cultural context in which
students are identified and provided with special education services. It is important to
keep in mind various cultures of our students within the classroom and how these cultures
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approach a disability. This can vary from stigmatization on one hand, to acceptance on
the other, but other factors like medium of instruction, language support, parental access
to literacy, socio-economic statuses, low income to high income schools, resources within
the school, all determine how disability is viewed and whether children get access to
services or not.

The assessment of ELLs in the US has undergone many changes from the 1Q-
discrepancy model to the RTI model that is prominent in some schools today. Moreover,
students are being assessed in both L1 and L2 and there has been some amount of
language support in schools. In India on the other hand, there is a cultural push towards
English immersion programs and all assessments are restricted to English only. The
current study explores the effects of a language screening tool in both English and
Kannada to help teachers chart out second language acquisition patterns as well as
identify students “at risk” for language learning disabilities.
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Chapter 3: Research Methodology

This study follows a mixed-methods research design that integrates both
quantitative and qualitative data analyses. The main aim of the study was to develop a
battery of formal and informal screening tools in English and Kannada to help teachers
with an initial classification system to differentiate between language differences and
disorders in this population. The purpose of the Methods chapter is to hone in on the
demographic of the participants, the description of the measures that were used in the
study and the procedure for data collection and analyses that is directly linked to the
research questions.

Participants

The sample for the current study consisted of 104 students: 64 from a low-income
private school’, 32 from a middle-income private school,* and 8 from a high-income
private school’, all from Bangalore, India. The students were selected to participate in the
study if their home language was Kannada® (which is primarily spoken in the state of
Karnataka, India), and their medium of instruction in school was English. All of them
were from grades 2-5 and were between 7-10 years old. All the programs followed an
English immersion model” with no L1 bilingual support.

Initially, the schools were contacted and the principals gave us a signed
permission letter to work with their students. After this, we met with the coordinators of
the respective grade levels and obtained a list of Kannada-speaking students in these
grade levels.

In the low-income school, eighty students were identified who spoke Kannada at
home. We sent out the school letter and parent permission forms as recruitment materials.
Sixty-four parents (80%) returned the signed permission forms allowing us access to
work with their children. Sixteen forms (20%) were not returned to us. Thus, the final
sample from this school consisted of 64 students. Of these, 24 were male and 40 were
female, with 31 students representing grades 2-3 and 33 students representing grades 4-5
respectively.

In the middle-income school, seventy-two students were identified who spoke
Kannada at home. We sent out the school letter and parent permission forms as
recruitment materials. Thirty-two parents (44.44%) returned the signed permission forms
allowing us access to work with their children. Twenty forms (27.77%) were returned,

3 For the purposes of this study, low-income schools refer to private schools in Bangalore, India where the
annual tuition costs for each student is approximately Rupees 7200 ($120)

4 For the purposes of this study, middle-income schools refer to private schools in Bangalore, India where
the annual tuition costs for each student is approximately Rupees 40,000 ($667)

5 For the purposes of this study, high-income schools refer to private schools in Bangalore, India where the
annual tuition costs for each student is approximately Rupees 1,50,000 ($2500)

6 Kannada is one of the languages from the Dravidian language family. It is primarily spoken in Karnataka,
which is located in southern India. All the schools were located in Bangalore, the largest city and the
capital of Karnataka.

7 An English immersion model within this context refers to an education model where the predominant
medium of instruction is in English. The goal is to expose students to English early on and not allow a
native language to interfere with students’ English language development.
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with parents indicating that they did not want their children to be participants in the
study, and twenty parents (27.77%) did not return the forms. The final sample from this
school consisted of thirty-two students. Of these, 16 were male and 16 were female, with
12 students from grades 2-3 and 18 students from grades 4-5 respectively.

Finally, in the high-income school, fifteen students were identified who spoke
Kannada at home. Eight (53.33%) signed permission forms were returned, and seven
(46.66%) were not returned. The final sample from this school consisted of eight
students, 5 female and 3 male. Five of these students were from grades 2-3 and three
were from grades 4-5.

Measures: Formal and Informal Screening Tools
The main aim of the study was to introduce screening tools in both English and
the native language, Kannada, for use in schools in Bangalore, India, in order to
determine if students were “at risk” for language-based learning disabilities. Several
formal and informal tools (described below) were adapted and developed.

Formal Screening Tools

Non-verbal IQ test. A non-verbal 1Q test, Raven’s Colored Progressive Matrices
(Raven, 2003) was individually administered to each participant before the bilingual
language screening tools were introduced to rule out, or at least be aware of any issues
related to intelligence. Raven’s Colored Progressive Matrices (Raven, 2003) is a reliable
measure of non-verbal intelligence and logical reasoning. Comprehensive standardization
and validation studies have been conducted all over the world, with the majority of
internal consistencies lying between r=.80 and 1=.90, and in most cases retest reliability is
above r=.80 (Raven, 2003). All factor analytical tests showed that the CPM is a good
indicator of Spearman’s g factor (Raven, 2003).

Language screening measures. Two language-screening tools: the Preschool
Language Scale 5 Screening Test (Zimmerman, Steiner, & Pond, 2012) and Clinical
Evaluation of Language Fundamentals 5 Screening Test (Semel, Wiig, & Secord, 2013)
were utilized for the study. These tools were both translated by the researcher into
Kannada and adapted to Indian English. They were rendered culturally appropriate for
students in an Indian context by ensuring that the language used was grounded in artifacts
and experiences that are relevant to and typical of the culture of the region. Some of the
items were changed from American English to reflect British language use, and the
picture prompts were changed to be more context-specific, but they still tested the same
language skill.

Preschool Language Scale 5 Screening Test. The record form for age 7 (in
Appendix B, p. 104) was the only one used from the PLS 5 Screening Test as it was
developed for ages 0-7 years and the sample for the current study was made up of
students aged 7-10 years. It consisted of subtests that measured the students’ knowledge
of prefixes, semantic categories, sentence formulation, synonyms and plurals. These
items were developed to assess communication skills identified as important markers of
typical development in young children. These skills are well-documented in the literature
addressing language development, language disorders and psycholinguistics (e.g.,
Silliman, Wilkinson & Brea-Spahn, 2004; Owens 2004; Nelson 2010). The item set
selected for each age demonstrated the greatest difference in performance between
children with typically developing language skills and children identified as having a
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language disorder. Except for the use of irregular plurals, all items remained the same for
the Kannada version of the form (in Appendix B, p. 106). As irregular plurals are not a
part of the language, these had to be changed to regular plurals. The English version of
the form was administered in the same format. Both versions of the screening tool were
confirmed to be appropriate for age and grade level by a panel of eight teachers. The PLS
5 Screening Test was developed to assess communication skills identified as important
markers of typical development in young children (Zimmerman et al, 2012). The
Screening Test was developed using existing language and articulation items from the
PLS 5. In terms of test reliability, the PLS 5 Screening Test revealed sufficient stability of
scores from test to retest with percentage of classification agreement ranging from 88-
100% across all age groups (Zimmerman et al, 2012). The validity of the PLS5 Screening
Test reflects how accurately it can identify individuals who need further language
assessment. Results for the Developmental Language Delay group indicated that 80% of
children previously identified with a Developmental Language Delay were identified in
need of further testing by the PLS 5 Screening Test and 84% of the students in the
typically-developing population were identified as not needing additional assessment
(Zimmerman et al, 2012). Moreover, results from the Language Disorder group indicated
that 83% of the students previously identified as having a language disorder were
identified in need of further assessment, and 84% of the students in typically-developing
population were identified as not needing additional assessment (Zimmerman et al,
2012).

Clinical Evaluation of Language Fundamentals 5 Screening Test. The CELF 5
Screening Test (in Appendix C, p. 110) was developed for students aged 5-21 years. It
consists of the following subtests: word structure, word classes, following directions,
sentence recall, sentence assembly, and semantic relationships. These items were
developed to assess language skills that have been shown to be problematic for and/or
indicative of individuals with language disorders. These skills include, but are not limited
to morphological rules (Miller & Deevy, 2003; Deevy & Leonard 2004; Cirrin & Gillam,
2008), semantic relationships between words (Cirrin & Gillam, 2008), following
directions that involve temporal and/or conditional relationships (Sharma, Purdy & Kelly
2009), and remembering orally presented information (Archibald & Joanisse, 2009;
Cirrin & Gillam, 2008). This screening tool was translated to Kannada (in Appendix C, p.
118) and adapted to Indian English, to be used in an Indian context. For example, item 8:
subjective pronoun, under the word structure subtest, had the words “hot dog” and
“hamburger”, which were changed to “sandwich” and “burger” which are more familiar
terms in Indian English. Similarly, in the case of item 10, under the word classes subtest,
the word “marker” was replaced with “sketch pen”, again a term that the students would
be more familiar with. The only item that had to be dropped was question 37, which uses
the phrase “A quarter past three”, because that is not a common way in which time is
expressed either in Indian English or Kannada. All other items on the test remained the
same and were translated the same way into Kannada. The CELF 5 Screening Test was
developed using existing items from the CELF 5. In terms of test reliability, the CELF 5
Screening Test revealed excellent stability of scores from test to retest with percentage of
classification agreement ranging from 86-94% (Semel et al, 2013). The validity of the
CELF5 Screening Test reflects how accurately it can identify individuals who need
further language assessment. Results for the 5-8 year old sample indicated that 90% of
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the students previously identified as having a language disorder were identified in need of
further assessment, and 87% of the students in the non-clinical population were identified
as not needing additional assessment (Semel et al, 2013). Moreover, results from the 9-21
year old sample indicated that 93% of the students previously identified as having a
language disorder were identified in need of further assessment, and 84% of the students
in the non-clinical population were identified as not needing additional assessment
(Semel et al, 2013).

The advantages of using these specific screening tools are summarized in Table 2.
These two screening tools were specifically chosen because they are criterion-referenced
bilingual tests that have already been developed and validated in both English and
Spanish. It was thus easier to validate them in another language, by taking into
consideration the cultural norms, practices and concepts, and conducting a pilot study to
replace any ambiguous items. They are not diagnostic tools designed to provide an in-
depth diagnosis of speech/language disability or the degree of impairment of speech or
language abilities, rather, they both help in identifying students who are “at risk” for a
language disorder, and need to be referred for further language assessment. They help in
measuring whether the students’ language abilities appear to be adequate for his/her age.
The total score attained by the student is compared to a research-based criterion score
appropriate for the student’s age and certain recommendations are made. Typically, these
recommendations include conducting a diagnostic test and conducting informal
assessments like teacher and parent interviews as well as classroom observations.
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Table 2

Benefits of Using the PLS 5 Screening Test (Zimmerman, Steiner, & Pond, 2012) and the CELF 5
Screening Test Semel, Wiig, & Secord, 2013)

Purpose of the test

Recommendations
that can be made
based on the results
of the test

Subtests

PLS 5 Screening Test

Identify students who are “at
risk” for a language disorder
and a recommendation can be
made for an in-depth
language assessment.
Screens language,
articulation, connected
speech, social/interpersonal
communication and fluency
(language milestones for
birth-7 years)

Standardized Diagnostic
assessment

Conducting caregiver and
teacher interviews

Using informal assessment
procedures (language
sampling and observation
during interactions).
Language

Articulation

Connected Speech
Social/Interpersonal
Language Use

Fluency

Voice.

CELF 5 Screening Test

Identify students who are
“at risk” for a language
disorder and a
recommendation can be
made for an in-depth
language assessment.
Screens for
developmentally-
appropriate language
abilities (5-21 years)

Additional screening
Observation and data
collection in multiple
settings, including
classroom observations
Parent interview
Language sampling

Word Structure

Word Classes
Following Directions
Recalling Sentences,
Sentence Assembly
Semantic Relationships
Pragmatic Checklist

Informal Screening Tools

Four informal screening tools, namely parent questionnaire, teacher interview,
classroom observation checklist and narrative assessment scores were used in order to get
a more holistic assessment of both home and classroom settings as well as a language
sample of the child. The parent questionnaire, teacher interview and the classroom
observation checklist was developed by the researcher in an effort to observe the cultural
backgrounds of the students and comment on their performance scores in relation to
external factors such as literacy practices at home, family income and pedagogical
practices that might have an influence on performance scores on the formal tests. The
purpose of the parent questionnaire was for parents to provide more details on the
demographics of the family, language of dominance at home, and language acquisition
problems that they’ve observed in the child in both L1 and L2. The purpose of the teacher
interview was to get a sense of the teacher’s dominant language, pedagogical practices
and culture of the school as it relates to special education resources. The purpose of the
classroom observation checklist was to assess the classroom ecology and pedagogical
practices that are especially directed at ELLs. The narrative assessment acores were
generated by collecting language samples from students in their dominant language,
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transcribing them and using the Narrative Scoring Scheme (Heilmann et al, 2010) to rate
students as “proficient”, “emerging” or minimal” in their narrative skills.

Teacher interview. (in Appendix F, p.145): This assessment consisted of 24
questions in total. These included 8 questions regarding demographic information such as
gender, age, educational qualifications, number of years teaching and number of students
in classrooms; 5 questions regarding dominant language use; 3 open-ended questions on
culture of the school and teaching style; and 8 open-ended questions regarding the special
education referral process, resources and accommodations used in classrooms to address
the needs of students with disabilities. Specific questions targeted pedagogical practices
and the current policies in place to address concerns regarding second language
acquisition in the classroom. This tool was developed and administered in English
because all the schools visited were schools that followed an English-immersion model
and the medium of instruction was English.

Classroom observation checklist. (in Appendix G, p. 148): This checklist
consisted of 10 questions designed to learn more about the class structure, number of
students, instructional methods, teachers’ fluency in the medium of instruction,
participation and engagement of the students. The focus of the checklist was to assess the
classroom ecology and pedagogical practices that are especially directed at ELLs. The
classroom observations were conducted by the author.

Parent questionnaire. (in Appendix E, p. 133): This questionnaire served as a
home language survey, and consisted of 11 questions to find out more about the dominant
languages used at home for speaking, listening, reading and writing, as well as the
languages that the child was exposed to in his/her community. Parents were also asked to
mention if the child had any trouble with these modalities in either English or Kannada.
The questions were targeted at getting more information on the demographics of the
family, language of dominance at home, and language acquisition problems that they’ve
observed in the child in both L1 and L2. This screening tool was developed and
administered in both English and Kannada in order to give parents the option of
answering in their dominant language.

Narrative assessment. Narrative assessment scores were established by having
students retell the story, “Frog Where Are You?” by Mercer Mayer (1969). The language
samples were transcribed and analyzed using the Narrative Scoring Scheme (Heilmann et
al, 2010) to check for typical and atypical language patterns in the story-retell task. The
script for this tool was translated to Kannada (in Appendix D, p. 130) to give students the
opportunity to retell the story in their dominant language.

Procedures

Data Collection Methods

From March to June 2014, I collaborated with two bilingual psychologists from
Bangalore University to translate and culturally adapt the formal screening tools in
English and Kannada. We also translated the parent permission form and the script for
the narrative assessment test to Kannada. During July and August, we contacted schools
and got permission from three school principals to work with their students from
September to December. During this time, we convened with a panel of eight bilingual
teachers to discuss the items on the formal tests and all of them approved the assessment
tools as age and grade appropriate in both English and Kannada. We then contacted a
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couple of English tutors who worked with students from different schools in the city and
got permission from them and the students’ parents to try out the assessment tools on
these students. We piloted the tools on a group of seven students between the ages of 7-
10 years. Based on the suggestions we received from the teachers as well as the
performance of the students, we changed the test items mentioned in the previous section.

At the school site, for the main part of the study, we met with the coordinators of
the respective grade levels and obtained a list of Kannada-speaking students in these
grade levels. A school cover letter, a parent permission form and the parent questionnaire
were sent out as a packet to the parents through the child. Parents were given a week to
return the signed forms to the researchers. Based on the response, we got a total of 104
students to take part in the study, ranging from low to high-income private schools. The
students had to miss a total of three class periods to take part in the study. They were
taken out of classes such as Music, PE, and Art, so as not to miss core instructional time.
During the first class period of 40 minutes, they were administered the non-verbal 1Q test,
Raven’s Colored Progressive Matrices (Raven, 2003). During the second class period,
with three researchers working together, we were able to complete the PLS and CELF
screening tools in English and the Narrative Assessment in their dominant language.
During the third class period, we were able to complete the language screening tools in
Kannada. This was done two weeks after the English version, so as to not bias the results,
and not have students give us rehearsed answers from the previous session. The teacher
interviews, which lasted approximately 15-20 minutes each, were conducted after school
hours. Both students and teachers were given an assent form and consent form to sign
respectively. Classroom observations were conducted during the school day on a random
basis after getting permission from the coordinators and teachers. Data collection for the
study took place over a three-month period. After the parents gave us permission, we did
not experience attrition rate among the students, but we did have a few teachers who
refused to participate in either the interviews or classroom observations.

Scoring Performance on the Formal Screening Tools

On the Preschool Language Scale (PLS) 5 Screening Test (Zimmerman, Steiner,
& Pond 2012), students were awarded 1 point for each of the five subtests, giving them a
total of 5 possible points. A score of 4 was required to pass the test. Based on their score
on the PLS, students were either considered “above criterion” or “below criterion” for age
7, which was where the test was capped. For the purposes of this study, the PLS 5
Screening Test was used as a measure of language development and bilingual
competencies in students aged 7-10 years.

On the Clinical Evaluation of Language Fundamentals (CELF) 5 Screening Test
(Semel, Wiig, & Secord, 2013), students were administered four subtests if they were
between the ages of 7-8 years, namely word structure, word classes, following directions,
and sentence recall; and five subtests if they were between the ages of 9-10 years, namely
word classes, following directions, sentence recall, sentence assembly, and semantic
relationships. They were awarded one point for each correct response, with a total of 26
points possible for ages 7 and 8, and a total of 45 for ages 9 and 10. The criterion score
varied depending on the age of the child and accordingly he/she was considered “below
criterion” or “at/above criterion”. Based on the CELF' 5 Screening Test, students were
classified as “true bilingual” if they passed both the English and Kannada versions of the
test. It they passed one but not the other, they were classified as dominant for the test
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they passed: either dominant English or dominant Kannada. If they passed neither, they
were classified as “at risk for a disability.”

Scoring the Informal Screening Tools

Parent questionnaire. Four qualitative codes were developed to rate the parent
questionnaire. Depending on the responses that were received, the main categories for
describing and analyzing trends were as follows: (a) dominant home language; (b)
parents’ income levels; (c) parents’ educational attainment; and (d) frequency of reading
to their children. These factors were then correlated with student performance scores to
observe their predictive value.

Teacher interview. The teacher interview was an important source to learn more
about the special education practices at the school as well as to chart the referral process
and teachers’ varying views on special education from low, middle and high-income
schools. The qualitative analysis considered the following questions: (a) How does the
teacher’s native language and dominant language affect their instructional practices? (b)
What kinds of special education resources does the school employ? (c) What is the
referral process? (d) What accommodations and modifications are in place to help
students who are not performing at grade level?

Classroom observation checklist. The checklist was developed to get a sense of
the overall class structure, the student-teacher ratio, materials used to support ELLs,
student-teacher interactions, and instructional practices. Specifically, the checklist
targeted the (a) classroom setting; (b) typical lesson plans; (c) student engagement and
participation in class activities, and (d) instructional practices and materials used in the
classroom. Qualitative codes were developed to comment on these factors as possible
explanations for student performance scores on the formal tests.

Narrative assessment. The narrative assessment served as a language sample of
the student and was analyzed using the Narrative Scoring Scheme (Heilmann et al, 2010)
in Appendix p. The script for the wordless picture book, “Frog Where Are You?”
(Mayer, 1969) was read to the student in their dominant language as they followed along
with the pictures in the book. They were then recorded as they retold the story. Each of
the transcripts was analyzed according to the presence of various aspects or components
of the story: introduction, character development, mental states (i.e., the amount and type
of vocabulary that are used to describe the characters’ thoughts and feelings), referencing
(i.e., consistent and appropriate use of antecedents and clarifiers), conflict resolution,
cohesion (i.e., appropriate sequencing, details, and transitions throughout the narrative),
and conclusion. NSS uses a 0-5 point scale for each of these seven dimensions (Heilmann
et al, 2010). A score of 5 indicates proficient; 3, emerging/inconsistent; and 1, immature
or minimal. Narratives of neuro-typical adults would fall into the somewhat proficient to
proficient range (4-5). The dimension scores are summed together to create the NSS total
score (maximum = 35), which serves as a holistic impression of the narrative (Heilmann
et al, 2010). This measure served as an assessment of problems in sequencing, and
cohesion. Proficient scores were indicative of typical language development; emerging
and minimal scores were noted as an area of concern requiring further evaluation.

Research Design and Data Analysis
This study incorporated a mixed methods research design that combines both
quantitative and qualitative analyses in order to answer the research questions. The data
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analysis includes descriptive statistics, and correlations on one hand, and qualitative
codes, and a language sample analysis on the other.

Mixed Methods Research Design

This study follows a concurrent mixed-method research design, with intent to
merge quantitative data and qualitative descriptive data to address the research questions.
According to Johnson & Onwuegbuzie (2004), mixed method research is defined as the
“class of research where the researcher mixes or combines quantitative and qualitative
research techniques, methods, approaches, concepts or language into a single study” (p.
17). Philosophically, it provides an alternative solution to the quantitative-qualitative
paradigm wars. Both quantitative and qualitative research methodologies are employed
and the strengths of both are intertwined to create “the fundamental principle of mixed
research” (Johnson & Turner, 2003). For example it includes quantitative aspects such as
deduction, hypotheses testing, standardized data collection and statistical analyses, as
well as qualitative aspects such as induction, discovery, exploration, observational data,
and qualitative analysis.

Greene et al (1989) summed up five purposes that mixed methods research serves,
which is relevant for this particular study as well:

(a) Triangulation: the convergence of results from different methods to study the
same phenomenon. For example, building a classification system to distinguish
between second language learners and students with language learning disabilities
by using both formal screening tools with a quantitative result and informal
screening tools with a qualitative result.

(b) Complementarity: seeking elaboration, clarification of the results from one
method to another. For example, my study explores introducing formal and
informal screening tools in both L1 and L2 to schools ranging from low to high
income in Bangalore, India. Both formal and informal tools will help with a
classification of students in order to improve educational placement decisions. On
one hand, the formal tools give me a criterion score that is quantitative, and helps
me make a distinction between students who are delayed second language
learners versus students who might be “at risk” for language learning disabilities.
On the other hand, the informal tools give me qualitative data from an interview,
observation notes and questionnaire to help expand on why home and school
environments might lead to specific scores in specific students.

(c) Initiation: discovering paradoxes and contrasts that might lead to re-framing the
research questions. When I started my data collection, I expected to recruit three
schools from the same income bracket, but I ended up with three schools
representing high-income, middle-income and low-income brackets, which
changed the number of students who were misidentified as having a disability
across school income levels. Although more students were being identified from
the low-income group, my informal screening tools played a bigger role in
figuring out what the cause for this might be.

(d) Development: using findings from one method to inform the other one and

(e) Expansion: expanding the breadth and range of research by using different
methods.
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Data Analysis

Onwuegbuzie & Teddlie (2003) describe seven stages for the mixed methods data
analysis process:

(a) Data reduction: reducing the dimensionality of qualitative data by introducing
thematic analysis and quantitative data by descriptive statistics or cluster analysis.

(b) Data display: describing pictorially the qualitative data in terms of charts, graphs,
lists and quantitative data in terms of tables and graphs.

(c) Data transformation: this is an optional stage where qualitative data are converted
to numerical codes that can be represented statistically and quantitative data is
converted to narrative text.

(d) Data correlation: both quantitative and qualitative data are combined to create
new or consolidated variables.

(e) Data comparison: comparing data from quantitative and qualitative data sources

(f) data integration: integration of the quantitative and qualitative data as a whole or
separate sets.

(g) Legitimation: to assess the validity of both quantitative and qualitative data as
well as interpretations of the same.

These stages apply directly to the current study, permitting me to lay out the
various statistical models as well as qualitative codes that I used to analyze the data. The
framework also permits me to state and unpack my research questions and the rationale
for choosing the specific statistical methods and qualitative codes to answer those
questions. The quantitative statistical methods and qualitative descriptive data are
integrated throughout the study and serve to answer my research questions.

The first research question states,

What is the efficacy of using formal screening tools in L1 and L2 to differentiate

between language differences versus language learning disabilities in speakers of

Kannada and English in India?

Teachers currently use English-only school-based exams to identify students who
are persistent low-achievers in their classrooms. Data from four sources will be used to
answer this question: (a) a teacher-generated list of low-achieving students will be
compared to their CELF 5 scores; (b) the CELF 5 Screening Test, will be able to
distinguish students on four categories: Bilingual, Dominant English, Dominant Kannada
and At Risk for a Disability; (c) With the PLS 5 Screening Test that is capped at age 7,
they will be able to look at bilingual competencies across age/grade levels as well as
point to students who might be “at risk” because they fall more than two grade levels
below on language competencies in either/both L1 and L2; (d) The Narrative assessment
scores could give them an insight into the child’s story-telling ability and could be an
indicator of students’ underlying language learning disabilities. Ideally, the findings
from this investigation would reveal complementarity among these formal tools so that
teachers can gauge the stability of their inferences about language ability in both L1 and
L2 as they attempt to use the data from these measures to make valid and useful
recommendations about placements and instructional plans for students at risk for
language disability.

The second research question states,
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What is the efficacy of using informal screening tools to identify external factors
that contribute to students’ performance scores across low, middle and high-
income schools?

The hypothesis implicit in asking this question about the informal tools is that
they will complement the formal assessments by adding valuable contextual perspectives
on factors such as home language background, parents’ income levels and education
backgrounds, instructional practices in schools, student participation and engagement,
class size, and special education resources.

Four data sources will be employed to answer this question.

* Performance scores on the formal tests will be compared across the two
populations using descriptive statistics.

* Data from the parent questionnaire will be used to correlate parents’ educational
attainment, family income, dominant home language and parents’ reading
frequency to their children on performance scores

* Qualitative aspects of this question will come from teacher interviews to learn
more about (a) teacher’s dominant language and its effect on instruction; (b)
special education resources, the referral process and accommodations across SES
schools that affect identification of students who are “at risk” for a disability.

* Qualitative analysis of the Classroom Observation Checklist will generate a
description of classrooms in terms of class size, teacher fluency rates and will
yield answers to questions regarding the (a) effect on instructional methods on
school performance; (b) student participation; and (c) student engagement.

The third research question states,

How does the culture of the school and access to special education resources

impact the utilization of a screening tool in L1 Kannada and L2 English across

low, middle and high-income schools recruited for the study?
This question will be answered by qualitative analyses of the teacher interview,
classroom observation checklist and the responses to a report submitted by the researcher
to each school. Five aspects of the data collected from these interviews are relevant to
answering this question: (a) the school’s response to recruiting their students; (b) the
school’s openness to classroom observations; (c) interest of the Principal and teachers in
participating in the study; (d) responses to the recommendations made by the researcher
after the data collection was done; and (e) implementation of the screening tools by the
schools in their practice. This is a genuinely open question in the sense that I have no pre-
existing hypotheses, no apriori reason to expect any particular pattern of differential
responses as a function of school SES.

To summarize, the study follows a concurrent mixed methods research design
incorporating both quantitative and qualitative analyses in order to answer the three key
research questions. Table 3 sums up the research questions and the corresponding data
sources that will be used to answer them.
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Table 3

Research Questions and Data Sources

Quantitative Data Source

Qualitative Data Source

RQ 1: What is the
efficacy of using
formal screening
tools in L1 and L2 to
differentiate between
language differences
versus language
learning disabilities in
speakers of Kannada
and English in India?

RQ 2: What is the
efficacy of using
informal screening
tools to identify
external factors that
contribute to
students’
performance scores
across low, middle
and high-income
schools?

RQ 3: How does the
culture of the school
and access to special
education resources
impact the utilization
of a screening tool in
L1 Kannada and L2
English across low,
middle and high-
income schools
recruited for the
study?

Teacher-generated list of
persistent low-achievers
Performance scores on the
formal tests (CELF 5
Screening Test and PLS 5
Screening Test) in English
and Kannada.

Narrative assessment scores
in the child’s dominant
language.

Performance scores on the
formal tests in both English
and Kannada

Parent questionnaire

Teacher Interviews
Classroom Observation
Checklist

Teacher Interviews
Classroom Observation
Checklist

Responses to report
submitted by the researcher
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Chapter 4: Results
The results chapter presents the findings from the formal and informal screening
tools that were used to identify students who were at risk for language learning
disabilities. The chapter is organized to reflect the research questions and the
corresponding analyses from the various data sources.

Research Question 1: What is the efficacy of using formal screening tools in L1 and
L2 to differentiate between language differences versus language learning
disabilities in speakers of Kannada and English in India?

Currently, teachers in schools in Bangalore, India rely on school-based exams in
L2 English to identify students who are persistent low achievers and might be at risk for a
disability. Providing them with formal screening tools in both L1 and L2 could help them
accurately classify students into four sub-categories: “bilingual”, “dominant English”,
“dominant Kannada” and “at-risk for a language learning disability”, as a move away
from the generic label of low achievement that is currently being used. This in turn
should help teachers refer the students who are “at risk” for a complete diagnostic
language evaluation, as well as provide them with appropriate educational placements.
To this end, the efficacy of the formal screening tools utilized for the study was
considered in order to draw out the sources of data that are available to them in order to
make more informed decisions. First, I evaluated the efficacy of the two formal language
screening tools, namely the Preschool Language Scale 5 Screening Test (Zimmerman,
Steiner, & Pond 2012) and the Clinical Evaluation of Language Fundamentals 5
Screening Test (Semel, Wiig, & Secord, 2013), that were administered in both English
and Kannada. Second, I evaluated the validity of the Narrative Assessment scores, by
using the Narrative Scoring Scheme (Heilmann et al, 2010) as a predictor of students’
performance on the formal tests.

Using the CELF 5 to Establish a Classification System

During my initial interactions with the teachers from the schools, I asked them for
a list of 2-5 students from their class, out of the entire pool of participants in the study,
whom they considered persistent low achievers based on their school-based performance
scores. Out of the 104 participants in the study, teachers identified 33 students who fit
that profile; of the 33, 27 were from the low-income school, and 6 were from the middle-
high income schools. I then administered and scored the Clinical Evaluation of Language
Fundamentals 5 Screening Test (Semel, Wiig, & Secord, 2013) in both English and
Kannada (in Appendix C, p. 110 and 118 respectively) for all of the participants in all
three schools. I followed a classification system, that of “bilingual” if the students passed
(where passed means that they achieved a criterion score of 14, 17, 11 and 13 if they
were 7, 8, 9 and 10 years old respectively) both tests in their L1 and L2, “dominant
language English” if they only passed the English version of the test, “dominant language
Kannada” if they only passed the Kannada version if the test, and “at risk for a language
learning disability” if they did not pass either test. I compared the teachers’ list to the
classification that I established through the formal language test. Table 4 presents a
summary of these results.
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Table 4
Classification of Student Scores on the CELF 5 Screening Test (Semel, Wiig, & Secord, 2013) in both
English and Kannada for Students Identified as “At Risk” by Teachers

Dominant Language Dominant Language “At Risk” for a

N=33 Bilingual English Kannada Language Learning
Disability

Total number

of students 0 0 15 12

from low

income (55.55%) (44.44%)

schools

(N=27)

Total number

of students 0 4 0 2

from middle-

high income (66.66%) (33.33%)

schools (N=6)

Whereas more than half of the students identified as being “at risk” by their
teachers were in fact classified as “Dominant Language Kannada” in the low income
schools, it was interesting to note that 44.44% of students from these schools did actually
identify as being “at risk for a language learning disability”. Compared to this, 33.33% of
students in the middle-high income schools were identified as “at risk” according to their
CELF score but 66.66% were classified “Dominant Language English”. It was
interesting that even though these students were proficient in English, which is the
medium of instruction, there were other contributing factors, such as dominant home
language and instructional practices that could have led to their poor performance on
school-based tests. The above variation in scores between low income and middle-high
income schools will be explained further while analyzing Research Question 2.

Using the PLS 5 to Establish Language Competence

The Preschool Language Scale 5 Screening Test (Zimmerman, Steiner, & Pond
2012), which in principle caps out at age 7, was administered in both English and
Kannada (in Appendix, p. 103 and 105 respectively) to students aged 7-10 years and in
Grades 2-5. I used this test with the older students even though the norms assume that no
one above age 7 takes the test, in order to observe the variability in language competence
with age. These scores were then compared to the classification that the students received
on the Clinical Evaluation of Language Fundamentals 5 Screening Test (Semel, Wiig, &
Secord, 2013), which was a measure of their age-appropriate language competencies.
Teachers should be able to use this measure to get information on their students’ L1 and
L2 competencies as well as point to persistent signs of some students being “at risk” for a
language learning disability.

In order to observe bilingual competencies, the students were divided into two
groups, 7-8 year olds and 9-10 year olds, and an independent samples t-test was
conducted to compare bilingual competencies in English and Kannada. Although the
latter group (9-10 year olds) performed better than the former group (7-8 year olds) on
both tests, their scores on the L2 English test were higher (relative to published norms)
than their scores on the L1 Kannada test. There was a significant difference in the scores
for the English version of the test between 7-8 year olds (M=1.55, SD=0.50) and 9-10

51



year olds (M=1.40, SD=0.49); t (102)=1.39, p=0.05. But the difference in scores was not
significant on the Kannada version of the test between 7-8 year olds (M=1.55, SD=0.50)
and 9-10 year olds (M=0.47, SD=0.50); t (102)=0.77, p=0.44. These results suggest that
while L2 English is sustained as an academic language, L1 Kannada is not. All students
are English Language Learners who come from a Kannada language background at home
and are being instructed in L2 English instruction at school from kindergarten on. The
difference in performance score between the two languages as the students master
English in an academic settings suggest that continued bilingual support in both
languages may be crucial to ensuring bilingual and bi-literate competencies.

In order to observe persistent signs of students being “at risk” for language
learning disabilities, scores for students aged 9-10 years were examined. Out of 51
students in this sample, 10 (9 from the low-income school and 1 from the middle-high
income school) were classified “at risk” by the PLS 5, as they did not pass either the
Kannada or English test developed for students aged 7 years. Eight of these students were
classified ““at risk” by the CELF as well, suggesting persistent signs of a language
learning disability for 80% of the sample. These students who showed up as being “at
risk” on both the PLS and the CELF would most likely need to be referred for a
diagnostic language and psycho-educational assessment.

The Pearson product-moment correlation was used to compare the predictive
value of the formal tests. The correlation matrix is presented in Table 5. The PLS 5
English Test significantly predicted scores on the CELF 5 English Test (r= .62, p<.001)
and the PLS 5 Kannada Test significantly predicted scores on the CELF 5 Kannada Test
(r=.24, p<.01) but at a much lower magnitude (6% of shared variance versus 38%).
Perhaps the most interesting and puzzling finding from the inter-correlations in Table 5 is
the dramatic difference in the correlation between English and Kannada on the PLS (r =
.65) versus the CELF (r = .16). This may simply reflect the fact that when my colleagues
and I developed the Kannada version of the PLS, we did a more credible job of adapting
it to the Kannada context than we did for the CELF..

Table 5
Correlations Between the Formal Test Scores in L1 and L2
1. PLS5 English 2. 3. 4.
PLSS5 Kannada CELFS English CELFS5 Kannada
1. PLS5
English o
2. PLS5
Kannada 0.65%** -
3. CELF5 L
English 0.62%** 0.17
5.CELF 5
Kannada 0.01 0.24%* -0.16

*p <.05. **p<.01. ***p < .001
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Narrative Assessment Scores

The Narrative Scoring Scheme (Heilmann et al, 2010) was used to analyze the
narrative skills of students in the sample. They were classified as “proficient”,
“emerging,” and “minimal” in their narrative skills based on the retelling of the story,
“Frog Where are You” (Mercer, 1964) in their dominant language (in Appendix D, p. 129
and 130). The narrative skills classifications of “proficient”, “emerging,” and “minimal”
were then compared to students’ CELF 5 classifications of “bilingual”, “dominant
English/Kannada.” and “at risk for a language learning disability”. A great degree of

overlap was observed between the scores and this is illustrated in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Column graph showing the overlap between the CELFS classification and narrative
assessment scores.

Whereas 39/40 (97.50%) of the students from the middle-high income schools
chose to retell the story in English, 54/64 (84.37%) of students from the low income
school chose to retell the story in Kannada. Out of the 2 students identified by the CELF
5 Screening Test (Semel, Wiig, & Secord, 2013) in the middle-high income schools to be
“at risk” for a disability, one demonstrated “minimal” and the other demonstrated
“emerging” narrative language skills. Moreover, the 4 students from the middle-high
income schools who were identified as “dominant English” by the CELF 5 Screening
Test (Semel, Wiig, & Secord, 2013) also turned out to have “proficient” English language
skills according to the narrative assessment analysis. From the 12 students identified by
the CELF 5 Screening Test (Semel, Wiig, & Secord, 2013) in the low-income school to
be “at risk” for a disability, 3 students had “minimal” narrative skills and 9 had
“emerging” narrative skills; none were proficient. Additionally, from the 15 students who
were identified as “dominant Kannada” according to the CELF 5 Screening Test (Semel,
Wiig, & Secord, 2013) in the low-income school, all of them were identified as
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“proficient” according to the narrative skills assessment. The high correspondence
between narrative skills assessment scores and scores on the CELF 5 language
assessment points to narrative assessment as a possible screener for underlying language
learning disabilities. It was also interesting to note that out of the 10 students who chose
to retell the story in English from the low-income schools, 7 of them had “emerging”
narrative language skills in English, 2 of them had “proficient” narrative language skills
in English, and one student had “minimal” narrative language skills in English. But none
of these students were identified “at risk™ by their teachers or the CELF 5 Screening Test
(Semel, Wiig, & Secord, 2013). This suggests that the Narrative Assessment is a good
predictor of students being “at risk” only if they take the test in their dominant language,
which for these students was Kannada.

The Pearson product-moment correlation was used to compare the predictive
value of Narrative Assessment Scores and the CELF 5 Screening Test. The correlation
matrix is presented in Table 6. CELF 5 English scores significantly predicted Narrative
assessment scores (r= 0.43, p<.01) and CELF 5 Kannada scores significantly predicted
Narrative assessment scores (r=0.34, p<.05).

Table 6
Correlations Between the CELF 5 Scores and Narrative Assessment Scores
1. 2. 5

CELF 5 English CELF 5 Kannada Narrative assessment scores
1.CELF 5
English o
2.CELF 5
Kannada -0.16 .
3. Narrative
assessment 0.43** 0.34*

scores

*p <.05. **p < .01. ***p < .001

Looking across the formal measures as a group, the encouraging finding is that all
three of the measures were moderately predictive of the teachers’ classification of
students as a likely candidate for being “at risk” of academic failure; with even the
narrative assessment serving as a good proxy for identifying those students. The most
surprising finding was the difference between the PLS, which is geared toward a younger
population, and the CELF in terms of the correlation between English and Kannada
scores.

Research Question 2:What is the efficacy of using informal screening tools to
identify external factors that contribute to students’ performance scores across low,
middle and high-income schools?

This research question was addressed using both quantitative and qualitative data
sources. My hypotheses and prediction was that the informal tools would yield added
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value above and beyond the scores provided by the formal assessments—that they would
provide perspectives to aid in the classifying of students and in providing diagnostic
insights that would assist teachers in planning interventions.

First, performance scores on the L1 Kannada and L2 English on the Clinical
Evaluation of Language Fundamentals 5 Screening Test (Semel, Wiig, & Secord, 2013)
were examined across the two populations using descriptive statistics. Second, the parent
questionnaire was used to examine four factors: dominant home language, parents’
educational attainment, parents’ income levels and frequency of reading to their children,
in relation to students’ performance scores. Third, teacher interviews were examined to
learn more about the effect of the teachers’ dominant language on instruction. Finally,
qualitative analyses of the classroom observation checklist was used to generate a
description of classrooms in terms of class sizes, instructional practices, teacher fluency
rates in English and Kannada; and will yield some insight into the effect of these factors
on student performance on the formal tests.

Comparison of Test Scores on the CELF 5

Table 7 presents the variation in performance scores across two groups, namely,
students from low-income schools and students from middle-high income schools. It is
important to note that out of the 104 participants, 64 were from a low-income school, 32
were from a middle-income school and 8 were from a high-income school. For the
purposes of this section related to performance scores, students from the middle and high-
income schools were treated as one group and their scores were compared to the students
from the low-income school.

Table 7
Comparison of Student Performance on L1 Kannada and L2 English Scores on the CELF 5 Screening
Test (Semel, Wiig, & Secord, 2013) Between Low-Income and Middle-High Income Schools

L1 Kannada L1 Kannada Test L2 English Test L2 English Test
Test Performance: Performance: Low Performance: Middle-
Performance: Middle-High Income Schools High Income Schools
Low income Income Schools
schools
Total number
of students 64 40 64 40
Number of
students who
passed the 36 7 11 35
CELF 5 (56.25%) (17.5%) (17.18%) (87.5%)
Screening Test
N (%)

Although 56.25% of students from low-income schools passed the L1 Kannada
test, only 17.5% of students from middle-high income schools passed the same test. In
contrast, 17.18% of students from low income schools passed the L2 English version of
the test while 87.5% of students from the middle-high income schools passed the same
test. This pattern shows that while the dominant language of the students in the low-
income schools is Kannada, the dominant language of the students in middle-high income
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schools is English. Moreover it is interesting to note that the percentage of students who
passed the L1 Kannada test in low-income schools (56.25%) was still much lower than
the percentage of students who passed the English test in the middle-high income schools
(87.5%).

Parent Questionnaire

The completed parent questionnaire (in Appendix E, p. 133 and 138) was returned
by 54 of the 64 parents from the low-income school and by 39 of the 40 parents from the
middle-high income schools. Figure 2 illustrates the educational background of parents
from low-income backgrounds and middle-high income backgrounds. In the low-income
sample, out of the 54 parents, 37 (68.50%) mentioned that the highest degree awarded to
at least one of them was a high school degree. In contrast, in the middle-high income
sample, out of 39 parents, 35 (89.73%) mentioned that the highest degree awarded to at
least one of them was an undergraduate or graduate college degree.

Doctorate
Graduate

Undergraduate
B Middle-High Income

Low-Income

Education Level

High school

Primary school

5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40

o

Number of parents

Figure 2. Bar graph comparing the educational background of parents from low-income versus middle-high
income backgrounds.

Figure 3 illustrates the income distribution of parents from low-income versus
middle-high income backgrounds. In the low-income sample, 31 parents (57.40%)
mentioned that their monthly family income was below Rs. 10,000 ($166.66). Contrasted
to this, in the middle-high income sample, 21 parents (56.4%) mentioned that their
monthly family income was between Rs. 31,000-70,000 ($516-1166).
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Figure 3. Bar graph comparing the income distribution of parents from low-income versus middle-high
income backgrounds

In terms of dominant home language, 51 parents (94.44%) from the low-income
sample identified Kannada as their dominant language for speaking, listening, reading,
and writing activities at home, and 56.48% of family members reported that they had
trouble understanding and speaking English. Contrasted to this, 28 parents (71.80%) from
the middle-high income sample identified English as their dominant home language.
They mentioned that although they were fluent in both languages while speaking and
listening, their dominant language for reading and writing was English. While some
parents mentioned that they had trouble understanding and speaking Kannada (28.80%),
some said they had the same trouble with English (20.02%).

Figure 4 illustrates the frequency of reading to children in low-income versus
middle-high income homes. A majority of 30 parents (55.55%) from the low-income
schools reported that they read to their children in Kannada approximately once a month
at home. Contrasted to this, a majority of 26 parents (66.66%) from the middle-high
income schools reported that they read to their children in English at least once a week at
home.
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Figure 4. Bar graph comparing the frequency of reading to children in low-income versus middle-high
income homes.

Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients (Pearson’s r) were computed to
assess the relationship between four variables: (a) dominant language, (b) parents’
educational backgrounds, (c) parents’ income levels, (d) frequency of reading to children
at home, and performance scores. The correlation matrices for the low-income school and
middle-high income schools are presented in Table 8 and Table 9 respectively.

Although none of the four factors predicted performance scores in the low-income
school, parents’ income levels predicted students’ performance scores on the CELF 5
Kannada test (r = .48, p<.01) in the middle-high income schools. Moreover, the inter-
correlations between the factors revealed that parents’ educational attainment predicted
income levels (r = .50, p<.001) in the low-income school and reading frequency (r = .37,
p<.01) in the middle-high income schools respectively. Finally, performance scores on
the CELF5 English test predicted performance scores on the CELF5 Kannada test (r =
.35, p<.05) in the middle-high income schools.
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Table 8
Correlations Between Four Variables and Performance Scores in L1 and L2 in the Low Income
School

I. 2. 3. 4. 5 6
Dominant Parents’ Income Reading Performance Performance
Home Educational  Levels Frequency on CELF 5 on CELF5

Language  Attainment English Kannada

1. Dominant
Home
Language

2. Parents’
Educational 0.12
Attainment

3. Income
Levels -0.02 0.50%%*

4. Reading
Frequency 0.04 -0.15 0.04

5.

Performance 0.02 0.02 0.14 0.13

Scores on

CELF 5

English

6.

Performance -0.03 -0.09 -0.01 -0.04 0.13
Scores on

CELF 5

Kannada

*p <.05. **p < .01. ***p < .001
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Table 9
Correlations Between Four Variables and Performance Scores in L1 and L2 in the Middle-High
Income Schools

I. 2. 3. 4. 5 6
Dominant Parents’ Income Reading Performance Performance
Home Educational  Levels Frequency on CELF 5 on CELF5

Language  Attainment English Kannada

1. Dominant
Home
Language

2. Parents’
Educational -0.25
Attainment

3. Income
Levels -0.28 -0.07

4. Reading
Frequency 0.00 0.37** 0.24

5.

Performance -0.13 0.16 -0.11 -0.21

Scores on ——
CELF 5

English

6.

Performance -0.24 0.04 0.48** 0.14 0.35*
Scores on

CELF 5

Kannada

*p <.05. **p < .01. ***p < .001

Teacher Interview

The teacher interviews (in Appendix F, p. 145) were conducted during lunch,
recess, or after school and took approximately 15-20 minutes each. I was able to
interview a total of 16 teachers, of whom 5 were from the low-income school, 6 from the
middle-income school, and 5 from the high-income school. All the teachers were female,
working with students in Grades 2-5, following an English-immersion model. It is
important to note that in India, educational qualifications for school teachers are
restricted to a Bachelor of Education. Typically, teachers will have an undergraduate
Bachelor of Arts or Science degree and tag on a teacher-training program, which results
in a B.Ed. There are limited opportunities for them to pursue a degree in higher
education.

Figure 5 illustrates variations in teaching experience across low, middle and high-
income schools.
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Figure 5. Bar graph comparing the teaching experience between teachers in low, middle and high-
income schools.

In the low-income school, the teachers’ ages ranged between 31-50 years, their
highest educational qualifications were either a Diploma in Primary Teacher Training or
a Bachelor of Education. A majority 4/5 (80%) of the teachers had more than ten years of
teaching experience and had served at that particular school site for 4-8 years. They all
mentioned that they were fluent in both English and Kannada. Although all of them
agreed that students in the lower grades between K-5 would benefit from Kannada
instruction, they followed an English-immersion model prescribed by the school board
and alternated between the two languages in their classrooms, especially to explain
harder concepts.

In the middle-income school, the teachers’ ages ranged between 26-50 years, their
highest educational qualifications were both a Bachelor of Education and a Master of
Arts/Master of Science degree in their areas of specialization. A majority of the teachers
had more than 9 years of teaching experience, with 3/5 (60%) of them having more than
15 years of experience. Half of them also mentioned that they had taught at this particular
school site for more than 15 years, while the others had taught there between 4-15 years.
They all mentioned that they were fluent in English in terms of speaking, listening,
reading and writing, and they were fluent in their native language (varied) while speaking
and listening, so they identified their dominant language to be English. They all agreed
that their students would not benefit from native-language instruction especially since
they came from different home language backgrounds and English served as a link
language. They stated that the students had been exposed to the English-immersion
model from kindergarten and had a lot of support from home in this language as well,
such that they picked it up by Grade 3 at the latest.

In the high-income school, the teachers’ ages ranged between 26-50 years, their
highest educational qualifications were both a Bachelor of Education and a Master of
Arts/Master of Science degree in their areas of specialization. All the teachers who were
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interviewed (5/5) had 0-3 years of teaching experience and all of it was at this particular
school site. They identified their dominant language to be English in speaking, listening,
reading and writing, even though they had varied home language backgrounds. They all
mentioned that the students in the school came from English-dominant homes and did not
have any problems with the language, so native language instruction would not be
applicable to this population.

Classroom Observation Checklist

The classroom observation checklist (in Appendix G, p. 148) was developed to
get a sense of the class sizes, teacher fluency rates, instructional strategies and student
participation and engagement in classroom activities. I was able to observe a total of 16
classrooms, 5 from the low-income school, 7 from the middle-income school and 4 from
the high-income school. I spent approximately 2 hours in each classroom, which varied
across grades 2-5, with a total of 32 hours of classroom observation across these schools.
In the following section, I have compiled data to describe a typical classroom in each of
these settings: low, middle, and high-income schools, in an effort to provide a more
holistic assessment of the classroom setting, which might be influential regarding
students’ performance scores. A summary of these findings is presented in Table 10.

In the low-income school, a typical class had a student-teacher ratio of
approximately 40:1, with no assistant teachers. The classroom was cramped for space
with 4-5 students sitting on a bench with an attached desk on either side of the aisle,
which could hold 3 students. There was a lot of noise and distraction from the other
classes as teachers and students had to move from one class to another to get to their own,
with a single entrance and exit door. There were pillars in the classroom and some
students sat behind them, making it very difficult to see the front of the class. Some other
students were in benches that were pushed up against the blackboard and had to strain
their necks to figure out what was written on the board, and more often than not, the
teachers’ backs were turned to them. The primary medium of instruction was English, but
teachers explained at least 30% of the concepts in Kannada as well. The teachers were
fluent in Kannada and somewhat fluent in English, though many of their English
pronunciations and spellings were inaccurate. For example, one teacher insisted that the
word “parliament” in the textbook was printed wrong, and the correct spelling of the
word was “parli-ment”! The teachers were highly organized in the presentation of
materials; all followed a teacher-centric lecture method of reading from the textbook and
explaining concepts by repeating them, providing examples, and checking for student
comprehension. 60% of the teachers spent the first class period this way and the second
one writing answers to questions that were presented at the back of each chapter in the
textbook, on the black board and having students copy these in their notebooks. These
were the questions and answers that they would be assessed on in their school-based
exams. The oral participation in these classrooms varied from 30-70% but was restricted
to teachers instructing them to read a paragraph from the textbook or answer questions
about the topic. Only 10-30% of the participation was based on student-generated
questions. Wherease70% of the students were judged by me to be engaged in the class
and were following through with the reading and writing activities, approximately 30%
of the class did not comprehend the topic of discussion, as evidenced by their lack of
interest, not staying on task, and not being able to answer questions.
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Table 10
Comparison of Low, Middle and High-Income Schools Based on the Classroom Observation Checklist

Low-Income School Middle-Income School High-Income School

(N=5) (N=7) (N=4)
Average 40 60 30
number of
students
Class space Cramped, with long Spacious with a combined Very spacious with

desks/chairs shared desk/chair for 2 students individual desks, chairs and
by 4-5 students lockers

Medium of 70% English and 30% 100% English 100% English
instruction Kannada
Percentage of 60% 100% 100%
English
fluency rates
Primary Content Content and Process Content, Process and
Instructional Product
Focus
Primary Blackboard Blackboard Whiteboard and Smart-
Instructional board
Materials
Percentage of 70%. 90% 95%
student
participation
and
engagement

In the middle-income school, a typical class had a student-teacher ratio of
approximately 60:1, with no assistant teachers. The classroom was large and spacious,
with two students sharing a long desk and bench actually designed for 2 students, so they
had enough space for their heavy backpacks and lunch bags. There were no distractions
from outside and each class had two doors to enter and exit the classroom. Students were
assigned seats, that were rotated every week, so they all got an equal opportunity to be in
the front, middle and back of the class. All the students sat in rows, facing the teacher at
all times. The only medium of instruction was English, with all teachers being extremely
fluent in the language. All 5 of the teachers demonstrated a high degree of organization,
planfulness and skillful execution of their planned lessons. Rarely did I witness any of the
teachers lose her place or struggle to move from one step to another in carrying out the
planned steps. The first half of the class was dedicated to teacher-centric lectures, where
they either read to the students and had them follow along or requested students to take
turns reading the textbook, providing examples, and checking for student comprehension.
The second half of the class was dedicated to either writing (on the blackboard) answers
to questions that were presented at the back of each chapter in the textbook and having
students copy these in their notebooks; or giving them an opportunity to work out math
problems and grammar exercises either on the blackboard or their textbooks
independently. The oral participation in these classrooms varied from 30-70% but was
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restricted to teachers instructing them to read a paragraph from the textbook or answer
questions about the topic. Only 10-30% of the participation was based on student-
generated questions. Whereas 90% of the students were judged by me to be engaged in
the class and were following through with the reading and writing activities,
approximately 10% of the class did not comprehend the topic of discussion.

In the high-income school, a typical class had a student-teacher ratio of
approximately 30:1, with no assistant teachers. The classrooms had individual desks for
each student and individual lockers at the back of the classroom for students to store their
class workbooks and textbooks. All the classrooms had smart-boards and white boards
with markers. The classrooms were bright and spacious and there were no distractions
from outside the classroom. The only medium of instruction was English, with all
teachers being extremely fluent in the language. All the teachers followed a similar lesson
plan which was organized in the following way: (a) Students silently read the textbook
for 30% of the time; (b) In-class discussion to learn more about what students already
knew about the topic for 40% of the time; (c) Smart-boards to show them videos and
learn important key words linked to the chapter for 20% of the time; and (d) Review of
the lesson and other questions for 10% of the time. The class structure was extremely
student-centric and tapped on all their background knowledge of a topic through their
silent reading of it or past experiences. All the students participated and had something
valuable to add to the topic. The oral participation in these classrooms was 80-100% and
was based on student-generated questions and answers. Almost all the students seemed
engaged in the class and were following through with the reading, writing and discussion
activities.

Looking at the informal tests as a whole, it is apparent that various factors could
potentially cause the variance in test scores between low, middle and high-income
schools. The parent questionnaire revealed that parents’ educational attainment predicted
income levels in the low-income school and reading frequency in the middle-high income
schools respectively. The teacher interview pinpointed that the teachers in high-income
schools were younger and less experienced compared to teachers in low and middle-
income schools. The classroom observation checklist stressed that teachers across the
board were well prepared for class, and looked out for the best interests of their students,
even though their instructional methods and aids varied across these schools.

Research Question 3:How does the culture of the school and access to special
education resources impact the utilization of a screening tool in L1 Kannada and L2
English across low, middle and high-income schools recruited for the study?

This question will be answered by qualitative analyses of the data from these
sources: the teacher interview, the classroom observation checklist and conversations
with the Principal at each school. The primary aspects that will be discussed are as
follows: (a) The school’s response to recruiting their students and reasons for their
participation; (b) Special education resources, the referral process, and accommodations
across SES schools that affect identification of students who are “at risk” for a disability;
and (c) Implementation of the screening tools by the schools in their practice.

I initially planned to recruit students only from middle-high income schools. From
my experience working in these schools, I found they were making strides towards
special education models and inclusive education. Although this progress affects roughly
10-15% of the school-going population in Bangalore, India, I thought only middle and
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high income schools would be interested in my study. But my colleague who was helping
me with my data collection efforts suggested that I approach low-income schools, too,
because they had a larger number of Kannada-speaking students and a large proportion of
beginning and intermediate English Language Learners (ELLs) and might be interested in
the study for reasons other than special education.

Conversations with Principals

Low-income school. In the low-income school, the principal was very open to
working with the students from her school and wanted to collaborate on the project in
order to learn more about the academic needs of her students and how we could help
them improve overall student performance. She was interested both in student
participation and engagement as well as pedagogy to support students so that they could
reduce the number of dropouts in high school. Her main concern was that students came
from homes where Kannada was the dominant language and they were typically first
generation school-goers who did not have any English language support at home. She
expected us to provide her with a report of our findings from the assessments, as well as
connect her to resources in the community that could help with professional development
based on the results. We were able to recruit a larger group of students to take part in the
study from this school because almost 80% of the student population came from
Kannada-speaking backgrounds.

Middle-income school. In the middle-income school, the principal was very open
to working with students from his school and wanted to collaborate on the project in
order to help teachers and students with a screening tool to identify students who were “at
risk” for a disability. He mentioned that the school had recently invested in a special
education program for students with moderate-severe disabilities and students who
attended this program were very proud to wear the school uniform and attend a regular
school with a self-contained program as opposed to being housed in a separate,
segregated setting. In addition, the school was moving towards addressing the needs of
mild-moderate disabilities, which was currently addressed outside of the school site in
special segregated schools for students with special needs. He expected the screening tool
to serve three purposes: (a) Build awareness among the teachers to look out for red flags
that might point to a potential disability; (b) Improve student performance scores on the
formal tests and how they matched on to school-based performance scores; (¢c) Compare
student performance from this particular school in relation to student performance from
other schools in the sample. A concern that he had while recruiting students for the study
was that the demographic of the school represented students from various home language
backgrounds, with only 30% of students from Kannada-speaking backgrounds.

High-income school. In the high-income school, the principal was very motivated
by the study and took a personal interest in recruiting students. She mentioned that the
school was invested in differentiating instruction and moving towards inclusive models
of special education. She was a pioneer in changing the education system of the school by
recruiting teachers after they went through an intensive training program that introduced
them to hands-on instructional strategies and student-centric educational foci. In addition,
the school offered students an option to opt out of the national curriculum at Grade 9, and
move on to an international Cambridge-recognized curriculum that is more application-
based as they go through high school. She wanted me to meet with the Special Educators
on the school site and learn more about their assessment and intervention services as well
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as provide them with an opportunity to learn more about my research study. Again, a
concern that she had in terms of recruitment was that the demographic of the school
represented students from various home language backgrounds, with English being the
dominant language because of the international student population in the school. She thus
anticipated only 15-20% of students from Kannada-speaking backgrounds.
It was interesting to note that the primary focus in the low-income school was to
prevent high-school drop-out rates and increase school-based performance scores. The

focus in the middle-income school was to increase school-based performance scores as

well as sensitize teachers to mild-moderate disabilities in their classrooms. And the focus
of the high-income school was more geared towards individual learning styles.

Teacher Interviews: Special Education Resources and Referral Process
A summary of the results is presented in Table 11.

Table 11

Comparison of Low, Middle and High-Income Schools Based on Special Education Resources and
Utilization of Screening Tools in L1 and L2

Low-Income School

Middle-Income School

High-Income School

Special
Education
Referral
Process

Special
Education
Resources in
School

How will the
school utilize
the Screening
Tools in L1
and L2?

None. Students “at
risk” and performing
below class average

are given
individual/small
group instruction

None.

The school will not

utilize the screening
tools.

Special Education issues
taken care of by school
counselor and Special day
class on the school site.
Outside the purview of
typical classroom setting.

Special Education Program
for Moderate-Severe
Disabilities (Special Day
Class)

To identify students who are
“at risk” for a disability and
provide them with small
group instruction before
they are referred for special
education services outside
of school.

Students identified “at risk”
-> Parents and teachers
work with students
individually - Non-
responders are referred to
the special education
resource room

Special Education Resource
Room for Intensive
Instruction in English and
Math

To identify students who
are “at risk” for a disability
and provide them with
special education services
on the school site.

Low-income school. In the low-income school, if students are identified “at risk”

and are performing below average on school-based exams, they are given individual and
small-group instructional time for an hour after school, which is reported to have helped
many of them improve. None of the teachers had any experience working with students
with disabilities in their classrooms, they were not aware of learning disabilities, and the
school did not have a referral process in place. They were, however, aware of different
learning styles and did mention that when they introduced visuals like pictures, charts,
maps to their lesson plans, a lot more students were interested and participated in class.
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Middle-income school. In the middle-income school, the teachers did not seem to
be aware of learning disabilities or any other “invisible” disabilities. Most of the teachers
reported that they do not look out for signs of a disability in their classrooms because
either the student has behavior problems that are taken care of by the school counselor or
they have cognitive deficits for which they are screened in kindergarten and placed in the
moderate-severe special education program on the school site. Therefore, special
education was seen as a phenomenon that occurred outside the purview of their
classrooms.

High-income school. In the high-income school, the teachers were very aware of
learning disabilities and other invisible, high-incidence disabilities, as well as behavior
problems that were observed in the students. If students were considered “at risk” based
on their school-based performance scores, they had support both at home and in school in
terms of hands-on reading activities, phonics programs, differentiated instruction and
workshops for parents on shared book reading practices at home. Moreover, if the
students were still performing below grade level, especially on reading and math, even
after efforts made by both teachers and parents to support them, then they would be
referred to the special education resource room on the school site after parents consented
to it. Some of the reasons why students were referred for special education services were
a continued observation of the following: (a) Child has trouble expressing ideas; (b)
Child has problems with writing in terms of sentence formation and inverted letters,
invented spellings and finds it hard to copy from the blackboard; (c) Child is restless,
inattentive, hyperactive. The results of these referrals had been positive in most cases as
teachers notice an improvement in their students especially since the special educators
use multiple modalities to teach the same concept as well as provide accommodations for
these students to give oral responses when being tested. The teachers have observed 1-2
students in each cohort who have benefitted from special education services and they
look out for certain red flags and work closely with the special educators to mainstream
education for these students. Some modifications in their classrooms that are targeted at
these students are activity-based learning, extra time to participate in a discussion or work
on assignments, individualized instruction and photocopied notes, and reinforcement by
giving them leadership roles.

Utilization of the Screening Tools

Given the culture of the school, and the special education resources that were
available to their students, I was interested in finding out how they would utilize the
screening tool that I had developed. I came up with a report of student performance and
recommendations based on my study for each school site. With my colleagues, who
helped me administer the tests, I presented these results to the principal and the school
board, in order to find out how they would implement the screening tool in their practice.

Low-income school. The principal from the low-income school had collaborated
with us on the project because her main aim was to observe student performance in terms
of English and Kannada scores and use that to guide pedagogical decisions. The
screening tools were efficacious in this domain and we found that students performed
better on the Kannada version of the CELF 5 Screening Test, with 56.25% meeting the
pass criterion, compared to the English version of the test, with only 17.18% reaching the
pass criterion. The following are the top-level recommendations that I made in my report
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to the low-income school, based on the trends and patterns that emerged both from
formal and informal tests:

(a) The school could introduce a two-way bilingual program, in order to develop
proficiency in both L1 (Kannada) and L2 (English).

(b) The school could introduce contextual language use in their classrooms like
talking to a friend on the phone, story-telling in L2 English, in addition to
academic content.

(c) They could use the screening tool to provide intensive small group instruction for
students who are “at risk” and recommend non-responders to an assessment
organization outside of the school.

(d) They could increase parent involvement and point them to adult literacy classes to
help them support their children at home.

(e) The school could use local resources like the Teacher Foundation that conduct
teacher workshops and complete school overhauls for low-income urban and rural
schools, and scholarships available to students from low-income schools.

In response to my recommendations, the school authorities countered with several
rejoinders:

(a) Our school is an English-medium school, and we cannot introduce Kannada
instruction. Currently, in a typical classroom, half the students understand English
and in the other half, some students understand the concept when it is repeated in
Kannada and others are provided with small group instruction to “drill down” the
concept so they pass the exams. English needs to be introduced as early as
possible because students are tested in it in high school, and if we provide them
with Kannada instruction, they will become “complacent”.

(b) Our main problem as a school is that we have no support from the parents. It is
their job to introduce students to contextual language use and ours to introduce
academic content. We understand that if students are fluent in Kannada, it will
transfer to their English language skills, but this is something that the parents need
to address.

(c) We can point parents to literacy classes, but we cannot have them involved with
the working of the school because it would be a distraction to the students and the
teachers have to do their jobs

(d) We already have an after school program that provides small group instruction to
over one-third of our students, and it is helping them improve and pass the exams.

(e) We will follow-up with the local resources especially in terms of teacher
workshops.

Although the screening tool led to insight about students’ bilingual and bi-literate
competencies, which in turn could guide pedagogical decisions, especially in terms of
language of instruction, I do not expect this school will utilize it in their practice.

Middle-income school. The principal from the middle-income school had
collaborated with us on the project in order to learn more about his school’s performance
on the formal tests, developing a classification system, and introducing teachers to a
screening tool that would help them identify students who are “at risk” for language
learning disabilities. I shared the following results with the school:
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(a) Students at the school performed better on the English version of the test with
84.37% meeting the pass criterion versus the Kannada test with 9.37% meeting
the pass criterion

(b) The screening tool was efficacious in providing a classification system, and out of
the 6 students identified by teachers as being “at risk”, two of them were given the
same categorization by the formal tests, while 4 of them had proficient English
scores, suggesting that other factors like instructional support at school and home
may play a role in their poor school performance.

(c) The large class sizes might reduce opportunities for students to produce learning
artifacts, but teachers could introduce project-based learning in small groups and
activities from the textbooks that could enhance learning.

(d) The screening tool can help teachers with an initial classification system in order
to form small groups for intensive instruction before students are referred to
psychologists off the school site for more comprehensive evaluations.

(e) If the school is considering setting up a mild-moderate program for their students,
then investing in a special educator and a classroom for pull-out services in
reading and math would be helpful. One local resource to help the school get
started with the program would be Endeavor Extended Learning Services, which
is an organization that provides assessment and intervention services on a
consultancy basis.

This is a summary of the paraphrased responses that were generated by the school
authorities:

(a) Instead of having three annual exams, we could probably consider a project-based
activity to substitute one of them. We can come up with matched student groups,
so all of them have access to internet resources and public libraries.

(b) This will be very useful to the teachers and we can set up a training session.

(c) This might be a project for down the road, but we’ll consider working with
Endeavor and reach out to you when we have enough capital and need for these
services.

From the positive response I got from the school, I am hopeful that they will
implement my screening tool in their practice as a tool to parse out language differences
versus disabilities.

High-income school. The principal from the high-income school collaborated
with us on the project because she believed the screening tool would guide pedagogical
decisions in terms of differentiating instruction in the classroom to serve students with
language learning disabilities. When I spoke to the special education department on the
school site, I was informed that students get intensive one-on-one instruction in math and
reading if they have language learning disabilities. This in turn is determined by a
consultancy service called Endeavor Extended Learning Services that provides
assessment reports to the school. It was interesting to meet with the person in charge of
this program and learn about the battery of tests that is currently utilized in order to make
eligibility determinations, which included the Wechsler’s Intelligence Scale for Children
1V (Wechsler, 2003), and the Brigance Diagnostic Inventory of Early Development
(Brigance, 1991). Based on these observations, the following recommendations were
made to the school:
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(a) The screening tool is a measure that can help teachers classify students as
“bilingual”, “dominant English”, “dominant Kannada” and “at risk for a
disability”. If teachers observe persistent low achievers, they could use the
screening tool in order to differentiate instruction in their classroom based on
student needs.

(b) Teachers can also use the tool to guide their conversations with parents about
language learning disabilities and get their consent to evaluate and intervene as
soon as possible.

(c) The screening tool will be an initial introduction to a bilingual language test and
informal assessments that could be added to a battery of tests to work with
Kannada-speakers.

This is a summary of the paraphrased responses that were generated by the school
authorities:

(a) We would like to go ahead and set up a teacher-training workshop so they can
learn more about the screening tool.

(b) The special education department would like to utilize the screening tool in our
practice. We currently have one student in Grade 5 who has been identified as
having a learning disability and we would like a measure in Kannada to add on to
the battery of English tests that we currently have.

From the positive response I got from the school, I believe they will implement
my screening tool in their practice as they have shown a great interest and have been
proactive with teacher training as well as modifying the special education referral
process.

The responses towards the utilization of the screening tools varied across the
schools. The low-income school is not likely to use the screening tools in their practice.
The middle-income school might consider using the screening tools as they develop a
mild-moderate disabilities program in their school. The high-income school was open to
incorporating the screening tools in their practice.

Summary of Findings

The results of this study emerged from integrated quantitative and qualitative
analyses of data from varied formal and informal sources. There are important findings
for each of the tools used in the study.

The CELF 5 Screening Test (Semel, Wiig, & Secord, 2013) in both English and
Kannada can help educators come up with a classification system of four categories
based on the comparison of their scores in two languages: “true bilinguals” are students
who achieve high scores in both language assessments, “dominant English” and
“dominant Kannada” score high in one language but not the other, and at-risk students
score low on both assessments. The Clinical Evaluation of Language Fundamentals 5
Screening Test (Semel, Wiig, & Secord, 2013) was efficacious in serving this purpose
since approximately 60% of the students who were identified as “at risk” by their
teachers, in fact showed up as “dominant Kannada” or “dominant English” on the test.

The PLS 5 Screening Test (Zimmerman, Steiner, & Pond 2012) was
administered in both English and Kannada, and was efficacious in confirming that 9-10
year old students might be at risk for language learning disabilities because they were
administered the same test as students in the sample who were 7 years old. It also pointed
to differences in bilingual and bi-literate competencies for this age group. Although both
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the English and Kannada scores were higher for 9-10 year olds, when compared to 7-8
year olds, the difference between the age groups was significant only for the English
assessment. This suggests that while L2 English is sustained as an academic language, L1
Kannada is not.

Comparing the formal test scores, it was observed that the PLS 5 English Test
significantly predicted scores on the CELF 5 English Test (1= .62, p<.001) and the PLS 5
Kannada Test significantly predicted scores on the CELF 5 Kannada Test (r= .24, p<.01)
for the whole population. One surprising and puzzling finding was that the correlation
between the English and Kannada versions of the PLS were stronger than they were for
the CELF.

The narrative assessment scores were observed to be highly predictive of students
who might have underlying language learning disabilities, if they took the test in their
dominant language. The Narrative Scoring Scheme (Heilmann et al, 2010) was used to
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classify students as “proficient”, “emerging” and “minimal” in their narrative skills. The
narrative skills classifications of “proficient”, “emerging” and “minimal” were then
compared to students’ CELF 5 classifications of “bilingual”, “dominant
English/Kannada” and “at risk for a language learning disability”. A great degree of
overlap was observed between the scores, with the CELF 5 English scores significantly
predicting Narrative assessment scores (1= 0.43, p<.01) and CELF 5 Kannada scores
significantly predicting Narrative assessment scores (1=0.34, p<.05).

The parent questionnaire was indicative of home language backgrounds, parents’
educational and income levels and literacy activities at home. Parents whose children
were enrolled in low-income schools mentioned that on an average they (a) had high
school degrees; (b) earned below Rupees 10,000 a month; (c) spoke Kannada as their
home language; and (d) typically read to their children once a month or less. In contrast,
parents whose children were enrolled in middle-high income schools mentioned that on
an average they (a) had college degrees; (b) earned between Rupees 31,000-70,000 a
month; (c) spoke English as the dominant home language; and (d) typically read to their
children at least once a week or more. Although none of the four factors predicted
performance scores in the low-income school, parents’ income levels predicted students’
performance scores on the CELF 5 Kannada test (r = .48, p<.01) in the middle-high
income schools. Moreover, the inter-correlations between the factors revealed that
parents’ educational attainment predicted income levels (r = .50, p<.001) in the low-
income school and reading frequency (r = .37, p<.01) in the middle-high income schools
respectively. Finally, performance scores on the CELF5 English test predicted
performance scores on the CELF5 Kannada test (r = .35, p<.05) in the middle-high
income schools.

The teacher interview was developed to get a sense of the dominant language of
instruction, the special education referral process and special education resources at the
school. The dominant languages of instruction in the low-income classrooms were both
English and Kannada, whereas the dominant language of instruction in the middle-high
income classrooms was English. In the low-income school, all the teachers agreed that
students in the lower grades between K-5 would benefit from Kannada instruction, but
they followed an English-immersion model prescribed by the school board and alternated
between the two languages in their classrooms, especially to explain harder concepts. In
the middle-high income schools, the teachers agreed that their students would not benefit

71



from native-language instruction especially since they came from different home
language backgrounds and English served as a link language. Moreover, they were
exposed to the English-immersion model from kindergarten and had a lot of support from
home in the language as well, that they picked it up by Grade 3 at the latest. The special
education resources varied between low, middle and high- income schools. The low-
income school was not concerned about special education, but rather was focused on
preventing high school drop-out rates. The middle-income school had a special day class
that was set up to serve students with moderate/severe disabilities, but they did not have a
mild/moderate program and did not follow an inclusive model. If they noticed that
students were persistent low-achievers, they referred them to a psychologist for a
complete diagnostic evaluation. The high-income school practiced mainstream education
for students with mild-moderate disabilities and had several resources in place such as a
special education department, a consultancy service that provided assessment reports,
collaboration with classroom teachers and parent participation to support these students.
The classroom observation checklist was developed to get a sense of the
classroom setting, instructional practices, student participation and engagement that
might be reflective of their performance scores. The medium of instruction in the low-
income school was approximately 70% in English and 30% in Kannada, with teachers
being somewhat fluent in English. In contrast, the medium of instruction in the middle-
high income schools was 100% in English, with teachers being very fluent in the
language. The low-income school had an average class size of 40 students, who were
cramped into small classrooms. The primary instructional focus was making sure the
content of the class was relayed to students, without checking for comprehension or
expecting a learning outcome. While 60-70% of the class seemed engaged in the class,
approximately 12-15 students (30-40%) did not follow what the teacher was saying; they
were either using compensatory strategies like copying from their partners or were
distracted and/or acting up in the classroom. The middle-income school had an average
class size of 60 students, who had large, spacious classrooms. The primary instructional
focus was both on the content and process of learning: half the class time was spent on
explaining a concept, while the other half was spent on checking for student
comprehension, checking student notebooks to make sure everyone was on the same
page, and giving students opportunities to demonstrate their learning on the black board.
Students were however not expected to produce a learning artifact or allowed to discuss a
topic that went beyond the scope of the textbook. Although most of the students (90%)
seemed engaged in the class, approximately 10% of students did not follow what the
teacher was saying, and were typically using compensatory strategies like copying from
their partners or repeating what other students were saying to stay on task. The teachers
were very cognizant and perceptive of students who were falling behind during the
lesson, and gave them multiple opportunities to answer questions and understand the
content. The high-income school had an average class size of 30 students, who had large,
spacious classrooms, with individual desks and chairs. The primary instructional focus
was on the content, process and product of learning: the first part of the class time was
typically spent on explaining a concept; the second part was spent on students reading
and/or writing on the topic of discussion to process the information presented and the
final part of the class focused on student outcomes like classroom discussions and Smart-
board activities to provide students with application-based examples of the concept, and
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learn more about the topic through student presentations. Although almost all the students
seemed engaged in the class, approximately 2-5% of students did not follow what the
teacher was saying, and were given more opportunities to express themselves and were
allowed to take more time to contribute to the class discussion or were given extra time
after class where teachers worked with them on an individual basis.

Finally, it was interesting to look at the culture of the school and their
expectations as well as how a screening tool can take on all these different functions in
low, middle and high-income schools. Based on the resources mentioned above, the
schools collaborated on the study for the following reasons: (a) In the low-income school,
the focus was on preventing high school drop-out rates and helping students with better
pedagogical practices, so the school was interested in a classification system in both
students’ L1 and L2 to achieve this goal; (b) In the middle-income school, the focus was
on not only identifying students who were low-achievers, but also distinguishing between
delayed second language learners and students who were “at risk” for a language learning
disability. This will help the school narrow down the number of students that they refer
for psycho-educational evaluations; (c) In the high-income school, the focus was on
adding a native language-screening tool to an already-existing English assessment. The
screening tool will help teachers and special educators pinpoint students who might have
underlying language learning disabilities by testing them in both their L1 and L2.
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Chapter 5: Discussion

The discussion chapter focuses on the interpretation of the findings, the
implications for research and practice, the limitations of the study and the
recommendations for future research in the field.

The research questions that guide the discussion section are as follows:

(1) What is the efficacy of using formal screening tools in L1 and L2 to

differentiate between language differences versus language learning disabilities in

speakers of Kannada and English in India?

(2) What is the efficacy of using informal screening tools to identify external

factors that contribute to students’ performance scores across low, middle and

high-income schools?

(3) How does the culture of the school and access to special education resources

impact the utilization of a screening tool in L1 Kannada and L2 English across

low, middle and high-income schools recruited for the study?

The hypothesis linked to the first question is that formal screening tools can be
effective in laying down a classification system of “bilingual”, “dominant
English/Kannada” and “at risk for a language learning disability” to differentiate between
language differences and disorders in speakers of English and Kannada. For the second
question, the implicit hypothesis is that because external factors such as pedagogical
practices, culture of the school, literacy practices at home, parents’ income levels, and
dominant home language play an important role in determining students’ performance
scores on formal tests, more in-depth information about them will aid in the diagnosis of
language learning disabilities and planning for instructional interventions for students
who are at risk for school failure because of language issues. For the third research
question, the hypothesis is that teachers from schools in the three different socio-
economic tiers may well respond to the screening tool differently because of differences
in the contextual surround within the school and the community. More specifically, my
prediction, based on differential access to resources and overall goals for student
achievement, is that teachers from the low-income school will not use the screening tool
in their practice; teachers from the middle-income school will see a use for the screening
tool to classify students as being “at risk” for a disability and possible referral for a
complete psycho-educational assessment and intervention services outside of the school
site; and finally teachers from the high-income school will use the screening tool to
classify students as being “at risk” for a disability and will refer them for a complete
psycho-educational assessment and intervention services to the special education
department on the school site (because they are the only school type with on-site special
services). Three inter-related theoretical frames support the discussion related to the
research questions and these hypotheses: (a) the link between early bilingualism and
developing bi-literate competencies; (b) the cultural frame of disabilities and how it
affects access to special education services in low, middle, and high income schools
within the Indian context; and (c) the assessment of English Language Learners in an
effort to parse out language differences and disorders. These frames will guide the
discussion regarding the implication of the results as well as the conclusions that can be
inferred from them. Drawing from research and methodology in psychology, linguistics,
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education, speech/language pathology, and special education, the study offers a mixed
methods examination of the results.

Interpretation of Findings

The primary aim of the study was to provide teachers in Bangalore, India, a
screening tool in both English and Kannada in order to identify English-Language
Learners who might be “at risk” for a language learning disability. Based on the results of
the screening tool, teachers would be able to distinguish between low-performing English
learners who are simply learning English slowly (i.e., students who score relatively
higher on the Kannada language assessment compared to the English) and those more
likely to be at risk for a disability (i.e., students who score low on both the Kannada and
English assessments). Differential follow up would be called for in these two situations.
In the first case (high Kannada scores in relation to English), redoubling genuine efforts
in the spirit of true bilingual education (teaching students in both Kannada and English) is
the most likely pathway to success, at least according to research accumulated over the
last 30 years (see Cummins, 1984; Ramirez, 1991; Ortiz & Yates, 2002; Hoover et al,
2008). In the second instance (low scores in both languages), it is probably best to refer
students for a complete diagnostic language assessment (Artiles & Ortiz, 2002, Ortiz &
Yates, 2002). This referral could also lead to better educational placement decisions for
students with language learning disabilities as well as pedagogical decisions regarding
working with English Language Learners. Currently teachers assess students on school-
based performance in English and identify persistent low-achievers. My study takes into
consideration both formal and informal screening tools in students” L1 Kannada and L2
English in order to make a more accurate classification of students who are delayed in the
second language acquisition process versus students who are truly “at risk” for language
learning disabilities.

Formal Screening Tools

Two formal screening tools, namely the Clinical Evaluation of Language
Fundamentals 5 Screening Test (Semel, Wiig, & Secord, 2013) and the Preschool
Language Scale 5 Screening Test (Zimmerman, Steiner, & Pond 2011), were
administered in English and Kannada to the students in the sample. The scores on the
Clinical Evaluation of Language Fundamentals 5 Screening Test (Semel, Wiig, &
Secord, 2013) not only seek to pinpoint students who may be “at risk” for a disability, but
also lay out an initial classification system that will allow teachers to classify students
into one of four categories, based on a comparison of their scores in the two languages:
“true bilinguals™ are students who achieve high scores in both language assessments,
“dominant English” and “dominant Kannada” score high in one language but not the
other, and at-risk students score low on both assessments. Out of 33 students who were
identified as being at risk by their teachers, the CELF 5 scores determined that 14
students (42.42%) might in fact warrant that classification, while 19 (57.57%) students
were classified as either dominant English or dominant Kannada. Moreover, 12 students
(out of the 14 students identified as being at risk for a language learning disability) were
from low-income schools and 2 students were from middle-high income schools. This
constituted roughly 19% of the sample in the low-income school and 5% of the sample in
the middle-high income school. The latter finding is consistent with a recent report in the
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US by the National Center for Learning Disabilities (2014), which stated that the
prevalence of learning disabilities is approximately 5% of the total public school
enrollment under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act. In India, on the other
hand, there are no specific data regarding the prevalence of learning disabilities, but The
National Institute on Mental Health (NIMH) Report (2010) states that teachers in private
schools identified at least 2-3 students in a class of 40 as having a learning disability. The
discrepancy between CELF 5 performance scores between the low-income and middle-
high income schools points to other contributing factors, such as the school and home
environments, that might affect students’ scores.

The Preschool Language Scale 5 Screening Test (Zimmerman, Steiner, & Pond,
2011) that was administered in both English and Kannada was efficacious in pinpointing
the differences in bilingual and bi-literate competencies between 7-8 year olds and 9-10
year olds in the sample. Although both the English and Kannada scores were higher for
9-10 year olds, when compared to 7-8 year olds, the difference between the age groups
was significant only for the English assessment. This finding suggests that although L2
English is sustained as an academic language, L1 Kannada is not.

All the students in the sample were ELLs from a Kannada home language
background, and all the schools followed an English immersion model. Although,
students are exposed to social and pragmatic language use of their L1, Kannada, at home,
they are not exposed to it as a medium of instruction or academic language in school. In
most private schools in India, English is the primary language of instruction and the only
academic language to which students are exposed. When they start school, students are
usually proficient in speaking their home language, which is typically Kannada in the
state of Karnataka, and some students are also bilingual in English. But the exposure to
academic English in English immersion models could be a factor that contributes to their
not developing bi-literate competencies in Kannada in the later grades. The difference in
performance scores between the two languages as the student masters English in an
academic setting suggests that continued bilingual support in both languages is crucial to
ensuring bilingual and bi-literate competencies. According to Cummins (1992) there is an
interdependence of literacy-related or academic skills across languages. The Ramirez
Report (Ramirez, Yuen & Ramey, 1991) found that Latino students who received
sustained L1 instruction throughout elementary school had better academic prospects
than students who were in English immersion programs. Moreover, developmental and
two-way bilingual programs rather than immersion models were better suited to develop
both bilingual and bi-literate competencies.

Informal Screening Tools

Narrative assessment scores. Narrative skills play a crucial role in the
development of discourse, literacy, and socialization practices (McCabe, 1996).
According to Bryan, Ergul, & Burstein (2008), measures of children’s language abilities,
such as narrative assessment and language samples, inform classroom instruction as well
as identify children who might need additional learning supports. This is based on the
findings that language abilities serve as a predictor for later reading skills, social
behavior, and academic performance (Catts et al, 2001, Pankratz et al, 2007 and Storch &
Whitehurst, 2002). The Narrative Scoring Scheme (Heilmann et al, 2010) was used to
analyze the narrative skills of students in the sample. They were classified on three levels,
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as “proficient”, “emerging” and “minimal” in their narrative skills based on the retelling
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of the story, “Frog Where are You” (Mercer, 1969), in their dominant language. These
classifications of “proficient”, “emerging,” and “minimal” were then compared to
students’ CELF 5 classifications of “bilingual”, “dominant English/Kannada,” and “at
risk for a language learning disability”. A great degree of overlap was observed between
the scores, with 70% of the students identified as being at risk by the CELF 5 also
received a classification of “emerging” narrative skills and 30% of students identified as
being at risk by the CELF 5 received a classification of “minimal” narrative skills. It
would be interesting to conduct a complete diagnostic battery to determine if only 30% of
these students who were “at risk” and had “minimal” narrative skills emerge as the
students with language learning disabilities. In addition, 100% of the students who were
identified as being either “dominant English” or “dominant Kannada” by the CELF 5,
also had “proficient” narrative skills. This finding is consistent with an earlier finding by
Justice and her colleagues (2009), who observed that narrative assessment provides
professionals with a valid and informative assessment approach to examine language
skills as it had significant concurrent and predictive relations with measures of general
language ability. It was also useful in establishing and monitoring language growth and
planning language interventions. One twist on the narrative assessment scores: the data
suggest that the narrative assessment was most effective in predicting an underlying
disability only if the student took the test in his or her dominant language. Some students
who chose to retell the story in English, even though their dominant language was
Kannada, got a classification of “minimal” or “emergent” but were not identified to be
“at risk™ either by their teachers or the CELF 5 Screening Test.

Parent questionnaire. The Parent Questionnaire was an informal screening tool
that was developed to get a more holistic background of the student beyond school-based
performance scores and formal bilingual language test scores. Parents whose children
were enrolled in low-income schools mentioned that on an average they (a) had high
school degrees, (b) earned below Rupees 10,000 a month, (¢) spoke Kannada as their
home language, and (d) typically read to their children once a month or less. In
contrasted, parents whose children were enrolled in middle-high income schools
mentioned that on an average they (a) had college degrees, (b) earned between Rupees
31,000-70,000 a month, (c) spoke English as the dominant home language, and (d)
typically read to their children at least once a week. Four factors, namely educational
attainment, income levels, dominant language and reading frequency were correlated
with performance scores on the formal tests. Although none of these factors significantly
predicted test scores, parents’ educational attainment predicted income levels in low-
income schools and reading frequency in middle-high income schools. The differences
between reading frequency in low-income and middle-high income schools might be an
important factor to consider while interpreting students’ test scores. According to Nagy
and Anderson (1984), “There are staggering individual differences in the volume of
language experience and therefore opportunity to learn new words” (p. 328). Also,
Anderson et al. (1988) observed that there are differences in the volume of reading
outside the classroom, which is linked to reading ability, and these differences become
larger and larger as schooling progresses. Stanovich (1986) elaborated on this idea and
said that the large skill differences in reading volume could result in “the Matthew
effects” (p. 381) of reading to stress the cumulative effect of reading development.
Therefore a strong reader is more likely to get the optimal support to develop his or her
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vocabulary development versus a poor reader who is less likely to get this support, falling
into a cycle of “rich-get-richer” and “poor-get-poorer”.

Classroom observation. The Classroom Observation Checklist was developed to
get a sense of the classroom setting, instructional practices, student participation, and
engagement that might be reflective of their performance scores. The medium of
instruction in the low-income school was approximately 70% in English and 30% in
Kannada, with teachers being somewhat fluent in English. In contrast, in the middle-high
income schools, the medium of instruction was 100% in English with teachers being very
fluent in the language. Language fluency rates could potentially affect learning outcomes,
especially because both schools follow an English immersion model and assess their
students in English. Unfortunately, fluency rates are also linked to income levels and
according to Ramanathan (1999), the Indian middle class has relatively easy access to
English and represents an inner circle of power and privilege, whereas English remains
inaccessible to lower classes of society. This is primarily because “certain institutional
and teaching practices keep English out of reach of lower income groups and push them
into outer circles” (Ramanathan, 1999, p. 211).

In the low-income school, the primary instructional focus was making sure the
content of the class was relayed to students, without checking for comprehension or
expecting a learning outcome. In the middle-income school, the primary instructional
focus was both on the content and process of learning: half the class time was spent on
explaining a concept, while the other half was spent on checking for student
comprehension, checking student notebooks to make sure everyone was on the same
page, and giving students opportunities to demonstrate their learning on the blackboard.
Finally, in the high-income school, the primary instructional focus was on the content,
process, and product of learning: the first part of the class time was typically spent on
explaining a concept; the second part was spent on students reading and/or writing on the
topic of discussion to process the information presented; and the final part of the class
focused on student outcomes like classroom discussions and Smart-board activities to
provide students with application-based examples of the concept, and learn more about
the topic through student presentations. Both low-income and middle-income schools
were focused on preparing students for the national-level school board exams that tested
students’ content knowledge and rote memorization skills. On the other hand, the high-
income schools were focused on preparing students for an international-level school
board exam, which tested students’ application-based knowledge and presentation skills.
Considering that only 10-15% of the students in private schools in India can afford to
enroll in high-income schools, the vast majoriy Indian students attend low-middle income
private schools, where teachers follow a strict curriculum that leaves little room for
innovation. Clarke (2003) conducted a study in Karnataka, India to study the reform in
teaching and learning. She reported that, “while there are observable changes in the
classroom in the use of instructional aids and activities during instruction, the essential
characteristics of traditional practice, namely rote and repetition has not changed. Both
teachers’ openness and resistance to reform are portrayed as embedded in the cultural
construction of teaching and learning” (p. 27).

Teacher interview. The Teacher Interview was developed to get a sense of the
dominant language of instruction, the special education referral process, and special
education resources at the school. It was used to compare teacher responses in low,
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middle, and high-income school settings. Teachers in the low-income schools mentioned
that they were equally fluent in both English and Kannada. Although all of them agreed
that students in the lower grades between K-5 would benefit from Kannada instruction,
they followed an English-immersion model prescribed by the school board and alternated
between the two languages in their classrooms, especially to explain harder concepts.
Contrasted to this view, teachers in middle-high income schools mentioned that they
were fluent in English in terms of speaking, listening, reading, and writing and fluent in
their native language (varied) while speaking and listening, so they identified their
dominant language to be English. They all agreed that their students would not benefit
from native-language instruction, especially because they came from different home
language backgrounds and English served as a link language. Moreover, they were
exposed to the English-immersion model from kindergarten and had a lot of support from
home in the language as well, picking it up by Grade 3 at the latest. It is estimated that 90
million children in India are currently being formally schooled in English (Kalia, 2007).
In essence, students from low-income backgrounds struggled with English instruction
because there was a disparity between home and school languages, whereas students
from middle-high income backgrounds easily transitioned to English as a second
language because their parents were bilingual and in fact dominant in English for literacy
practices. Moreover, teachers in low-income schools were fluent in both English and
Kannada and often switched between the two languages to explain concepts, so a two-
way bilingual program (Cummins, 1984) would be an ideal alternate to English
immersion programs currently being practiced. In the middle-high income school,
English language fluency both at home and in school made it easier for students to access
their second language and their English school-based and test performance scores
reflected that the English immersion model does not have any negative effects on their
performance.

In terms of the special education referral process, teachers from low-income
schools mentioned that they did not have one in place. All low-achieving students were
treated the same, offered small group instruction in an after-school program that had
helped most of them improve. The school did not have any special education resources in
place, as this was not considered a priority. Teachers from the middle-income school
mentioned that they had a moderate-severe program on the school site that catered to
students with special needs. They did not consider students with mild-moderate learning
disabilities within their classrooms and viewed special education as a phenomenon that
occurred outside the purview of their classrooms. In the high-income school, teachers had
access to a special education department that provided pull out services to students with
mild/moderate disabilities. They followed a process by which parents were informed
about students being at risk for language learning disabilities before they were referred
for special education services. They practiced mainstream education for students with
mild-moderate disabilities and had several resources in place such as a special education
department, a consultancy service that provided assessment reports, collaboration with
classroom teachers, and parent participation to support these students. In principle, low
and middle-income schools were not as invested in identifying mild/moderate disabilities.
Although most developed countries like the United States face the problem of over-
representation of certain minority groups in special education (Harry & Klinger, 2006),
developing countries like India face a paradox where the majority of the population is
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under-represented in schools (Peters, 2004). Pratham (2005) states that there are as many
as 13.4 million children in India who have either never gone to school or dropped out.
This includes up to 95% of children with disabilities, which accounts for 40% of the total
population of people with disabilities who have never received an education, in either
general or special schools (Jha 2004; Rao, Narayan & Mani, 2005). Poverty seems to be
an underlying cause and consequence of a disability, as it (a) is more common in poor
families and communities, and (b) limits the access to employment and education, which
in turn leads to even greater economic exclusion (Kalyanpur, 2008).

It was interesting to note that in my sample, teachers were older and more
experienced in the low and middle-income schools versus younger and less experienced
in the high-income schools. Attitudes towards inclusive education seemed to vary with
age and experience. For example, teachers in the low income schools were not motivated
to include students with disabilities in their classrooms, teachers from middle-income
schools were open to the idea but did not want to take the initiative to follow through
with it, and teachers in the high-income schools were very open to inclusive education.
This finding is consistent with that of Parasuram (2006) who found that teachers’
attitudes significantly varied with age and teaching experience. Younger teachers with
fewer years of work experience had more positive attitudes towards inclusive education
as opposed to older teachers with more work experience. Moreover, if teachers came
from a higher socio-economic status, they had more positive attitudes toward students
with disabilities when compared to teachers from lower socio-economic groups
(Parasuram, 2006).

School Culture and Utilization of the Screening Tool

Based on the culture of the school and the special education resources available to
them, I was interested in finding out how they would utilize the screening tool that I had
developed. I came up with a report of student performance and recommendations based
on my study for each school site. The principals of the schools collaborated on the
research project for the following reasons: (a) In the low-income school, the focus was on
preventing high school drop-out rates and helping ELL students with better pedagogical
practices. (b) In the middle-income school, the focus was on differentiating between
language differences and disorders in a large classroom setting, and moving toward
introducing a mild/moderate program. (c) In the high-income school, the focus was on
adding a native language assessment to an already-existing English one to be able to test
students in both L1 and L2, in order to accurately refer students for special education
services.

In the low-income school, the students performed better in the Kannada version of
the test, they came from Kannada-dominant home backgrounds, and teachers suggested
that grades K-5 would benefit from Kannada instruction. My recommendations included
introducing a two-way bilingual program to support both Kannada and English
development, as well as increase parent involvement in the school. These data remind us,
somewhat ironically, of the conclusions of Cummins (1992), who observed that bilingual
programs that support students’ L1 literacy skills also help to develop English academic
achievement. Moreover, it reinforces students’ cultural identity and increases the
likelihood of parents being more involved (Cummins, 1992). Unfortunately, the school
was not open to new suggestions and although the screening tool led to a lot of insight
about students’ bilingual and bi-literate competencies, which in turn could guide
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pedagogical decisions, especially in terms of language of instruction, I do not expect this
school will utilize any of these assessments in their practice.

In the middle-income school, the students performed better in the English version
of the test, they came from English-dominant and bilingual homes, and teachers
suggested that instruction in English was helping students as they got support in the
language at home. Although the language of instruction was not an area of need, they
were treating all low-achieving students alike and collaborated on the project to be able to
identify sub-groups among these students in an effort to reduce misidentification of
language learning disabilities. My recommendations included using the formal and
informal screening tools to make an initial distinction between students who are acquiring
a second language and those that might have language learning disabilities. This initial
classification system in turn can help teachers form small groups for intensive instruction
before students are referred to psychologists off the school site for more comprehensive
evaluations. The Principal of the school had a vision to introduce a mild-moderate
disabilities program within the school and wanted to invest in training workshops to
sensitize teachers to look for signs of learning disabilities in their classrooms. He viewed
the screening tool as a first step towards this goal. From the positive response I got from
the school, I am hopeful that they will implement my screening tool in their practice as a
tool to parse out language differences versus disabilities.

In the high-income school, the students performed better in the English version of
the test, they came from English-dominant and bilingual homes, and teachers suggested
that instruction in English was helping students as they got support in the language at
home. The differentiated instructional practices in the classroom catered to the needs of
students’ individual needs, as well as provided students with special education resources
if they needed it. The area of need in this school was adding a screening tool in a native
language to an already-existing English tool that special educators were currently using in
practice. Test performance in English, without considering the student’s home language,
was a primary reason for misdiagnosis, as Maldonado-Colon (1988) and Barrera Metz
(1988) concluded with their studies. Teachers at this school were aware of this, and
collaborated on the project to learn about how to use a screening tool in both L1 and L2
in their practice. My recommendation was to add the formal and informal screening tools
as a pre-cursor to the already-existing assessment batteries that the school used. In this
way, Kannada-speakers could be assessed early on, and the screening tools could serve as
a springboard to differentiate instruction in their classroom based on student needs. The
school was very open to this suggestion and wanted me to help train their teachers. From
the positive response I got from the school, I believe they will implement my screening
tool in their practice as they have shown a great interest and have been proactive with
teacher training as well as modifying the special education referral process. Based on
these observations, although the screening tool in L1 and L2 is not applicable to the low-
income school, it is in the process of becoming applicable in the middle-income school
and has already been incorporated in practice within the high-income school.

Implications for Practice
Regarding the efficacy of the various measures, I conclude that there was
something to learn from nearly all of them and that they converged on helping to identify
students who fall into those 4 key categories: “bilingual”, “dominant English”,
“dominant Kannada,” and “at risk for a language learning disability”. The CELF 5
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Screening Test (Semel, Wiig, & Secord, 2013) was helpful in developing and validating
this very classification system. The PLS 5 Screening Test (Zimmerman, Steiner, & Pond,
2011) was effective in laying out bilingual and bi-literate competencies in both English
and Kannada for students in Grades 2-5.

The informal screening tools (the narrative assessment scores, the parent
questionnaire, teacher interview and classroom observation) served different roles.
Specifically, the narrative assessment scores served to confirm the hypotheses of formal
tests (the CELF and the PLS), and the parent questionnaire, teacher interview, and the
classroom observation checklist helped to understand the role of external factors on
student performance. There was a high degree of overlap between the scores on the
CELF 5 Screening Test (Semel, Wiig, & Secord, 2013) and the narrative assessment
scores. Whereas all the students who were identified as being “at risk” by the CELF' 5
also had “emerging” and “minimal” narrative skills, all the students who were identified
as being “dominant Kannada or dominant English” by the CELF' 5 also had “proficient”
narrative skills. This finding is consistent with an earlier finding by Justice et al (2009),
who observed that narrative assessment provides professionals with a valid and
informative and perhaps more “doable” assessment that could serve as a proxy for a more
elaborate and time-consuming measure of general language ability.

The parent questionnaire was useful in revealing information about dominant
home language use, parents’ educational attainment, income levels, and reading
frequency to their children. It is an easy-to-administer screening tool that can help
teachers learn more about their students’ home backgrounds and help support their
learning outcomes. The teacher interview helped to learn more about special education
practices in schools, teachers’ attitudes and beliefs about inclusive education, and
pedagogical practices. The classroom observation checklist helped to understand teacher
and student expectations, curriculum development, and learning outcomes for students.
Both these screening tools provided a more holistic assessment and understanding of key
factors entrenched in the culture of learning and teaching across low, middle, and high-
income schools in Bangalore, India.

In conclusion, it was interesting to examine the implications of the study not only
for special education, but for general education as well. When I started out with the idea
of introducing a screening tool in both English and Kannada for use in schools in
Bangalore, India, I was concerned that only high income schools and a few middle
income schools might be open to collaborating with me since they were the only ones
who followed inclusive models of special education. But it was surprising that low-
income schools were also interested in participating in the research study, specifically
with a goal to better serve ELLs and improve student performance and pedagogical
outcomes. Additionally, middle-income schools were interested in moving toward a
model of inclusive special education by sensitizing teachers to use a screening tool in
order to identify students who might be “at risk” for a disability. This in turn, would help
them provide students with more appropriate educational support within or outside of the
school. Finally, even though high-income schools had more special education resources,
they only utilized English-based assessments. They were thus looking for a bilingual
screening tool to identify students who were at risk for a disability if it showed up in both
their L1 and L2. It was compelling as a researcher to observe the impact of the screening
tool across low, middle, and high-income school settings, as well as the multi-
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dimensional perspectives that were built into the study. Of special interest were the three
themes that emerged and supported the study: (a) Bilingual and bi-literate competencies:
On one hand, students in the low-income school were more fluent in Kannada as opposed
to English. The English immersion model was not tapping on their L1 language skills and
did not allow for transfer of language and literacy skills, resulting in them being bilingual
but not bi-literate. On the other hand, students in middle-high income schools were more
fluent in English as opposed to Kannada. The English immersion model worked well in
terms of developing academic skills as there was a continuum between home and school,
but they were losing out on learning a heritage language. (b) Culture and its impact on
identifying disabilities: Students identified as being “at risk”™ for a disability from the
low-income school typically fell through the cracks because there were no resources to
support them with intervention services either on or off the school site. In the middle-
income school, large class sizes made it difficult to differentiate instruction, but they
were moving toward a referral process for special education and a model to support
students outside the school. In the high-income school, appropriate educational placement
and special education resources were in place to identify and support students who had
disabilities. (c¢) Assessment of ELLs and differentiating between language differences and
disorders: The formal screening tools were efficacious across the board in order to
classify students as bilingual, dominant English, dominant Kannada, and “at risk” for a
disability. The informal screening tools were helpful in explaining other external factors
like parental involvement and instructional practices that would be responsible for
explaining scores on the formal tests, and confirming the presence of a disability.

Theoretical Implications

In addition to shedding light on some implications for practice, I would also like
to address some theoretical implications of the study. In particular, the study explores
themes related to (a) the socio-cultural context through which disability is viewed; (b) the
classification of disabilities as deprivation, difference and culture as disability; (c) the
positive effect of linguistic transfer between L1 and L2 for bilingual students; and (d) the
second language acquisition process and the link to language learning disabilities. In this
section, I explore these themes in relation to Vygotsky’s (1978) socio-cultural theory,
McDermott & Varenne’s (1995) disability classification system, Cummins’ (1984)
developmental interdependence hypothesis and Cummins’ (1984) stages of the second
language acquisition process.

Socio-Cultural Theory

According to Vygotsky (1978), social interaction helps organize the developing
mind and mesh with the needs and aspirations of the community at large. During the
process of development, the child not only masters the items of cultural experience, but
the habit and forms of cultural behavior, the cultural methods of reasoning. Vygotsky
(1978) views disability not as a biological impairment having psychological
consequences, but as a socio-cultural developmental phenomenon. The problem is not the
primary disability but the secondary consequences that disability engenders within a
social milieu. Special education, for Vygotsky, was not just a diminished version of
general education, but rather a specially designed setting, that focused on rehabilitating
the individual using psychological and pedagogical means. The mainstreamed socio-
cultural environment is the only adequate context where it can occur (Vygotsky, 1995).
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It was interesting to note that in the Indian context, the social construction of
special education varies across low, middle and high-income populations. The findings
from my study revealed that Vygotsky’s vision of mainstreamed education was restricted
to high-income schools, which constituted roughly 10-15% of the school-going
population. In addition to this, teachers from high-income schools had a more positive
attitude towards inclusive education and these teachers were younger and less
experienced compared to teachers in the low and middle-income schools. This reveals
that the culture of the school is an important component to consider while observing
trends in special education practices. For example, the culture of the high-income school
had a positive effect on practicing “inclusion based on positive differentiation”
(Vygotsky, 1995, p. 24); the culture of the middle-income school was slowly evolving in
that direction with a positive first step of a special day classroom on the school premises
and the culture of the low-income school had a negative effect on differentiating
instruction as the only focus was on improving standardized test scores.

Disability Classification

McDermott & Varenne (1995) classify disability from three perspectives: (a)
deprivation, which is indicative of one group being better than the other based on the
acquisition of certain skills; (b) difference, which is indicative of both groups being
different, but celebrating those differences; and (c) culture as disability, which is
indicative of a socially-constructed, politically-motivated construct. They claim that both
learning disabilities and illiteracy have been institutionalized as an active part of the
American education system. For example, from a deprivation perspective, persons with
LD cannot perform a set of tasks as quickly as others because there is something wrong
with them. Illiterate individuals in our society, according to this account, weigh us down
because they become unproductive workers. In the same vein, if the focus is on
difference, those with LD will be viewed as people who might be weak on academic
tasks but able to perform other tasks outside this domain, while people who are illiterate
maybe viewed differently depending on what the term “literacy” entails and how it varies
from one culture to another. The final perspective of ‘culture as disability” views LD as a
label to describe, explain, and remediate children who need to fit into a politically-
motivated system, whereas literacy is viewed as something that is good for an individual,
difficult to acquire and in need of an explicit system for transmission to illiterate people
in the classroom.

The culture of the schools in my study had an impact on how teachers classified
students with disabilities. In the low-income school, the teachers treated all low-
achieving students the same and were not aware of mild disabilities in their classroom. In
the middle-income school, the teachers viewed disability through a deprivation lens; it
was something that occurred outside the purview of their general education classrooms.
In the high-income school, the teachers viewed disability through a difference lens and
pointed out how students with learning disabilities were more interested in discussions
and activity-based learning rather than the traditional reading and writing academic tasks.

Linguistic Transfer

Cummins (1984) proposed a Developmental Interdependence Hypothesis, which
states that proficiency in L1 is required to develop proficiency in L2 and a common
underlying proficiency between L1 and L2 facilitates the transfer of cognitive skills in
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addition to linguistic skills. He observed that literacy skills could be both foundational
skills, such as letter-sound correspondences, conventions of print, as well as surface-level
skills such as the relationship between L1 and L2, and the effect of bi-literacy over time
(Cummins, 1991). Linguistic transfer between L1 and L2 thus includes a transfer of
linguistic abilities as well as literacy development, subject knowledge, and learning skills.
The reading and writing experiences established in one language are passed on to the
second language as children navigate between the two to understand literacy
development. For example, if a child has formed a schema or a mental framework for the
word “table” in his mind in one language, he does not have to re-learn the concept of a
table in his L2, but rather substitute the L1 word with the L2 word and have two words
instead of one in his lexicon to match his schema for a table. The development of
bilingualism seems to have a positive linguistic and cognitive effect for most children.
They develop meta-linguistic awareness in both languages, seamlessly navigate two
language and literacy environments, as well as acquire two sets of vocabulary words and
an expanded lexicon to describe everything in their learning contexts. Tapping on
heritage language resources helps bilingual students value their L1 in relation to their
instructional L2, helps parents of bilingual students be more involved in school-based
projects and promotes cross-linguistic transfer between the two languages.

Regarding my study, the scores on the PLS 5 revealed that older students
performed better on the English version of the test as opposed to the Kannada version of
the test. When they start school, students are usually proficient in speaking their home
language, which is typically Kannada in the state of Karnataka, and some students are
also bilingual in English. But the exposure to academic English in English immersion
programs could be a factor that contributes to their not developing bi-literate
competencies in Kannada in the later grades. The difference in performance scores
between the two languages as the student masters English in an academic setting suggests
that continued bilingual support in both languages is crucial to ensuring the development
of bilingual and bi-literate competencies. According to Cummins (1992) there is an
interdependence of literacy-related or academic skills across languages. Moreover,
developmental and two-way bilingual programs rather than immersion models were
better suited to develop both bilingual and bi-literate competencies. My study revealed
that in the low-income school, the students performed better in the Kannada version of
the test, they came from Kannada-dominant home backgrounds, and teachers suggested
that grades K-5 would benefit from Kannada instruction. Applying Cummins (1984)
theory related to the positive effect of linguistic transfer, I suggested introducing a two-
way bilingual program to support both Kannada and English development, as well as
increase parent involvement in the school. But unfortunately, the school was not willing
to make any changes in that direction.

Second Language Acquisition and Link to Language Learning Disabilities
Cummins (1984) developed a model of second language acquisition and
introduced the terms Basic Interpersonal Communication Skills (BICS) and Cognitive
Academic Language Proficiency (CALP) to describe the language acquisition process.
Basic Interpersonal Communication Skills (BICS), which is the ability to communicate
basic needs and wants, as well as carry on basic interpersonal conversations, takes
approximately 1-3 years to develop after the student is first exposed to the second
language. As important as it is, it is insufficient to facilitate academic success. On the
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other hand, Cognitive Academic Language Proficiency (CALP) or the ability to carry out
advanced interpersonal conversations as well as communicate thoughts and ideas
effectively, takes approximately 5-7 years to develop, and it is essential for academic
success. It thus takes an average ELL at least 4-5 years to become competent in the L2 in
order to be assessed in that language (Cummins, 1984). In this period of development of
CALP, the errors that are observed in the development of literacy skills often appear
similar to students with LLD, which leads to a potential misdiagnosis. Research indicates
that the less schooling a child receives in a native language, the longer he/she will take to
acquire proficiency in a second language.

Cummins (1984) model of BICS and CALP has implications for interpreting the
findings of my study and for identifying students as being at risk for language learning
disabilities. The number of students who were identified by the formal tests as being at
risk in the low-income schools far out-numbered the students identified as being at risk
from middle-high income schools. The informal screening tools revealed that other
factors such as parent educational attainment, income levels, reading practices at home
and dominant language use at home and school needed to be considered before students
were considered at risk. Particularly, students in low-income schools did not have any
English support at home and were receiving no bilingual language support to develop
their Kannada language skills in school. This could be a reason linked to many of them
were identified as being at risk compared to their middle-high income peers.

Limitations of the Study
There are several key limitations in this study. I mention five in particular:
norming samples for the formal assessments, sample size, generalizability to other Indian
populations, translation to Kannada, and restrictions of using a bilingual language
screening tool.

Norming Samples for the Formal Assessments

The Preschool Language Scale 5 Screening Test (Zimmerman, Steiner, & Pond,
2012) and the Clinical Evaluation of Language Fundamentals 5 Screening Test (Semel,
Wiig, & Secord, 2013) were specifically chosen because they have (a) bilingual versions
in both English and Spanish and (b) a Screening Test to get a sense of language
competence before students are referred for a complete diagnostic evaluation. The only
limitation to using these tests was that they both were normed on a sample of American
students. English was the most frequently used language of all participants in the
standardization and related reliability and validity of both tests. For the CELF 5
Screening Test, 20% of students were bilingual and 27% of the students spoke dialects of
English other than mainstream American English. I couldn’t find an equivalent statistic
for the PLS 5 Screening Test. Although both tests were translated to British English and
Kannada and rendered culturally appropriate by a group of experts in the field, it would
be helpful to create norms on a larger sample of Indian students in both English and
Kannada.

Sample Size

The small size of the sample, consisting of 104 students in total, of who 64
students were from a low-income school, 32 students from a middle-income school, and
8 students from a high-income school, make it hard to generalize the data to other
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speakers of English and Kannada, as well as make comparisons between the schools.
Larger sample sizes would not only address the issue of norms, but also provide more
comparison data and improve the predictive value of the data.

Generalizability to other Indian Populations

The sample consisted of students from private schools in Bangalore, India, which
provides a snapshot of the education system. But this is skewed, as it does not include
government schools and other rural schools in the country. Moreover, students in the
low-income school followed a state-level curriculum, while students in the middle-high
income schools followed a national-level curriculum. The high-income school also
offered an international-level curriculum in high school and the pedagogy reflected these
aims. The study was also conducted in a large metropolitan city that is the IT hub of
India, and the exposure to technology and other instructional aids especially in the
middle-high income schools and homes may not be the case with other students in the
country.

Translation to Kannada

The official languages of India are English and Hindi. If the screening tools were
translated to Hindji, it would have had a far greater reach throughout the country, as
opposed to the limited reach of Kannada, which is predominantly restricted to one Indian
state, Karnataka. Even though the natives to the state of Karnataka speak Kannada, the
study was conducted in a large city, Bangalore, where not all the students spoke the
language. In most Indian classrooms, especially in urban settings, students come from
varying home language backgrounds. Although a larger percentage of students in low-
income schools spoke Kannada, they were less likely to use the screening tool in their
practice. In contrast, there were fewer Kannada-speaking students in the middle-high
income schools and they were more likely to use the screening tool in their practice. The
diversity of languages in the city limited the sample sizes from these schools. It is thus
important to develop the Screening Tool in more Indian languages in order to serve more
students in the classrooms. Moreover, Kannada is a Dravidian language and not an Indo-
Aryan language like English and Hindi. Although every effort was taken to make the
translation of tests as linguistic and culture-specific as possible, it may pose a caveat in
terms of pinpointing linguistic indicators of typical vs. atypical language learners.

Restrictions of a Bilingual Language Screening Tool

The screening tool will be able to identify English Language Learners who are “at
risk” for Language Learning Disabilities but not diagnose the existence of a disability
within the school setting. Recommendations will be made to utilize complete language
testing and diagnostic tools outside of the school setting. Developing a bilingual
diagnostic test that can be used by psychologists and speech/language pathologists in the
field would be helpful.

Recommendations for Future Research
This study serves as a springboard for future research regarding the assessment of
English Language Learners, both in terms of identifying students who might be at risk for
a disability, as well as informing pedagogical decisions for this population. It is a pioneer
study that was aimed at developing formal and informal screening tools in both English
and Kannada to serve students in Bangalore, India, who come from Kannada-speaking
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backgrounds. The most common form of assessment used in schools in Bangalore is
restricted to school-based performance tests that are administered in English only. The
current bilingual screening tool will help teachers expand on this assessment, and will
serve as a quick screener in their classrooms, especially since all students are English
Language Learners. Teachers can use the results of the screening to guide their
instructional practices as well as refer students for further language testing. Eventually,
the hope is that it will improve educational placement decisions for these students. The
following are some recommendations for future research in the field: (a) adapt tools to
more languages, (b) compare student performance across language families, (c¢) develop
standardized RTI models, (d) develop programs with bilingual language support, and (¢)
make informal assessment tools part of every battery of tests.

Screening Tools in More Languages

Based on my study, I realized how important it was to test ELL students in both
their L1 and L2 in order to classify them as bilingual, dominant L1, dominant L2 or at
risk for a language learning disability. ELLs are a heterogeneous population who vary in
their English fluency rates (Artiles & Ortiz, 2002). It is therefore important not only to
identify ELLs who might be at risk for language learning disabilities but to extend the
value of a screening tool to consider ELLs varying needs and provide them with
appropriate instruction.

Linguistic Indicators of Being At Risk for a Disability Across Languages

It would be interesting to look at the differences and similarities between
language families such as the Indo-Aryan language family, and the Dravidian language
family, to come up with specific linguistic indicators that are potential red flags for
teachers to be aware of while looking for signs of language learning disabilities in their
students.

Standardized R7TI Models

With a move away from the discrepancy model, it becomes pertinent to develop
more standardized R77 models (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2006). The efficacy of tiered instruction
has been paramount while providing students with more intensive instruction at each tier
before they finally qualify for special education services in Tier 3. A standardized RTI
model can help eliminate most of the problems related to differential diagnoses that we
face today. It is helpful not only in the early identification of learning disabilities but can
also help differentiate instruction to various sub-groups of students within the classroom.

Bilingual Language Support

In the low-income private schools in India, there is a definite need to restructure
education based on the language of instruction. Students from these schools will benefit
from bilingual language programs that foster their L1 and help them transition to learning
a new second language by using conceptual and background knowledge that has already
been developed in their L1 even before they enter school. L1 instruction also helps
schools reach out to parents and have them be more involved in their children’s
education.
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Informal Assessments

I found that the informal assessments gave me a lot more information about
students’ backgrounds compared to formal test scores. It would be very useful for test
developers to include informal assessments and recommendations to use other measures
such as narrative assessment scores while they develop formal tests. They complement
the data that can be obtained from formal tests and help explain certain nuances
especially in terms of culture, which will be missed if we only rely on formal test scores
to classify students as having language learning disabilities.

Concluding Comments

Looking across the array of questions, hypotheses, findings and interpretations
traversed in this study, a few themes stand out in assessing the importance of this work
for the critical issues I attempted to address; namely, increasing the validity of the
inferences we can draw about English learners who may be at risk for language learning
disabilities. When examined in that light, what can be said about the contributions of this
work is that various formal and informal measures are useful in predicting teacher
impressions of who is or is not at risk of failure. The study is a move away from the
traditional view of assessment, which was focused on assessing ELLs on English school-
based performance scores, to a battery of formal and informal screening tools in both L1
and L2, which will provide teachers with a more holistic assessment of their students.
The formal measures were useful in providing a classification system to identify sub-
populations of students into four categories: bilinguals, dominant L1, dominant L2 and at
risk for a language learning disability. The hope is that this classification system will lead
to more appropriate pedagogical decisions regarding the ELL population as well as
appropriate educational placement decisions for students with underlying language
learning disabilities. Informal measures are likely to provide added information that may
assist educators in making these grave decisions about students. For example, the parent
questionnaire was useful in reflecting on the frequency of shared book reading at home,
and schools can take on initiatives to make literacy-based activities more accessible to
students, especially from low-income homes. It was interesting that students enjoyed the
story retell task the most and were encouraging other students to take part in the study
because they got to listen to a story and retell it. A simple activity that schools could
introduce would be to have a mini-library in their classrooms and engage in story-time or
receptive language development in either students’ L1 or L2. This in turn could impact
literacy-practices at home, especially for first-generation school-goers whose parents
would like to be involved but do not know how to as they did not attend schools
themselves. Having assessments available in a home language dramatically increases the
utility of existing tools like the PLS and the CELF, and makes it easier to support
students and explain their areas of strength and needs to their parents. Although this study
was a first step in assessing students early on, we still have a lot to learn about the
implementation of the screening tools, as well as the cultural considerations such as
pedagogical reform and parent involvement within the Indian school context.
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Survey: Assessment Tools to Distinguish between Language Differences and

Appendix A

Disorders (Shenoy, 2014)

I Initial Screening

This survey should take you approximately 10 minutes to complete. Your participation is voluntary and
your responses are anonymous

You qualify for this survey only if you answer "yes" to ALL of these questions:

O
O

I am 18 years or older.
I have experience working in a U.S.

school district as a school psychologist, special educator, speech pathologist and/or

paraprofessional.

I have experience working with students in

a mild-moderate setting.

I have worked with English Language

Learners (ELLs) with disabilities.

I have first-hand (administration) OR

second-hand (observation) experience with assessment procedures.

IT Background Information

For Questions 1-3, please indicate all the options that apply to you.

1. I have served in a school district in the U.S. sometime between 2003 to the present as a:

O 0O 0 0 O O

Speech Pathologist

School Psychologist

Special Educator (Special Education Day Class)
Resource Room Specialist

Paraprofessional

Other (please specify)

2. During this time, I have worked with students in the following grades:

O 0O 0O 0 O O

Preschool

K-3

4-6

7-9

10-12

Other (please specify)

3. The population that I usually work with are students with:

O 0 0 O O

Specific Learning Disabilities
Speech-Language Impairments
Autism Spectrum Disorders
Cerebral Palsy

Other (please specify)
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IIT Assessment: Cognitive Abilities/Achievement Tests and Supplemental Tests

For Questions 4-5, please indicate all the options that apply to you, and elaborate on assessments that are
not commonly used.

Note: If you have not personally administered tests, indicate what tests you are familiar with and have
observed being administered in your school or district.

4. Some of the standardized cognitive abilities and achievement tests that I have used in the past or
continue to use in my practice are:

Woodcock-Johnson Tests of Cognitive Abilities (WJ III)

Bateria III Woodcock-Muioz (Spanish Woodcock-Johnson Battery I11)
Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children (WISC 1V)

Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS)
Differential Ability Scales (DAS II)

Hawaii Early Learning Profile (HELP 2nd edition)

Other (please specify)

O 0 O O O O O

5. Some of the standardized/non-standardized supplemental assessments that I have used in the past or
continue to use in my practice are:

Behavior Assessment System for Children (BASC 1II)

Home Language Survey

Parent Questionnaires

Teacher Rating Scales

Work Samples

Classroom Observations

Curriculum-based measures (CBMs)

Dynamic Assessment

Learning Profile Questionnaires/Inventories (eg: QuickSmart Multiple Intelligence Scale)
Other (please specify)

O 0 0O 0O OO O OO0 Oo

IV Language Assessments and Bilingual Tests

For Questions 6-7, please indicate all the options that apply to you, and elaborate on assessments that are
not commonly used.

Note: If you have not personally administered tests, indicate what tests you are familiar with and have
observed being administered in your school or district.

6. Some of the standardized language assessments and/or bilingual tests that I have used in the past or
continue to use in my practice are:

Clinical Evaluation of Language Fundamentals (CELF 4)
CELF Spanish

Comprehensive Test of Phonological Processing (CTOPP II)
Test of Phonological Processing in Spanish (TOPPS)
Preschool Language Scales (PLS 5)

PLS Spanish Screening Test

Expressive One Word Picture Vocabulary Test (EOWPVT 4)
EOWPVT Spanish Bilingual Test

Receptive One Word Picture Vocabulary Test (ROWPVT 4)
ROWPVT Spanish Bilingual Test

Collier’s Classroom Language Interaction Checklist (CCLIS)
English-Espanol Informal Reading Inventory for the Classroom (Flynt & Cooter)
Other (please specify)

O 0 00O O0OO0O OO O0OO0oOO0oOOoOOo
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7. Some of the bilingual/language assessments that I have administered in languages other than Spanish
are:

V Differentiating between Language Differences and Disorders

For the following questions, please think specifically about students who are English Language Learners
(ELLs) and have been referred to you because of a suspected language learning disability.

Note: If you have not personally administered tests, indicate what tests you are familiar with and have
observed being administered in your school or district to make a differential diagnosis.

8. Out of the assessments mentioned in Q 4-7, I usually find the following battery of tests/subtests to be
most helpful in making a differential diagnosis between students who are acquiring a second language and
those who might potentially have a language learning disability:

9. My district has the following assessment policies in place for English Language Learners (ELLs) to help
make a differential diagnosis between language differences and disorders (Please explain):

Response To Intervention (RTI) model

Non-verbal/performance tests

Non-standardized tests

Testing in both L1 and L2

Language support (bilingual programs and/or immersion programs)
Other (please specify)

O O O O O O

10. In general, I focus on the following aspects of oral language development, reading, writing and/or
social development with this population:

11. In my experience so far, some distinguishing factors between students who are acquiring a language
and those who might potentially have a language learning disability are:

o  Students with language learning disabilities reach benchmarks/milestones at a slower rate when
compared to students who are ELLs

o  Students with language learning disabilities will have problems with reading, writing and oral
language development that is seen across both languages and not only the L2.

o Students with language learning disabilities have difficulties grasping concepts and have
difficulties with non-linguistic/non-verbal tests as well as linguistic-based tests.

o Students with language learning disabilities still have problems with reading and writing, even
after giving them a couple years to acquire the second language.

o  Other (please specify)

12. Is there any additional information about the topic that you would like to share?

103



Appendix B

Preschool Language Scale 5 Screening Test (Zimmerman, Steiner & Pond, 2012)

Record Form - EKEZNCE LU

Date Tested

Date of Birth <

Age

L -
Name Sex: D F D M

Address

SCREENING TEST

™

Screening Site

E

Caregiver/Teacher _

This test has six sections (Language, Articulation, Connected Speech, Social/Interpersonal, Fluency, and Voice). Scoring directions are at the
beginning of each section. Pass criteria are at the end of each section. See the Manual for complete item descriptions, administration and scoring
directions, and visual stimuli for the Language and Articulation sections. Record the results from each section in the Screening Summary.

Lan guage  Check the Correct or Incorrect box for each subitem based on the child’s responses. Score each item using the criterion listed
and record a 1 or 0 in the box next to the item number. Add the item scores and record the sum in the Language Total box.

D 1. Understands prefixes (3065 D 4. Uses synonyms (062!
Correct Incorrect Correct Incorrect
a. comfortable O a a. angry o o
b. disappear (] (] b. small = H
) c. beautiful m) O
¢. more than one time o (w] d cule o -
Score: 1 = Three correct Score: 1 = Three correct
D 2. Identifies a word that does not belong in a semantic category (AC64) D 5. Uses irregular plurals (£c63)
Correct Incorrect Correct Incorrect
a. banana o a a. leaves o a
b. green u} 0 b. children o m]
c. eraser u] (m] c. feet o a

Score: 1 = Two correct Score: 1 = Two correct

D 3. Formulates sentences (£C61/

Correct Incorrect
a. girl, running m] m]
b. boy, bicycle o (m]
¢. school, boy, late =] (m]
d. Billy, hungry, very o m]
Score: 1 = Three correct
[:l Language Total
Sum of Items 1-5

Pass: Score of 4 or more items correct
Clinician’s Note: Corrasponding PLS-5 itern numbers fe.g, ACES5) are provided for each of the PLS-5 Screening Test items in the Language saction.

P E A R S O N . Copyright @ 2012 NCS Pearson, Inc. All rights reserved, ®PsyChcorp

Printed in the United States of America.
To reorder, call 1-800-627-7271 34567891011 12ABCDE 282750-1 3 Procuct Number: 0158655192
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O You understand most of what the child says.
O You understand some of what the child says,
O You understand little of what the child says.
Pass: You understand most of what the child says.

Social/Interpersonal

Check all that apply.

O Greets you when you say “hi”

O Responds to your questions

O Speaks to adults

O Speaks to other children

O Asks questions

O Says “bye” when you say “bye"
Pass: 4 or more statements checked

Articulation Fluency
Check the appropriate box to indi hether the child pr Check all that apply.
the sound in bold, colored type correctly or incorrectly. Typical characteristics
Correct Incorrect O Speaks as smoothly as peers
bird Oir Oir O Occasionally repeats part of a word (e.g., n- n- n- name)
horse Oor Oor O Occasionally repeats whole words (e.g., my my my name)
Os Os Atypical characteristics
feather Oth Oth O Frequently repeats part of a word (e.g., n- n- n- name)
Oer Oer O Frequently repeats whole words (e.g., my my my name)
zebra Oz Oz O Has difficulty getting words out; appears to get “stuck” on some words
BB Obr O Has eye twitches when talking
tecth Oth Oth O Pauses excessively when talking
car Oar Oar Pass: No atypical characteristics noted
‘ .l'e&> o DI’ Dr Voice
Pass: 8 or more sounds correct Check all that apply.
Typical characteristics
Connected Speech O Voice sounds like other children of the same age and sex
Check one statement that best describes the child’s speech. Atypical characteristics

O Voice sounds hoarse, rough, or breathy

O Coughs or clears throat often

O Yells or screams often

O Voice sounds different from other children of the same age and sex

O Voice sounds like the child is “talking through his or her nose.” or
as though the child has a “stuffy nose”

Pass: No atypical characteristics noted

Screening Summary
Check only one box for each section. If the child does not meet the
pass criteria, check “Obtain Additional Information.”

Obtain Additional
Section Pass Information
Language =] a
Articulation =) o
Connected Speech u] u}
Social/Interpersonal a =]
Fluency [m] o
Voice [m] 0

Notes:
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PLS 5 Screening Test: Record Form: Translated and Adapted to Kannada
PLS 5 Kannada: AGE 7

O 1. evBS8TT0 98 BB BN i3ty (AC65) Prefixes
Correct  Incorrect
a. VDRI O O
b. B:¢73 esaD B | O
C. 2,0T3IBTB 0B B22ITRID DURTH m| m|
Score: 1= 0T JTZHADERT LVBTBT
[ 2. 3005306382 9O TE/ 8300 BEISTE S0 (BB AsinSnesm

(AC64) Semantic Category
Correct Incorrect

a. TRV BEITEID O O
b. 238w | O
C. DOTPVTT O O
Score: 1= QOB TTHODCRT LVBTF BT
[ 3. Suesmrodhne’Sme s 320 ds8m3mesi (EC61) Sentences
Correct Incorrect
a. OB, SHTID O O
b. BT, BE3BOTE O O
C. BLROT , ®OTT, DVITSS O O
d. VOO RBTS, BO30D, BLD02) O O
Score: 1= DRTD BTHODRT VBT BT
O 4. 83000300738 8BTS S suaohrReerAsn3ntso (EC62)

Synonyms
Correct Incorrect

A. BB m| |

B. 0€ITFEI O O

C. ®oTIT O O

D. T O O
SCORE: 1= DT JITZADCRT NNBTHFST

O 5. 932 adaB 20300323380 208703003 (EC63) Plurals
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Correct Incorrect
A OT30630771) O O

B. DO O |

C. DBTFBLD O O

D. BN O i
SCORE: 1= BB ITEADRT UBTFST

Language Total (Sum of items 1-5)

Pass: Score of 4 or more items correct

DRBI RT3 Connected Speech
. DTNIAT DCRBIRTIEBTIOR
9T 3OD IR IIODT BRAD I T S TiweeI B
* DTDI0D BRSNS BT2eITIRT IHRADTFD SHD0O
Dleiadathisrisficindcinte
s DED3D BRI BROBW SEFRADTYD I3
loiadathisrietaycindtinte
s DUED3D BRYDS ITFIOTR SEFRADOD I3
loiadathisrietaycindtinte
BB DTDICD BRIV BRITIRE SFRADTVD I3
loiadathisrietaycindtinte

SR RSEE/ @030 Social/lnterpersonal
29T 30D ICRTED I DT AT BEIFI T BB
¢ 320300 "BLRONT" BRPITIIRN ST DT
BEIRNBE BB BT
s IFDTD BTVSTEITOLETT BTTBT 0D SHTLOBTF B RTT
* JOPTTBT BINBT DB RBIBTI S0
s QBT DTTFBY BTINBT D RBILRBIBTFBIRTL
* BTPOTTFIIDOFI TS BRI INBTI S 0T
e 303D 'VRPODTS BRRLAITRT 'DIRONT BRYIBTI BRI
DIBTE: SCROTIBI) BRIV 9T 300 B3T3
0B AT2TRBD
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S0 0R Fluency
eITTION IR DT ONTIBRIPI TS D BRI ITH
S BT oD OBTIREATYD
* 937 JODTTF BT 3ToBT BERHNBERTY DLABILRBLNB T BRI
¢ BROJ3TRRDTTRT 2,0T31D BT 23CRTIT TS0 BEDTHB B OBTFBCRTT
(B- B- BEITW)
* BROJITRDTTRT 2,0T31D BTITTFID BDITD BLRF DB TFBRTT (SIS
IS IS BRITTD)
IZOBTF R OBTER LAY
* 973007 2,0E31) BB 237RTITTTD BNV BRSBTS 007% (- B-
BEITOW)
* 37371 250331 BWITTE I DOV B BLRFDBTF BT (IS IS
IS BEITW)
* BEOF [T BRRTNI BTIDIIITTOTF O BRTFES 693102330 0BT B RO
s DB CRTLIICRT BEITELICD BLDTWEBILCD 8TNB B3T3
s DRBILRBLNSRT 9BIHAD RN JHCIRR) BRGNS YNBSS 007

DD ADCRIIDTITR SAOBTFREI OB RLITINLD BoTIND0TZHeTF

F* 333 Voice
eITTO LION IR DT ONTIBRIPI TS BRI ITH
SR BT oD OBTIREATYD
* 097373 AT BT BT 0TI SDBTBY0BTE B3I QI3
JZOBTF R OBTTER LAY
* Fot3¢n BT3B BRI, 2o0E37RT BT I3
s BRDTFDOBTBCRTT 9B 30 9TTHRBITRL T o300
BRORINTRNG I TNB T BRI
* 93B3 BT NBTBIRTT
* 9737 JOPTTF IS DBTBD 00T DB BLET08 23T TSI RT BT IIH
s DERTET 30T D RBTRTBINIOBE BrRLPTLNB BT
BB ODCRINTTR SIOTTIREI OBTTFREOTNYD BoTDD0THOTO
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IEBTF TS0 SDHTEHTAe Screening Summary

297 30D 3TN I 3ODTFBRONT T DD BrRIZBE. EDTEDID BLRDT®
DRITOBNTL I I Z’u-:::-Jadt% VAT TFETR "9T B DD EB oD TS
DBTADAT” D0VNTI T B3 D
DRV 9B DIRBEB AT I DERODIT

DRBIRBINIIBT
SBrRRSe8/ BCIT B0
SCRUTPRIRTN

DI

O

g O o o O

O

O oo oo
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Appendix C

Clinical Evaluation of Language Fundamentals 5 Screening Test (Semel, Wiig &
Secord, 2013): Record Form

CELF

ELISABETH H. WIIG ELEANOR SEMEL WAYNE A. SECORD
Record Form

Name
Address Year Month Day
Test Date
Age Sex: 'F /M Grade School
Birth Date
Teacher
Age
Examiner
-+ Ator Above Criterion Meets pass criterion
— Below Criterion Does not meet pass criterion
Notes:
Age Criterion Age Criterion
(years:months) Score (years:months) Score
5:0-5:5 8 9:0-9:11 1
5:6-5:11 10 10:0-10:11 13
6:0-6:5 n 11:0-11:11 15
6:6-6:11 13 12:0-12:11 16
7:0-711 14 13:0-13:11 18
8:0-8:11 17 14:0-14:11 19
— — 15:0-15:11 20
= — 16:0-16:11 21
— = 17:0-211 22
PsychCorp is an imprint of Pearson Clinical Assessment. qp PsychCOrp

Pearson Executive Office 5601 Green Valley Drive Bloomington, MN 55437
800.627.7271 www.PearsonClinical.com

Copyright © 2013 NCS Pearson, Inc. All rights reserved.

Warning: No part of this publication may be reproduced or transmitted in any form or by any
means, electronic or mechanical, including photocopy, recording, or any information storage and
retrieval system, without permission in writing from the copyright owner.

Pearson, the PSI logo, PsychCorp, Clinical E ion of L Fund Is, and
CELF are trademarks in the U.S. and/or other countries of Pearson Education, Inc.,
or its affiliate(s).

Printed in the United States of America.
234567891011 12ABCDE Product Number 0154036579
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Ages Visual Stimuli Repetitions CELF-5 Test
5-8 Trial A and Items 1-9 Allowed Word Structure

Scoring: Circle 1 for a correct response or 0 for an incorrect response or no response.

Note. Throughout this record form, each item number is immediately followed by another number in parentheses. The number
in parentheses is the corresponding CELF-5 item number. For example, Item 2 is followed by (5), which
indicates that Item 2 in the CELF-5 Screening Test is Item 5 in the Word Structure test in the diagnostic CELF-5.

Say, I'm going to show you some pictures and say some things about them. | want you to help me by finishing some
of the things | say.

This boy (point) is standing and this boy is... (point and pause). The student should say, “sitting.” If the student responds
correctly, proceed to the Test Items. If the student requests a repetition, responds incorrectly, or does not respond within 10
seconds, repeat Trial A. If the student still responds incorrectly, say, | want you to say, “sitting” to finish what | was saying
and wait for the student to respond. If the student seems reluctant to finish your sentence, say, You have permission to finish
my sentences. Then repeat the trial.

Say, Now let’s do some more. Listen carefully to what | say about the picture and help me finish what | say about each one.

Score
1 0
1. (1) Here is one book. Here are two . [books/more books]
1 0
2.(5) The boy likes to read. Every day he . [reads]
. . 1 0
3.(8) This is a king. Whose crown is this (point)? It is the . [king's/man’s]
. 1 0
4.(12) This boy (point and pause) is cutting. This boy . [is eating/is chewing/is snacking]
. 1 0
5.(16) The girls are playing a game. This is the game that the girls . [played]
il 0
6.(17) They have a new puppy. The puppy belongs to all of . [them/’em]
7.(19) The girl has a guitar. The guitar belongs to .[her] 1 0
8.(31) The boy has a hot dog to eat. Tell me, who has a hot dog? (Pause.) He does. The girl has a hamburger to eat. L 2
Tell me, who has a hamburger? .[She does]
1 0

9.(33) The girl is riding a bicycle. This is the bicycle that the girl . [rode]

Note. Refer to the Manual for information about recording and scoring dialectal variations.
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Ages Visual Stimuli Repetitions CELF-5 Test
5-8 Trial B and Items 10-12 Allowed Word Classes

Scoring: Circle 1if the student selects both correct words or 0 if the student does not.

Say, | am going to say some words and show you some pictures. Two of the words go together. Look and listen
carefully to the words | say, then tell me the two words that go together: milk, apple, banana.

If the student responds by identifying the words apple and banana, proceed to the Test Items. If the student requests a
repetition, does not respond within 10 seconds, or identifies two unrelated words, say, Listen carefully to the words: milk,
apple, banana. Two of them go together best. Do you know which ones they are? If the student responds incorrectly,
say, The two words that go together are apple and banana. Proceed to the Test Items.

Say, Here are some more. Look, listen, and tell me which two words go together.

Score
10.(2)  marker pencil strawberry 1 0
11.(9) comb soap brush tissue 1 0
12.(11)  key razor hammer nail 1 0

Say, Now we are going to do some that don’t have pictures, Listen and tell me the two words that go together best.

13.(18)  park candle wax mirror 1 0

14.(30) enthusiastic envious effective eager 1 0

112



Ages 9-21 start here

Ages Visual Stimuli Repetitions CELF-5 Test
All Ages Trials C & D and Items 15-19 Not allowed Following Directions

Scoring: Circle 1 for a correct response or O for an incorrect response or no response.

1,2,3... = specified order of individual responses ~ and = hoth must be selected

Say, Here are some pictures. I will point to the circle (point and pause). Now you point

to the picture that I name. Point to the triangle (pause). Point to the X (pause). Point to the

circle (pause). Point to the square (pause). A X . l:‘
If the student responds correctly proceed to Trial D. If the student requests a repetition, responds

incorrectly, or does not identify any one of the shapes within 10 seconds, say, Listen carefully, and

repeat the trial.

Now, I'll show you some more pictures. This time | will say “Go,” when | want you to point.
Point to the pictures in the same order | tell you. Point to the black circle and the white

square. Go. A . O . D

If necessary, repeat Trial D and remind the student to point to the pictures in the order mentioned
and not to point until you say, “Go.” Proceed to the Test Items.

Say, Now let’s try some more. Remember to point to the pictures in the order that | tell you.
Do not point until | say, “Go.” Listen carefully because | can’t say them again.

Score

15.(6)  Point to the square at the same time that you point to the X. Go. O . . X A O ] 0

(Student must point to both pictures at the same time.) 1 and 1

16.(13)  After you point to the black circles, point to the white Xs. Go. X ' . X X O 1 0

1 and 1
2

17.(17)  Point to the big black triangle, the little square, and the little white
triangle. Go. A A 4 . , é

18.(22) Before pointing to the last circle, point to the first triangle and the first A . O D A D 1 0
square. Go. 1 3 2

19.(32) Point to the third X and the third little X after you point to the first X. Go. X X X X X x
1 2 3
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Ages Visual Stimuli Repetitions CELF-5 Test
All Ages None Not allowed Recalling Sentences

Scoring: Circle 1 for a verbatim response or 0 if the response is not verbatim or there is no response.

Say, Now | am going to say a sentence. | want you to listen carefully and repeat what | say. Let’s try. My sister is in the sixth
grade. If the student repeats the sentence verbatim, proceed to the Test Items. If the student does not repeat the item accurately,
does not respond, or requests a repetition, say, Let’s try again. Listen carefully and say exactly what | say. My sister is in the
sixth grade.

Say, Now let’s try some more. Remember to listen carefully and say exactly what | say because | can only say it one time.

omission ———— watched- repetition ~nDid the.... addition A thefilm transposition C_—— Ridfhe girl) substitution watched
word long word  saw
Score

20.(1)  The children are working.

1 0
21.(4)  Didn't the boys eat the apples?

1 0
22.(7) Was the van followed by the ambulance?

1 0
23.(15) If the rain doesn’t stop before noon, the field trip will have to be canceled.

1 0
24.(17) The class that sells the most tickets to the dance will win a prize.

1 0
25.(18) After the students had finished the book, the teacher asked them to write a report.

1 0
26.(21) Coach gave the trophy to the team that won the track meet on Saturday.

1 0

Note. Refer to the Manual for information about recording and scoring dialectal variations.

Total Score Ages 5-8
(Items 1-26)

A
Eird Ages 5-8 stop here. Proceed to the Pragmatics Screening on p. 8 of this Record Form.
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Ages Visual Stimuli Repetitions CELF-5 Test
9-21 Trial F and ltems 27-32 Allowed Sentence Assembly

Scoring: Circle 1 if the student gives two correct sentences or 0 if the student does not.

Say, Here are some words that can be made into two different sentences: is, on the chair, the kitten. Make two
sentences with these words. Use only these words.

Correct sentences: The kitten is on the chair./lIs the kitten on the chair?

If the student produces only one sentence, say, Now make another sentence with the words. If the student requests a
repetition, responds incorrectly, or pauses for more than 10 seconds, say, Remember the words are is, on the chair, the
kitten. Make a sentence (or a different sentence) with those words. If the student cannot produce a sentence, say, You
could have said... (present an option). Proceed to the Test Items.

Say, Now let’s do some more. Each time, you will make two sentences using the words | show you. If you need me to,
| can repeat each one once. Both sentences must be logical and make sense. For each item say, Make a sentence with
these words. Read the words and pause for a response. Say, Now make a different sentence.

Score
27.(1) |Tfit is cold J mu’ll need to wear a coat ‘
a) Ifitis cold, you'll need to wear a coat. 1 0

b) You'll need to wear a coat if it is cold.

2.0
a) She bought the car after she got the job.
b) She got the job after she bought the car. 1 0
) After she got the job, she bought the car.
d) After she bought the car, she got the job.

29.(12) the restaurant | | the pizza deliver

a) The restaurant isn't going to deliver the pizza. 1 0

b) Isn’t the restaurant going to deliver the pizza?

30.(17)
a) Can’t he remember if he mailed it?
b) He can't remember if he mailed it. 1 0
) If he mailed it, he can’t remember.

31.08)
a) The person who is the nicest has the most friends.
b) The person who has the most friends is the nicest. 1 0
) Is the person who has the most friends the nicest?
d) The nicest is the person who has the most friends.

32.(19) he left he caught the house

a) He caught the bus after he left the house. 1 0
b) After he left the house, he caught the bus.
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Ages Visual Stimuli Repetitions CELF-5 Test
9-21 Trial G and Items 33-39 Allowed Semantic Relationships

Scoring: Circle 1if the student selects both correct choices or 0 if the student does not.

Say, I'm going to read you some problems to figure out. Each problem has two correct answers.
Let’s do one and see if you can tell me the two correct answers.

A man is bigger than a

a) house
b) button
c) spoon
d) plane

If the student gives both correct choices, proceed to the Test Items. If the student provides only one correct choice within 10

seconds, or requests a repetition, say, Listen carefully to the problem again. Two of the choices are correct. Repeat Trial G.
If the student still does not respond correctly, say, You should have said button and spoon. Proceed to the Test ltems.

Say, Now let’s do some more problems. Remember to tell me the two correct answers. If you need me to, | can repeat
each one once.

Score Score

33.(2) Teenagers are younger than 37.(14) A quarter past three is

a) infants a) exactly 3:15

b) adults 1 0 b) after 3:25 1 0

<) grandparents ) before 3:35

d) children d) the same as 3:45
34.(4) Inthealphabet, G comes 38.(16) Marie is first in line with Angie and Ken

a) between L and Z standing behind her. Louie squeezed

b) after C 1 0 between Angie and Ken. Louie is

c) before M a) third in line 1 0

d) between Aand E b) second in line :

c) after Marie

35.(5) Inany month, the 17th comes d) before Marie

a) between the 11th and the 16th

b) before the 16th 1 0 39.(17) Ifa person lived for exactly a quarter of a

c) between the 13th and the 19th century, he is

d) after the 11th a) 50 years old

b) younger than 40 years old 1 0

36.(9) Thedog sat under the table, next to the ¢) older than 30 years old

cat. The food was in a dish on the table. d) at least 20 years old

The food was

a) next to the dog 1 0

b) above the cat
¢) under the table
d) on the table
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Ages
9-21

Visual Stimuli

None

Repetitions
Allowed

CELF-5 Test
Word Classes

Scoring: Circle 1 if the student selects both correct words or 0 if the student does not.

Say, | am going to read some words. Two of the words go together; they are related. Listen to the words and tell me the
two words that go together best: (pause) dark, hot, soft, cold. If the student responds by identifying the words hot and cold,
proceed to the Test Items. If the student requests a repetition, does not respond within 10 seconds, or identifies two unrelated
words, say, Listen to the words again and tell me the two words that go together—the two words that are related: dark,
hot, soft, cold. If the student responds incorrectly, say, The two words that go together best are hot and cold. Proceed to
the Test Items.

Say, Now | will read some more words. Listen carefully to each set of words and tell me the two words that go

together best.

40.(18) park

41.(20) north

42.(27) crooked

43.(30) enthusiastic

44.(33) occupied

45.(35) biography
Ages

Examiner completes for all students ages 5-21.

Place a check mark next to any behavior that the student nearly always exhibits.

candle

Celsius

connected

envious

relevant

lecture

wax

globe
joined
effective
complicated

memoir

Score
mirror 1 0
west 1 0
rotated 1 0
eager 1 0
vacant 1 0
parchment 1 0

Total Score Ages 9-21
(Items 15-45)

is unable to maintain the topic and often says things that do not seem to relate to the conversation or make sense logically

talks repeatedly about topics he or she is interested in but others are not (has limited conversational topics)

does not seem to realize when a listener does not understand him or her

fails to coordinate gaze with the speaker’s gaze and ongoing talk (lack of expected/appropriate eye contact)

appears to misunderstand the speaker when he or she does not consider the context (situation, event, or participant)
of the message

talks too much

Pass: None of the behaviors are observed.
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CELF 5 Screening Test: Record Form: Translated and Adapted to Kannada
CELF 5 RECORD FORM

NAME
ADDRESS
AGE SeEX GRADE SCHOOL
TEACHER EXAMINER
CALCULATION OF STUDENT’S AGE
YEAR NMONTH DAY
TEST DATE
BIRTH DATE
AGE
TOTAL CRITERION (CIRCLE ONE) PRAGMATICS
SCORE SCORE SCREENING
+AT OR ABOVE 0 NAEETS PASS
CRITERION CRITERION
-BELOW CRITERION [0 DOES NOT MEET
PASS
CRUITERION
AGES 5-8 AGES 9-21 Notes:
AGE CRITERIO AGE CRITERTIO
(YEARS:MONTHS | N SCORE | (YEARS:MONTH N SCORE
) 5)
5:00-5:5 8 9:0-9:11 11
5:6-5:11 10 10:0-10:11 13
6:0-6:5 11 11:0-11:11 15
6:6-6:11 13 12:0-12:11 16
7:0-7:11 14 13:0-13:11 18
8:0-8:11 17 14:0-14:11 19
-- -- 15:0-15:11 20
-- -- 16:0-16:11 21
-- -- 17:0-21:11 22
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AGES 5-8 VISUANLL STIMULIL: ITEMS 1- | REPETITIONS - WORD
9 & 10-12 ALLOWED STRUCTURE &
WORD CLASSES

LBTFCAOT® D

B ' IUBD IDTT B30 B3ABTECOVITEI 0D B70eTAIY 930007 2050
BRI IABODTPITFI D BRI DBTFBRIT. ITeIoo 3

IEBADOPITEI 0 DT 0InTBOTFOS IJF0T SBrad DrmadRs D’

3 BIBLIT (BT T) JH08FBATHFT BT DBTFEB:D T8 BB .......
(BRRTEB DBTFBD VBT BT BT JTLRD SoeTBE).

3T ODERTTEBION ‘BOPAIBETTCRTT 0TI BRI,

3T ODCRTTFFIAD ITZ0DRE YUBTFBTIIT I SRBITTITOTEOS
DNoTET BT TBTFIT0Y BBZ D 00TDJITRODATE:.

SATTFODROTFFIANT D TOTTFEITONITTEI 2iDIBD BLRIITOT 930
BRI TFBRT

PUBTF BT JeBAITTFEBOT 9T 3R 10 BRBT0BENT 27078 BTN

G 8(31) ®ITLNOS ®BTFBH0 BT DI NTE T EEFE3 1 0
SCORE
1 0

S
ELYa CELYa AcYast) ﬁﬁﬂeﬁgr[\‘ 9\r\’(})"€r\’r\""€ mr{"“? ;#"990’9. oheRs
(5) BOTDOOSEOZ a)cje) ofzga’&“%s OB 5&903 o)) 1 0

8{m
oL

TFB0 0P N0 QT2 [e9.3% BBFB:0]
(6B BEBRST)

GO O SOy B BTt S EATD BT B E o S el
2383 (B3ee0m)? | ] 0
0T TIN]

==

) 053\350 S Orezd 9Tcd OReRT |
Q 000 DRz, | e

(
8
_Sex:s BUOTICDTODCD

[8&3:‘%55:2;)/ IR
D 4.(12) 88 BHOTOO BBTFBTEIT BT BT T T RS, S8 1 0
BLOTOO [BAITF I 0B TFEBET T T RTT/
Tletlontmicindcisinindalertial
€ 5.(16) DRTITZONTED 200TIN 963 3LRBOBT BT RT. SR 1 0
098 BLOTEOTHANTD [e8BATT 0]
F 6(17) 930 @BBTBET 2000300 BRAST SeodIaDTE: 932, 1 0
SRANIDT 072 [RTATTEBD [93TA07]

7(19) BOTDTHOD BBTFBT TE3RTT QTITe. D3 0T®
072 IRTITTEED (09397307
G 8(31) BVBINTY BBTFB0 BTN I DTS 1 Y
QTPTRBT QYT BLRYD OD0 BBTEB:0 DTPCEBTE QY32

fs2elox
Dol Yo
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SeBTATTITO, Xiadelo Dty ) DHBTFBT DB, BBOOTR
ST ODCRTTEH oD

BRTEDRE YVBTFBT STBEHETT BRYPE FUBL) BRLPITTITITTICD

DOTABO "BVEBATTIT T 0T BIRYDTRBD. JLRBTTONJIITII
DOTATO SSTTEONCRTTIFAAD ) BEOTIENTENOTILD STURBITITTE BTRY

S BTFIODIITFEI D DOTETOD IAZDTT wIDHBS Y2,

B0 YITIID BRI DWW, TeDIIHe3TH e300 BRPAIAB NI TV BTN

S BTFODIITFEI D DOTETOD IIO? IBCAD DS

WBTP0ODOT 2 BV ‘[UBD BROS30) BTIPITEI D BRF BTSRRI
DHBTEB D OB BABTEOAIITII D B7ReCIITOBTFBRIT. VT BT
BROTIBTFBIT. IReB 2 WTFTBOD 0T B RV AIAB2NITIYE DHBTEBT
oD 8 QTBD BTLD BROTINBTFBUIT? D0TI0D BRYPD: BUWW, 8BTS,

D RITITEITEID.
DTDID SBOT® DT DUVPTIDEITOLAUD D0 BRIITTFTOS  e33TTO3TE
DT

B3P BRTHFBAT YVBTFBT IHBETTFROS BRYT BOR VOV 7Y T
TR, STBOTE, DURTIBEITIEID QJIHTPOTIO DT ITOYD
BIROTIDBTFBJIT. oD BT 0T TRBTFBTR? DTNJID BITFDRT

VBT BTIT T IHBETIOT BTRY T BTROTI D3 DTBLD ITXD IBOTS
DBTEBD DIRIBEITOCID. WTRVTLT® DVEITDT® BB aDDOTIDSITRAD T

BT, QOTFON QI TFTIN BRI BBNP I, ITReB D, B8l B8NS F I
DBTEBD DB BWOYD BTAROTIIBTFBITT DOTI ) TRV

SCORE
10.(2) ITFEBIAETE ITITE 1 Y
11.(9) :Reead s BRRBLD 22788003 1 0
12.(11) Bde TR0 O T OerdT® 1 Y
TOBTEB D2
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D32, 880 232803 OTFOT B30 D BWTeEd. DI I E3TFEI D
372328 N0B 1) A B VB BTP1) BTROTIIBTEBITT DOTID BT

SCORE
13.(18) VTBTEONCRI 3o RBEeOTE 1 0

D (JITFADBTEITS) BITFIT:
14.(30) MUBTF I BB L9 VIRODT TEITIOES 1 0
BOARRDBLRTH VBB

AGE9 - 21 - START HERE
ALL VERBAL STIMULI REPETITIONS - NOT FOLLOWING
AGES ITEMS 15-19 ALLOWED DIRECTIONS

RESPONSE KEY: 1,2,3...=SPECIFI1€D ORDER OF INDIVIDUAL RESPONSES
AND=BOTH MUST B€ SELECTED

LTPCADOTE Ide

DY QOO B3 3BTV AIT. SuTD ISTTEBOT 9ITEIID
BTReC 2T IBTEBTRIT (BT BY). T80 I3 I
B P23 32BTF0IITFTI0) BReT I, B8BTS0 BNeS A ® . D
(87°0 ADRTOTE) 9T B0 T, OBTFTT® OTTEID BIRD I D.
VOTFBOTE 9ITEI 0D B ReTII 3.

3TTC ([STFBT5IR0TF) 9ITEI D BRI 3.

D03 TTZODCRT YVBTFBTITITF 0D SHBHTTT 3T TADOT Ble
BB DTN ITRON AT, DTN 3D BT TFIZONT T BT BT
BRI IET0BET IO 933 BRI T DR VBT BTII T SeBron
93159 8B RTNF ST BOANCRT: TINTINB 0P 0N Bee’ s
ODIIcBS 87%P2IA800B 0 L3TFCADOTF 9ITFI IOITBBF*BAIS
&TFCabOTE Ble
B80T QI TEIT W B30 BBV I T I D BT T IBTIBTRIT. B8 B IWD
Koiel"}
0TI B RPIT W Ie3 00 3EBTEOAPITTI D A . O . D
BT0e0T0TRB . IV BIRY DS BTECDTOTE O Oh R BNeCAI . BBTED D
VOFBOTE DBTEB D27 BTOITTEI 00 BT ReC2AIB3. It R

20TXBRTITT L3TFCODOT BAeITTH I DBTFEBT RBL: cDTIDIITT
BT BTECDTOTFOIONTR 232B TPV TEIID BURTI T BT QP IRD 0.
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TR DOTID BRYDIITTOH 23BNV TEIT ) BTURT B0 0030 T30) BRI,
WBRTVTLT DEIDT® 0% 3BT D00 dITRADITE

Bl B30 QYITFTR B3 BTCADBTEI DTN, BT BBIZTOD
BT sTdDTOTEOIODR BRI, TN’ B RYDJIJITITR
B720e02 B0 RBY. TabTI 363706300 BRIATIAIBNI TV D820302 IoWd
BIOTB BRY DI DTBTEBT 9IJDDB YOI,

SCORE

15.(6) 23T IS BT TN e9TITR BDONBTHBT IBTF D 1 0
RIS BTURT D TR OO0ONl =2 AO

(BTDSD ITVBD AABTHFTAIITES 1R 200037 FDHOD Br2ReTAT[OTRBD)
1and 1

16.(13) BB BOTFBOT® TSI 2 O 0 u O ! Y
BRARTITAT DO 2232 IBTFPRTFTTE I TEI0D BT 0.
030

IND -2

17.(17) BRATTE B3T3 B O8RS, 233878 2350 T 1 0

23ABTEB 23V BTECBTURS BT 0. A A A- m A
030

1 2 3

18.(22) BRERITZOD STTHEBOT® 938 I 1 0
BRATITINS DTINRTOD DEIRTO A eOod A O
BTF OB DB DTN 23T I BT 0 s
oatr)

3 2

19. (32) DNRTITZOD IBTF DT DBTFBL DURTIZAD 23083 1 0
BT DT 9T DTINTD IBTFDTE
e o 8 s o R I
QBCSCS.)QQ) 6.@6(5@ (-))Ja
1

2 3

ALL AGES | VISUNL STIMULI REPETITIONS - NOT RECALLING
NONE 20-26 ALLOWED SENTENCES
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Lo o8

B B0 ST 200810 ITBTFODITITII D BRI HDBTIBRIT. I3
ODIIBS 8P 3B282R00B ) OTITFEI D IOITBTTEB [0 RS0,

BTFCODHBTES DWW, JITTT 95785 eodtad SonFiaverTted 9w
DDTDID

DTIT3 3BT ONITTITD) BRI E3TBTEIT® 03T BB

DT ITRANAT:. D3N SCRBTEADJIITII D BTHODCRTE
e L nibinindniolsl

9534 DTFOBTFTANT SHRBTEDTFROE 9B DFOBTEITONTTIID BrDSD
BRPOD JAT[oBATHTOT BIRYT DBTFB ITCADBTIS oD BWIHeED.

ODIIBS 8P I2AB2R00B ) IUBD BRYITTFTITFID DHBTFEBT BV
208370 IO DBT0 IJUBD BRYO IoWTEAd.

EDITING SYMBOLS
O3 eE— SRRBAITIW

L7 ITFEI 08T 09370 BRIPITLD BTTADTRAD
(SUBSTITUTION) EERt e
30 DIVEI VLI
N PIOVTIRJIOTETB] DT DIRTOD

™~ I[RCATNIEBT R [Dlnie R nitedahisria AN
N

20.(1) DBTEBY BROT DIRBIBTFB TR0 1 0

21. (4) BOTOTTID BBOTF TPITFID BT SOOTEI3e? 1 0

22.(7) 35T 9T[TETID 030207 ODIDOITII T 0T 1 0

B2V RO BB 2

23.(15) DL DTTFODLRIT 20707 SEOTFOTATT®ETR 1 0
B TFOIRTVIST TS OBTFE BB TORBLRTDB BT
24.(17) ODRS BUTBS: SLRE3TPONBTESTS Bed 230t 38363 1 0

03T DDCRTINB BT €90 BRI TSN
25.(18) JATTFODLRTVTF AL BINTTFBBJIIT®ILD DT 1 0

e BABTERBOC 9. ICTITESC) 2,030 JODODNITESH
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26.(21) B2023T0 L3TFONRCH T 9T B30 JI0R0T 1 0
3TPOTF AN RBTE AT SertFerd 0ROTED BB B
AGE 5-8 STOP HERE Total Scq

AGES 9-21 27-32 REPETITIONS - SENTEN
ALLOWED ASSEMBLY

E3TFTTH ADOTF OB
QYOI BRI BTOXPIT. YILITVITEI 00 eVBOD RN BB 2Re0B D
SBTEODOFITEI D DB IO YT, BLOOTEAID ahree™?, 2TIBTEB, S8
BTAVITID VBOD2RETATY 2,0831) I BTN IITF*I 00 T32ID. S
BTOLITFID DCBTT B oD 2RI
VTR 3rRBTTAD: TBTB BNTTEIS ahROT YT/ BT IS Hdeed
QBB YT, ATB S8 ONTL IS0 02330003 BT oden
QYTTHITOTFOD BRI, T8 QYITFT 1 20083:D JIBTEAD ITTEI 0D B3I, DTS
DT B BT TTTEIZONT TS0 BRI ITOT 9B 3P BRTEDRE YVBTBT
S2eBATTT 930 10 ITPBZoBnT 303
B323T02300 ST BRIANROBOR, By, BTN YBT3, B:ro0FE dhlee?,
AIBTIBD. B8 BTOPITIT 0D NVBODRETEITD: 2,031 JiBTTODIITII 0D T332,
DTS3A02 SOBETTFTOTIOS BV, I3 T8 JIBTTADIITEI D
03 Ba@BHBEBTEB . .. ..
YT TTN BRIOS30) BTFCONBT DDLU, DTFTB: B 0310 DTN
LVBODZRETETHBIROTED W37RBTT AN ITTET TeddT2TRBD. 0TRBRTTT St
DOTD 200300 VO BRFPDBTI BRI, JRBTFEADID
(Dleindarsitloiad s TN oI oI A o1

SCORE
27(1) 232 ODRNATT T Je3 BTeE3T® 1 Y
LITTF T BLRBIBENT T IVTRBRTIBTI BT

A) 232 ODCRUISTITR 0N B30 BLUeLTE 9T

FraRARR neIrfe IR AR BRIt RS
28(5) I/ABTBAT 0938750 BTRTITIRA0TEIID 1 Y

BROTIW BRIITEIW  ecdheedn?
A) 93PN BROTID IJABTBAT DTROT BrRTITI S
BTENDTINOTI D
B) 8RIB3n BABTEBAE esdrieedt? e9.3e3n BraOITI[
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29(12) B8 DBRREITOT® BERTIDTHOTO 1 0
eITTI I D32
A) B8 BEUREITIOT B2 ITTIDID BERBIINTHOTIO
B) @&ees: e9TTOTn B8 BRALITOT® BHERBIDJINTHOT

30(17) IBIBW  DRBABRAL T BSTIBTFBIOTO 1 0
9 33N DT BOTE PBITTEITISW

) BBDHOT DHRBITTFTITPSD 9IJE0T ITIBW
DERBEBRALT O STNBTI BT

31(18) ¥ TFLIOD DI DRTEOD JTkee 9 333073 1 0
ADRTID e9TNB BT RBABOD QOB B RO
A) ODCRTED 200D DSIHNRTEOD T 9 IIATT3

32(19) 9330 DTITE dABETS DIZADITEID 1 0
FAYSIa So®T
A) 93T DITONTTEICD DTS 08T DI

AGES 9-21 | 33-39 REPETITIONS - SEMANTIC
ALLOWED RELATIONSHIPS

E3TP0T ODHOTE 23
B3 FUBD BRO3) SDITEADTIOPITEI 0D HTIBTEBRIZ. ITEOBS
VDI R DTTD NVBTTBOTY 372, 20T T BTFCADBTID o BBT2eLED
22072 DIHRTEAD __ 7208 BRBTTBJII0:

a) DI

b) aesSTE

€) BEBRTTS

d) HTRReBTEOTRIT®
DTED3D VT BONTF BRI T BTN 9T DI L3203
LETDT BB EDDOTNJITERODATH:
20T 2,0T3:0 AP TFBTADT T I FTZODCRNE BTAIBATOR 93
DTFOTTFIZODNTTII0D DIDID BRPITT BeYs:, TDIS I
B2 IEB2RY TV ISDITIAD T QTB D ITZ0D W NBTEBTIY I,
£3TP0T ODHOTF 2HADTTFS[D DBTFBT DB, DINIW BEIODIRT VBTFBT
S2eBRETTETT BTV, I3 0D DEITTE DBTIBL) ITERBRTT 0TI
BrRIVRB AN IB ). BTN, BT YITII R BRI IDITIODIAVIITII D
SriRrerdTirees

125




Score

33(2) BTTRODTBOTNT (£33 2T TF)
N308 33020D
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B) ITFTrAhITS
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D) DBTFEBLD

34(4) 9BTFRTDCROTODOTIO: B QOTOD
2TNBTFBT?

a) o DBTFB B ITIT

b) 9 es@De?
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d) & DBTFB T8 IB0JIT

35(5) adcRIETe B8lonKOTF Ol 1737 Be33ed0n
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36(9) SN L3720OTE BRI BrHPIBINBTROBLBY,
DTBTF B3I BBTEBTOT O, Es £370DOTE TR
200T3D BERBTFCRADOTIO: QBTEBD. NRE:

a) SO IBTEB YBT3

b) 27BTFBDIAT DOTFNBT YBTEBD

€) &0 BRINBT YBTEBD
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38(16) ch RO BLROBIOTI O DTRATOD DBTFB 93¢
BOTIT 9T BLRTCNR BLRJITTAD SH0BATTERTTE.
ORI AD VT DBTFBIY BLRJITTAD & DFTFEAD
BURTATIFD. OURSEITEOD DTN J0BATBTT 5 ?

a) ISrwdIJoTFO DHeoITabTwS

b) SrROITOTIO: VTCBRIRODT RS

C) DrwrAsTHROT?

d) DoReR Do

39(17) 2:207T°2) JTEONBTTFB B TSRS
2TDBATTETE, 9 I3w:
a) 50 J3TTFITISw
b) 40373208 8B2H? JADIFIAIII
€) DNRIBTFBB08 BTIeITFI D IJODBTF I3
d) 332378 20 JSADIF I 83T DI IT D

AGES 9-21 | VISUAL STIMULI REPETITIONS - WORD CLASSES
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&3P0 501)&3::-6 D3
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QTBD BTAF0) BUROTIBTFBIT Do BRYE: B8TFBOT 33T dyTw
BETENT. DONSW DB DBTTBD BEIT LT D02 BTOFITI S
TOTNBEIBITOR L3TTTEIT® 0LDT® BBT DDoTNJITERONATY:. BT
BTFCTTEIZANITI TS0 BTRFDHBRTTITOTIO: 958300 10 ITBZR0TOY 087073
isdeloimlolion]s

S2BEATTIEOR 9300 BRAOBTETINS DTTLD BT
TCOBMBAEBITOT BRYS BTAYITI BTV BRI BRI I
DBTFBD) BTAROTI DI DTVBD BWOLITEI0D Tr8083IY - B2R0TI 03
ITOAYD: BBTEBOZ, D3I, DT, BEITELINT.

DTV BRTFEDERE YVBTFBT SHRBITIOT: BIRY: BRI STTD
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20232 DWW BLITEHHN. BT B30 YITEITN BRI ITIITEID
SHTBHBTEBRITY. TDIIZAB BRIPAIAEBNYTIY DBTFB ) BROTI DS
QOB BTOLITTID T8>

Score
40(18). NTF DR A RBEOTE
D (I ADBTFEITFE) BITE IS 1 0
41(20). ev8*80 IROTIIZODITT®
DT I D 1 0
42(27). B2ROBIRT SBoBVTF*BI2T 03
B7%03003 BACOTETED 1 0
43(30). BF I w3 eITJRODT BEITES
BV RNBRT: B8VBTIB VYT 1 0
44(33). 8100223003 BTFOITFBOB
2E3O DR 1 0
45(35). ase 33382802 NBITFADRT
S TA TN Lo 2IVF DT BROT 1 0

Total Score Ages 9-21 (Items 15-45)

Pragmatics Screening:

oo O O

O

O

Place a check mark next to any behavior that the student nearly always exhibits.
[s unable to maintain the topic and often says things that do not seem to relate to
the conversation or make sense logically

Talks repeatedly about topics he or she is interested in but others are not (has
limited conversational topics)

Does not seem to realize when a listener does not understand him or her

Fails to coordinate gaze with the speaker’s gaze and ongoing talk (lack of
expected/

appropriate eye contact)

Appears to misunderstand the speaker when he or she does not consider the
context

(situation, event or participant) of the message

Talks too much

Pass: None of the behaviours are observed
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Appendix D

Narrative Assessment: “Frog Where Are You?” (Mayer, 1969): English Page Script

1 There once was a boy who had a dog and a pet frog. He kept the frog in a large jar in his

bedroom.

2 One night while he and his dog were sleeping, the frog climbed out of the jar. He jumped

out of an open window.

3 When the boy and the dog woke up the next morning, they saw that the jar was empty.

4 The boy looked everywhere for the frog. The dog looked for the frog too. When the dog

tried to look in the jar, he got his head stuck.

5 The boy called out the open window, “Frog, where are you?” The dog leaned out the

window with the jar still stuck on his head.

6 The jar was so heavy that the dog fell out of the window headfirst!

7 The boy picked up the dog to make sure he was ok. The dog wasn’t hurt but the jar was

smashed.

8 - 9 The boy and the dog looked outside for the frog. The boy called for the frog.

10 He called down a hole in the ground while the dog barked at some bees in a beehive.

11 A gopher popped out of the hole and bit the boy right on his nose. Meanwhile, the dog

was still bothering the bees, jumping up on the tree and barking at them.

12 The beehive fell down and all of the bees flew out. The bees were angry at the dog for

ruining their home.

13 The boy wasn’t paying any attention to the dog. He had noticed a large hole in a tree. So

he climbed up the tree and called down the hole.

14 All of a sudden an owl swooped out of the hole and knocked the boy to the ground.

15 The dog ran past the boy as fast as he could because the bees were chasing him.

16 The owl chased the boy all the way to a large rock.

17 The boy climbed up on the rock and called again for his frog. He held onto some branches

so he wouldn’t fall.

18 But the branches weren’t really branches! They were deer antlers. The deer picked up the

boy on his head.

19 The deer started running with the boy still on his head. The dog ran along too. They were

getting close to a cliff.

20 - 21 The deer stopped suddenly and the boy and the dog fell over the edge of the cliff.

22 There was a pond below the cliff. They landed with a splash right on top of one another.

23 They heard a familiar sound.

24 The boy told the dog to be very quiet.

25 They crept up and looked behind a big log.

26 There they found the boy’s pet frog. He had a mother frog with him.

27 They had some baby frogs and one of them jumped toward the boy.

28-29

The baby frog liked the boy and wanted to be his new pet. The boy and the dog were

happy to have a new pet frog to take home. As they walked away the boy waved and said
“goodbye” to his old frog and his family.
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Narrative Assessment: “Frog Where Are You?” (Mayer, 1969): Kannada Page
Script

1. 2,083 BLROTIOTE O 2020T2) BLOTLOTID 200TID RO BTN

BT BRONT I JRBITTFTI.BRTFBRANI T I BITS

BRI BEONOTTOATTOE 200310 BRNETIE 2IREBHADOTTON QL33 0.

2. 2,0030) TrRBTFON 093300 BLRTLN 9IS SrRADT DOTITFERT , 3R TFDT

BRBAAD 0T BRRTIT 00BABH.BRTHT BHeBEAD 0T BRINTIT STIRADIBD.

3. DVWTAS D300 BDLOBOT DBTFBLD JFLRADT eI ICTRRoBIRT

BRBAADC WROFADRTATDJINTITE I SoBTD.

4. BOTOOID BRTFBITROE QOTFOTET BOBOBATITD.JCROD IO BLRE
BT BRODIT T I BEOTOBABD.JRODIODCD 2<RTBAICHTIN TR Qearnds:

TLHTEOTOD BLRRTERT, 930 BOT B:REBEADOTFTON BEBTFEEOBEN0BIBD.

5. BOBOOTIC BR0T BAH3ABAON 30T " BBTFBT , DOTFOATDIT 2" Do

BuRTAETW.JrRADIADH I BT IABTFEBETBCRBEBTINOG BLRTBHAD I

BA3ABAION N0 YRIABABY.

6. 2RBEODD IRTELD B3RTJIRIEBTEBRor0T JrRadd: 8Xed3ad 3o

BOTDNOTCRTE AT TNV HIT AT

7. BOTOTICD SRODIODID VAR CRTLRTITITIADTR DOTICD

Q23IABBTBETBEINT T IO OTITFID IBTFBABTINOTI . ScRoDATT DI

TRADIRTIZTOIOTE STTE RRBS LBTRECD BERRTZBTEBD.

8-9. BOTHT VLRV JLRAVS BBTFBRONTTICD BRRTOE BHBOBHTTW.

BLHBOTID BB TFDTONS I BLRTITI0D
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10. 93300 STOTOTFOATTE CoBTFTT 2,707 BIOBINBHITTID DBTFBT S
DVTOTFOATTE AT HTNTEIIBTES 02RTVEBD.

1. BROTOET 2,083 ToGZTPTE0TS BLRTTT 20831 BLNTLNNT s RIS I
BedTfedd 0T 3330 9T SDADTOTFOD JrRADZAD) DPTT DO &ATATw
DTRTVE 2RI DI ZRVVITEI D B2R0TTT DIRTBNBIBTHTBD.

12. 22eSOTRED DTTLoT BT3P AT RAHT[COTID BT
BRUATIIW.BHIJOTPANT BADTTD TURTBITEID BRIV DRBAEE SrRadIad
DO BT 00T

3. BOBOOT TS SeRODT BB YOOI .9 IJZ0T DBTOTTOATTT
BRLTTODROTID BoBABD .9 I DT BBSTHBY BLARETRAD TN BrRTIATII .
14. QT TEBE BTG E0B1 BTR3NS TH0T THRITI0N N0 BIIRTOR BT
BOBIOIITE I SROBTBT 2P ITEBD.

15. SRADZADTD BIVBLNTS BBTEBE 0TS BTRTIRTD SHBIBIRONIBID ADIRBR0E00
BT[NV LTI TEI D 93T LIEIABRROTD DTWIBTFBATTTID.

16. TERDTAD BOTLOTISTE I 200300 TRATTE 20BR0D BIB

93T L3 TABRNOTICD BTURADIBD.

17. BOTOOTD 200TRAD DT BBTFB: BT RBRADITID DBT BT BrRTIATIIw.
%P TATOT0T D DTT B32R0DTOVIT I BEBITDBEROTID.

18. 83072 9300 DT BR0DTZADLRTITOZOTIE) 253083
Br2B02)DNIRTATETE T3 . 22087 aD 1) TOBHTISTEID BR0DAIT 0T IBTFB:
BEBIODABD.

19. BOTHIOI[TE T BERDT OBTEBIBRIN0BE) HBBATOEBN. FERADIONCN ID &HT

BRRBODBID.ITROTFO 2,003:) BDTFTBLRBE BB TF BT LRINBTEBHEP oM.
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20-21. 2208ANID YOTF BB BT EoBE S35:080R0 BLITINT DBTFB) JiRoDs
BTFOBRBE 9023300 BRYOR 2ATTIETW.

22. ITFPTBRBE BRI 200300 BRRPIIBTEBD.BEOTHT DBTHFBD JRADS
TTOTFOD 2207200 DTeOTIRDTEDTID DATTETTD.

23. 377 93002 BT %I ITTT2R0T ) BRIIIZBD.

24, BLOBOTTLD SRODZANTTESCD SEBOTPEI0RNITON Bel A T3Sw.

25. ITTFTD DRTTTE BEROT 2008310 BERTBTHE DTT BHPOT STBETTD.

26. OO 9ITA0T BABDOT TLRBD BRI IBTEBEB.9TT BTNBT 9T
ODTFDIT S VD> YBTFEBIW.

27. OOTFOT DTT BB TFRRNIIN YTTFTE 30D BB 9BTOTFOTIN0TIID BEDTINTS
BEsT 20ZADEBD.

28-29. DT BB TR0 BIOBIDDTED YRTF ISR €938 BLRBLD BT RI0NCRTIOND
QAP IBEBD.BEOTOT BERTCR SCRODADT DIEIT 0DTEODOCH BT TLRBD
BRTEBT IABTEBR0 DB TOBUNRBICRADIBD. dDTIIT DTDI dDnoed? TBOTOT
37 %I BIT'T BYTR BBTIT BB BT BoBIRTBTS JATRAD

BeIATIW.
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Appendix E
Parent Questionnaire: English

Identification Number:

1. What is your educational background? Please tick below:

O Primary school (Class 6)

O High school (Class 10)

o0 PUC (Class 12)

O College Degree (B.A, B.Sc, B.Com, BE)
O Post-Graduate (M.A, M.Sc, M.Com)

O Doctorate (PhD)

2. What is your spouse’s educational background? Please tick below. If there is no spouse
residing with you, please skip this question.

O Primary school (Class 6)

O High school (Class 10)

o0 PUC (Class 12)

O College Degree (B.A, B.Sc, B.Com, BE)
O Post-Graduate (M.A, M.Sc, M.Com)

O Doctorate (PhD)

3. What is your monthly family income? Please tick below.

Below Rs. 10,000

Rs. 11,000-Rs. 30,000
Rs. 31,000-Rs. 50,000
Rs. 51,000-Rs. 70,000
Rs. 71,000-Rs. 100,000
Above Rs. 100,000

O00OoO0oogag

3.In order to give us a clear idea of how much Kannada and English, both written and oral,
your child is exposed to at home, please circle the best answers below.

a. How much English do you use in the following activities at home?

Speaking None Some All
Listening None Some All
Writing None Some All
Reading None Some All

b. How much Kannada do you use in the following activities at home?
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Speaking None Some All

Listening None Some All
Writing None Some All
Reading None Some All

¢. How much English does your spouse use in the following activities at home?

Not applicable; I have no spouse living in our home right now.

Speaking None Some All
Listening None Some All
Writing None Some All
Reading None Some All

d. How much Kannada does your spouse use in the following activities at home?

Not applicable; I have no spouse living in our home right now.

Speaking None Some All
Listening None Some All
Writing None Some All
Reading None Some All

e. How much English do brothers/sisters of the child use in following activities at home?

Not applicable; there are no brothers and/or sisters living in our home right now.

Speaking None Some All
Listening None Some All
Writing None Some All
Reading None Some All

f. How much Kannada do brothers and/or sisters of your child use in the following activities at
home?

Not applicable; there are no brothers and/or sisters living in our home right now.
Speaking None Some All

Listening None Some All
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Writing

Reading

None

None

Some

Some

All

All

g. How much English do grandparents of your child use in the following activities at home? Please
circle the best answer:

Not applicable; there are no grandparents living in our home right now.

Speaking
Listening
Writing

Reading

None

None

None

None

Some

Some

Some

Some

All

All

All

All

h. How much Kannada do grandparents of your child use in the following activities at home? Please
circle the best answer:

Not applicable; there are no grandparents living in our home right now.

Speaking
Listening
Writing

Reading

None

None

None

None

Some

Some

Some

Some

All

All

All

All

This next section is to help us understand more about the languages your child uses and

understands.

4. a. What language does your family use most often? Please circle or fill in:

English Kannada

other:

b. How much English does your child use in the following activities at home? Please circle the best

answer:
Speaking
Listening
Writing

Reading

None

None

None

None

Some

Some

Some

Some

All

All

All

All

c. How much Kannada does your child use in the following activities at home? Please circle the best

answer:

Speaking

None

Some

All
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Listening None Some All
Writing None Some All

Reading None Some All

5. a. At what age did your child start studying in an English-medium school? (please write down):

b. If he/she studied in a different medium of instruction before that, please indicate in what language:

c. Assuming English is the first language in school (medium of instruction), what are the second
and/or third language classes that your child is enrolled in?

Hindi Kannada Tamil Telugu  Other:
6a. Does your child speak any other language apart from English or Kannada within the community

(when communicating with neighbors, friends, relatives)? If so, please list the other languages that
your child understands or speaks.

b. Within your home/community, whom does your child converse in English with? (Circle all that
apply)

With parents With brothers/sisters With friends
With grandparents With other relatives

c. Within your home/community, whom does your child converse in Kannada with? (Circle all that
apply)

With parents With brothers/sisters With friends

With grandparents With other relatives

7. How often do you or other family members read stories to your child (Please circle)?

Once a month Once in two weeks
Once a week Two to four times per week
Four to seven times per week Every day

If yes, in what language(s) do you read to your child?
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English Kannada Both Other:
8. a. Does your child have difficulty understanding what you or other family members say?
No Yes
If yes, in what language(s)?

Kannada English Both Other:

b. Does your child have difficulty following instructions?
No Yes
If yes, in what language(s)?

Kannada English Both Other:

c. Does your child have difficulty expressing or communicating what they want to say?
No Yes

If yes, in what language(s)?

Kannada English Both Other:

9.a. Does anyone in your family, not including your child, have difficulty speaking English?

No Yes

b. Does anyone in your family, not including your child, have difficulty speaking Kannada?

No Yes

10 a. Does anyone in your family, not including your child, have difficulty understanding English?

No Yes

b. Does anyone in your family, not including your child, have difficulty understanding Kannada?
No Yes
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Parent Questionnaire: Kannada
BENERBT BTFTTTIRIPE (BRRT IDIBTFRT)

ST OD RO ES BRIVT/NTBIS [SoTFEADT

BLROD 22T 2BURTJITI 30BN DIRE] 3R BTIONIRE YVBTFBTIITTDID
ISRV Y erstel
0. I3DTFD 25???5656338'3&-5 BESTFEITOT DTN ? VOTHONRE YUBTFBTITTEDL DI,

0 BIT0HRJTDES BEBTFRH R.5T BTO3L)
0 BTOPE TLROT (00T BTTIBL)
O 330D, 33 (09 Ik 8BCTB3)
0 BoRoes BA0T0% (03.0/ 03, OBTEIY/ 0% .9/203%. BrRdT)
0 ST RBINRBTFBT B3 (0. Y/ d0.dOBTFBH/0.0d/ 0. BLRTNTT)
0 BoRBTE 0T — BTI (B, 223T° .B3)
9. I2XDTD ToBIT/ BHoBBOD 25"958"3 0938 BETTT IO DD ? [THADRT
VBT BT 3T BRI,
I2DTD 238 3T BoTRBE IZDTD BTNRBTE YOTOTATTTTT 930

SLRBVAVINBTFBEOTFOTEABTEOR UBTFEBTITINS T8 ODIIOTO.

0 BIT0RJTDES BEETFRH R.IT BTO3L)
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Appendix F

Teacher Interview

1. Gender: Male Female
2.Age: 1)20-25 2)26-30 3)31-40 4)41to50 5)More then 50
3. Highest Level of Education and Institution from which degree(s) obtained:

1) B.A./BSc.
2) B.Ed.
3) M.A./M.Sc.
4) M.Ed.
5) PhD

4. Number of years teaching:
1)0to 3 years 2)4-8years 3)9-15years 4) More than 15 years

5. Number of years teaching at this school:
1) 0 to 3 years 2)4-8 years  3)9-15 years 4) More than 15 years

6. Which class level do you teach?
1)Second standard  2) Third standard  3)Fourth standard 4) Fifth standard

7. Number of years teaching at this class level:
1)0to3 years 2)4-8years  3)9-15years  4) More than 15 years

8. (a) How many students do you have in your class?
(b) Apart from you, are there other teachers’ assistants who help you? If so, how many
people help you with instruction and classroom management?

9. What is your native language?
1) Kannada 2)Hindi 3) Tamil 4) Malayalam 5) Telugu 6) English

Other (Please specify)

10. What is your dominant language in speaking?
1) Kannada 2)Hindi 3) Tamil 4) Telugu 5) English

Other (Please specify)

11. What is your dominant language in listening comprehension?
1) Kannada 2)Hindi 3) Tamil 4) Telugu 5) English

Other (Please specify)
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12. What is your dominant language in reading?
1) Kannada 2)Hindi 3) Tamil 4) Telugu 5) English

Other (Please specify)

13. What is your dominant language in writing?
1) Kannada 2)Hindi 3) Tamil 4) Telugu 5) English

Other (Please specify)

14. Do you think some students in your class would benefit from instruction in their native
language? If so, how many of them (what percentage)?

15. While you are teaching a concept, and you feel students don’t understand what you are
saying, do you try to explain it in their native language? If so, what percentage of
instruction time is spent in the native language?

16. If students continue to have problems with language that affect their literacy and
academic skills, what do you do?

17. What kinds of special education resources do you have at your school? Does your school
have a learning lab?

18. If you notice that a child has a learning problem, do you refer them to the learning lab?
How many students have you referred?
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19. Based on what factors/evidence do you make these referrals?

20. What are the results of those referrals?

21. How much experience do you have with children who have special needs? Please explain:

23. What kinds of special needs students have you worked with in the past?

___Learning Disabled ___Autistic

___Physically Disabled ___Behavior Disorder
__Speech or Language Impaired ___Intellectually Disabled
___Hearing Impaired ___Visually Impaired

___Other (Please explain)

24. What are some accommodations/modifications that you adopt in your classroom to help
these students learn the material that is presented? What in your opinion helps them
learn better?

Thank you for your time!
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Appendix G

Classroom Observation Checklist

A: Overall Classroom Structure

1.

How long did you observe the class?
O 15-20 mins (half class period)
O 20-40mins (full class period)

What was the subject covered in the class?
O English Language

O Maths

O Social Science

O Science

O Other language class

How many students are in the class?
0 20-30

0 30-40

0 40-50

0 50-60

0 More than 60

Are there any assistant teachers? If so what is the student: teacher ratio?
O Yes

o No

Student: Teacher

On the scale provided, how would you rate the teacher on the following:

(a) Fluency in English: Fluent Somewhat Fluent Not fluent
(b) Fluency in Kannada:  Fluent Somewhat Fluent Not fluent
(c) Other native language Fluent Somewhat Fluent Not fluent

On the scale provided how would you rate the teacher on the following:

(a) Organized presentation of materials Yes/No

(b) Clear lesson plan Yes/No

(c) Uses other instructional methods apart from chalkboard lecture Yes/No
If yes, what materials were used?

a. On the scale provided how would you rate the students’ participation in class? (Check all

the apply)
O Passive listeners

O Less than 10% of the students ask/answer questions
0 10-30% of students ask/answer questions in class
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0 30-50% of students ask/answer questions in class
0 50-70% of the students ask/answer questions
0 70-100% of the students ask/answer questions

b. How engaged are students in the class observed?

O Less than 10% of students seem engaged in the class
0 10-30% of students seem engaged in the class

0 30-50% of students seem engaged in the class

0 50-70% of students seem engaged in the class

0 70-100% of students seem engaged in the class

8. How do the students generally feel about the teacher? (Check all that apply)
0 They seem to like him /her
0 They seem to have a personal relationship with him/her and share jokes, stories etc.
0 They seem to be scared of him/her
O They seem to be reserved around the teacher
0 They seem to be open with the teacher

9. Ifastudent does not seem to understand a concept because they are still learning English,
what does the teacher do? (Check all that apply)
[1 Explain the concept in a native language that the child understands
[1 Use hand gestures or objects from the environment to explain the concept non-verbally
[ Refer the child to some other teacher that can help with the language
[ Insist on English immersion, without any other alternatives
[ Other: please specify:

10. Additional Comments/Notes
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