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Abstract 

This study aimed to adapt the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills 

(DIBELS) to assess reading abilities in Ewe and English among young learners in 

the Cape Coast Metropolis of Ghana. Using a correlational research design, first-

grade students (n=42) from two Ewe community schools completed a collection of 

early literacy measures in English and Ewe. Results from the paired samples t-

tests revealed that at one-minute of administration, students performed higher in 

English Letter Naming Fluency than Ewe Letter Naming Fluency. Yet, no 

significant differences were found in Phonemic Segmentation Fluency or Word 

Reading Fluency for both languages. At overall minutes, students’ performance in 

English Letter Naming Fluency was still higher than Ewe Letter Naming Fluency, 

with no differences in Phonemic Segmentation Fluency or Word Reading Fluency. 

Ewe Oral Reading Fluency Accuracy was significantly higher than English Oral 

Reading Fluency Accuracy. Again, the correlation matrices at both time scales 

revealed that there were some associations between different fluency measures. 

However, these relationships varied in strength and significance across 

languages and tasks. Finally, English Phonemic Segmentation Fluency explained 

15% of English Oral Reading Fluency, with Letter Naming Fluency contributing an 

insignificant 6%, and Word Reading Fluency significantly improving the model by 

27%. Ewe Phonemic Segmentation Fluency and Letter Naming Fluency did not 

significantly explain Ewe Oral Reading Fluency variance, but Ewe Word Reading 

Fluency explained 12% over a one-minute interval and 39% overall. 
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Introduction 

 Background to the Study 

One of the most important skills a student must learn, from Kindergarten to 

grade three and beyond (depending on languages and orthographies), is how to 

read, as reading is critical for academic success. It is an important milestone that 

facilitates learning throughout a child’s life. Beyond grade three, academic work 

usually changes from learning to read to reading to learn (Alexander & Salza, 

2019). The implication is that the ability to read is fundamental to learning since 

the teacher does not necessarily teach everything that learners know or learn 

(Menn & Dronkers, 2017). Failure to provide children with literacy experiences 

until they are in school can gravely limit the reading and writing levels they 

ultimately attain (Neuman et al., 2000). While the cultural context in which 

children learn to read may differ across countries and languages, the academic 

expectations may be the same. 

Additionally, different languages have different orthographies (i.e., the knowledge 

of spelling patterns or the correct sequence and spelling of specific words). 

However, phonological processing has a robust predictive relation to reading 

development and reading difficulties across orthographies. Orthographies have 

been classified broadly into alphabetic (with symbols generally approximating 

phonemes, e.g., English, Spanish, and Russian: each symbol represents an 

individual sound known as phoneme), syllabic (with symbols representing 

syllables, e.g., Japanese), and logographic (with symbols representing words or 

morphemes e.g., Chinese). According to Mascolo et al. (2014), memorizing 
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orthographic letter patterns is vital to accurate spelling and reading development. 

Orthographic sequences allow students to form connections between the precise 

sequence of phonemes in the spoken words and the letters (i.e., graphemes) 

used to represent those phonemes in printed words. Eventually, word families 

and their sequences become familiar and unitized for fluent recognition.  

Despite the recognized role of reading, not all children are reading 

proficiently globally, particularly in developing nations. For instance, a 2021 

United Nations International Children’s Fund (UNICEF) report indicates that child 

literacy rates among developing nations are generally low when compared to 

developed nations. A case in point is the report on Ghana, where, according to 

the 2021 Foundational Learning data, as of 2018, only 21% of children between 

the ages of 7 and 14 could read grade-appropriate texts with fluency and 

comprehension. Other research reports corroborate this. The United States 

Agency for International Development (USAID) Early Grade Reading (EGR) 

report (2018) shows that the majority of young learners in Ghana struggle with 

basic reading skills. According to the National Early Grade Reading Assessment 

(EGRA) 2018, about half of Ghana’s young learners could not read a word by the 

end of grade 2. Only 2% of the sample studied in EGRA schools in Ghana could 

read grade-appropriate texts with fluency and comprehension, regardless of the 

prescribed Ghanaian language. In general, several studies have revealed that 

poor home literacy environments (a scenario in which children are unable to 

engage in a range of child literacy activities, such as reading story books aloud, 

playing language games, singing, and letter-sound correspondence activities, 
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(either by themselves or in collaboration with older readers with more expertise), 

parents' low educational attainment, their lack of dedication to their children's 

education, and their low socioeconomic situation are some sociocultural factors 

that impact how well children learn to read (Burgess et al., 2002; Wood, 2002; 

Steensel, 2006; Tebekana & Cishe, 2015). For instance, the children who 

participated in this study are located in communities in which the dominant 

occupation of parents is small-scale fishing. Thus, the parents spend much time 

on the basic necessity of providing food for their families. Because most parents 

are uneducated or are semi-literate themselves (mostly teenage parents who left 

formal education early), they are challenged to create stimulating home literacy 

environments for their children. For these children, their first language is their 

home language (not English and not necessarily Ewe) Beginning Kindergarten 

and formal literacy instruction is therefore pivotal to children’s acquisition of 

literacy, in Ewe, the dominant language of the area, and in English which is also 

taught to children.  

Evaluating children’s early literacy and literacy-related skills is essential in 

identifying children who may require additional support and targeted instruction. 

Professional evaluation requires standardized instruments to assess learners’ 

foundational reading skills and levels. In the case of Ghana, there needs to be 

more research on the relevance and importance of assessing foundational 

reading skills in African languages. However, there are no readily available 

standardized instruments for this purpose. The current study thus seeks to adapt 

a standardized measure, Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills 
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(DIBLES), to assess young learners in the Cape Coast metropolis on their ability 

to read in Ewe (a native Ghanaian language) and English and compare the 

reading outcomes for both languages. This study is a preliminary attempt to 

validate this well-used measure, which was developed for English, in the context 

of children who speak Ewe as a first language and are also English Language 

Learners. Validating and adopting this measure will help the researcher and other 

early childhood educators in Ewe school settings and the whole Ghana Education 

Service to identify children who may require additional support and targeted 

instruction. The outcome of this study will inform future intervention endeavors. 

 Phases of Reading Development 

To understand how reading develops and what factors might contribute to 

reading difficulties, literacy experts theorize how reading knowledge and skills 

take place and develop instructional models to ameliorate such difficulties. One 

such model is “Phases of Learning to Read”, proposed by Linnea C. Ehri (1998). 

Ehri argues that grapheme-phoneme and alphabetic knowledge are essential for 

literacy acquisition to reach a mature state, especially for English and other 

alphabetic orthographies. She explains that three graphophonemic capabilities 

enable children to begin to secure the complete spelling of a word in memory: 

knowledge of letter shapes, how graphemes typically symbolize phonemes in 

words and phonemic segmentation skills. As children begin to learn to read, 

different associations between these skills emerge aiding in memorizing written 

forms, pronunciations, and meanings of words. Ehri divides these associations 
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into four stages of sight word learning development: Pre-alphabetic, Partial-

alphabetic, Full-alphabetic, and Consolidated-alphabetic.  

During the Pre-alphabetic phase of reading, children read sight words by 

making connections between salient cues or attributes and the overall meaning or 

pronunciation of the word. In this reading phase, letter-sound (or grapheme-

phoneme) relationships are not used. Connections are formed between visual 

cues and word meanings, such as the two round eyes in the word ‘look’ or the two 

bedposts in the word ‘bed.’ As children learn to recognize letters, they enter the 

Partial-alphabetic phase. During this phase, some connections are made between 

recognized letters and the sounds they represent in word pronunciation. Children 

begin to connect and segment these salient sounds, particularly those 

represented in the letter names (e.g., ‘ess’ for S and ‘tee’ for T.). However, 

readers in this phase still need Full-alphabetic knowledge of all the letters, the 

sound they represent and the ability to fully segment speech into phonemes that 

link to graphemes. This knowledge is solidified in the subsequent Full-alphabetic 

phase with complete connections between letters and phonemes. Finally, more 

and more words are retained in memory during the Consolidated-alphabetic 

phase, and letter patterns that recur in words are consolidated to the point where 

most words can now be read by sight. Instruction is necessary to assist children 

in acquiring letter name knowledge, phonemic awareness, and phonemic 

segmentation skill.  

The current study assessed children’s Partial-alphabetic and Full-

alphabetic, as well as Consolidated-alphabetic knowledge using DIBELS 8 
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assessment toolkits. Grade one learners were assessed with four subsets (Letter 

Naming Fluency, Phonemic Segmentation Fluency, Nonsense Word Fluency and 

Word Reading Fluency) of the DIBELS (English and adapted Ewe measures) that 

have a direct link with Ehri’s Partial-alphabetic, Full-alphabetic, and Consolidated-

alphabetic phases of reading development. 

 The Role of Literacy Assessment in Education 

Assessment is integral to successful teaching because instruction needs to 

be delivered according to learners’ knowledge, skills, and interests (Paris, Paris & 

Carpenter, 2001). Assessment results then guide the selection and use of 

additional support, instruction, and time to help the learner gain the weak or 

lacking skill (Helman, 2005). When providing support for learners at risk of poor 

reading outcomes, it is imperative to ensure that the decisions made have the 

highest likelihood of accuracy possible and lead to improving the targeted reading 

outcomes.  

The effective use of reading literacy assessment data to plan and critically 

review instruction is a fundamental competency for good teaching (Nel, 2015). 

According to a study conducted by the National Institute of Child Health and 

Human Development in the United States (2000), there are no simple or swift 

solutions for heightening reading achievement, nor is there a single assessment 

that screen, diagnose, benchmark, and monitor learners' reading achievement 

progress. Numerous indicators from different types of assessments present a 

complete picture of learners' reading processes and achievement identification 

system. (Edwards et al., 2008). However, there has been a sense of urgency in 
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the United States regarding the teaching of the "big five" concepts of early 

literacy—phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and 

comprehension—since the passage of the "No Child Left Behind Act" and the 

National Reading Panel's 2006 report. see National et al., 2006; Doering, 2011). 

This legislation has heightened the demand for early intervention, which in turn 

has increased the need for high-quality assessments that identify pupils' literacy 

levels prior to their entry into the third grade. (Doering, 2011; Rouse & Fantuzzo, 

2006). High-stakes testing consequently became commonplace in American 

education, with numerous school districts utilizing the Dynamic Indicators of Basic 

Literacy Skills (DIBELS) assessment (see Good & Kaminski, 2002; Kuhn et al., 

2010; Doering, 2011, among others). For example, according to Hoffman et al., 

2009, as cited in Doering (2011), “8,293 schools used the DIBELS data system 

during the 2004-2005 school year, making it most likely the most frequently used 

single assessment of connected text reading fluency in the United States” (Kuhn 

et al., 20 I 0). Doering (2011) also indicates that, the DIBELS is used by many 

schools to gather data about students' performance in reading assessments, their 

knowledge, and any advancements they may be making over the academic year. 

The Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS) Assessment 

A collection of guidelines and measures for evaluating the development of 

literacy abilities is called the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills 

(DIBELS). These measures are intended to be quick (one-minute) assessments 

of fluency that can be used to track the progress of early literacy and reading 

abilities from Kindergarten to the eighth grade, as well as to periodically identify 
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risk. It can be utilized for many different purposes, such as determining whether 

students require additional support, universal screening, benchmark evaluation, 

progress monitoring, screening for dyslexia, and assessing the efficacy of 

therapies. Teachers can estimate each student's status and progress using the 

standards provided by DIBELS 8. (Oregon, n.d.). Like Curriculum-Based 

Measures, it was designed to be an economical and efficient indicator of a 

learner’s progress toward achieving a general outcome. The University of Oregon 

Centre on Teaching and Learning asserts that DIBELS subtests help predict 

future reading difficulty and identify students who need intervention early and 

accurately (Good et al., 2001) and conducted longitudinal studies to validate its 

use as an effective tool for predicting developing reading skills in children. 

The measures consist of six subsets, including Letter Naming Fluency 

(LNF) which is an indicator of a child’s knowledge of rapid naming ability. It 

assesses a student’s ability to say the “names” of upper and lowercase letters. 

Phonemic Segmentation Fluency (PSF) also assesses a child’s skill at producing 

the individual sounds within a given word. Nonsense Word Fluency (NWF) 

assesses the child’s letter sound correspondence and the ability to blend letters 

into nonsense words. Word Reading Fluency (WRF) assesses children’s reading 

ability in isolation. Oral Reading Fluency (ORF) tests the child’s ability to read text 

accurately and automatically and whether children understand what they are 

reading. Finally, the Maze task assesses students’ ability to understand what they 

read. Apart from the PSF, which measures phonemic awareness abilities, the 

NWF, WRF, ORF, LNF, and the Maze are reading-related tasks assessing early 
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literacy and early reading skills in children. On the LNF, learners are given one 

minute to name as many letters (upper and lower case) as possible from a page 

before them. The LNF is used for benchmark screening and progress monitoring 

in only Kindergarten and grade one. When taking the PSF assessment, learners 

are orally presented with a word and then asked to identify each phoneme in the 

word. For example, if given the word “bat,” learners are expected to respond with 

/b/ /a/ /t/. Like the LNF, the PSF is used in only Kindergarten and grade one. NWF 

measures children’s ability to blend sounds into nonsense or make-believe words. 

The words presented are usually pseudowords comprising consonant-vowel-

consonant (CVC) sequences. For example, when given the nonsense word “vuf,” 

children are expected to respond with the sounds /v//u/ /f/ or pronounce the entire 

nonsense word-’vuf’. The NWF is used in Kindergarten through to grade three.  

The WRF assesses children’s ability to read words from a list. Children are 

presented with a list of actual words and tasked to identify them verbally. Word 

Reading Fluency (WRF) forms include both decodable and non-decodable high-

frequency words. The WRF is used in Kindergarten through to grade 3.   

The ORF measures children’s fluency and accuracy with connected texts. 

It is made up of three one-minute readings of different passages. Learners are 

given a passage and are asked to read it aloud for one minute. The ORF is used 

from grade one through to grade eight. The Maze consists of fill-in-the-gap 

passages from second grade through to grade 8. The difficulty level of the 

passages is according to the grade level. Children are presented with three 

passages - one at a time, and they are tasked with filling in the gaps, choosing 
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from three options provided the one that correctly completes the sentence. 

Instructors administer this assessment to all learners in a class three times a year 

(i.e., fall, winter, and spring) and progress monitor learners who are at risk once 

or twice a week. When monitoring progress, the instructor assesses the learner 

only in the aspects where they have difficulty. 

 Advantages of Using DIBELS 

DIBELS and other similar assessment tools have been in use for many 

years. In addition to their use in identifying learners who may be at risk for early 

literacy-based learning difficulties, they have also been used as a benchmark for 

identifying learners requiring special education support, for improving reading 

instruction, monitoring learner progress, and in predicting reading achievement 

outcomes on state-mandated assessments in the U.S. (Valencia et al., 20I0). 

DIBELS, in particular, has many important uses for teachers, learners, 

administrators, and parents. According to Glover and Albers (2007), “early 

screening is a critical component in the provision of targeted prevention and 

intervention services” (p. 118). DIBELS can be administered to Kindergarten 

pupils, providing teachers and other school personnel with the data needed to 

begin appropriate interventions for struggling learners and inform instruction for 

the rest of the class. 

 Hoffman et al. (2009) carried out an investigation on the use of DIBELS among 

International Reading Association members through surveys and interviews. The 

ability to identify at-risk learners through the assessment, the way DIBELS 

informed instruction and assisted teachers in tracking the progress of their at-risk 



11 

 
 

students, and the assessment's relative ease and efficiency—which frees up 

teacher time for instruction—were among the most noteworthy positive 

comments. Numerous benefits like this urge numerous school districts to choose 

the DIBELS evaluation. Pool and Johnson (n.d.) noted that the cost and time 

associated with DIBELS and how often each assessment can be repeated to 

monitor a learner’s progress suggest that it is effective.  By progress monitoring 

learners once or twice weekly, educators are then able to make instructional 

plans based on learner-specific needs. DIBELS can also be used to monitor the 

progress of at-risk students on a regular basis. If a student is consistently making 

little or no progress, the teachers can use this information to make changes in the 

type of instruction the student receives. 

 Disadvantages of Using DIBELS  

Despite the numerous strengths, one noticeable downside of DIBELS has 

to do with the diversity of students in classrooms. As classrooms become more 

diverse, some learners (e.g., English Language Learners; ELL) may 

have difficulty with standardized tests like DIBELS. DIBELS often does not 

consider the social and cultural aspects of the examination. Learners with varying 

values and experiences who take the test may be at a disadvantage.  Responding 

to these concerns, a series of studies on DIBELS has documented the reliability 

and validity of the various DIBELS subtests and their sensitivity to learner change 

(DIBELS 8 Technical Manual, 2018-2020). To address the issue of diversity, the 

developers have created the Indicadores Dinámicos del Éxitoen la Lectura (IDEL) 

for the screening and progress monitoring of Spanish-speaking students. 
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 Reliability and Validity of DIBELS 

Test validity and reliability are two essential words that need to be 

operationally defined when addressing any measure. The degree to which a test 

assesses what it is intended to measure for assessing each student's status and 

progress is known as validity. (McKenna & Stahl, 2003), while the Reliability 

refers to the degree to which a test score is a consistent and stable indicator 

(University of Oregon, Center on Teaching and Learning, 2018), or the extent to 

which an instrument measures whatever it is measuring consistently when used 

on the same people and in the same settings. In short, “it is the replicability of 

measurement or its general dependability” (Field, 2018). According to the 

developers, the DIBELS assessment tool has been applied to thousands of child 

subjects from different geographical backgrounds in the US, and the test can 

accurately predict outcomes (see Good & Kaminski, 2002).  

Data from the DIBELS 8 Technical Manual (2018-2020) indicates that the 

developers of DIBELS (the University of Oregon’s Center on Teaching and 

Learning) examined five forms of test reliability for the DIBELS 8th Edition: 

concurrent alternate form reliability, delayed alternate form reliability, test-retest 

reliability, intercept and slope reliability for progress monitoring, and standard 

errors of measurement (University of Oregon, Center on Teaching and Learning, 

[UO, CTL], 2020), and have provided detailed data on the various forms of 

reliability tested in the DIBELS 8 Technical Manual (2018-2020). They have 

demonstrated strong reliability for DIBELS 8, the most robust evidence being the 

concurrent alternate form reliability (UO, CTL, 2020). As with the reliability test, 
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the UO’s CTL researchers also provided data for concurrent and predictive 

validity evidence for using DIBELS 8 measures for screening and progress 

monitoring purposes. They documented the most robust evidence concerning its 

primary use as a screener for learners at risk of reading difficulties, including 

reading disabilities such as dyslexia (UO, CTL, 2020). 

Rouse and Fantuzzo (2006) conducted a study focusing on 330 

Kindergarteners who attended an urban public school to determine if DIBELS was 

a valid indicator of early literacy for these children. The majority of the learners 

were children from low-income families. The authors found a positive relationship 

between each early literacy skill and each of the DIBELS subtests (Rouse & 

Fantuzzo, 2006). They found the most vital relationship between each DIBELS 

subtest was with the Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA) instructional 

reading level (Rouse & Fantuzzo, 2006). They concluded that complementing 

these two assessments (DIBELS and DRA) could help districts obtain useful 

literacy information about each learner. 

 Curriculum-Based Measures (CBMs) Involving English Language Learners 

Results of numerous studies support the use of CBMs for screening and 

progress monitoring in schools. CBMs have been shown in numerous studies to 

be useful tools for tracking progress in response to instruction (Fletcher & 

Vaughn, 2009), to identify specific skill deficits more easily (Shapiro, 2011), and to 

serve as markers of academic skill capacity (Deno, 1985; Deno et al., 1982). 

CBMs are intended to assist in writing, spelling, math, and reading. However, 

almost all of this work has been undertaken in English (Keller-Margulis et al., 
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2012). Two R-CBMs that have been created in another language (Spanish) are 

the Indicadores Dinámicos del Éxitoen la Lectura (IDEL) and the “Star CBM 

Lectura DEL is a research-based formative assessment collection of measures 

created by the University of Oregon, the the developers of DIBELS, to evaluate 

the foundational early literacy skills of young Spanish-speaking readers.  On the 

other hand, Renaissance's 2020 introduction of Star CBM Lectura, a computer-

adaptive assessment tool, gauges students' early reading and numeracy abilities 

from Kindergarten to grade 6. It is administered one-on-one through paper-based, 

online, remote, or in-person methods. (https://www.renaissance.com).  

Like DIBELS, both IDEL and Star CBMs provide reliable and validated data 

about using them to make predictions on reading outcomes. For instance, Keller-

Margulis et al. (2012), conducted a study to examine the relationship between R-

CBMs in Spanish and performance on the reading Spanish Texas state-wide 

achievement test, the TAKS (Texas Education Agency, 2010), and the utility of 

Spanish R-CBMs for identifying English Language Learners (ELLs) at risk of poor 

performance in third and fourth grades in a school district in the south-eastern 

United States. The application of R-CBMs in Spanish for screening purposes is 

suggested by the results, which showed a moderate correlation at the third and 

fourth grade as well as diagnostic accuracy results utilizing the 25th percentile 

and the determination of cut scores using receiver operating characteristic curves. 

Similarly, Baker et. al (2020), evaluated the predictive power of English 

and Spanish language screeners for reading comprehension at the end of grades 

one and two using a sample of 1221 Latino bilingual students in grades one and 
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1004 in grades two who were enrolled in bilingual programs in the Pacific 

Northwest and in Texas. The study revealed that, first, the Aprenda-3 criterion 

measure could accurately predict risk by utilizing the Spanish Letter Name 

Fluency (FNL) test administered in the fall of first grade. Second, on the Aprenda-

3 and SAT10 criteria tests, neither phonemic segmentation in Spanish (IDEL 

FSF) nor phonemic segmentation in English (DIBELS 6 PSF), tested in grade 

one, was an accurate predictor of risk. Third, pupils may be correctly classified as 

at-risk, some risk, and meeting target on the Spanish and English criteria 

measures based on their performance on the Spanish nonsense word fluency 

(IDEL FPS) in the winter and spring of Grade 1. The English nonsense word 

fluency measure (DIBELS 6 NWF) was an accurate predictor when the criterion 

measure was in English, but not in Spanish Fourth, reading risk on both Spanish 

and English criteria assessments in Grades 1 and 2 was reliably predicted by 

Spanish oral reading fluency. With four exceptions—the spring of Grade 1 for the 

at-risk level, the winter of Grade 1 for the some-risk level, the spring of Grade 2 

for the some-risk level, and the winter of Grade 2 for the target level—English oral 

reading fluency accurately predicted reading risk on the English criterion 

measure.  The study established that it was crucial to measure the reading skills 

of students participating in bilingual programs in both languages and, at least, in 

the language in which they are taught in early grades. 

Relatedly, Martins and Capellini (2021) conducted a study in which CBMs 

were used for identification of struggling readers in the Brazilian interior state of 

São Paulo in third to fifth grades from two different public schools and argued 
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that, students who met the required reading proficiency threshold were defined as 

those who could accurately read 86 words or more per minute in third grade,, 104 

words or more per minute in fourth grade, or 117 words or more per minute in fifth 

grade. The researchers concluded that 1-minute CBM fluency measures can be 

used to categorize students' reading abilities. For students who were considered 

to be struggling or at-risk of struggling with reading, reference intervals of words 

read correctly per minute were used as a basis for classification. The present 

study adapted DIBELS for Ewe and used both the adapted measures as well as 

the original English measure to assess learners whose native language is Ewe on 

how four subsets of interest predict English and Ewe reading in these learners. 

The adapted instrument was able to help determine specific skill deficits in these 

learners (Shapiro, 2011). 

Summary 

Assessing children’s developing literacy skills is essential in identifying 

those who may require additional support and targeted instruction to prevent 

enduring literacy-related learning disabilities. There needs to be more studies in 

Ghana on the importance and relevance of assessing foundational literacy skills 

using formal assessment tools, as is generally the case for literacy assessment in 

African languages. DIBELS is a curriculum-based measure of early reading skills, 

validated as an effective predictor of developing reading ability. It can be used for 

various purposes, including identifying learners who need extra assistance, 

universal screening, benchmark assessment, progress monitoring, and evaluating 

the effectiveness of interventions, among others. Guided by relevant aspects of 
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Ehri’s (1998) “Phases of Learning to Read” model, the present study adapted this 

measure to assess children whose first language is the Ghanaian language, Ewe, 

and who are also learning English as an additional language. Reading outcomes 

were evaluated in both Ewe and English.  

Literacy Instruction 

 Literacy Instruction in Ghana 

In Ghana, children enter school at the age of four at the Kindergarten level 

and are supposed to be instructed in one of eleven officially sanctioned 

indigenous Ghanaian languages. It is important to note that over 73 indigenous 

languages are spoken in Ghana (Amoako, 2020). The current language of 

education policy of Ghana stipulates that, learners in the lower grades (i.e., from 

Kindergarten through to grade three in primary schools in Ghana) be taught in 

one of the eleven official Ghanaian languages where possible (Owu-Ewie, 2006; 

USAID EGRA Report, 2018). The authors further stated that English, as a 

language, is a subject of study at this level. However, English is sanctioned from 

grade four as the language of instruction, while the Ghanaian language becomes 

a subject of study.  

Despite the current policy on language in education, data from EGRA 

(2018) suggest that about half of young learners in Ghana are unable to read a 

single word by the end of grade 2, and only two percent can read grade-

appropriate texts with fluency and comprehension -regardless of the official 

Ghanaian language. As literacy development starts long before children enter 

school (see Hodgins, 2014; Hodgins & Harrison, 2021), children are expected to  
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have acquired some oral language skills in their first language before they start 

formal education. Adequate literacy and reading readiness assessments are 

needed to enable teachers to determine and understand students’ literacy skills 

first entering school.  

Unlike English which has received extensive research on the importance 

and the role of assessment of early literacy and early foundational skills in 

reading, there needs to be more research on this association in Ghanaian 

languages. It was not until 2015 when Early Grade Reading Assessment (EGRA), 

a USAID project to “Support Basic Literacy Learning” in Africa (Hoffman, 2012), 

was introduced in Ghana and assessment tools were developed in the eleven 

official Ghanaian Languages, including Ewe.  

 Ewe: Language and Alphabetic system 

Ewe (written as Eʋe, in the native orthography) refers to both the people 

(Eʋeawo - speakers) and the language (Eʋegbe). This section provides a brief 

background of the language and the orthography (i.e., the alphabetic system of 

the language). Ewe is a member of the Kwa branch of the Niger-Congo 

languages. Although there are speakers in each of Ghana's sixteen administrative 

regions, the Volta region is home to the majority of the country's speakers. 

Spoken in the coastal regions of adjacent West African nations, the language and 

its sister dialects span from southwest Nigeria through the Republic of Benin, 

Togo, and southeast Ghana. The Awudome, Anlo, Tongu, Ho, Ve, Kpando, and 

Peki dialects of Ewe are reported to be significant in Ghana. In communities 

where the language is primarily spoken as a mother tongue, the language is 
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being utilized as a medium of instruction in lower elementary schools. In addition, 

ewe is taught as a subject in elementary and secondary education. Additionally, it 

is one of the main languages taught in a few chosen Ghanaian language colleges 

and universities. In the Volta and Oti areas of Ghana, certain non-Ewe minority 

ethnic groups also speak Ewe as a second language, or more accurately, as 

lingua Franca (see Abdul, 2014; Korsi-Agodzo, 2015; Agbadah, 2018). It is 

noteworthy that the Germans were the first to work on the Ewe language's 

orthography in terms of a writing system (see Gavua, 1990). The African 

Reference Alphabets and Latin Alphabets are combined in the system. There are 

thirty (30) letters in total: twenty-three (23) consonants and seven (7) vowels. 

Table 1 shows the letters of the Ewe alphabet and their corresponding sounds 

based on the International Phonetic Alphabet (IPA) system. 

Table 1: The Ewe Alphabet 

A a B b D d Ɖ ɖ Dz dz E e Ɛ ɛ F f Ƒ ƒ G g Gb gb Ɣ ɣ 

/a/ /b/ /d/ /ɖ/ /ʣ/ /e/ /ɛ/ /f/ /ɸ/ /ɡ/ /ɡ͡b/ /ɣ/ 

H h I i K k Kp kp L l M m N n Ny ny Ŋ ŋ O o Ɔ ɔ P p 

/h/ /i/ /k/ /k͡p/ /l/ /m/ /n/ /ɲ/ /ŋ/ /o/ /ɔ/ /p/ 

R r S s T t Ts ts U u V v Ʋ ʋ W w X x Y y Z z  

/l/ /s/ /t/ /ʦ/ /u/ /v/ /β/ /w/ /x/ /j/ /z/  

 

 Literacy Assessment and Intervention in Africa (Ghana) 

It is not a common practice in Africa, including Ghana, to use standardized 

literacy assessments, such as DIBELS, or other measures widely used in Canada 

or the U.S.A to guide decision-making with regards to a learner’s reading ability 
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and/or for predicting general performance. As Hoffman (2012) notes, the closest 

approximation to formal assessment kits is the Early Grade Reading Assessment 

(EGRA), which was used (it is worth noting that EGRA is no longer actively being 

used in Ghanaian schools presently due to funding issues}in sub-Saharan Africa 

and has been described as “a clone of DIBELS.” According to Hoffman, EGRA 

has been prepared to become the main, if not the only, approach to improving 

literacy in Africa, having been modelled after DIBELS”. The big plan for EGRA 

was the development assessment instruments in local languages or English 

across the African countries. Apart from Ghana, EGRA is operational in several 

African countries, including Kenya, Senegal, Gambia, and Mali. The EGRA 

assessment instrument was developed in eleven official languages in Ghana. 

However, unlike the DIBELS, which is conducted from Kindergarten to grade 

eight, EGRA is conducted in only Kindergarten through to grade three, with 

Kindergarten to grade 2 being conducted in the Ghanaian languages while grade 

3 is conducted in English. This is seemingly contrary to the rudiments of the 

country’s language in education policy, which, as earlier stated, requires that the 

Ghanaian language is used from Kindergarten to grade three and then English 

from grade four onwards. 

Even though these assessment tools are less common in Africa and 

Ghana for matter, their role in education is very important. The current study 

seeks to determine (1) how well English early literacy measures from DIBELS 

predict Ewe and English reading outcomes in learners in Ewe-speaking 

communities in Cape Coast and (2) how well an adapted version of the early 
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literacy measures in Ewe designed to align with the English DIBELS correlate 

with the English measures and with English and Ewe outcomes.   

Assessing Early Literacy Skills in Ewe and English 

Substantial research exists to support the use of early literacy skills 

assessment for screening and progress monitoring in schools; however, nearly all 

this research focused on English (see Fuchs & Fuchs, 2006, Coleman, Buysse, & 

Neitzel, 2006). Very few studies have examined early literacy skills in other 

languages such as Spanish while limited early literacy skills exist for both English 

and Ghanaian languages in Ghana. The only assessment tool available is the one 

which has been developed for the EGRA and used in conducting an Annual 

School Evaluation Report (ASER). The tool is designed to be administered 

individually requiring 15 minutes per child on the tasks. The Ewe ASER tool 

consists of five components or subsets. The first subset (level 2 on the 

assessment card) is identification of letters/sound. The second is a reading of two 

and three letter words (level three). The third consist of reading four simple 

sentences (level 4). Level five requires the student to read one paragraph and 

answer questions on what was read. The final and sixth level requires students to 

read a two-paragraph story and answer questions on it. A sample Ewe ASER tool 

is included in Appendix D. 

Administering the assessment begins with level four. If a student is unable 

to read two out of the four sentences correctly, they are asked to go to level 3. 

Level three consists of 10 two and three letter words and the student is required 

to read at least five out of the ten words correctly to progress to the next level. 
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When a student is unable to do so, they are asked to move to level two, which 

consists of 10 sounds. The student is required to pronounce at least five out of 

ten sounds correctly. If the student is unable to do so, they are considered to be a 

non-reader and thus at level one. Level five consists of seven lines, a one 

paragraph story. The student is required to read at least four lines correctly to 

progress to level six which is made up of a two-paragraph story. 

There are no readily available data regarding the reliability and validity of 

this tool as well as how well it predicts reading outcomes in students. Meanwhile, 

available literature suggest that most pupils are unable to read. The current study 

focused on assessing the following aspects of foundational reading skills using 

DIBELS 8 assessment tool: 

i. Letter Naming Fluency (LNF) 

ii. Phonemic Segmentation Fluency (PSF) 

iii. Nonsense Words Fluency (NWF) 

iv. Word Reading Fluency (WRF) 

A fifth measure, the Oral Reading Fluency (ORF) was used to measure the 

reading outcomes of the learners.  These measures were adapted to Ewe and 

administered to students along with the English measures.  

 Section Summary 

In Ghana, children enter school (Kindergarten) at the age of four and are 

supposed to be instructed in one of eleven officially sanctioned indigenous 

Ghanaian languages. However, available data suggest they must gain the 

requisite literacy skills for this requirement. Acquiring such skills calls for literacy 
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interventions, especially in Ghanaian languages at the early grade levels. 

Unfortunately, there is limited literature on Ghanaian languages in this regard. 

The present study focused on literacy in Ewe, one of the prescribed instructional 

languages. 

Given that intervention planning calls for an assessment of learners which, 

in turn, requires using validated instruments, which are lacking in the Ghanaian 

context, this study adapted DIBLES for this purpose. The study enabled the 

researcher to determine the efficacy of the DIBELS measure adapted for Ewe in 

predicting Ewe reading outcomes compared to reading outcomes in English. 

The Current Study 

 The Problem 

Research has shown that the language of instruction in child education is 

as essential as the method used. Children learn better when they are instructed in 

a native or first language than when they are instructed in a foreign or second 

language (UNESCO, 2008). Such studies have informed Ghana’s current 

language in education policy, which sanctions the use of a Ghanaian language as 

a medium of instruction from preschool (KG) to lower primary: Basic one to basic 

three (Atintono & Nsoh, 2018). Furthermore, since 2015, Ghana’s Ministry of 

Education/Ghana Education Service in collaboration with the United States 

Agency for International Development (USAID), has rolled out the Early Grade 

Reading program, aimed at facilitating literacy of pupils from second year in KG to 

grade 3 in the Ghanaian language. The program outlines specific strategies for 

teaching reading in the Ghanaian language. The researcher is an experienced 
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lower primary school teacher. Despite this intervention, the researcher has 

observed that some children struggled to read in their mother tongue when the 

program was being operated. Mainly, it has been observed that (1) some pupils 

are unable to identify the name or sounds of letters correctly; (2) some pupils are 

unable to segment the individual sounds in a spoken word; and (3) most pupils 

are unable to correctly combine two or more sounds (i.e., blending) to produce a 

spoken word. Based upon these instructional and observational experiences, the 

researcher seeks to assess learners’ reading skills and use the resulting data to 

predict the reading outcomes for both English and Ewe.  

The primary purpose of this study was twofold. The first purpose was to 

adapt and create in Ewe measures that are parallel as much as possible to an 

already existing and well-used set of measures (i.e., DIBELS 8). The second 

purpose was to test the efficacy of the measures created with learners to 

determine how well they correlate to the English measures. The researcher used 

the DIBELS 8 benchmark test to assess participants’ foundational reading skills in 

English and then adapted the same measure for the Ghanaian language, Ewe in 

order to assess the same skills in Ewe. The study provides a basis for evaluating 

current practice concerning teaching reading/literacy in the Ghanaian language to 

lower primary pupils by highlighting some inherent challenges with assessment or 

evaluation and consequently recommending appropriate intervention measures 

for improvement. 

The study, conducted in two Ewe community primary schools in the Cape 

Coast metropolis of Ghana, targeted learners in first grade. Grade 1 children were 
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preferred as developmentally they will have reached mastery of foundational 

literacy skills, such as letter naming, phonemic segmentation, and other skills 

indicating reading readiness after having been taught rudiments of these skills in 

Kindergarten (Ehri, 1998).  Grade one represents a pivotal time in children’s 

literacy development for the rapid growth of reading skills (Mader, 2021). The 

researcher also found this grade convenient because, at this stage, they are still 

learning to read (Alexander & Salza, 2019). It is convenient to assess the 

students while they are still receiving training on these skills to aid their reading. 

Using the correlational research design to examine early literacy skills 

between Ewe and English reading outcomes, this study will aid language teaching 

researchers, educators, and policymakers in Ghana by developing validated 

assessment tools for Ewe language learners and identifying reading difficulties. 

The findings will guide educational policy development, improve instruction, and 

support curriculum planning by the Ghana Education Service, Ministry of 

Education, and National Council for Curriculum Assessment (NaCCA), while also 

providing a foundation for future research and interventions to enhance reading 

abilities. 

 Research Questions 

Given the study goals, the following questions were addressed: 

1. What are the differences in the performances of children on English and 

Ewe early literacy measures? 

2. What is the association between English and Ewe measures and with Ewe 

and English reading? 
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3. How does each measure in English predict English reading in Ewe native 

speaking children? 

4. How does each measure in Ewe predict Ewe reading in the same children? 

Method 

 Participants and Setting 

This study consisted of forty-two (42) first grade children comprising 

fourteen (14) males and twenty- eight (28) females in two Ewe-speaking 

community schools in the Cape Coast metropolis of Ghana. Ethical clearance 

was obtained from University of Victoria, Canada to collect data involving the 

participants as well as informed consent from parents, participating schools, and 

verbal consent from the children. With regards to their age, eighteen (18) out of 

the forty-two (42) are less than eighty (80) months, twenty (20) are between 

eighty to ninety (80-90) months and the remaining four (4) respondents are more 

than ninety (90) months old. The two Ewe community schools are located along 

the coast of the Cape Coast metropolis of Ghana. People in these communities 

are migrant fisherfolk settlers, initially from the southern part of the Volta region of 

Ghana. Ewe is the primary language of communication in homes in these 

communities, although many speakers are also proficient in Fante (a local Akan 

dialect) which is the more comprehensive regional linguistic code in Cape Coast. 

Preliminary observations suggested that the people of these two communities do 

not speak English at home, and children typically do not have any literacy 

exposure in English before starting Kindergarten at age 4. Parents of these 

children generally have low income and educational levels are unable to engage 
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their children in early literacy activities (home literacy environments, as described 

above). It is worthy to note that children within this age range are essentially 

receptive second language (L2) bilinguals, as far as Fante is concerned. The 

children were assessed on their early reading foundational skills in their mother 

tongue/first language (Ewe) and second language (English) using four subsets of 

the DIBELS 8 measures to determine their reading outcomes and test the validity 

of the L1 measures, adapted for assessing participants in Ewe. The researcher 

had no known intellectual or learning difficulties and medical condition of children 

prior to their participation in this study. The study is intended to help identify the 

relationship between children’s reading outcomes in the two languages. 

 Measures 

A collection of English and Ewe adapted early reading measures were 

used from the DIBELS 8 ((UO, CTL, 2020) assessment kit to assess native Ewe-

speaking children. In adapting measures to Ewe, the researcher translated each 

of the items across each of the measures from English to Ewe. Most of the Ewe 

adaptations are not direct, word for word translations of the English DIBELS since 

some of the words and concepts used in the English language cannot be found in 

Ewe. Rather the Ewe adaptations are closely designed to look like the English 

version in terms of the number of items (except for Ewe ORF which is made up of 

50 words only), word classes, and the difficulty level of words. For example, the 

English Letter naming fluency task is made up of 100 lower- and upper-case 

English alphabets arranged in rows from left to right. Thus, the Ewe Letter naming 

fluency task also contains 100 lower- and upper-case Ewe alphabets/sounds 
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arranged in the same order. Word classes such as verbs, nouns, etc. were 

followed in the Ewe tasks. The major translation work of the Ewe adaptation was 

completed by the researcher with proofreading completed by a Master of 

Philosophy (M.Phil). in Ghanaian Language graduate student at the University of 

Cape Coast, Ghana, who is a friend to the researcher. The same administration 

procedures for the English tasks were followed with the Ewe tasks, except that 

instruction and tasks were all administered in Ewe. This adapted measure is a 

preliminary attempt to validate the instrument for future use. Unlike the English 

version, it has not been normed on any population. However, tests have been 

administered according to the standardized procedures described in the DIBELS 

test manuals. 

English DIBELS   

The following measures from the DIBELS 8 assessment tests were 

administered to students:  

Letter-Naming Fluency. Children were instructed to name a total of 100 

lower-case letters and upper-case letters as fast as possible. The letters were 

presented in rows in a random order. The total score was the sum of correct 

responses for both lower- and upper-case letters in one minute and at the overall 

time spent on the task.  

Phonemic Segmentation Fluency. Children were instructed to segment 

orally presented words into phonemes, for example, when given the word “bat”, 

children were expected to respond with /b/ /a/ /t/. Total score was the number of 

correct responses given at one minute and at the overall time spent on the task. 
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Nonsense Word Fluency. Children read make-believe or pseudowords aloud (one 

to two syllables) from a list of words as quickly and as correctly as possible. The 

total score was the sum of correctly decoded words at one minute and at the 

overall time spent on the task.  

Word Reading Fluency. Children were instructed to read a total of 105 

words (one to three syllables) aloud as quickly and correctly as possible from a 

list of words. The total score was the sum of correctly recognized words from the 

lists of words at one minute and at the overall time spent on the task.   

Oral Reading Fluency. Children were instructed to read a-173 words 

passage aloud. Total score was the number of words decoded correctly at one 

minute for accuracy and at the overall time spent reading the entire passage for 

fluency. The ORF was used as the Reading Outcome measure in this study.  

EWE DIBELS Adaptation 

The following measures from the DIBELS 8 were adapted for EWE 

assessment tests and administered to the children.  

Letter Naming Fluency: This parallel Ewe task instructed children to name 

a total of 100 lower-case sounds/letters and upper-case sounds/letters. (Note that 

Ewe does not have separate sounds from letters. The letters are the same as the 

sounds). The letters/sounds were presented in rows in a random order. The total 

score was the sum of correct responses for both lower- and upper-case letters in 

one minute and at the overall time spent on the task.  

  Phonemic Segmentation Fluency: Children were instructed to segment 

orally presented age-appropriate words in the Ewe language into phonemes, for 
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example, when given the word “avu”, children were expected to respond with /a/ 

/v/ /u/. Total score was the number of correct responses given at one minute and 

at the overall time spent on the task.  

Nonsense Word Fluency: Children read make-believe or pseudowords 

(one to two syllables) aloud from a list of words as quickly and as correctly as 

possible. The total score was the sum of correctly decoded words at one minute 

and at the overall time spent on the task.  

  Word Reading Fluency: Children were instructed to read a total of 105 age-

appropriate everyday words (one to two syllables) aloud as quickly and correctly 

as possible from a list of words. The total score was the sum of correctly 

recognized words from the lists of words at one minute and at the overall time 

spent on the task.  

Oral Reading Fluency: Children were instructed to read a 50-word passage 

(taken from a pupil’s book one Ewe reader) aloud. Total score was the number of 

words decoded correctly at one minute for accuracy and at the overall time spent 

reading the entire passage for fluency. The ORF was used as the Reading 

Outcome measure in this study.  

 Procedure 

 The assessments took place individually in a quiet classroom after the 

close of school. Each participant session was approximately one hour in length. 

Each child was assessed individually by the research team which included the 

researcher and the class teacher, whose main role was time keeping. The tasks 

were administered in counterbalanced order in two main blocks (English DIBELS 
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measures and Ewe Adapted DIBELS measures), with a fixed order of tasks within 

each block (i.e., Letter Naming Fluency, Phonemic Segmentation Fluency, 

Nonsense Words Fluency, Word Reading Fluency and Oral Reading Fluency 

measures). Children were timed during their performance on the tasks. Scores 

were given for children’s performance on all measures at 1-minute of 

administration to align with DIBELS administration instructions and overall 

minutes (i.e., how long it took each child to complete the entire set of items) to 

provide evidence on the validity of all items. Specifically, the 1-minute 

assessment provides an indication of fluency (speed and accuracy) and the 

overall time taken to complete the tasks provided an indication of accuracy across 

all items. Data was collected during the second term of the 2022/2023 school 

years. 

Results 

  Raw scores of children’s performance on the early literacy skills 

measures were used in this analysis. All cases are included in all analyses as 

there are no missing data. Preliminary analyses revealed a normally distributed 

range of residuals across all variables. Tolerance indices and the Variance 

Inflation Factors (VIFs) showed no issues with multicollinearity, with all values 

exceeding .20, and the average value of the VIFs was a little above one. 

Additionally, the normality of the residuals and variance were assessed through 

Q-Q plots and scatter plots, respectively. It was revealed that the normality 

assumption and the constant variance assumption were not violated, and a 

statistical technique was used to confirm the statistical significance of the 
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observation. Unless stated otherwise, all tests of statistical significance are based 

on a significance level of p < .05. 

First, descriptive results are presented, followed by the results on a paired 

sample t-test analysis. This analysis addresses the first research question which 

focused on the differences in the children’s performances on the English and Ewe 

measures. To address research question two on the relationship between English 

and Ewe measures and with Ewe and English reading among Ewe-speaking 

children, a correlation matrix between the children’s performance in both 

languages during the 1-minute and overall minutes spent on the task is also 

reported. Finally, three sets of regression analyses were run: The first examined 

the contribution of LNF, PSF, and WRF to ORF in English, and the second 

examined the contribution of the Ewe-adapted LNF, PSF, WRF to ORF in Ewe. 

This aimed to address the third and fourth research questions on how well the 

measures predict English and Ewe reading in Ewe Native Speaking Children. A 

third, but supplementary regression analysis was run to examine “cross-linguistic” 

transfer of Ewe early literacy to English (L2) outcome-English ORF. In other 

words, this analysis was conducted to see the influence of first language early 

literacy on second language reading. 

The (descriptive results are presented in Table 2. The average 

performance of the children in the overall minutes on all early literacy skills tasks 

in both English and Ewe was higher than the average performance of the children 

in 1-minute for both languages. Ewe LNF reported the highest mean 

performance, and the Ewe Nonsense Words Fluency- Words Read Correct 
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(NWFWRC) reported the least mean performance at the 1-minute and overall 

minutes. At the overall minutes, the performance measures in the Ewe language 

are highly spread out compared to a 1-minute measure of performance. 
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Table 2: Descriptive statistics of scores achieved by children across all measures in English and Ewe 

Note: Scores represent mean performance across four early literacy skills in the two languages.

 Ewe     English     

Variable Range Mean SD Min Max Range Mean SD Min Max 

Age 44 82.21 7.760 69 113 44 82.21 7.760 69 113 

LNF at 1Min 36 27.52 8.312 3 39 32 32.83 8.060 12 44 

LNF Overall 87 70.95 18.146 11 98 47 89.86 12.294 53 100 

PSF at 1 Min 33 18.86 7.630 5 38 42 16.71 12.194 2 44 

PSF Overall 80 53.48 19.327 18 98 84 49.76 26.246 12 96 

NWFWRC at 1 

Min 

58 34.10 16.723 2 31 38 12.43 10.502 0 38 

NWFWRC Overall     29 14.05 7.464 9 67 76 29.74 20.247 2 78 

WRF at 1Min 60 40.02 14.946 4 38 35 13.45 10.865 3 38 

WRF Overall 34 14.67 8.386 11 98 87 37.00 28.693 11 98 

ORF Accuracy 60 58.71 18.483   30 90 85 31.45 27.980 5 90 
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 Dependent Sample T-Test Analysis on the English and Ewe Measures 

Table 3 summarizes the dependent samples t-test analyses using the t-

value and the p-values were conducted to examine the differences in 

performance between the English and Ewe languages under the various 

measures at both 1 Min and overall minutes.  

Table 3: Means of paired samples statistics at one-minutes of task. 

Variable N Mean Std. Deviation 

Pair 1 
ENG. LNF 1 MIN 42 32.83 8.06 

EWE-LNF 1 MIN 42 27.52 8.31 

Pair 2 
ENG. PSF 1 MIN 42 16.71 12.19 

EWE-PSF 1 MIN 42 18.86 7.63 

Pair 3 
ENG. WRF 1 MIN 42 13.45 10.87 

EWE  WRF 1 MIN 42 14.67 8.39 

 

The results of the paired samples t-test revealed at one-minute of task, that 

the performance of children on English Letter Naming Fluency (LNF) was 

significantly higher than Ewe LNF, t (41) =3.75, p < .05. With regards to Phonemic 

Segmentation Fluency (PSF), the analysis showed that there was no significant 

difference in children’s performance in English PSF and Ewe PSF, t (41) = -1.46, 

p > .05. In terms of Word Reading Fluency (WRF), the children scored a little 

higher WRF compared to English WRF. Yet, the difference was not statistically 

significant with t (41) = -0.87, p > .05.  

Comparatively, as shown in Table 4, the paired samples t-test also 

revealed that at overall minutes of task, Ewe native speaking children scored 
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significantly higher on English LNF compared to Ewe LNF, t (41) = 5.82, p < .05. 

Similarly, the analysis showed that there was no significant difference in children’s 

performance in English PSF and Ewe PSF, t (41) = -1.18, p > .05. Regarding 

Word Reading Fluency (WRF), Ewe WRF had a higher mean score compared to 

English WRF. However, the difference in the mean scores was not statistically 

significant with t (41) = -0.68, p > .05. Finally, Oral Reading Accuracy for both 

languages were also tested, and the results revealed that there was a statistically 

significant difference in children’s scores in both languages. The children 

achieved significantly higher Ewe ORF accuracy scores t (41) = -5.68, p <.05) 

than English ORF accuracy scores which is not surprising given Ewe is their L1. 

The difference was statistically significant. This is intuitively plausible because the 

Ewe is the language the children are exposed to and interact with in their 

immediate environment compared to the English language. 

Table 4: Means of paired samples statistics at overall minutes of task 

               Variable N Mean Std. Deviation 

Pair 1 
ENG. LNF 42 89.86 12.29 

EWE LNF 42 70.95 18.15 

Pair 2 
ENG. PSF 42 49.76 26.25 

EWE PSF 42 53.48 19.33 

Pair 3 
ENG. WRF 42 37.00 28.69 

EWE WRF 42 40.02 14.95 

Pair 4 
ENG. ORF ACCURACY  42 31.45 27.98 

EWE ORF ACCURACY 42 58.71 18.48 

 

Correlations analyses between LNF, PSF, WRF and ORF  

Correlation analyses using Pearson product moment correlations were 

conducted to examine the relations between Letter Naming Fluency, Phonemic 

Segmentation Fluency, Word Reading Fluency and Oral Reading Fluency. As 

shown in Table 5, it was observed that English Letter Naming Fluency performance 

at one-minute was moderately significant and had weak positive correlations with 
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the performance on the other early literacy skills measures, with correlation 

coefficients ranging from r = .35 to r = .45 and .1 to .3r r= =  respectively. The Ewe 

Oral Reading Fluency performance had a non-significant weak correlation with both 

the English and Ewe measures at one-minute. Most of the Pearson’s correlation 

coefficients are statistically significant. Pearson’s correlation coefficients are 

reported on Table 5. 

Table 1: Correlation matrix on the English and Ewe tasks at one-minute 

Measure 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1. Eng- LNF 1.00        

2.Eng- PSF 0.505** 1.00       

3.Eng-WRF 0.349* 0.520** 1.00      

4.Eng-ORF 0.405** 0.381* 0.664** 1.00     

5.Ewe-LNF 0.373* 0.294 0.305* 0.297 1.00    

6.Ewe-PSF 0.353* 0.623** 0.254 0.427** 0.423** 1.00   

7.Ewe-WRF 0.231 0.450** 0.583** 0.525** 0.291 0.33* 1.00  

8.Ewe-ORF 0.051 -0.008 0.173 0.153 0.210 -0.023 0.349* 1.00 

*p < 0.05 **p < 0.01. 

Note: LNF = Letter-Name Fluency; PSF = Phonemic Segmentation Fluency; WRF 

= Word Reading Fluency; ORF = Oral Reading Fluency. 

Next, the correlation matrix for the English and Ewe tasks at overall minutes 

was presented. Most of the correlation coefficients were statistically significant, 

weakly, or moderately positive except for the correlation between Ewe WRF and 
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English LNF that had a negative coefficient. However, such negative correlation 

was almost nil. From the correlation matrix, there was no correlation coefficient 

greater than 0.8. This is an indication that there might not be any issues with 

multicollinearity. The results of the correlation analysis are illustrated in Table 6. 

Table 6: Correlation matrix for English and Ewe task overall 

Measure 1 2 3 4 5 6 

1.LNF- Eng 1.00      

 2.PSF- Eng 0.508** 1.00     

3.WRF- Eng 0.315* 0.487** 1.00    

4.LNF- Ewe 0.082 0.247 0.142 1.00   

5.PSF- Ewe 0.416** 0.638** 0.215 0.490** 1.00  

6.WRF-Ewe -0.005 0.128 0.260 0.464** 0.358* 1.00 

*p < 0.05   **p < 0.01. 

 Regression Analyses 

Finally, analyses were conducted to determine which early literacy 

measures were most predictive of oral reading in English and in Ewe. Two 

Hierarchical regression analyses were run with PSF entered at Step 1, followed 

by LNF and WRF at Step 2 and 3, respectively for the English and Ewe 

measures. In the first step, English PSF explained approximately 15% of the 

variance in English Oral Reading Fluency (R2 change = .146) with ΔF(1,40) =

6.812, p < 0.05, which was statistically significant. LNF explained an additional 6% 

of the variance in English oral reading fluency (R2 change = .061) after the 

variance explained by PSF. This change in R2 was not statistically significant with 
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𝛥𝐹(1,39) = 2.989, 𝑝 > 0.05. When WRF was introduced in the model, it improved 

the model by accounting for an additional 27% of the variance in English Oral 

Reading Fluency (R2 change = .270). This was statistically significant with 

ΔF(1,38) = 19.627, p < 0.05. Also, the beta coefficients in Table 7 revealed the 

correlation between the predictors and the dependent variable. Thus, with all 

variables in the model, English WRF predicted English Oral Reading Fluency at 

one-minute. These analyses are summarized in Table 7. 

Table 7: Summary of the multiple regression analysis for the English early literacy 

skills measures at one-minute 

Step Predicators 𝜟𝑹𝟐 𝜟𝑭 𝜷 

1 English PSF at 1 Min 0.146** 6.812** 0.381* 

2 English PSF at 1 Min   0.237 

 English LNF at 1 Min 0.061** 2.989** 0.286 

3 English PSF at 1 Min   -0.046 

 English LNF at 1 Min   0.214 

 English WRF at 1 Min 0.270** 19.627** 0.613** 

*p < 0.05   **p < 0.01. 

An additional Hierarchical regression analysis examined predictors of oral 

reading fluency based on overall time to complete the tasks. As shown in Table 8 

analysis for the overall time focused first on English PSF, which significantly 

explained about 18% of the variance in English Oral Reading Fluency with 

(ΔF(1,40) = 8.697, p < 0.05). Subsequently, LNF was examined, showing an 

additional 7% of explained variance in English oral reading fluency (𝑅2 𝑐ℎ𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒 
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=.071) beyond PSF. Still, this increase was not statistically significant with 

(ΔF(1,39) = 3.712, p > 0.05). Following this, WRF accounted for a significant 

increase in the explained variance (𝑅2 𝑐ℎ𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒 = .319), adding about 32% beyond 

PSF and LNF. The correlation values (𝛽) in Table 8 indicate the relationship 

between predictors and the dependent variable. Specifically, English WRF 

exhibited a moderate correlation with English Oral Reading Fluency. Whereas the 

other early literacy skills measures demonstrated weak correlations with English 

oral reading fluency. 

Table 8: Summary of the multiple regression analysis for the English early literacy 

skills measures at overall minutes 

Step Predictors 𝜟𝑹𝟐 𝜟𝑭 𝜷 

1 English PSF at overall 0.179** 8.697** 0.423** 

2 English PSF at overall   0.265 

 English LNF at overall 0.071 3.712 0.310 

3 English PSF at overall   -0.021 

 English LNF at overall   0.251 

 English WRF at overall 0.319** 28.169** 0.649** 

**p < 0.01. 

As shown in Table 9, Ewe PSF was not statistically significant (𝛥𝐹(1,40) =

0.022, 𝑝 > 0.05). It explained only 0.1% of the variance in Ewe Oral Reading 

Fluency which was entered first. Subsequently, Letter Naming Fluency was 

examined, showing an additional 5.9% of the explained variance in Ewe Oral 

Reading Fluency (𝑅2 𝑐ℎ𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒 = 0.059) beyond PSF. Still, this increase was not 
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statistically significant with 𝛥𝐹(1,39) = 2.434, 𝑝 > 0.05. Next, Word Reading 

Fluency (WRF) accounted for a significant increase (𝛥𝐹(1,38) = 5.404, 𝑝 < 0.05) 

in the explained variance (𝑅2 𝑐ℎ𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒 = 0.117), adding about 12% beyond PSF 

and LNF. The regression coefficients (𝛽) in Table 9 indicate the relationship 

between predictors and the dependent variable.  

Table 9: Summary of the multiple regression analysis on the Ewe early literacy 

skills measures at one-minute 

*p < 0.05. 

As shown in Table 10 Ewe PSF accounted for 0.1% of the variance in Ewe 

Oral Reading Fluency, a statistically nonsignificant finding, (𝛥𝐹(1,40) = 0.054, 𝑝 >

0.05). The introduction of LNF resulted in an additional 3.9% of explained 

variance in the Ewe oral reading fluency (𝑅2 𝑐ℎ𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒 = .039), which was also not 

statistically significant, (𝛥𝐹(1,39) = 1.592, 𝑝 > 0.05). However, the inclusion of 

WRF contributed significantly, explaining an additional 39% of the variance in the 

Ewe Oral Reading Fluency (𝑅2 𝑐ℎ𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒 = .387), and leading to a significant 

improvement in the model. Furthermore, the regression coefficients (𝛽) in Table 

Step Predictors 𝛥𝑅2 𝛥𝐹 𝛽 

1 Ewe PSF at 1 Min 0.001 0.022 -0.023 

2 Ewe PSF at 1 Min   -0.137 

 Ewe LNF at 1 Min 0.059 2.434 0.267 

3 Ewe PSF at 1 Min   -0.232 

 Ewe LNF at 1 Min   0.200 

 Ewe WRF at 1 Min 0.117* 5.404* 0.369* 
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10 demonstrate that Ewe WRF predicted more of Ewe ORF at overall minutes of 

task. 

Table 10: Summary of the multiple regression analysis for the Ewe early literacy 

skills measures at overall minutes 

**p < .01. 

Predictors of Ewe Early Literacy Skills Measures on English ORF Accuracy 

This is a supplementary analysis conducted to determine the influence of 

first language early literacy on second language reading. Specifically, the analysis 

was run to examine “cross-linguistic” transfer (Emerson et al., 2021; Durgunoğlu, 

A.Y., 2002) of Ewe early literacy to English (L2) outcome-English ORF at one-

minute and at overall minutes of tasks.  In this analysis, Ewe PSF, Ewe LNF, and 

Ewe WRF were respectively entered in the models to predict English ORF.  

Table 11 presents the predictors of Ewe early literacy skills measures on 

English ORF to examine cross-linguistic transfer of Ewe early literacy to English 

at one-minute of task. In the first model, Ewe PSF accounted for approximately 

18% of the variance in English Oral Reading Fluency, and this was statistically 

Step Predictors 𝛥𝑅2 𝛥𝐹 𝛽 

1 Ewe PSF at overall 0.001 0.054 -0.037 

2 Ewe PSF at overall   -0.148 

 Ewe LNF at overall 0.039 1.592 0.227 

3 Ewe PSF at overall   -0.270 

 Ewe LNF at overall   -0.044 

 Ewe WRF at overall 0.387** 25.711** 0.713** 
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significant, (𝛥𝐹(1,40) = 8.925, 𝑝 < 0.01). With the introduction of LNF in the 

model, only 1.6% of the explained variance in the English oral reading fluency 

beyond Ewe PSF was accounted for (𝑅2 𝑐ℎ𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒 = .0016). This was not 

statistically significant, (𝛥𝐹(1,39) = 0.798, 𝑝 > 0.05). Subsequently, the inclusion 

of Ewe WRF contributed approximately 15% of the variance in the English Oral 

Reading Fluency after Ewe PSF and LNF (𝑅2 𝑐ℎ𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒 = .151). This led to a 

significant improvement in the model from model 2. Moreover, the regression 

coefficients (𝛽) in Table 11 demonstrate that Ewe PSF, and Ewe WRF were 

significant predictors of English ORF at one-minute of task. 

Table 11: Summary of the multiple regression analysis for the Ewe early literacy 

skills measures on English ORF at one-minute 

Step Predictors 𝜟𝑹𝟐 𝜟𝑭 𝜷 

1 Ewe PSF at 1 Min 0.182** 8.925** 0.427** 

2 Ewe PSF at 1 Min   0.367* 

 Ewe LNF at 1 Min 0.016 0.798 0.141 

3 Ewe PSF at 1 Min   0.259 

 Ewe LNF at 1 Min   0.065 

 Ewe WRF at 1 Min 0.151** 8.830** 0.419** 

*p < 0.05   **p < 0.01 

As shown in Table 12, Ewe PSF accounted for approximately 18% of the variance 

in English Oral Reading Fluency, and this was statistically significant, (𝛥𝐹(1,40) =

8.917, 𝑝 < 0.01). Subsequently, the introduction of LNF in the model resulted in 

decrease of 1.7% of the explained variance in the English oral reading fluency 
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beyond Ewe PSF (𝑅2 𝑐ℎ𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒 = .0017), which was also not statistically significant, 

(𝛥𝐹(1,39) = 0.824, 𝑝 > 0.05). Additionally, the inclusion of Ewe WRF contributed 

approximately 13% of the variance in the English Oral Reading Fluency after Ewe 

PSF and LNF (𝑅2 𝑐ℎ𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒 = .129). This led to a significant improvement in the 

model from the second model. Moreover, the regression coefficients (𝛽) in table 

12 demonstrate that Ewe PSF, and Ewe WRF are significant predictors of English 

ORF at an overall- minute of task. 

Table 12: Summary of the multiple regression analysis for the Ewe early literacy 

skills measures on English ORF at overall minutes 

*p < 0.05   **p < 0.01 

Discussion 

The primary goal of the present study was to assess the reading outcomes 

of learners in both English and Ewe languages using an adapted version and the 

original well-used assessment tool, DIBELS. This study used Ehri’s (1998) 

learning development phases to read as a theoretical framework. Four research 

questions (RQ) were investigated:  

Step Predictors 𝜟𝑹𝟐 𝜟𝑭 𝜷 

1 Ewe PSF at overall 0.182** 8.917** 0.427** 

2 Ewe PSF at overall   0.354* 

 Ewe LNF at overall 0.017 0.824 0.149 

3 Ewe PSF at overall   0.283 

 Ewe LNF at overall   -0.007 

 Ewe WRF at overall 0.129* 7.285* 0.411* 
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1. What are the differences in the performances of children in English and 

Ewe measures?  

2. What is the correlation between English and Ewe measures and with Ewe 

and English reading? 

3. How does each measure in English predict English reading in Ewe native 

speaking children? 

4. How does each measure in Ewe predict Ewe reading in the same 

children?  

 RQ 1:  Differences in the Performances of Children in English and Ewe 

Measures 

At the 1-minute mark, it was observed that the children demonstrated 

significantly higher performance in English Letter Naming Fluency (LNF) 

compared to Ewe LNF, indicating a potential advantage or familiarity with English 

alphabets despite their native language being Ewe. It could also suggest that 

children may have certain advantages or preferences when it comes to early 

English literacy tasks, potentially influenced by their exposure to English through 

various contexts such as schooling or media. This aligns with previous research 

indicating that the cognitive skills developed in one language can positively 

transfer to another, particularly in related languages (Bialystok, 2001). However, 

this advantage was not observed in Phonemic Segmentation Fluency (PSF) or 

Word Reading Fluency (WRF), indicating no potential differences in the cognitive 

processes involved in these tasks or the linguistic features of the languages 

themselves. It may also suggest comparable abilities in phoneme segmentation 
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across both languages, or similar proficiency levels in reading words in both 

languages 

Interestingly, when examining overall task completion times, the children’s 

score was still higher in English LNF than in Ewe LNF, suggesting sustained 

proficiency or comfort with this particular skill over a longer duration. Additionally, 

the lack of significant differences in PSF and WRF between languages over the 

overall task duration highlights the complexity of bilingual literacy development 

and the need for nuanced analyses considering various factors such as language 

proficiency, literacy instruction, and socio-cultural influences (Grosjean, 2010).  

Notably, when considering Oral Reading Fluency Accuracy (ORFA), the 

children demonstrated significantly higher accuracy in their native language 

compared to English. This suggests that while proficiency in certain aspects of 

English literacy may be comparable to Ewe, there are distinct advantages in oral 

reading accuracy for Ewe, possibly due to greater familiarity and immersion in the 

Ewe language environment.  The results underscore the complex interplay 

between language proficiency, cultural context, and educational outcomes among 

bilingual learners (Cummins, 1979; Jang & Brutt-Griffler, 2019; Matthews & 

López, 2019).  

 RQ 2: Correlation between English and Ewe Measures and with Ewe and 

English Reading 

The correlation analyses conducted in this study shed light on the 

interrelationships between various measures of fluency in both English and Ewe 

languages, providing valuable insights into language proficiency and its 
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assessment. The findings suggest that while there are some associations 

between different fluency measures, these relationships vary in strength and 

significance across languages and tasks. Firstly, the moderate significance 

observed in the correlation between English Letter Naming Fluency (LNF) 

performance at one-minute and other early literacy measures indicate a degree of 

shared variance between these constructs. This finding aligns with previous 

research highlighting the interconnectedness of different components of reading 

fluency (Savage & Frederickson, 2006). 

Moreover, the non-significant weak correlation between Ewe Oral Reading 

Fluency (ORF) and both English and Ewe measures at one-minute suggests 

potential differences in the fluency demands and skills required across languages. 

This underscores the importance of considering language-specific factors when 

assessing reading fluency in bilingual contexts (Gottardo et al., 2019). The study 

observed that Ewe Oral Reading Fluency (EORF) performance did not show 

significant correlations with either English or Ewe measures at one-minute. This 

suggests that for this study, fluency in one language may not necessarily translate 

to fluency in another language even if they are related languages such as is the 

case of English and Ewe in this study. This result is consistent with previous 

studies that have shown limited transfer of fluency skills between languages, 

especially if the languages differ significantly in structure and phonology (García, 

2016).  Such findings highlight the importance of considering language diversity in 

literacy assessment and intervention strategies (Geva & Zadeh, 2006). 
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Furthermore, the correlation matrix for English and Ewe tasks at overall 

minutes revealed mostly statistically significant weak to moderate positive 

correlations, indicating consistent associations between fluency measures across 

languages. Overall, these results suggest that while there are some shared 

underlying skills across languages, there are also unique linguistic and contextual 

factors influencing fluency development in each language (Proctor et al., 2005). 

This finding underscores the importance of considering language-specific factors 

when assessing fluency in bilingual or multilingual populations (Bialystok, 2011).  

 RQ 3: English Measures as Predictors of English Reading in Ewe Native 

Children 

The hierarchical regression analyses conducted in this study aimed to 

explore the predictive utility of various cognitive-linguistic skills on English Oral 

Reading Fluency (ORF) within a sample of participants, specifically examining the 

impact of Phonological Awareness (PSF), Letter Naming Fluency (LNF), and 

Word Reading Fluency (WRF) in both English and Ewe languages. The findings, 

as presented in Tables 5 and 6, provide valuable insights into the relative 

contributions of these predictors to the variance in English ORF scores. 

Initially, when considering the 1-minute assessment of English ORF, the 

results revealed that English PSF accounted for a statistically significant 

proportion of the variance in ORF, explaining approximately 15% of the variance. 

This finding aligns with previous literature highlighting the foundational role of 

phonological awareness in early literacy development (Ehri, 2005; Cain & Oakhill, 

2014). However, the subsequent addition of LNF at Step 2 did not yield a 
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statistically significant increase in explained variance, indicating a minimal 

incremental contribution of letter naming fluency beyond phonological awareness. 

This result may suggest that while letter naming fluency is important, its predictive 

power may be somewhat redundant when considered alongside phonological 

awareness in the context of early reading skills (Schatschneider et al., 2004). 

Interestingly, the introduction of WRF at Step 3 led to a substantial increase in 

explained variance, with WRF accounting for an additional 27% of the variance 

beyond PSF and LNF. This significant improvement in the model underscores the 

critical role of word reading fluency in predicting English ORF, emphasizing the 

importance of automatic and accurate word recognition in proficient reading 

(Fuchs et al., 2001). Stated differently, the present study revealed that word 

reading fluency contributed more to students’ oral reading fluency accuracy than 

did letter naming and phonemic segmentation fluency. This supports previous 

findings that word-level reading skills are the strongest predictor of reading 

comprehension in the early elementary school years (Garcia & Cain, 2014).  In a 

recent study, Padua (2018), found that word-level reading emerged as a 

significant predictor of reading comprehension among grade 3 students. 

Moving to the analysis of overall minutes spent on the tasks, similar 

patterns emerged, with English PSF demonstrating a significant association with 

English ORF. Again, LNF showed a marginal increase in explained variance, 

which was not statistically significant, suggesting limited additional predictive 

power beyond phonological awareness. However, the introduction of WRF led to 

a substantial and statistically significant increase in explained variance, indicating 
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its pivotal role in predicting English ORF across extended task durations. These 

findings have important implications for literacy instruction, highlighting the need 

to prioritize the development of word reading fluency alongside phonological 

awareness and letter naming fluency to foster proficient reading skills in young 

learners (Fuchs et al., 2001). 

 RQ 4: Ewe Measures as Predictors of Ewe Reading in Ewe Native Children 

The findings from the assessment of early literacy skills measures in the 

context of the Ewe language provide valuable insights into the factors influencing 

Ewe oral reading fluency. Table 8 delineates the stepwise analysis of early 

literacy skills measures at a one-minute interval, showcasing the incremental 

contribution of different predictors to the variance in Ewe oral reading fluency. 

Initially, Ewe Phonemic Segmentation Fluency (PSF) was found to be statistically 

nonsignificant, accounting for a negligible 0.1% of the variance in Ewe Oral 

Reading Fluency. This result suggests that phonemic segmentation fluency alone 

may not significantly predict oral reading fluency in the Ewe language, aligning 

with previous research highlighting the multifaceted nature of reading acquisition 

and fluency (Perfetti, 2007). 

However, the subsequent inclusion of Letter Naming Fluency (LNF) 

revealed a slight, but non-significant increase in explained variance (5.9%), 

indicating a modest contribution beyond phonemic segmentation fluency (PSF). 

This finding underscores the importance of considering multiple factors, such as 

phonological awareness and letter recognition, in understanding reading fluency 

development (Share, 1995). While the increase in explained variance was not 
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statistically significant, it hints at the additive nature of various reading-related 

skills in shaping oral reading fluency. 

The most notable result emerged with the introduction of Word Reading 

Fluency (WRF), which led to a significant increase in explained variance in Ewe 

Oral Reading Fluency. Word Reading Fluency (WRF) explained an additional 

12% of the variance beyond PSF and LNF, signifying its crucial role in predicting 

oral reading fluency in Ewe language. This finding aligns with the theoretical 

framework of the Simple View of Reading (Gough & Tunmer, 1986), which posits 

that reading comprehension is the product of decoding and linguistic 

comprehension skills. In the context of Ewe oral reading fluency, proficient word 

reading appears to be a pivotal component contributing to overall reading 

proficiency. 

Transitioning to Table 10, which presents early literacy skills measures at 

the overall minutes mark, a similar pattern of results emerges. Ewe PSF exhibited 

minimal predictive power, consistent with the findings in Table 9. The subsequent 

inclusion of LNF resulted in a slight increase in explained variance, albeit 

statistically nonsignificant, mirroring the earlier findings. This finding underscores 

the incremental nature of skill development in reading fluency, with each 

additional component contributing to the overall predictive capacity of the model 

(Francis et al., 2008). 

However, the most striking finding in Table 10 pertains to the inclusion of 

WRF, which substantially enhanced the predictive utility of the model. Word 

Reading Fluency (WRF) explained an additional 39% of the variance in Ewe Oral 
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Reading Fluency, marking a significant improvement over the previous models. 

This result underscores the pivotal role of word-level reading skills in facilitating 

fluent oral reading in the Ewe language context. Moreover, it highlights the 

importance of assessing and fostering word-level reading proficiency as a 

foundational element in reading instruction (National Reading Panel, 2000). 

Overall, these findings suggest that while Ewe PSF and LNF have limited 

predictive power for Ewe Oral Reading Fluency (ORF), word reading fluency 

(WRF) plays a crucial role in determining proficiency in oral reading. These 

results align with previous research emphasizing the significance of word-level 

skills in overall reading ability (Ehri, 2005; Padua, 2018). These findings have 

implications for literacy instruction, emphasizing the importance of targeting word-

level reading skills to enhance oral reading fluency and overall reading proficiency 

in the Ewe language context. Further research, particularly of a longitudinal 

nature is needed to explore additional factors influencing reading fluency and to 

validate the predictive utility of the identified predictors. 

 Implications for Practice and Directions for Future Research 

Children who experience reading difficulties during the foundational school 

years are at higher risk for poor academic achievement (Garcia & Cain, 2014, in 

Padua, 2018). As a result, early assessment is very crucial to identify risk and to 

help plan interventions to mitigate it (Paris, Paris & Carpenter, 2001). The current 

study assessed the reading outcomes of learners in both English and Ewe with an 

adapted version DIBELS and the original version of the well-used assessment 

tool using Ehri’s (1998) model of Phases of Learning to Read as a theoretical 
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framework. The results of this study have implications pointing to the important 

role of word-level reading skills, such as word recognition and word decoding, to 

reading in the early school years (Garcia & Cain, 2014 in Padua, 2018). The 

findings inform further rigorous assessment of early literacy skills and planning of 

appropriate interventions to help children in their learning to read.  

One long-term goal of this study is to use the assessment results to 

develop interventions that will aid Ghanaian learners to become proficient 

readers. Further research is needed to plan appropriate interventions or support 

for the current group of children who participated in this study, as well as any child 

or group of school children who have exhibited any form of deficit in the early 

literacy skills assessed in this study to help improve their reading. Further, 

research suggests that support in multiple interventions is more effective than just 

one intervention (Edwards et al., 2008). For example, Foorman, Chen, Carlson, 

Moats, Francis and Fletcher (2003) established that Kindergarten children 

receiving support in both the Alphabetic Principle and Phonological Awareness 

increased their reading skills more than those receiving only phonological or 

alphabetic knowledge. Thus, more rigorous research in multiple assessments and 

interventions is recommended. 

Another goal of the researcher is that the adapted instrument, when 

validated, will serve as a tool for assessing at-risk learners in the Ewe language. 

In pursuance of this goal, further research is needed to confirm the validity and 

reliability of the adapted tool to be used for this purpose. This study also 
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contributes to the limited body of research involving the use of literacy screening 

tools in the Ghanaian context. 

Finally, additional research focused on this topic will add to the extant 

literature on the relevance and importance of assessment using standardized 

instruments in the Ghanaian school system and identifying learners who are 

struggling and need support. 

 Limitations 

A major limitation of this study is the sample size used (n=42). The small 

sample size of the study limits its statistical power to detect significance. A larger 

sample size would have allowed for increased power in the data analyses. 

Unfortunately, the time and resources available to the researcher prevented the 

use of a larger sample size. Further, there are only two Ewe-speaking community 

schools in Cape Coast, with a generally low population. This makes it challenging 

to obtain a larger sample size in this setting. As a tool being tested for validity and 

standardization, more participants should have been involved.  

The schools that participated in the present study are located in a region 

where another Ghanaian Language (i.e., Fante) is the primary linguistic code of 

the people. The researcher believes conducting the study in the central Ewe-

speaking region may have included more participants as well as resulted in a 

more robust performance.  

The age of some of the children may have influenced their performance. 

The age for a learner in grade one in Ghana is six years. A closer look at the 

demographics of the participants indicates that many were older than six years. 
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As many as 14 out of 42 participants were seven years old, and one was nine at 

the time the data was collected. Implying that all those above six years are either 

repeating the class or have yet to start school early. This age differences could 

gravely affect the performance and, for that matter, the study’s results. 

Another area for concern is that the DIBELS tool was new to the children. 

Most of the items used in the English measure for example, especially on the 

ORF, are words and concepts that are new and foreign to the children. Most of 

the participants likely hesitated to pronounce the words because these words 

were outside the collection of their known sight words that have been built over a 

period of time and thus used more time to complete the tasks.  

Conclusion 

Learning to read is critical from Kindergarten to grade three. It underpins 

future academic success. Beyond grade three students shift from learning to read 

to reading to learn. In Ghana, literacy rates are low, with only 21% of children 

aged 7-14 able to read. Evaluating early literacy skills is crucial. Yet Ghana lacks 

standardized tools for assessing foundational reading skills in Ghanaian 

languages. This study adapted the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy 

Skills (DIBELS) to assess reading abilities in Ewe and English among young 

learners in Cape Coast, aiming to validate this tool for future educational 

interventions. A correlational research design was employed with 42 children from 

two Ewe speaking community schools completing early literacy measures in both 

English and Ewe. Paired samples t-tests indicated that the children performed 

better in English Letter Naming Fluency (LNF) than Ewe LNF at one-minute and 
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overall intervals, with no significant differences in Phoneme Segmentation 

Fluency (PSF) or Word Reading Fluency (WRF) for either language. Ewe Oral 

Reading Fluency (ORF) accuracy was higher than English ORF accuracy. 

Correlation matrices showed varied associations between fluency measures 

across languages and tasks. English PSF explained 15% of English ORF 

variance, while WRF added 27%. Ewe PSF and LNF did not significantly explain 

Ewe ORF variance. However, Ewe WRF explained 12% at one minute and 39% 

overall. A replication of this study is recommended to determine the validity of the 

adapted tool for use in educational settings in Ghana.  
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Appendix B: Scoring materials (English) 
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Appendix C: Sample Student Material (Ewe) 
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DzataDzeAfɔku 

Dzataaɖenɔave me. Edzi vi eve. 

Dzataviɖekadzedɔ. Dzata la yiatikediƒe.  

Adela aɖekpɔdzata la. Edae, kemeku o.  

Edzodzeadela la dzi. Wodeasikameteteme. Adela bubu da dzata la. Dzata la ku.  

Adela la kpɔdzidzɔ. Ebe, “Dɔnɔdɔnɔnawò”. 
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Appendix D: Sample Scoring Material (Ewe) 
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Appendix E: Ewe ASER 
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