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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



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,



(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



(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



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



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



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., 201 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



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



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
/bl lal It/. 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., 2010).
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
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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 Dinamicos del Exitoen 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 Dinamicos del Exitoen 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

Séo 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 Eve, in the native orthography) refers to both the people
(Eveawo - speakers) and the language (Evegbe). 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

Aa Bb Dd Dbd Dzdz Ee €e Ff Ff Gg Gbgbh Yy
lal /bl /ar/d/ laz/ lel lel Il 19/ Igl /gb/ Iy/
Hh i Kk Kpkp LI Mm Nn Nyny Dn Oo 0o Pp
/h/ 1l Ikl Ikpl n /m/ InlIn/ Inl lol Io/ Ip/
Rr Ss Tt Tsts Uu Vv Vv Ww Xx Yy Zz

n Is/ I s/ u/ W 1B/ Iwl Ixl- il Iz/

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
tonguef/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/
IvI lul. 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.



Table 2: Descriptive statistics of scores achieved by children across all measures in English and Ewe

34

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 2752 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 58 34.10 16.723 2 31 38 12.43 10502 O 38
Min

NWFWRC Overall 29 1405 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 27980 5 90

Note: Scores represent mean performance across four early literacy skills in the two languages.
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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
ENG. LNF 1 MIN 42 32.83 8.06
Pair 1
EWE-LNF 1 MIN 42 27.52 8.31
ENG. PSF 1 MIN 42 16.71 12.19
Pair 2
EWE-PSF 1 MIN 42 18.86 7.63
ENG. WRF 1 MIN 42 13.45 10.87
Pair 3
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
_ ENG. LNF 42 89.86 12.29
Pair 1
EWE LNF 42 70.95 18.15
. ENG. PSF 42 49.76 26.25
Palr2 ewe psr 42 53.48 19.33
Pair 3 ENG. WRF 42 37.00 28.69
EWE WRF 42 40.02 14.95
) ENG. ORF ACCURACY 42 31.45 27.98
Pair4 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 I =-1107=.3 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 (R? change = .146) with AF(1,40) =
6.812,p < 0.05, which was statistically significant. LNF explained an additional 6%
of the variance in English oral reading fluency (R? change = .061) after the

variance explained by PSF. This change in R? was not statistically significant with
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AF(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 (R? change = .270). This was statistically significant with
AF(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 AR? AF B

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**

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

additional 7% of explained variance in English oral reading fluency (R? change
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=.071) beyond PSF. Still, this increase was not statistically significant with
(AF(1,39) = 3.712,p > 0.05). Following this, WRF accounted for a significant
increase in the explained variance (R? change = .319), adding about 32% beyond
PSF and LNF. The correlation values (f) 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 AR? AF B

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 (4F(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 (R? change = 0.059) beyond PSF. Still, this increase was not
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statistically significant with 4F(1,39) = 2.434,p > 0.05. Next, Word Reading
Fluency (WRF) accounted for a significant increase (4F(1,38) = 5.404,p < 0.05)
in the explained variance (R? change = 0.117), adding about 12% beyond PSF
and LNF. The regression coefficients (f) 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

Step Predictors AR? AF B

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*

*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, (4F(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 (R? change = .039), which was also not
statistically significant, (4F(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 (R? change = .387), and leading to a significant

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

Step Predictors AR? AF B

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**

*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; Durgunoglu,
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
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significant, (4F(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 (R? change = .0016). This was not
statistically significant, (4F(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 (R? change = .151). This led to a
significant improvement in the model from model 2. Moreover, the regression
coefficients (f) 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 AR? AF B

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, (4F(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 (R? change = .0017), which was also not statistically significant,
(4F(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 (R? change = .129). This led to a significant improvement in the
model from the second model. Moreover, the regression coefficients (f) 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

Step Predictors AR? AF B

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*

*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

guestions (RQ) were investigated:
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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



46

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 &
Lépez, 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 (Garcia,
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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Appendices

Appendix A: Student materials (English)

DIBELS 8™
O | SREGON

Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills
8t Edition

College of Education

Benchmark

Grade 1

Student Materials

University of Oregon (2020). 8th Edition of Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS®™).
Eugene, OR: University of Oregon. Available: https://dibels.uoregon.edu
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t n f y I Y V
r b P L Z O ]

p T x K a Q h
g N jJ X s o m
S B z e u d k
R U X h vy m S
x K e ¢ T g P
L Q s k N A D
Y a f I H E F
V. d b M j B =z
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tib rep hab com tep
tut nup sep dat nen
hon yan nop sug ut
teg nug sim tet sab
hig lut nim neg rop
hode tur wat pide tage
pom yate seb mur sote
von rud lum sorm fab
hade nud op mame wom
reb vate ib lish ven
hurk gron lurt hish fub
flin whot lale bab nirk
fibe vort chish knent pish
seck thamp plig pife hilk
warb phad frent fobe frant

© 2020 University of Oregon. All rights reserved.

DIBELS 8th Edition
Benchmark NWF. 1.Beginning
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no they 1s we it

if one but not has
for there a you be
wall help father call black
alive sports meeting above island
came stop show open sky
further front story always feed
station deep across paper driver
powerful double  still often top
first note count none against
shown head room same sure
off nice speak distance right
line stay allow come she
turn peace well bank hard
news engine race heat other
never east team rose when
party share complete sea high
switch spent job listen sick
getting  film think break eat
huge while fear wave bit
morning hole safe enter picture

© 2020 University of Oregon. All rights reserved.

DIBELS 8th Edition
Benchmark WRF.1.Beginning
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Lucky Day

Bobby was on his way home from school one
day. On his walk, he saw something green in the
snow. He stopped and stared. He thought he was
seeing things. Green in the snow? It couldn't be what
1t seemed to be, could it?

He bent down in the snow and quickly dug it out.
It was a five-dollar bill. He carefully smoothed it flat.

He wondered if it was real money or just play
money. It looked real. That made him feel good. This
was his lucky day.

But then he felt bad. He knew that if he ever lost
five dollars he would cry and cry. Once, he had
dropped a dime on the floor, and it had rolled into the
heating vent. He never saw that dime again.

What was it like to lose fifty dimes at one time?
Whoever lost the money was having an unlucky day.
But this was Bobby's lucky day. He had no way to
find the owner, so the money was his to keep.

© 2020 University of Oregon. Allrights reserved. DIBELS 8th Edition
Benchmark ORF.1.Beginning
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Appendix B: Scoring materials (English)

DIBELS 8"
O

UNIVERSITY OF

OREGON

College of Education

Benchmark - Grade 1
Scoring Booklet

Student Name:

ID:

District: School Year:
School: Class:
NWF ORF
Assessment .
Do Forms Given LNF BSHE oLs . WRF Wil AR
Correct
Standard
Benchmark D
1
Beginning ] other
Specify Form ID
Standard
Benchmark D
2
Middle [] other
Specify Form ID
Standard
Benchmark .
i)
End [l other
Specify Form ID

Forms Given: DIBELS 8" Edition goals use equating so it is important to know the forms given. If you use the forms in this
benchmark booklet at the designated time period, check off the Standard box. If you use alternate forms, check Other and write the
form identifier in the space under the corresponding scores. For example - 1.1, 1.2, 1.3

Calculated Scores: If not using a Data System, calculated scores can be computed manually and recorded below.
ORF Accuracy = ORF Words Correct/(ORF Words Correct + ORF Errors) x 100

Composite score calculations can be found at dibels.uoregon.edu

ORF Accuracy

Composite Score

Benchmark 1 Beginning

Benchmark 2 Middle

Benchmark 3 End

University of Oregon (2021). 8th Edition of Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS"). Eugene, OR:
University of Oregon. Available: https:/dibels.uoregon.edu
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Benchmark LNF 1.Beginning

Eixaminer script

Reminders

Here are some letters (point to the student
form).

Tell me the names of as many letters as
you can.

When | say ‘Begin,’ start here (point to the
first letter), and go across the page (point).

Point to each letter and tell me the name
of that letter. If you come to a letter you
don’t know, I'll tell it to you. Put your fin-
ger on the first letter. Ready? Begin.

Start timer

Prompts

Discontinue

After you say Begin.

Student hesitates: wait 3 seconds; name the letter;
point to the next letter, and say Keep going; mark
the missed letter as incorrect.

Student says letter sounds: say Remember, tell me
the letter’s name, not its sound. Score letter
sounds as incorrect.

Student does not produce any correct letter names in
the first line (10 letters): discontinue LNF.

t n f y I R D G Y v (10)
r b P L zZ i c A o ] (20)
P T X K a v M U Q h (30)
g N j X s C H q o m (40)
S B z e u E F v d k (50)
R U X h v o q t m 5 (60)
X K e c T G Z r g P (70)
L Q s I3 N ] i p A D (80)
Y a f I H v n v E F (90)
v d b M j o u C B z (100)
Total Correct
©2021 University of Oregon. All rights reserved. Page 2
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Benchmark PSF 1.Beginning

Examiner script

Reminders

| am going to say a word. After | say it, you tell me all the sounds

in the word. So, if | say ‘am,” you would say /a/ /Iml/.

Let’s try one (1 second pause).

Tell me the sounds in ‘it’.

CORRECT
Student says /i/ /t/

Very good. The sounds in
‘it’ are /il It/.

INCORRECT

Student gives any other response

The sounds in ‘it’ are /i/
It/. Your turn. Tell me the
sounds in ‘it.’

OK. Here is your first word.

Start timer  After you give the first word.

Student hesitates: wait 3 seconds;
give the next word; score the
missed word as incorrect.

Prompts

Discontinue ~ Student does not get any sounds
correct in the first 5 words: dis-
continue PSF.

for here who

/f/ /ox/ /h/ /eaxr/ /h/ /oo/ /6
on wave both

/o/ /n/ /w/ /B v/ /b/ /O/ /th/ /8
ball food then

/b/ /o/ 11/ /¥/ /oo/ /d/ /TH/ /e/ /n/ /9
tell bit ask

/t/ /el /Y /b/ /i /1t /a/ /s/ /k/ /9
first bring soft

/t/ /ex/ /s/ /t/ /b/ /x/ /i/ /ng/ /s/ o/ 1t/ 1t/ /12
circle middle once

/s/ /ex/ /k/ /1/ /m/ /i/ /d/ 11/ /w/ /u/ /n/ /s/ /12
drop nature stand

/d/ /x/ /o/ /p/ /n/ /A/ /ch/ /ex/ /s/ /t/ /a/ /n/ /d/ /13
waiting without coming

/w/ /B /Y /i /ng/ /w/ /i/ /th/ Jow/ /t/ /k/ /u/ /m/ /i/ /ng/ /18
useful somewhere afraid

/y/ /oo/ /s/ /£ 71/ /s/ /u/ /m/ /w/ /aix/ // /8 /x/ /A /A/ /18
outside western building

fow/ /t/ /s/ /1/ /d/ /w/ /el /s/ /t/ /ex/ /n/ /b/ /i/ 1/ /4/ /i/ /ng/ 7

Total Correct

@2021 University of Oregon. All rights reserved.
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DIBELS 8" Edition Nonsense Word Fluency Benchmark NWF 1.Beginning

Examiner script

Look at this word (Point to the first word on the practice form).

It’s a make-believe word. Watch me read the word: /h/ /a/ Ip/ ‘hap.’ (Point to each letter then run your finger fast
beneath the whole word).

| can say the sounds of the letters, /h/ /al Ip/ (point to each letter), or | can read the whole word ‘hap.’ (Run your
finger fast beneath the whole word).

Your turn to read a make-believe word. Read this word the best you can. (Point to the word “lum”).
Make sure you say any sounds you know.

CORRECT

. That’s right. The sounds are /I/ /u/ /m/ or ‘lum.’
Student responds “lum™ or with all of the

sounds

INCORRECT Remember, you can say the sounds, or you can say the whole word.
Watch me: the sounds are /I/ /u/ Im/ (point to each letter) or ‘lum.’
(Run your finger fast through the whole word). Let’s try again. Read this
word the best you can. (Point to the word “lum”).

Student does not respond within 3
seconds or responds incorrectly

(Place the student copy of the form in front of the student.)
Here are some more make-believe words (point to the student form). Start here (point to the first word) and go
across the page (point across the page).

When | say ‘Begin’, read the words the best you can. Point to each letter and tell me the sound or read the
whole word. Put your finger on the first word. Ready? Begin.

Reminders

Start timer  After you say Begin.

Prompts Student hesitates: wait 3 seconds; point to the next letter/word, and say “Keep going”’; mark the missed
sound/word as incorrect.

Discontinue Student does not get any sounds correct in the first 5 words: discontinue NWF.

©2021 University of Oregon. All rights reserved. Page 4
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Benchmark NWF 1.Beginning

continued

CLS WRC
tib rep hab com tep
/t//i//b/ /x//el//p/ /h//a//b/ /k//o//m/ /t//e//p/ s /s
tut nup sep dat nen
VAT24 Y0474 /n////p/ /s//e//p/ /d//al/t/ /n//e//n/ s /s
hon yan nop sug ut
/h//o//n/ /y//al/n/ /n//o//p/ /s//u//g/ /a//t/ N4 /s
teg nug sim tet sab
/t//el/g/ /n//u//g/ /s//i//m/ /t/ /el 1t/ /s//a//b/ s p
hig lut nim neg rop
/h//il/g/ N/l /n//i//m/ /n//e//g/ /x//o//p/ s .
hode tur wat pide tage
/h//0//d/ /t//ex/ /w//al/t/ /p//1//d/ /t//A//j/ N4 /s
pom yate seb mur sote
/p//o//m/ /y//A/ I /s//e//b/ /m//ex/ /s//0//t/ 4 p
von rud lum sorm fab
/v//o//n/ /x//u//d/ /V//u//m/ /s//ox//m/ /f//a//b/ s p
hade nud op mame wom
/h//A//d/ /n//u//d/ /o//p/ /m//A//m/ /w//o//m/ N4 /s
reb vate ib lish ven
/x//el//b/ /v//A/IY /i//b/ /1//i//sh/ /v//e//n/ 4 P
hurk gron lurt hish fub
/h//ex//k/ /g//x//o//n/ /1 /ex//t/ /h//i//sh/ /8//a//b/ e P
flin whot lale bab nirk
/8//1//i//m/ /w//o//t/ /B /b//a//b/ /n//ex//k/ 16 /s
fibe vort chish knent pish
/8171 /b/ /v//ox//t/ /ch//i//sh/ /n//e//n//t/ /p//i//sh/ e P
seck thamp plig pife hilk
/s//el//k/ /th//a//m//p/  /p//V/ /i g/ 1o/ /178 /h/ /i RS 18 P
warb phad frent fobe frant
/w//ax//b/ /8//a//d/ /8//c//e//n//t) 78170/ /b/ /8//x//a//n//t/ 9 /s

Total Correct

©2021 University of Oregon. All rights reserved.
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Benchmark WRF 1.Beginning

Examiner script

Reminders

Please read from this list of words (Point to the student

Start timer

When student says the first word.

form). Prompts Student hesitates: wait 3 seconds; give
Start here (point to the first word) and go across the page correct word; point to the next word,
(point across the page). and say “Keep going”; mark the
missed word as incorrect.
When | say ‘Begin’, point to each word and read it the
best you can. If you get stuck, | will tell you the word, so [ Discontinue Student does not get any words correct
you can keep reading. Put your finger on the first word. within the first line (5 words): discon-
Ready? Begin. tinue WRF; do not administer ORE.
no they is we it (5)
if one but not has (10)
for there a you be (15)
wall help father call black (20)
alive sports meeting above island (25)
came stop show open sky (30)
further front story always feed (35)
station deep across paper driver (40)
powerful double still often top (45)
first note count none against (80)
shown head room same sure (558)
off nice speak distance right (60)
line stay allow come she (65)
turn peace well bank hard (70)
news engine race heat other (75)
never east team rose when (80)
party share complete sea high (85)
switch spent job listen sick (90)
getting film think break eat (95)
huge while fear wave bit (100)
morning hole safe enter picture (108)

Total Correct

©2021 University of Oregon. All rights reserved.
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Benchmark ORF 1.Beginning

Examiner script Reminders
Please read this (point to passage) out loud. Start timer When student says first word.
If you get stuck, | will tell you the word, so you Prompts Student hesitates: wait 3 seconds; give
can keep reading. When | say “Stop’ | may ask you correct word; mark the missed word as
to tell me about what you read, so do your best incorrect.
reading.
Start here (point to first word of first paragraph of Discontinue Student does not get any words correct
passage). Ready? Begin. within the first line: discontinue ORF.
Lucky Day
Bobby was on his way home from school one (9)
day. On his walk, he saw something green in the (19)
snow. He stopped and stared. He thought he was (28)
seeing things. Green in the snow? It couldn't be what (38)
it seemed to be, could it? (44)
He bent down in the snow and quickly dug it out. (55)
It was a five - dollar bill. He carefully smoothed it flat. (66)
He wondered if it was real money or just play (76)
money. It looked real. That made him feel good. This (86)
was his lucky day. (90)
But then he felt bad. He knew that if he ever lost (102)
five dollars he would cry and cry. Once, he had (112)
dropped a dime on the floor, and it had rolled into the (124)
heating vent. He never saw that dime again. (132)
What was it like to lose fifty dimes at one time? (143)
Whoever lost the money was having an unlucky day. (152)
But this was Bobby's lucky day. He had no way to (163)
find the owner, so the money was his to keep. (173)
Total words read Total errors Total words correct
©2021 University of Oregon. All rights reserved. Page 7
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Appendix C: Sample Student Material (Ewe)

Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills

Dzidzenu
Nusrafe Gbato (1)
Sukuvi fe Dowogbale
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o1

Kik

82



pom kim fim zom rep
tat top zam men mom
nan kon 1oL zeg 1ro
vra kro Zre pop kik
fig tit mit veg rad
loe mur wvat pode dzat
drn tera dzm mar fzo
nen reg tum sorm fab
mez tad ri rara kri
beb fite wa ras den
tomu tede lunt X1X buf
khik trot ghln dad nssl
plat vkor kus kwele ki
gran dzone tzin fene xile
low flad trim fame pome

83



a0 w0 le mi to

gl deka gake nye kpa

na papa ndao wo na

gh aselke adre dz1 anyigha

va ta fia v et

wuldeke ngo blave katy Suku

vudofe fie abota pspa vukula

akota eve nb gede dz1

gha nu xle fetzu dada

fia ta xome deka da

ta1 nyo fonu dome afobids

ndi1 kpls de va Sobo

tro aghoghbo abo klo zezé

nya mo ali dzo bubu

ngo alafa ptis sefofo ghe

gku ma de atsigfu kako

a1 zd alonu WOezd do

EIXIm ame bu gha du

ga meghs v da Sue

ndi do akple eme nutata
DzataDzeAfaku

Dzataadenoave me. Edzi vi eve.
Dzatavidekadzedo. Dzata la yiatikedife.

Adela adekpodzata la. Edae, kemeku o.

84

Edzodzeadela la dzi. Wodeasikameteteme. Adela bubu da dzata la. Dzata la ku.

Adela la kpadzidzo. Ebe, “Donaodononawd”.
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Appendix D: Sample Scoring Material (Ewe)

Dzidzenu-Nusrife Gbato (1)

Dzesina Gbals

Sukuvi ko Dzesi:
Nutome: Suku Je:
1 ] ’ ]
Suku: Nusrofe:
Assessment | Forms Given | LNF PSF CLS WERC WEF WORDS ERROES
Date CORRECT
standard
Benchmark
Beginning other
Spearfy form
ID
standard
Benchmark
Beginnin other
® g Spearfy form
ID
standard
Benchmark
Beginnin other
® g Spearfy form
ID




Nugldi

Bodokpadzikpala fe sewo

gkudedzinyawo

munladi adewoe nye emawo (fig am
oukuvila fe dadwo agbale sue la)

Y pylodzesi desiade fe gk neya

T aa mpylodzesiawo dzi deka deka

eve nayo deslade wo fe gla(wo).

Ne menya 1pgls dzeai ade fe gho o

la, ma voe na wa.

Da wo asibide de mopladzes ghito

dzi. Ele klalo? dze egome

Dze game dzidzenua gome: |2 yeyivi a1 ne ghla na
sukuvida be “dze egome”

Fe kaka: va tpplodzeni la fe gko ne
oukuvia metequ yoe le adebafofo ets me o. To am
nonlodzent Evelia dzi eve naghls be “y1 edz”

Dzudzo: Ne sukuvila meteru ya
poly dzesi adeke fe gnks le fli ghants me o la

F L § G

t B D 5

u m N )

¥ U £ z Y 10
P U A T Y 20
€ 4 10 2 & 30
m " G w X 40
b R I K F 50
n T v U d 60
0 ¥ D g ¥ 70
B 3 Vv R 0 80
g Z b I 0 90

g T t f T 100
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Dodokpodzikpoly fe aswo

Diudod=nygwo

May> nya ade wo. Ne meyo

e v lg, ghl> ghedidi aiwoe nese le nya

gia me la mam. Le kpade gu me.

Nya la: va.

Mg migwy deksa ghpy Ogho
Y2 gbedidiwe le mya ‘du’ 1g

Ghedidiwo: v/ I fa/

vie gdaba o o dekg Eof
me

DEDIETD:
Bukuvig naghl> be /4
a

Enyo guts ghedidi siwo le nya du me
woe nye /T '

MADEMADIA /
GBEGELETD:
Bukuvia na, gqudodo
bubu tao dediets gha

Ghedidi aiwo le nyg du me lg woe
oye /d /I /o Edo d=iwe v ghedidi
giwo le do me

Dze yeyiyi deidzenu lg giyme:
Le yeviyi zime meyy nya ghats.

Fekaka: ¥z nya la e gk ne sukuvig me te go yae le

adabg o o etd me o.
De dzesi myg deaigde 2i aukuvig
be egble.

metequ ¥2 o lg

Dzudey. Ne sukuvig meterqu de deizi ghedidi adeke le

nya ghi atrawo me o

Wo nya gb t lae nye eama.

Na afi Ameka /10
n/ la/ lal i A/ la/ 'm/ lel &/ la/

Daz1 fla kata /8
'dz/ 1 A &/ /al It/ /&

Bulu nududu Ke 12
b/ /I m/ i i =

ghlo vi Bia 9
‘g 1 vl b A lal

gha tsa baba /10
'g/ bl /a t/ /al o b/l W fal

Kpe Dome deka /11
&/ /pl le [d/ Jo/ /m/ e/ i el & Ja/

Ge dzodzome 20 11
‘gl le idz! o/ izl /ol fm/ Je/ |1t/ /gl lal

dza Eme ghona 9
'dz/ /o le/ /m/ /el lgb/ /ol In/ /a/

Nvo afiade va /11
o/ /y/ /o fal il Wl la/ Id/ lel v/ (4l

Good vetafe X2 12
g/ lo/ Id /a ! el 1t ol ] el 'x/ 3l
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DODOEFODZIEFILA FE SEWO

Le nku de nysa sia mu (to a21 noya gha to 21 le sukuvia fe dowo ghale aig la d=1.)

Enye nya susu mansmee Da gku de dzi nye le nya =zig xexl® me: /pa/m/ ‘pam’ (to azi gegledzesi
de siade d=zi. Na wo gmlbade la na fu du to nya blibo lg te).

Mate qu ayo ghedidi siwo le mogladel zigwo me. fpf fa/ /m/ (to a2l goplodzesi deaiade dzi) aloo ma te
mu axlé nya blibo la =i deka (na wo azibide nafu du to nya blibo la te)

Edo dziwo be naxle nyg zia. Dze agbabs naxle nya zia de wo gutete ou. (b a21i nyg “lum” d=i}

Epo egho be neys ghedidi desigde ai ne nya.

DEDIETD
Ne sukuvia yo oya “lum” alo efe ghedidiawo
kata,

Enyo guts. Ghedidiwoe nye /1 ' /m/ aloo
“lum”™

MADEMADIA

Ne sukuvia me na gudedo adeke le adaba fofo
ets me o alo ne rudodoa me de o la, efia be
eaig ghle.

Do pku edz1i be atedu av> ghedidiawo alo
ay2 nya blibo 1a. Da pku de dzinye
ghedidiawoe nye /1 fu/ /m/ (t> as1 mpgls
dzesi desiade dzi) aloo “Tum” (na wo asibide
nafu du to nya blibo la te). Na mia za woe
ake. Xl& nyg =ia le mo nyuie ty kekeake
nu (t> asi “lum” dzi).

(Tzo sukuvia fe dowo ghale da de efe ghume)

Nva mano evegbe me adewoe nye esigwo (o asi nva gbats dzi) eve naxle t20 migme vi dusi me. (to

agl nya gbato d=i) eve naxlee t9o migme yi dasi me. (Fig a2i migme vi duszi me)

He me gbo be de= agome la, xle nya aigwo le mo nyuie to 21 dzi n ate gui la. To asi pogladzeai
demiade d=zi eyve na yo ghedidia wo nam alo nalxé nya blibo la. Da wo gzibids de oya gba to dei.

Ele klaloa? Dze egome.

ghudedzinyawo

Dze game dzidzenusa gome: ne eghls be dze egome.

Fe kaka- ne sukuvia meyo nya ade le adabafofo ets me o la, t5 421 nya Evelia d=i eye naghbls be
¥i edzi. Die deezi ghedidi alo nya 21 sukuvia meteru vo o la be eghbla.

Dzudzo: ne sukuviag meys ghedidi ade ke dedie le nya ghato atoawo me o la, ekema dzudzo.




pom kim fim zom rep 5| 5
plolm/ | /k//m/ f//m/ 'z//o//m/ tllellp/

tat top zam men mom ny| 5
tialitl 't/lollp/ z//a//m/ m//e/n/ 'm//o//m/

nan kon 11 zeg 1ro ns| 5
n//a//n/ k/lo/ln/ gy zlellgl Vlr/la/

vra kro zre pop kik sl 5
vilxllal k/lx/lof zllv/le/ p/lolipl ik

fig tit mit veg rad |
Blille/ I /i lelle/ wllaldl

loe mur vat pode Dzat ne| 5
Vlollel m/nrl | ~alt p/lolld/e/ dz//a/lt/

drn tera dzm mar Fzo ns| /3
'd//r//n/ tlellr/lal | /dz//m/ m//a/ly/ 'fllallol

nen reg tum Zorm fab /16 /5
n//e//n/ r/lellz 't/u//m/ sllolle/lm/ | Hlla/lb/

mez tad rl rara kr sy 5
mlelz | tal/d rliy/ rllallrllal |k

beb fite wa ras den ne| 5
bilelb/ Thitlel  |lwllal r/lallsl 'dle/ln/

tomu tede lunt XIX buf 8| /3
tollm/lw/ | tlelidllel | Valin/tl | /x/hlix/ biw/fl

klik trot ghln dad nesl 8| 5
KWK Wit |lgib/Vinl |/dlald n/lellsl

plat vkor kus kwele ki ney /s
pNalltl | vkl | kihalla/ K/iwilelllilel | KR

aran dzone Tain fene xile 200 /3
a/lr/lallm/ | /dzllel/n/le | t/la/i/inl | Hllelnllel | /x/h/1]el

low flad tzim mfam pome 9| /A
N/lolul fillla/idl | tzim/ | /m//fla/lm/ |/p/la/im/le/

89
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Dodolkpadzikpala fe sewo

Tkudodzi nva wo

Taflate xle nugladi siawo (t2 asi sukuvia fe
dowaghale dzi)

Dze egome tso afii. (Fia asi nya ghits) eye naxle
t30 migme ¥i dusime (fia asi nyawo tso miame

¥i dusime)

Nemegbly be “dze egome” la, t2 asi nya wo dzi
deka deka eye ng xléwo dedie gle 21 nu ate quie.
Ne menya nya ade oo la, mayse na wo be naterqu
gv1 nuxlexlela dzi. Da wo azmibide de nya ghato
dzi.

Ele klalo? Dze egome.

Dze game dzidzenuz gome: le yeyivi sime
sukuvia yo nya ghato.

Fekaka: Yo nya la fe pko ne sukuvia me te qu
vie le adabafofo etime o.

Fia asi nya =1 kpb ekama do eve na ghly be “yi
edzi”.

De dzesi nya desiade =1 sukuvia me te mu v2 0o
la be eghle.

Dzudzy: Ne sukuvia me te mu v2 nya adeke dedie
le fli ghats me o. { nya aty) dzudzy NXN.

ao wo Le
b deka Gake
ng papa ndoo
gli aseike Adre
va t Fia
wuideke g Blave
mdofe fie abatg
akotg ave nb
gha nu xle
fia ta Iime
tz1 nyo fonu
ndii kpl de
tro aghagho abo
nya m Ali

mi to 3
nye kpa 10
wi o 15
dzi anyigha 20
pi etd 25
kata Suku 30
pepa vukula 35
gede dzi 40
fetzu dada 4
deka da 30
dame afibide 33
va Sobo 60
klo 3038 65
dzo bubua 10




alafg

ma

meghe
do

alonu

Bu

Alple

sefofo
atsiafu
W0BZ)
gha

da

eme

Sue

nutatg
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Dodokpodzikpola fe sewo IJkudodzi nya wo

Taflatse x1é nu sia. (fia asi huglodia dzi) sesie Dze game dzidzehuz gome: le yeyizi sime
sukuvia yo nya gbato.

Ne matengu ayo nya de o la, mayoe na wo be
natengu eyi nuxlexléa dzi. Ne megbls be “dzudzo

3

Fekaka: yo nya la fe pko ne sukuvia me te nu

la, ma bia biabia adewo wo tso nusi nexlé la yoe le adaba o o et3 me o.
guti. Eyata dze agbagba na xlé nyuie. De dzesi hya desiade si sukuvia metenu ys o la
be egblé.

Dze egome tso afii (to asi nya gbato dzi le

nuplbdia me) Ele klalo? Dze egome Dzudzo: Ne sukuvia me te gu de dzesi nya adeke

le fli gbato me o.

Dzata Dze Afaku

Dzata ade n2 ave me. Edzi vi eve. (8)
Dzatavi deka dze do. Dzata la yi atikedife. (16)
Adela ade kpo dzata la. Edae, ke meku o. (25)
Edzo dze adela la dzi. Wode asi kametete me. (34)
Adela bubu da dzata la. Dzata la ku. (42)

Adela la kpo dzidza. Ebe, “Danadona na wo”. (50)
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Appendix E: Ewe ASER

UUSAID rortnership for Education
LEARNING

P2 EWE ASER TOOL
e ol . START HERE
LEVEL 3 LEVEL 4
ge nye mu Emefa do meli yi Lome.
zi x3 & dzo | Ekpo Agbeko le melidzefe.
tsi  de wo Agbeko na akpons adewo Emefa.

b Emefa kpo dzidzos ale gbegbe. E l
LEVEL 2 LEVEL 5

Gbe deka ndi la, Mawuli yina de suku. Ekp>s xevi nyakp>
ade. Xevi la dzo tso sefofo deka dzi yi bubu dzi. Mawuli ti
eyome yi didife si na be wotsi megbe. Efe sukutato, Afens
2 9 L Dzigb odi, be, “Nu ka ta nétsi megbe do?” Ebe, “Sukutato,
mede kuku, na miayi adakpo xevi nyakpo la da.” Esi wodo
afi ma la, xevi la dzo dzo. Ete de wo dzi be yewomekpo xevi

£ n kp =z

& ts h
nyakpo la o. Mawuli fo nu tso enu na“exsl3wo.
LEVEL 5 COMPREHENSION QUESTIONS:
Question 1: Ame kae kp> xevi la le sukumo dzi? -
Question 2: Nu ka tae wote de Mawuli dzi be xevia dzo dzo do?

USAID rartnership for Education
i ' LEARNING

Answer Sheet: for teacher use only
- Do not let pupil see the answer sheet
- Ifusing during assessment, place face down and hold close to review responses if needed

- LEVEL 5 QUESTION RESPONSES:
Question 1: ANSWER: Mawuli.
Question 2: POSSIBLE ANSWERS: 1. Xevi la magagbugbs ava o. 2. Ebu be yemagakpa xevi

la azo o.



USAID Partnership for Education
LE A RNING

P2 EWE LEVEL 6

Emefa x5 fe ade le fe si va yi la me. Fofoa na avuvi nonse nyakpo adee.
Emefa na nkoe be Pusivi. Efena kplii. Gbe deka, Emefa kléde be, “Meyi
suku mava.” Pusivi vuvu asike. Esi wofo ga eye Emefa kple exal53wo do
no fefe fem la, nyosnuvi deka do yli be, “Ei! Avuvi nyakpos kae nye esi?”
Emefa tro, kasia, Pusivi dzo kpla ne. Emefa be, “O! Pusivi, aleke néw>s
va afi sia?” Pusivi vuvu asike. Nu sia wo nuku na sukuviawo.

Sukuvi bubuwo héa fu du va be yewoakps Pusivi da. Emefa dzi Pusivi fe
ha ne be, “Pusivi tra tro tro, Pusivi tro ne makps wd!” Avuvi la ns kpo
tim tso dzi va anyi. Sukuviawo no akpe sim ne kplokplokplo. Esi ga fo be
sukuviawo nayi sukux> me la, Emefa gbls be, “Pusivi yi afe me.” Ebuou

asike eye wodzo.

LEVEL 6 COMPREHENSION QUESTIONS:
Question 1: Nu ka ta wona avuvi la Emefa do?
Question 2: Nu ka ta Pusivi va sukua me do?




