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ABSTRACT

The research examined the various ways in whiatrmmél reading inventories (IRIS)
demonstrated an increasing awareness of assesimenglish language learners (ELLs). The
research employed both a content analysis of tiiedmponents of IRIs and how they align
with practices for the assessment of ELLs, as agl historical analysis of the impact or
perceived impact of specific political and thearaticonstructs in the realm of Bilingual/ESL
academia.

The six informal reading inventories selected far study includedThe Basic Reading
Inventory(2012),Bader Reading and Language Invent(2913),Ekwall/Shanker Reading
Inventory(2010),Analytical Reading Inventor2011),Classroom Reading Inventory (2009),
andThe Informal Reading Invento(2011).

The guiding questions for the study included:
(1) What materials and procedures of the Informal Regathventories align most
closely with assessment practices for English lagguearners?
(2) How has the content of Informal Reading Inventobdesn impacted by the historical

and political contexts of Bilingual/ESL education?

The results of the study showed that the authitisecClassroom Reading Inventoand
theBader Reading and Language Inventatgmonstrated an increased awareness of the needs
of ELLs. The results of the historical analysiswkd that the additions, modifications, and/or
deletions made to the individual instruments reflddrends in the literacy field, as opposed to

political and theoretical constructs of BilinguedE education.



The implications of the study primarily impactstaoom practitioners. Each of the IRIs
examined have benefits for all learners. In thec®&n of an IRI for the classroom, teachers
need to consider (1) the purpose of assessmer{Ratite characteristics of the IRI that will

facilitate lesson design and the achievement adegtavel standards.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

A focus on the academic attainment of English laggulearners (ELLs) and the
provision of high-quality instructional programsvieebeen cornerstones of Bilingual/ESL
educational policies since the inception of Biéingual Education Act 01968. The primary
goals of theBilingual Education Act 01968 were (1) to increase English skills, (2) tanten
the student's first language skills, and (3) topswpthe home culture of ELLs. The most current
legislation, Title 11l of theNo Child Left Behind AGNCLB) (2001), theEnglish Language
Acquisition, Language Enhancement, and Academi@mement Actrequires that ELLs attain
English proficiency and meet state and academiteobstandards. Additionally, state
education agencies (SEAs) and local education agg(icEAS) are charged to increase their
capacity to provide high-quality instructional prams and "to define criteria for progress in
learning English, establish performance standar@&fglish proficiency, and set annually
increasing performance targets to the number armkptage of ELs meeting these criteria”
(Cook, Linquanti, Chinen & Jung, 2012; p.xv). Thter requirement of reporting adequate
yearly progress (AYP), coupled with the changinmdgraphics of classrooms across the nation,
leaves many districts and schools with an increasgeincy to monitor ELLS' academic
achievement and facilitate English language actjoisiWith the increased urgency, alternative
assessments, such as informal reading inventdRés)( utilized to find "out what a student
knows [and] intended to show growth and informrnnstion” (Zainuddin, Yahya, Morales-Jones,
& Ariza, 2002, p. 155) can be useful measurese¢asure student progress toward instructional
goals.

According to the National Center for EducationatiStics (2012), the percentage of

ELLs in public schools increased from the 2009-28¢&demic year to the 2010-2011 school



year. Twenty-six states showed a percentage inereasging from .1 to 3.4 percent in the
number of students participating in programs fot.&LThe states with the highest concentration
of ELLs enrolled in programs for ELLs during thel®32011 school year included California,
Texas, New Mexico, Colorado, Nevada, Alaska, Haveaid Oregon. Additionally, states such
as Arkansas, Connecticut, lowa, Kansas, Kentuclain® Maryland, Massachusetts, Missouri,
Nebraska, New Hampshire, New York, Oklahoma, Pdrasia, Rhode Island, South Carolina,
South Dakota, Tennessee, Virginia, Washinggmd Wyoming also showed increases in the
percentage of students participating in program&fd s.

Aside from comprising the largest numbers of sttslentering the public school settings,
English language learners (ELLs) present challebgeause they enter the classroom with
different levels of competence in English, differerperiences in formal education, and varied
cultural backgrounds (Cloud, Genessee, & Hamayad82McCallum, Bracken & Wasserman,
2001). Thus, as the American educational systenestto provide for the academic success of
all students, policies and programs focused onaEs\provided to ELL students continue to
transform and change. While bilingual educationticares to stir debate, the changing
demographics of the United Stategjuire that discussions focus on how ELL studeits
acquire English and receive the same academic tppes as native English speaking peers.
Successful achievement of academic equeditires that teachers, schqoalad districts be
knowledgeable of theoretical frameworks and edooatipractices, in addition to staying
current with legislation impacting classroom preesi for ELLS.

During the 1980s, Jim Cummins and Stephen Krasbksiborated in putting together a
highly influential, policy-relevant theoretical freework for bilingual education in California and

elsewhere that continues to positively impact ctams practices for ELLs (Baker & Hornberger,



2001). Both Cummins’ and Krashen’s work meld theamgl research to address the educational
practices and policy that impact ELLs. Their pudblion base is extensive. Cummii(%981)
theories postulated that to ensure ELL studenitess in the all-English classroom, they would
need to develop English skills beyond Basic Intespeal Communication Skills (BICS). Basic
interpersonal communication skills refer to thedstuts development of fluency in conversations
pertaining to daily aspects of life. For exampl/Here is the bathroom?", "Can you repeat the
page number?”, and "What are we having for lunen@'all examples of BICS. In ordier be
successful in dealing with academic content, Eludents also need to develop Cognitive
Academic Language Proficiency skills (CALP). CAtd?ers to the students development of
language related to the tasks and expectationsrmént area classrooms. CALP requires
students to use specific language related to thies®f study. For example, "Can you describe
the process of photosynthesis?", "Describe thetsubat led up to the British Revolution," and
"How do we find the circumference of a circle?" alleexamples of CALP. Krashen's (1982)
work centered on optimal conditions for second leagge acquisition including comprehensible
input and the development of speaking and listeskigs. Comprehensible input refers to the
teachers' delivery of content that is understoothkylearners despite their inability to
underestand all words and/or langauge structuresoling to Krashen, comprehensible input
allows students to use learning strategies, sutdaasing words in context and inferring
meaning, allowing them to acquire language natyrahe works of Jim Cummins and Steven
Krashen on language acquisition and learning hamé&ributed to the knowledge base in support
of rich educational experiences for ELLs in thessfaom (Baker & Hornberger, 2001).
TheReport of theNational Literacy Panel on Language Minority Chiarand Youth

(August & Shanahan, 2006) provided teachers a sgiglof research highlighting practices in



literacy instruction for language minority youth hité the report supported the idea that literacy
instruction focused on phonemic awareness, phonocgbulary, fluency, and comprehension
had a beneficial impact on language minority stislahword-level skills, it also posited that to
have maximum benefit in reading and writing adpestts to instruction needed to be made; oral
English development must be incorporated into rgadnd writing instruction. The report also
supported the premise that oral proficiency aretdity in the students' first language helped to
facilitate literacy development in the second laaggi The report did not support the sole use of
teacher judgment in identifying students in neethte#nsive instruction, but rather suggested
that teacher judgment could be more reliable iEheas responded to specific criteria. Related to
the panel’s point, th8tandards for Educational and Psychological Tes{#gerican
Educational Research Association (AERA), AmericagdRological Association (APA), &
National Council on Measurement in Education (NCME)99) standard 13.7 stated,

In educational settings, a decision or characteozdhat will have a

major impact on a student should not be made obdbkis of a single

test score. Other relevant information should keranto account if it

will enhance the overall validity of the decisign (46).

The use of informal reading inventories may providermation that is critical for
developing instructional objectives to promoteritey development for students. The
instruments provide a benefit because ELLS' litgdavelopment does not always align with
grade level placement. According to Cloud, Genesaad Hamayan (2008), the reasons for this
mismatch are that (1) ELLs may enter the (Englmilic school setting at any point during the
PK-12 continuum and (2) their primary language eayifferent from the medium of

instruction, thus placing them at varying levelsompetence in both their native and second



language. Assessment should be a vehicle for mamgta student’s proficiency in language in
both academic and social contexts and be cultuagibropriate for the student (Cloud,
Genessee, & Hamayan, 2008). Equipped with the apipte literacy assessment, teachers are
more capable of designing instructional objectialed lessons that will advance the
achievements of ELLs (Helm, 2004).
According to Abedi and Dietel (2004),

tests become a measure of two skills for the EHest: subject and language...

performance of individuals and groups should beked, ideally using multiple

measures, in order to identify patterns of improgator lack of improvement

[tjo make the substantial gains required by NCLPB. (183,785).

Instruments that allow for ongoing assessment becaatuable tools as teachers and
administrators strive towards the goal of improeetcomes to facilitate the most effective
instructional practices possible for each childpanticular those children whose primary
language is not English (Educational Testing Ses/iETS, 2009). According to Hurley and
Tinajero (2001), literacy assessment, “emphasizesmportance of connecting teaching,
learning, and assessment in meaningful ways igldssroom,” they also notelat “literacy
assessment in the ESL/bilingual classroom is dtdiificult task™ (p.69).

Ensuring that students are making progress regjtegehers to have a mechanism in
place to continue gathering data on the studecdideanic and literacy skills. Teacher- gathered
data through checklists and/or observation in ucstonal or informal learning activities can be
utilized so that instructional programs can be sidid as needed (Johns, L'Allier, & Johns, 2012;
Lucas & Wagner, 1999). Utilizing results of inforhmaading assessments intentionally and

strategically can provide a clearer pathway foigteag and implementing instruction that



facilitates learningAs the term connotes, Informal Reading InventofiBss) are informal
assessments that can be used by classroom tetxlssess different aspects of a student’s
reading abilities, including word calling abilitgral reading ability and comprehensi@ikulski
and Shanahan (1982) posited that the strengthedRhlies in its ability to link assessment and
effective instruction. Afflerbach (2007) also suped the use of informal reading inventories as
a vehicle for examining the processes engaged thdgtudent during reading which could
serve as a means of measuring students' ongtengcly development.

IRIs may also provide subtests to measure varispsds of literacy instruction
including those identified by the National Readianel (phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency,
vocabulary, and comprehension) that may faciliteteelopmentally appropriate literacy growth
for students (Afflerbach, 2007). Informal readirgg@ssments date back to the early 1900s with
the works of Waldo (1915) and Gray (1916). Waldaxk was significant because it was the
earliest reading assessment that examined sileding rates and comprehension. Grays work
examined oral and silent reading rates. His work significant because his passages were
standardized and he presented specific criteridifmontinuing oral reading. Overtime,
informal reading assessment has evolved. This &walhas included efforts to clarify
instructions for administration and provide infotimoa on how informal assessments could be
used in instruction.

Since the 1950s the idea of an IRI has changedeweral commercial IRIs are now
available. Current informal reading inventories nadgress sub-skills in phonemic awareness,
phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and comprehensiomyTdonsist of graded word lists, oral and
silent reading passages, and measures of comprehemsl fluency (Johns, 2012). Information

obtained from IRIs can be used to match instrudibostudents’ strengths and needs, select



appropriate texts for students to read, and docustadent progress over time. According to
Gottlieb (2006), structured observation couplechwiacher-made or commercial assessments,
allows teachers to "focus on the specific aspediserr student's literacy development and
systematically document their progress over tinfg 52). August and Haukuta (1997)
supported the use of IRIs in conjunction with stdized measures as a vehicle for ensuring
effective literacy instruction for ELLs. Because tihformation obtained from the informal
reading inventory provides a measure of progresstiove, the information obtained can be
utilized to ensure that classroom instruction remavithin the student's zone of proximal
development, ensuring that students experienaa ¢dilinstruction that builds upon their
capabilities and strengthens areas of weaknessdhatotentially create obstacles in literacy and
language development of ELLs (Vygotsky, 1986).

While the use of IRIs is supported as a vehicledfmrumenting progress and literacy
development over time, researchers have notedRistiffer in terms of format,
comprehension measurements, and specific sub-skdiésured. Analysis of commercial
reading inventories showed that defining the puedos and use of an IRIs within the classroom
lead to better decisions in the selection of anttRheet the needs of the classroom teacher.

Harris and Niles (1982) completed an analysis fafrmal reading inventories examining
the following elements: (1) number of forms, (2)dks of passages, (3) lengths of passages, (4)
passage content, (5) assessment of reading ratacli@sion of illustrations, (7) use of titles,dan
(8) how passages are introduced to the reade6®). Their research showed that commercial
reading inventories differed in terms of specifitormation (or lack of) such as how reading
passages should be read (oral or silent), how celmemision should be measured, what

constituted an error in fluency, and the criteaadstablishing acceptable performance. In



summarizing their findings, Harris and Niles (198&ted, "...that considerable variation exists
among IRIs " (p.172).

Allen and Swearingen (1991) completed a study ¢f BXxamining the questions. They
looked at inferential, main idea and cause/effeetstjons to determine whether or not the
guestions were valid and "consistent in the typesik they require[d] for each specific
category" (p.1). They analyzed the questions faarftve reading inventories. The study
suggested that a "high percentage of these quegtiare] inaccurately labeled" (p. 7) and
recommended a "more open-ended questioning otingtébrmat" to "allow a more accurate
evaluation of the child's comprehension” (p.8).

Nilsson (2008) conducted an analysis of readingmberies examining the manner in
which each addressed key issues relevant to teeirHer primary purpose for examining the
IRIs was to determine how key features reflectegmepolicy changes, specifically applicability
to Reading First grants. She examined the follovellegnents: (1) number of forms, (2) passage
types, (3) comprehension measurements, (4) voaaghtg phonemic awareness, (6) phonics,
(7) fluency, and (8) construct validity (p. 527)lddon’'s research showed that "each IRI had its
strengths and limitations." She noted that eachhEl specific characteristics that could
determine the teacher in determining whether oilitneas the best selection for their purposes.

Neither research study addressed the applicabilithe IRIs to ELL students, making
this study important in terms of selecting an IRdttwill assist in making the best placement and
instructional decisions for ELLs. While various p&ohave recommended the uses of IRIs with
ELLs, other authorities have noted that differereast with in the IRIs. An unresolved question

is which of these IRIs would be best suited with wsth ELLS.



Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this research is to examine th@wanvays in which informal reading
inventories address key issues relevant to thessissnt of ELLs. In addition, the researcher
tracked the development of IRI's in relation to thstorical and political contexts of
Bilingual/ESL education. The guiding questionstfoe study are:

(3) What materials and procedures of the Informal Regathventories align most

closely with assessment practices for ELLS?

(4) How has the content of Informal Reading Inventobhesn impacted by the historical

and political contexts of Bilingual/ESL education?

The first research question will be answered thincamgontent analysis across the IRIs selected
for the study. The second research question widrnsavered through an historical analysis of
political and theoretical constructs and the peedimpact they had on the development of each

instrument.

Definition of Key Terms

Bilingual Education/ English as a Second Languaggmams (Bil/ESL programs):
Approaches in the classroom that support studentgbow for maintenance of native language
as they acquire additional language. Bilingual B&d. programs teach academic content to
students while making necessary adjustments taetise medium of instruction is
comprehensible at the student’s level of Engligifipiency (TEA, 2012).

English Language Learner (ELLFor purposes of this study, the acronym ELL refers
ELLs, students who enter the public school systeang point during their Pre-K-12 education

whose first language is not English. The term idekiboth students who are just beginning to



acquire English language proficiency and those mhay have developed varying levels of
English proficiency (ETS, 2009; Texas Education Age 2012).

English Language Proficiency (ELFjor purposes of this study ELP refers to the degre
to which an individual is able to perform languageks across the four domains of language:
reading/writing/listening/speaking. In Texas, EsglLanguage Proficiency levels include
beginning, intermediate, advanced and advanced(figkas Education Agency, 2012).

First Language (L1)For purposes of this study, the term "first largglawill be used to
reference the student’s native language (TexasdaumcAgency, 2012).

Informal Reading Inventory (IRIslFor purposes of this study, the term IRI referan
individually administered assessment constructetetermine a student’s strengths and needs in
reading instruction (Nilsson, 2008).

No Child Left Behind Act (2001), (NCLBjor purposes of this study, NCLB references
theNo Child Left Behind Act of 200This standards-based education reform suppdtiage
high standards and establishing measurable gaailsdiwidual achievement (outcomes) in
schools. Each state receiving federal fundingasiired to develop and administer assessments
in basic skills to all students. Schools are rezgfilo make adequate yearly progress (AYP) in
test scores to ensure funding is received

Second Language (LZyor purposes of this study, the term second laggwvill be used
to identify the language being learned (Texas Edorcagency, 2012).

Multicultural: For purposes of this study, the term multicultuedérs to the degree to
which the passages in the IRIs reflect varied ®patevant to: age, ethnicity, nontraditional

gender roles, location, social economic statuggiosl and special needs.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review

The review of literature and related researcprésented under five major headings:

1. A historical overview of Bilingual/English as a sed language (ESL) Education

2. Areview of the literature specifically on EngliEinguage learners (ELLS)

3. Areview of the theoretical frameworks for ELLs a@Bidingual education

11



4. A review of assessment of ELLs

5. A history of informal reading inventories (IRIs)

A historical overview of bilingual/English as a seond language educationBilingual
education has a long history in the United Statessbeginnings can be traced back to schools
established by Polish immigrants in thé"X2ntury. The immigrants’ schools used Polisthas t
language of instruction, but included English asiject as well. During the 18th century,
Franciscan missionariesed bilingual instruction to teach American Indi&uatholic catechism
through the use of indigenous languages (Casted|aii83; Kloss, 1977). During the 19th
century, several states—including Ohio, Louisiaaral New Mexico—were the first to formally
adopt bilingual schooling. Bilingual education mgdéd instruction in German, French, Spanish,

and other European languages (Ovando & Combs, 2012)

During the years encompassing the first and se@doidd Wars, bilingual education
experienced a decline (Ambert & Melendez, 1985grdsimmigrant sentiments spurred many
states to implement English-only instructional pices (Baker, 2011 )An interest in the study of
non-English languages and bilingual instructiorsarm the late 1950s and early 1960s. This
renewed interest was spurred by several eventSdkiet Union's launching @putnikthe
influx of Cuban refugees into Dade County, Floridad the rise of the Civil Rights movement.
As a response to the Soviet Union's launchin§mitnik Congress, in 1958, enacted the
National Defense Education Aetuthorizing funds for the study of science, mathtcs, and
foreign languages (Crawford, 2004). In respong@eanflux of Cuban refugees and their needs
in Dade County, Florida, the Coral Way Elementachid®l, in 1963, provided dual language

schooling for both Spanish and English speakindesits (Lessow-Hurley, 2013). The success

12



of the Coral Way program triggered the developneémtilingual programs in several states,

including Texas, New Mexico, Arizona, CaliforniaacaNew Jersey (Keller & Van Hooft, 1982).

Bilingual education received national supporthia 1960s. After deliberation by both
houses of Congress, Senate Bill 428 was signedantdy President Lyndon B. Johnson as the
Bilingual Education Acbn January 2, 1968, “making bilingual educatidaderal policy for the
first time in the history of the United States” lila& Coulter, 2008, p. 9). While Senate Bill
428 was originally intended for Spanish-speakinglsits, particularly students of Mexican-
American heritage, thBilingual Education Actadopted the broader approach” (Leibowitz,
1980, p. 17) and authorized the utilization of fadlenonies for the education of all ELLs (Baker,
2011). TheBilingual Education Act of 196&ade funding available to establish bilingual
programs for non-English speakers, many of whonewétow socio-economic status. Three
primary functions of the legislation were to (1)ingrease English skills, (2) maintain the
student's first language skills, and (3) suppatitbme culture of the student. TB&ngual
Education Act of 196®&as the first federal recognition that ELLs hada@pl educational needs
and in the interest of creating equal educatiopabotunities, federally funded programs to meet

their needs were necessary (National Clearinghfmusilingual Education (NCBE), 1988).

The first revision of th&ilingual Education Act of 1968ccurred in 1974. The revisions
provided a definition of bilingual education, edislved program goals, called for the design of
regional support centers, and provided fundingifstricts wanting to expand curriculum,
increase staff, and conduct research on bilingtadnams (NCBE, 1988). A second revision
followed in 1978. The revision of 1978 expandedibllity and set goals for transitional
programs. Unlike previous versions of the bill, Biengual Education Act of 197&lid not

provide the funding opportunities contained in Biengual Education Act of 1968r the first

13



revision of theBilingual Education Act of 196@at occurred in 1974. Thalingual Education
Act of 1984decentralized power and provided districts withrencontrol over the establishment
of bilingual programs to meet the needs of thepylation. Districts could select transitional
bilingual programs, developmental programs, or spp@tternative programs to educate their
student population. ThBilingual Education Act of 1984equired that parents be made aware of
program alternatives and provided funding for ebecwle programs and family literacy in
English. Reauthorization of the Bilingual Act oc@®d again in 1988 and 1994. TB#ingual
Education Act of 1994emained in effect for over seven years. On JgnBa2002, President
George W. Bush signed into law tNe Child Left Behind Aatf 2001, replacing thBilingual
Education Actpr Title VII of the ESEA with Title IIl, the English Language Acquisition,
Language Enhancement, and Academic AchievemenWMadile Title Il addressed language
instruction for ELLs and immigrant students, it reat reference to “bilingualism, biliteracy, or
native language instruction” (Gonzalez, Yawkey, é&nklya-Rowe, 2006, p. 85). While Title llI
centers solely on English (Wright, 2010), it delhves state and local education agencies the
authority to determine the type of instructiongbagaches to be implemented in their

bilingual/ESL education program.

A review of literature related specifically to Endish language learnersELLs, also
referred to as English as a Second Language (EB8d¢sts, Limited English Proficient (LEP)
studentsand more recently EL students, are increasinglyaedmg the diversity of classrooms.
According to Migrant Policy Institute (2013), Elihdividuals "now represent nine percent of
the United States population, or more than 25 amlindividuals” (Britz & Batalova, 2013).
According to McCallum, Bracken, and Wasserman (2@0host half of all students in

kindergarten enrolled in the two largest schodirdits in California were ELLs. The number of
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students who speak a language other than Englisbna¢ account for almost 19 percent of all
K-12 students in public school classrooms in th8. By 2030, it is estimated that this
percentage will increase to over 40 percent oKdlR students. Additionally, nearly 68 percent
of ELL elementary students reside in Arizona, @ahfa, Texas, New York, Florida, and lllinois.
However, by 2030, it is estimated that many farailiell have relocated to new areas where

immigration populations have traditionally beenwsmall.

ELL students "enter U.S. schools needing to leaahlanguage and literacy in a second
language, and they have to learn with enormousieffity if they are to catch up with their
monolingual English classmates” (Leseux & Geva52@053) Within the ELL population,
Freeman & Freeman (2002) identified four categaoidsLLs: (1) newly arrived with limited
formal schooling, (2) newly arrived with adequatenfial schooling, (3) students exposed to two
languages simultaneously, and (4) long term ELLLR@esignates ELLs as one of four
subgroups of students whose progress must be eepannually for districts to meet adequate
yearly progress (AYP) requirements. The otherdtsabgroups include (1) students with
disabilities, (2) students who are economicallyadisantaged, and (3) students from major ethnic
and racial groups (No Child Left Behind (NCLB), 200

The academic achievement of ELLs is often measiuréerms of their performance on
standardized tests, grade point average (GPA)padddp-out rates (Genessee, Lindholm-Leary,
Saunders, & Christian, 2005). The work of Shorti&$immons (2007) cited that drop-out rates
for ELLs triple those of their native English speakpeers. According to Collier and Thomas
(2009),

the achievement gap between average native Ergpisdikers and students who

started school with little proficiency in Englishvery large...[the] achievement
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gap is equivalent to about 1.2 national standawihtiens, as measured by
standardized achievement tests across the cumic(du3).
The statistics are cause for alarm and requireeitiatators remain cognizant of the

diverse needs of this population.

A review of theoretical frameworks for ELLs and biingual education. Most theorists
view first language acquisition as a natural, ierabcess, whether that process occurs because
of a specific language acquisition device, or deotlon of cognitive skills that facilitates
language development (Chomsky, 1965; Pinker, 1991iJdren learn the parameters of the first
language through exposure to the language andierperwith the language (Chomsky, 1965).
Second Language Acquisition Theory defines langaage complex system that must be viewed
on a number of levels, including phonology, syntanrphology, semantics, pragmatics, lexis
and discourse. Additionally, individual learningasrceived through multiple lenses, including
contextual factors, learning differences, learropgortunities, and outcomes (Trumball &
Pacheco, 2005). Krashen (1985) posited that indalglacquire language when they are
motivated to learn in an environment that is calliyrresponsive to their needs as ELLs.
Through instruction that is delivered through medsuthat are comprehensible for the student,
individuals are able to acquire the academic laggueeeded for success in the classroom.
Krashen and Terrell (1983) identified five stagétanoguage development: (1) preproduction, (2)
early production, (3) speech emergence, (4) intdrate fluency, and (5) advanced. As students
proceed through each of these stages, the teacbleaiged with the delivery of instruction that
is comprehensible and also with assessing studegtgss (Freeman & Freeman, 2002).

Understanding the language proficiency level afiers within the categories mentioned

assists teachers in the selection of appropriatesaments that can provide a window into the
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student’s literacy experiences and knowledge lsasthat effective instructional decisions can
be made (Freeman & Freeman, 2002). Students nesk/&bop communicative competence in
English to be able to demonstrate proficiency eflinguage in social and academic settings.
Most children acquire conversational fluency withwo to three years. Academic language
fluency (language required to achieve in the ctamsror workplace) takes between four to
seven years to acquire (Cummins, 1979; Trumbalb&ieco, 2005). Using the constructs of
conversational fluency (BICS) and academic languyagéciency (CALP), Cummins (2000),
helped to delineate the multiple language dematateg on the ELL student in and out of
school. Cummins presented the variation in languesgs in terms of cognitively
undemanding/demanding tasks and context embeddadé&é tasks, presenting teachers a model
for assessing the language demands of activitigseiclassroom (Cummins, 1981; Robson,
1995). Second language acquisition and learningflisenced by multiple factors, including
cognitive, linguistic, affective, social, and insttional factors (Farr & Richardson-Bruna, 2005;
Trumbull & Pacheco, 2005). A student's first langgianay help to facilitate the acquisition of
language (transfer) or inhibit (interfere with) thequisition of the second language (Cummins,
1980; Garcia, 2000; Fitzgerald, 1995). Cummins’ @Gwn Underlying Proficiency (CUP)

Model stated that emphasis on creating avenudslibs to use language in functional contexts
will assist in the transfer of language skills. TW&P Model posits that individuals have a single
system for language processing, thus the four lagguomain—Iistening, reading, writing and
speaking — can be developed through both thedirdtsecond language. While many adhere to
the concept of transfer (the individual's abilitygeneralize knowledge from their first language
to the second language), Wong-Fillmore (1991) ditede conditions critical to the success of

students acquiring a second language: (1) recognat the need to learn the target language, (2)

17



exposure to models of proficiency in the secondul@age from whom they can learn, and (3) a
setting in which they can practice and interachwaodels in the target language on a frequent

basis (pp. 52-53).

A review of assessment of ELLSThe expansion of bilingual populations brings te th
forefront the importance of ensuring that assessianashinstructional practices align with the

individualized needs of the students (National €efdr Educational Statistics (NCES), 2009).

While Proficiency Level Descriptors (PLDsgarsed to determine the level of English
Proficiency as determined by a given instrumept ({AS, TELPAS, ISAT) and can vary,
assessment of ELLs based on theoretical framevadri&econd Language Acquisition and other
principles in the field of linguistics (Bauman, BeaCranley, Gottlieb, & Kenyon, 2007;
Cummins, 1981) reflect appropriate assessmentipeador ELLs. Proficiency descriptors that
are aligned with the developmental stages of lapg@quisition are important to ensure that
ELLs are moving forward on the continuum of langeidgvelopment and academic
achievement. By tying instruction and assessmetite@student's stage of language acquisition
(pre-production, early production, speech emergentermediate fluency, and advanced
fluency) teachers can ensure that students wotkmiheir zone of proximal development (Hill

& Bjork, 2008; Krashen & Terrell, 1983).

According to Diaz-Rico and Weed (2002), 29 stategehspecific guidelines for the
identification and placement of ELLs in mainstreglassrooms. The most commonly used form
of identifying ELL students is the Home Languagevey (HLS), a short survey given at the
time of enrollment to determine the language sp@tdrome and identify the need for English
proficiency screening. The two basic questions ¢ban the HLS include (1) Is there a language

other than English spoken in the home? and (2) \i¢haie "other" language spoken in the home?
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Additionally, schools use data obtained from registn and enrollment forms, teacher
observations, parent interviews and/or referratscédstudents are identified as possible ELLS,
state and federal law require that they are givaogment tests and a determination of their level

of English proficiency be made before the theymaeed in the instructional program.

Common assessments for determining the studewd df English proficiency include
theLanguage Assessment Scdleas), Bilingual Syntax Measur@BSM) |, thePre-IPTand
IPT , and theBasic Inventory of Natural LanguagBINL). TheLASinstrument measures oral
language skills in English and Spanish. It is adéadized test with mean scores and standard
deviations across various age groups. BB& lalso measures oral proficiency in grammatical
structures and language dominance in English aadiSip. ThePre-IPT andIPT tests measure
students oral, reading and writing proficiency. BiBIL test utilizes pictures to elicit natural
responses. The student responses are analyzeddrafiedncy, length, and syntax. Schools use
the results of the testing for the initial placemehstudents in instructional programs (Diaz-Rico
& Weed, 2002). Cheng (1987) recommended that axhditisources of input also be utilized in

making placement decisions:

e observation of students in multiple settings (alass, home, playground)

e student histories (medical, family, educationalexignces, immigration

experience, home language)

e teacher interviews regarding learning style andstslaom behavior

e input from school counselor and nurse

e parent interviews regarding student's languagepanidrmance skills
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Gathering the most amount of information possiblenportant in order to design a language

program that meets the needs of ELL students.

After students are placed, proper assessmenededeo monitor and record their
progress; this progress monitoring provides vdriatformation to school administrators and
teachers. Thblo Child Left BehindNCLB) Act of 2001 required assessments to include four
domains (reading, writing, listening, and speakimggasure academic English proficiency and
align with the states' English Language Proficie(ielyP) standards (Fast, Ferrara & Conrad,
2004). Teachers must have a measure of how to ghaggudents' learning as they progress
through each of the stages of language acquistiahey can adjust their academic instruction

to the students' ability.

In 2009, theEducational Testing Service (ETS) presereidelines for Assessing ELLs
The guide was focused on large scale content assass administered to students in grades K-
12. The primary function of the guide was to prevalframework to make appropriate decisions
in the assessment of ELLsS. Several factors nebd tmnsidered in the assessment of ELLSs.
They include linguistic background, varying levefroficiency in English and/or in the native
language, varying degrees of formal schooling &ith their native language or English),
varying degrees of exposure to testing, and vargiagyees of acculturation to the mainstream
(pp. 6-8). Because most assessments measure sgnee dé& English proficiency, it is important
to consider that ELLs will score lower than theatiie English speaking peers. ETS
recommended that prior to administration of an sssent, the purpose of the test should be
established, the constructs to be tested shoudxplecitly defined, and multiple assessment
items and response types should be included sohtb&LL student can demonstrate their

understanding (ETS, 2009). The guidelines recomntleadise of visuals, performance tasks
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(such as completion of graphic organizers) andmsonses as options for ELL students, as
well as those with differing learning styles. Tregee of English language proficiency varies
among ELL students, so assessment administratotsdsprovide clear directions and accessible
language for ELL students. ETS further recommentbad try-outs, one-to-one interviews, pilot
tests, and field tests to evaluate assessmentdaskdetermine reliable and valid statistics (ETS,
2009). However, developers of the guide notedtt@aprinciples contained could be applied to

populations (other than ELL) and other assessn{pn®.

Rothenberg and Fisher (2007) asserted that aitikdiand clear link between the goals
and purposes of assessment, such as to informugtistn, directly impacted the learners'
experiences in the classroom They further purpdttatia multifaceted approach for student
assessment one that measures aspects of litemagydge and content learning, ensures a more

complete picture of students' current levels eféity and language levels.

Similarly, the professional organization, TeashafrEnglish to Speakers of Other
Languages (TESOL), outlines general assessmertastinthat afford teachers an opportunity
to obtain the most appropriate and useful infororator ELLs. The standards support
assessment that (1) is designed to measure pramrestsme, 2) linked to classroom
instructional objectives, and 3) represents autbdgdrning activities in naturally occurring
situations. Assessment practices that allow teadioegxamine specific criteria afford teachers
the opportunity to make informed placement andircsional decisions regarding ELLs (August

& Schanahan, 2006).

A historical overview of informal reading inventories. The origin of Informal Reading

Inventories (IRIs) can be traced back to the bagopof the 1900s; however, it is the work of
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Emmett Betts that popularized the merit of IRISs®Ind, understandable and practicable”
(Betts, 1954, p. 163). In his book, FoundationRe#éding Instruction (1954), Betts relayed the

merits of the IRI as three-fold:

e First, the teacher is provided with a clear pictiréhe achievement and needs of

students in terms of instructional materials.

e Second, IRIs provide teachers with a vehicle fdenining the needs of students

in the classroom.

e Third, IRIs provide a way of informing the studefthis/her needs and allows for

the development of a systematic plan for improvitegacy skills.

The IRI provides the classroom teacher with a Iettsthe student’s literacy levels, so the
teacher has the information to develop effectiwtrirction that offers appropriate support for the
student. IRIs are individualized assessments tleaisore literacy skills such as word recognition,
word meaning, reading strategies, and comprehen&i&ny feature of IRIs lies in their
usefulness in identifying a student’s independ@styuctional and frustration levels of

instruction. The levels of instruction, most ofttributed to the work E. Betts (1954), relate to

the student’s capacity to read and comprehencettigAfflerbach, 2007).

In his book titled~oundations of Reading Instructi¢h954), Betts articulated that in
order for teachers to be successful in the devetopof effective literacy instruction, they
should be aware of the reading levels of each studeheir class and the readability of the texts
in which students are placed. The independent sebted the highest level at which the
student can read without experiencing frustratidre instructional level denoted the highest

level at which the student can read with appropri@acher supervision. The criteria for this
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reading level included word recognition 90-100%al seading accuracy 98 - 100%, and
comprehension 90-100 %. At the instructional lesaldents may experience difficulty in the
recognition of some words (less than 5%). The mat®r this level included word recognition

75 - 89%, oral reading accuracy 95 - 97%, and cehmarsion 75 - 89 %. The frustrational level
denoted the level at which the student experiesicgsficant difficulty, demonstrated by signs

of frustration such as a break in the overall rhytf oral reading, tension movements and finger
pointing. The criteria for the frustrational reaglilevel included word recognition below 50%,

oral reading accuracy 90% or below, and comprebertstlow 50% (Betts, 1946, 1954).

While Betts made significant contributions to ttevelopment of the IRI, other
individuals made contributions prior to Betts’ wdhat shaped the development and growth of
the IRl and its use as a measure of reading algllalins & Lunn, 1983). In the early 1900s,
Waldo designed an informal study to measure ststerdl reading ability. Waldo used oral
reading expression to gauge students ability toprehend the text. He utilized the results of
the study to measure the effectiveness of teaahigipods being used with the students.
Following the first study, Waldo continued his istigations and sought measures of silent
reading and comprehension. His second investigatdnded determining a student's reading
rate and measuring comprehension by having studenmsnarize and answer ten questions
related to the text read. Silent reading ratescamaprehension were measured twice during the
school year to assist in determining students’ ginaw reading. Waldo (1915) hypothesized that
the greatest gains in the speed of silent readitegaccurred in the early grades. The results of
Waldo's studies were used to assist teachers anuhigttators measure student progress and as

a vehicle for improving instruction.
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William S. Gray (1916) was also a notable influentthe development of the IRI. The
Gray Oral Reading Testvas regarded as a standard test and includedbaitand silent
reading paragraphs with specific instructions aatiministration of the passages and criteria
for discontinuing oral reading. The reading passaged by Gray were standardized and leveled
by increasing difficulty. Oral reading passagesengsed to determine the student's ability to
pronounce words at sight and to attain a readiteg Mo measure of comprehension followed the
oral reading task. Unlike Waldo's assessmentshioh students were given five minutes to
read and after which a reading rate was determi@edaly's test kept a record of the time required
to read and the errors/miscues made in the rea@iray!'s criteria for discontinuing oral reading

was as follows:

1. A paragraph is not successfully read if it requB8sr more seconds for the reading, and

if four or more errors are made.

2. A paragraph is not successfully read if it is reatess than 30 seconds and 5 or more

errors are made (Gray, 1916 as quoted in Johnsn$a L1083).

Gray's silent reading passages were administeradimilar fashion to Waldo's silent reading
passages except that Gray's exam was administediztiually, whereas Waldo's exam was
administered to a group or whole class. Followimgyrieading of the passage, students in second
and third grade were asked to retell the readinbsaimdents in grades four and above were asked
to summarize the selection in a narrative. Follgatime performance task (retelling or
summarizing), students were presented with tentmgumssrelated to the text to determine
comprehension. This was identified by Gray asiguaf reading). Current IRIs have retained

several characteristics of Gray's tests, includnagvidual testing by a trained individual, a
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system for marking reading errors, and comprel@nsssessment of silent reading, and provide

criteria for generating a written evaluation of #tedent (Guzzetti, 2002).

Current IRIs, while reflecting the works of Waldod Gray, have evolved through the
contributions, feedback, and modifications of ottvgperts in the field of reading. During the
1920s and 1930s, commentary on reading tests eenderthe need to continue improving upon
informal assessment of reading, increasing effentgs of reading instructions and addressing
individual differences in reading ability. The vimgs of this era posed questions regarding
which elements of the informal testing were appiadprfor determining the student's abilities
and called for more coherence in determining aat®#pistandards at each grade level. Writings
during the 1920s also called attention to readiglgalviors such as finger pointing, vocalization,
eye strain, lip, and head movements and wandetiagten as possible signs of reading
difficulty (Guzzetti, 2002). Bolenius (1919) sugtgbreading rates be measured in words read
per minute with a standard for increased rate wgtth successive grade. Wheat (1923)
proposed improving informal classroom testing tiglothe use of the student's readers (the
current reader and the readers from the previoasyears). Whipple (1925) voiced the need to
individualize standards of performance for studéemtiffering grade levels and also for those at
varying levels of reading capacity. Thorndike (1P8&dserted that a student's inability to guess at
or determine the meaning of a word can cause &tisir. Gates (1935) listed the following
elements for inclusion in tests of reading achiemetnword recognition, sentence reading, silent
paragraph reading, oral reading, and techniquesd{ing out recognition and pronunciation of
isolated words. Betts (1946) stated that factoch ss educational factors, physical factors, and
social attitudes could provide information regagiihe students' reading behaviors exhibited

during poor oral reading. Durrell (1937) centeregldommentary on the need for further
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developing the paragraph/passage aspects of threnalf reading assessments. He suggested

using paragraphs of about 100 words from eitheb#sal reader or similar text.

During the 1940s and 1950s, efforts to providenans to issues surrounding the
standardization of IRIs came to fruition as IRIsevmtroduced into reading clinics and
classrooms. This movement was spurred by the widBetis (1946) and Killgallon (1942) in the
Reading Clinic at Pennsylvania State College. htduction of reading levels-independent,
instructional and frustrational- were structuredB®fts. The provision of established criteria
aided in making it possible for the IRI to be ugeeéducational environments. However, due to
the stringent nature of the criteria, not all expén the field of reading followed Betts' criteria
(Guzzetti, 2002). Research conducted through 84 examined the criteria for each of the

reading levels and continued through the 1960s1870s.

During the 1960s and 1970s, with the proliferabbproduction of commercial IRIs,
researchers continued to seek answers as to hoimgdavels were obtained. Powell (1970)
challenged Betts' criteria as being to stringaatjrgy that "the original criteria are not consigte
with the actual reading behavior of children" (p.®esearchers also focused on concerns
regarding comprehension questions, the countimgisdues, and selection of passages.
According to Walter (1972), "the validity of the llRvas] assumed" (p.9) and research
"attempted to lend support to the assumptions lditsawith empirical data” (p. 9). Researchers
also embarked on new pathways, including the imphtotivation and interest in reading and
the understanding of miscues (Johns & Lunn, 1983ddition, studies also looked at
comparing IRIs to standardized tests. The premippated by doctoral dissertations during this
period was that standardized tests "overestimaipd'pinstructional level" (Johns & Lunn,

1983, p. 70). The work of Kender (1968) focusaduhmether or not teachers were versed well
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enough to administer and interpret the resultslg@lby the IRI. Research findings were
inconsistent and concerns about IRIs continued reigiard to how instructional level were

determined and the level of consistency with whHRIs could be administered.

The research and writings of Kenneth Goodman omlwoscues and miscue analysis in
the 1960s and 1970s also had a major impact omniggadsessment and how oral reading was
assessed. Goodman's (1973) view of miscues foarsdte premise that errors in reading were
cued by language and personal experience (p. 98¢uls made during reading could be
categorized as graphophonemic, semantic, or syat&aphophonemic miscues referred to
miscues involving the relationship between soumdkthe written form. Semantic miscues
referred to miscues that impact the meaning ofekeand may impede comprehension.
Syntactic miscues referred to miscues relatedeag@tammar structures. Yetta Goodman and
Carolyn Burk produced an oral reading test calteReading Miscue Analysighich through
an analysis of oral reading miscues would offeiginisinto individual needs of students
(Goodman & Burke, 1972). This was significant hessin order "to comprehend text students
must draw on their knowledge of vocabulary, meamind language structure” (Bernhardt, 2000,
p. 799). Therefore through analysis of studentsugs, the teacher can gain insight into specific
areas for growth and instruction. The introductddmeading miscue analysis "shifted the focus
from determining levels of reading to explicatingeader's comprehension and decoding

strategies" (Sarroub & Pearson, 1998, p. 99).

McKenna (1983) reviewed important issues relébeldRIs and cautioned that IRIs
should be used for the purpose of studying stuldenaviors. He noted concerns in passage
reliability and content, noting that the use ofddlgmssages in inventories did not always reflect

a "readability equivalence or alternate forms"gpl). He also noted concerns with the choice of
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guestions, scoring criteria for establishing regdevels and allowable miscues. While

McKenna did not discourage the use of IRIs, he sstyl:

1. in the lower grades, be flexible with the oral aeay criteria when

comprehension is good,

2. always look for signs of frustration in studenghhvior,

3. when comprehension scores are 65-75%, interprgidfermance as

instructional unless there is evidence of frusbrati

The Report of the Commission on ReadiBgcoming a Nation of Readg(985)
provided a synthesis of research and theory oringdldat was used to draw implications for
reading instruction. The report contextualized neg@s the construction of meaning from text
and part of the child's general language developmbith was influenced by experience and
quality instruction. The report stressed the neealddress the individual needs of readers and to
improve instruction, especially for struggling reegl non-English and recent English speakers

were included as part of this group.

More recently, Nilsson (2008) conducted an analgsinformal reading inventories
examining the manner in which each addressed keyssrelevant to their use. Her primary
purpose for examining the IRIs was to determine kewfeatures reflected recent policy
changes, specifically applicability to Reading £gsants. She examined the following elements:
(1) number of forms, (2) passage types, (3) comgrsion measurements, (4) vocabulary, (5)
phonemic awareness, (6) phonics, (7) fluency, 8phddnstruct validity (p. 527). Nilsson's

research showed that "each IRI had its strengttidinitations.” She noted that each IRI had
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specific characteristics that could assist thelteam determining whether or not it was the best
selection for their purposes.

The review of literature on IRIs suggested th&&ang and administering assessments
related to academic and nonacademic variablesdsfiedlucators the opportunity to address the
challenges posed by special populations. Badek&gidendanger (1989) stated that the use of
IRIs as “devices that provide teachers and clingith a variety of materials and tasks so that
affective, perceptual, linguistic, and cognitiveeasts of reading can be observed" (p.404)
serving as the corner stone of reading diagnosisuth, IRIs provide a lens into students’
reading strengths and weaknesses, making thenfd tes@ in providing information to
establish a more accurate picture of the studénti of functioning along the continuum of
literacy development. Bell and McCallum (2008) sonped the use of informal reading
inventories when the purpose of assessment istéondime whether or not the student is on or
near grade level. Afflerbach (2007) echoed the ssenément about informal reading
inventories as a vehicle for examining informatatout the processes engaged in by the student
during reading, noting this as the underlying re@a®o educators to utilize reading inventories as

a means of measuring student’s ongoing literacgldgwment.

Summary

This chapter provided an historical overview oliRjual/ESL education and how
policies, legislation, and developing theoreticahstructs have impacted the education of ELLs.
The chapter addressed the changing demographibs &LL population across the nation and
highlighted the need for appropriate assessmentipea (including the use of informal reading

inventories) for ELLs as vehicle to monitor liteyadevelopment.
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This chapter provided a historical overview of tevelopment of Informal Reading
Assessments (IRIs). Additionally, it discusseduke of informal reading inventories in the

classroom as tools for examining student’s ongbitegacy development.
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Chapter 3: Methods and Procedures

This chapter describes (1) research questionse$2prch design, (3) the selection of the
population (texts) used in the study, (4) conteradsis, (5) coding, (6) historical analysis, and
(7) analysis.

Research Questions

The following questions guided the investigation:

(1) What materials and procedures of the IRIs atigst closely with assessment

practices for ELLS?

(2) How has the development of IRIs been impabtepolitical and theoretical
constructs of Bilingual/ESL education?
Research Design

The research employed both a content analygisedfey components of IRIs and how
they align with practices for the assessment of &lds well as a historical analysis of the impact
or perceived impact of specific political and thetaral constructs in the realm of Bilingual/ESL
academia.

Content analysis is a useful technique for examgimiends and patterns in documents.
Holsti (1969) defined content analysis as, “anytegue for making inferences by objectively
and systematically identifying specified charactiics of messages” (p.14). Through content
analysis the researcher can identify patterns lagihés pertaining to the focus of the study. The
themes and patterns identified are utilized to geieanferences with regard to the research
guestions. According to Kripendorff (2004) and Nederf (2002), content analysis promotes the
researcher’s understanding of particular phenorendeas pertinent to addressing the research

guestion. Neuendorf (2002) posited that contenlyaisaconcerns itself with both manifest and
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latent content. Manifest content refers to the aqgbuint information available through text,
tables, and graphs. Latent content refers to endzbddncepts, those which are implied.

According to Krippendorff (1980), six questions shbe addressed as part of each
content analysis:

1. Which data are analyzed?

2. How are they defined?

3. What is the population from which they are drawn?

4. What is the content relative to which the datazaralyzed?

5. What are the boundaries of the analysis?

6. What is the target of the inferences?

With regard to the data being analyzed, majortsebeing examined include whether or
not IRIs address elements of assessment practicéd £s as set forth bio Child Left Behind
Act(NCLB) (2001), theGuidelines for the Assessment of E(2800), and the consideration
given to cognitive frameworks of bilingualism ar ttenets of first- and second-language
acquisition.

Selection of the population

To select the inventories to be evaluated in thdys the principal investigator identified
current editions of IRIs through a review of praiesal literature. While there were many
commercial IRIs available, the selection of IRIstlee study was narrowed based on the
availability of editions written after the enactrmen theBilingual Education Act of 196&8nd

before the amendeBilingual Education Act of 198t ensure that the development of each IRI
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could be followed in terms of political and theacat constructs unfolding in bilingual/ESL
education. Only English versions of IRIs were cdased for the study as the purpose of the
study was to examine how IRIs could provide teaxheth useful information about the English
literacy development of ELLs. A list of IRIs wasrggated by the principal investigator and
presented to the committee for review. Those cotemithembers who had a degree of expertise
in reading assessment approved the inventoriesiag fil) widely used in the field and (2)
available through major publishers. The final sebecof IRIs was based on publication prior to
1984 and approval of committee.
The following six commercial IRIs were selecteddx on the above criteria to be
analyzed as part of the study:
e The Basic Reading Inventoiylth edition (2012) — Jerry L. Johns (Kendall Huynt
e Bader Reading and Language Invent@ti edition (2013) — Lois Bader & Daniel L.
Pearce (Allyn & Bacon/Pearson),
e Ekwall/Shanker Reading Inventdsth edition (2010) — James L. Shanker & Ward A.
Cockrum (Allyn & Bacon/Pearson),
e Analytical Reading Invento§th edition (2011) - Mary Lynn Woods & Alden J. ®o
(Merrill/Prentice Hall/Pearson),
e Classroom Reading Inventoiylth edition (2009) — Warren H. Wheelock, Connie J
Campbell & Nicholas J. Silvaroli (McGraw-Hill), and
e Informal Reading Inventorth edition (2011)- Betty D. Roe & Paul C. Burns
(Wadsworth Cengage Learning).
The content analysis was performed on the mosecteditions available as of the time of the

study, January 2013. A historical analysis wasgraréd on previous editions to determine the
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impact or perceived impact of historical, politieadd theoretical constructs of Bilingual/ESL

education.

Content analysis.In content analysis the researcher develops cagsgappropriate for
the study based on the questions of the studyrdsearcher established the list of categories for
coding of the themes and patterns using both ai@mal emergent coding. A priori coding
categories were established prior to the analysisngere based on a particular framework to
ensure objectivity-intersubjectivity of the scidiatimethod. Additionally, a priori categories
were revised as necessary to ensure the categmresexclusive and exhaustive (Weber, 1990).
A priori categories used for the content analyssenestablished based on the outcomes of the
National Reading Panel Report (2000) and the Regdhte National Literacy Panel on
Language-Minority Children and Youth (August & Shhan, 2006), which identified five areas

of reading instruction: phonics, phonemic awarenissncy, vocabulary, and comprehension.

Emergent coding categories were also identifiethkyresearcher to identify themes and
patterns or inferences related to the researchtiqudbat were not established as part ofaghe
priori categories. Emergent coding categories for thisqodar research study were established
using the following model adapted from the workHainey, Russell, Gulek and Fierros (1998).
In the study, the following model was used:

1. Two researchers (both versed in curriculum andhiegoof ELLS) aside from the

principal investigator assisted in the developnoé@mergent categories. The first held a

PhD in Bilingual Education and currently taughtea®reign language teacher. The

second researcher held a Masters degree in Edoablieadership and has been working

as a bilingual teacher for ten years. Each audit@ewed a sample of the materials
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independently and established a checklist basedpriori categories and specific

features observed.

2. The researchers (including the principal investigatnet to reconcile their checklists.

3. The principal investigator reconciled and revideel ¢hecklist to reflect the consensus of

all researchers.

4. Using the revised checklist, the principal investag and a third researcher (versed in
curriculum and instruction and teaching of ELLsplkg the checklist to a set of two

IRIs.

5. The researcher and principal investigator met ¢omeile their checklist.

6. The principal investigator, reconciled and revisieel checklist to reflect the consensus of

all researchers.

7. The principal investigator applied the revisedatttist to the IRIs to determine patterns
or inferences related to the research questionrdised checklist is available in the

Appendix A.

The principal investigator established the follogvcategories to complete the content analysis:

a. Types of passages presented

b. Passage word lengths

c. Comprehension measurements

d. Phonemic Awareness

35



e. Vocabulary Knowledge

f. Fluency

g. Degree of Multiculturalism (across passages)

h. Instructions for ELLsS

Using the checklist, each researcher independeutlijuated two IRIs (not used in the
study) and then met to compare results. The levageeement on the set of IRIs evaluated was
89.1%. Adjustments and clarifications were madtéochecklist utilized for the analysis. An
additional researcher (auditor) was enlisted tdioomrreliability of the adjusted checklist. The
third researcher held credentials as a certifiedduial/ESL educator and a Masters degree in
Curriculum and Instruction. The auditor was presdmntith two of the six IRIs evaluated as part
of the study and asked to apply the checklist. gimgcipal investigator also applied the checklist
to the same set of IRIs. The principal investigaiud auditor reached a level of agreement of

95.8%. The checklist was then applied to the redainf the IRIs by the principal investigator.

Coding. The principal investigator coded and labeled thegmries on the checklist
which included both a priori and emergent categorlde coding system included the following:
(1) Passage types were coded as fiction (intercreig with narrative texts) and nonfiction
(interchangeable with expository texts) ; (2) Pgedangth was recorded as the number of words;
(3) Comprehension measurements were recordedediings, summarization, or comprehension
guestions; (4) Phonics and Phonemic Awareness @gedcaccording the sub-skills measured;
(5) Vocabulary knowledge was coded as sight vo@aulvocabulary questions, or vocabulary
in context; (6) Fluency was coded as reading rectuded interchangeably with running

records), word recognition miscue (used interchahtyewith word recognition error), and/or
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rating scales; (7) Multiculturalism was coded adaag to the topic of each passage (age,
ethnicity, nontraditional gender roles, locatioogigl economic status, religion , or special
needs)and reported by overall percentage of passhgeaddressed multiculturalism topics; and
(8) Implications for ELLs were tallied word couritg phrase. The following words and phrases
were tallied as they appeared in the text and tiimes for administration of tests: "English
language learner,” "bilingual,” " bilingual speakKeELL," "non-English speakers," "language
minority students," "language differences," "Enlgless a Second Language," and/or "first/second

language.”

Historical analysis. The purpose of the historical analysis conducteoiasof this study
was to provide a lens for viewing factors that hewpacted the development/evolution of IRIs
with regard to their capacity to reflect the neetiseachers working with ELLs. Garraghan
(1946) provided six concepts for validating auti@tyt of materials. They included date,

localization, authorship, analysis, integrity, amddibility.

In evaluating the development of the IRIs examimetthis study, the researcher focused
on assessing components of the inventories witt@rcontext of political and theoretical
constructs (legislation and cognitive framework$idihgualism and language learning) in the
field of bilingual/ESL education. The historiaalysis component of the research serves to
show the impact of past events on the evoluticim@finformal reading inventory as a valid and
useful tool for teachers working with ELLs.

The following four-step procedure adapted fromniam and Christensen (2008) was
used by the researcher to complete the historielyais: (1) identification of research topic —
identification of materials and procedures whidgralwvith assessment practices for ELLS; (2)

data collection (primary source documents — actaples of IRIs being evaluated); (3)
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evaluation of materials based on authenticity, gmésm (in reference to how present day
attitudes and experiences impact the perceptigrasif events, for example, the continuous
debate surrounding bilingual education), and cdntdization (in reference to what was
occurring in bilingual/ESL education focused orftsini political and theoretical paradigms); and
(4) data synthesis — identifying nuances and itleatsemerged and organizing them into central
concepts.

The development of each IRl was analyzed in terihtseoimpact or perceived impact of
key developments in the education of ELLs. For gdamrhow did the enactment of the
Bilingual Education Act of 1968vhich provided funding for teacher training tdghinguage
minority students, impact the development of subeateditions of IRIs? How did the writings
of Jim Cummins and Steven Krashen on cognitive én@orks of bilingualism and language
learning impact the development of subsequentaditof IRIS?

During the historical analysis, the researcheused on modifications, additions or
deletions of tests, subtests, and/or changes trugt®ns for each IRI. The researcher developed
a chronological timeline delineating the significaolitical and theoretical constructs and trends

in the education of ELLSs.

Analysis

The researcher utilized the research questions,adélection methods and the data
collected to make a determination of how to anatjata.

To answer the first research question and subtignss the researcher utilized a
descriptive content analysis. The researcher usedhecklist to collect data and then generated

tables to show how each IRI compared across aurtipsts
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To answer the second research question, the cbseamployed historical analysis. A
chronological timeline was generated delineatirggdignificant historical and political issues
and trends in the education of ELLs. Additiona#lychronological timeline was created to show
modifications, additions or deletions of tests,teats, and/or changes in the instructions for each
IRI.
Summary

This chapter presented the methodology of theystlide researcher utilized both
descriptive content analysis and historical anali@ianswer the research questions. The study
examined which IRIs align most closely with assemsinpractices for ELLs and examined the
development of IRIs within the context of expandpaditical awareness and developing
theoretical constructs of Bilingual/ESL educatidhe six IRIs selected for the study included (1)
The Basic Reading Inventoiytth edition (2012), (ZBader Reading and Language Inventory
7th edition (2013), (3Ekwall/Shanker Reading Inventdsth edition (2010), (4Analytical
Reading Inventor@th edition (2011), (5¢lassroom Reading Inventoiylth edition (2009), and

(6) Informal Reading Inventor§th edition (2011).
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Chapter 4: Results

This chapter presents the results of the investigaThe chapter contains two major
sections: (1) the findings of the content analgsid (2) the historical analysis.
Overview:

This two part study (1) explored whether or notoimal reading inventories
demonstrated an increasing awareness of assesgraetites for English language learners as
and (2) captured the impact or perceived impaeixpiinding political awareness and developing
theoretical constructs related to Bilingual/ESL eation. The content analysis of current editions
of six informal reading inventories examined howneoercially produced informal reading
inventories demonstrated an increasing awarenegd b and made considerations for the
administration and interpretation of the IRI to E&ludents. The historical analysis traced the
development of the informal reading inventorieseirnms of expanding political and developing
theoretical constructs within Bilingual/ESL educoati
Restatement of Purpose:

As the American educational system strives to glev¥or the academic success of all
students, policies and programs focused on serpieesded to ELL students continue to
transform. While bilingual education continues tio debate, the changing demographics of our
country require that discussions focus on how Eiuidents will acquire English and receive the
same academic opportunities as native English spegaleers. The purpose of this research was
to examine the various ways in which informal regdnventories address key issues relevant to
the assessment of ELLs. In addition, the reseatcaeked the development of IRI's in relation

to the historical and political contexts of BilirglESL education.
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Content Analysis

For the puposes of the analysis and discussidmeaiations were used for the six IRISs:
Analytical Reading InventoryARI
Basic Reading InventorBRI
Bader Reading and Language InventoBRLI
Classroom Reading InventorRI
Ekwall/Shanker Reading Inventory - ESRI
Informal Reading Inventory - IRI
Table 1 provides a comparison of passage typeaslfaaross the informal reading
inventories. Passage types were coded as fictiver¢hangeable with narrative texts) and
nonfiction (interchangeable with expository textPassages categorized as fiction presented a
narrative recounting events and/or telling a stBgssages categorized as nonfiction were texts

that informed the reader about real people, thiagsnts and places.
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Table 1

Description of IRI Passage Types

IRI Description of passages found on each form

ARI Form A presents fiction texts PP-9
Form B presents fiction texts PP-9
Form C presents fiction texts PP-9
Form S presents nonfiction texts 1-9
Form SS presents nonfiction texts 1-9

BRI Form A presents fiction texts PP1-8
Form B presents fiction texts PP1-8
Form C presents fiction texts PP1-8
Form D presents fiction texts PP1-2 grade and obafi texts 3-8
Form E presents nonfiction (informational) texaltlevels PP1-8
Form LL presents fiction texts 3-8
Form LI presents nonfiction texts 3-8

BRLI Elementary form A presents fiction text PP-3 armhkance of
fiction and nonfiction in grades 4-8
Elementary form B presents fiction texts in PP-8 arbalance of
fiction and nonfiction in grades 4-8
Secondary/Adult Form A presents fiction text PR:Balance of
fiction and nonfiction in grades 4-8, and nonficti@xt for levels
9/10 and 11/12
Secondary/Adult Form B presents fiction text PR-Balance of
fiction and nonfiction in grades 4-8, and nonficti@xt for grades
9/10 and 11/12

CRI Form A (pre) presents fiction text PP-2 and nordictext 3-8
Form A (post) presents fiction text PP-2 and ndidictext 3-8
Form B (pre) presents fiction text 1-3 and nonbiattext 4-8
Form B (post) presents fiction text 1-3 and noidicttext 4-8

ESRI Form A thru D present fiction text PP-3 and nomdicttext in
grades 4-9

IRI Form A presents fiction text PP-6 and nonfictioxt té-12

Form B presents fiction text PP-3 and a balandetiéon and
nonfiction text 7-12

Form C presents fiction texts PP-5 and nonfictext 6-12
Form D presents fiction PP-3 and a balance ofoircéind
nonfiction text 4-12
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Table 1 presented the types of passages foune isixhnventories. The results showed that all
of the inventories selected for the study utilibeton and non-fiction texts in their reading
selections. Fiction texts were primarily represdntePP-3 passages, with the exception of the

BRIform E that presented non-fiction texts at alelsvPP-8.
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Table 2 presents the average passage word lengtssfges found within the six inventories.

Passage length is recorded as word total.
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Table 2

Comparison of Passages by Average Length of Tektisgvel

Level ARI BRI BRLI CRI IRI ESRI
(2011)  (2012)  (2013)  (2011)  (2011)  (2010)
PP1 28 25 30 41 66 32
PP2 - 50 - - - -
P 53 100 57 58 100 -
1 80 100 80 56 105 73
2 121 100 100 95 126 08
3 148 143 129 153 161 143
4 160 143 165 177 179 170
5 187 143 186 149 168 153
6 202 143 191 164 183 160
7 267 143 220 175 166 151
8 289 143 202 200 179 158
9 348 251 207 - 170 190
10 - 253 207 - 184 -
11 - 250 288 - 188 -
12 - 250 288 - 176 -
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Table 2 presented the average lengths of passaigeach level) found within the inventories.
The results showed that passage lengths varieaMeyiory. Word counts generally increased as
levels increased with the exception of &iel andBRI.Increases in word counts (noticed
primarily at level 6) on th@&RI reflected the addition of forms S and SS, both @ioing

nonfiction texts passages for levels 1-9. Bid kept word counts standard at each grade level
[PP1-25, PP2-50, P-8 (forms A thru E) - 100]. Imses in word count on tiBRI reflected the

addition of forms LL and LI which included longeagsages (250 words) for grades 3-12 in both

fiction and nonfiction texts.
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Table 3 presents how each inventory measured cdrapseon. Comprehension measurements
were recorded as retellings, unprompted memorrelpacomprehension questions. The terms
unprompted memories and retelling were interchanlgeand defined as provisions for the
student to retell the events and information oladifrom the text without prompting from the
test administrator. Comprehension questions reddoea set of questions that were asked to the
student to measure his/her understanding of theéad. When noted by the author, the types of

guestions utilized are provided.
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Table 3

Comprehension Measurements

IRI Comprehension measurements

ARI (2011) Retelling all forms and levels
Comprehension questions varied by level
-6-7 questions levels PP-2
-8 questions levels 3-9
Question types: retells in fact, puts informatiogdther, connects
author and reader, evaluates, and substantiates

BRI (2012) Retelling
Comprehension questions varied by level
- 5 questions levels PP1 and PP2
- 10 questions levels P-12
Question types: topic, fact, inference, experiesnadlation,
vocabulary

BRLI (2013) Unprompted memories all forms thru level 5
Comprehension questions varied by level
- 8 questions thru level 7
- 10 questions level 8 and beyond
Question types: literal/passage dependent, infialequestion separate

CRI (2011) Comprehension questions (Form A)
5 questions all levels
Question types: vocabulary, fact, inference
Reader-response format (Form B)
Prediction, retelling, problem, outcome

IRI (2011) Comprehension questions
Varied by grade level
- 8 questions levels PP-2
- 10 questions levels 3-10
Question types: main idea, inference, vocabulagtait] sequence,
cause and effect

ESRI (2010) Comprehension questions varied by levels
- 5 questions levels PP-P
- 10 questions levels 1-9
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Table 3 presented the comprehension measuremdrzscuin the inventories. The results show
comprehension questions to be a commonality amorentories. The number of
comprehension questions showed variation acrostedexels. Three of the six inventories used
retelling/ unprompted memories as a form of meagurtomprehension. THeRI presented two
formats for assessing comprehension. Dependetiteofotm utilized, administrators could opt a

subskills format utilizing comprehension questions reader-response format.
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Table 4 presents measurements of phonics and phoagmareness across the inventories. For
purposes of this study, phonics referred to measemés associated with the student
demonstrating knowledge of sounds associated weftérk, clusters of letters and/or syllables.
For purposes of this study, phonemic awarenesgeeféto measurements associated with the
students’ ability to identify and manipulate theusture of words. Phonemic awareness
encompasses several skills which include, but ardimited to isolating phonemes, blending
letter sounds to make words and segmenting woreéashtements were coded according to the

sub-skills measured.
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Table 4

Measures of Phonics and Phonemic Awareness

IRI Measurements of Phonics and Phonemic Awareness

ARI (2011) No measurement

BRI (2012) Phonemic awareness
Spelling (beginning, middle, and ending sounds)
Phoneme segmentation

BRLI (2013) Phonemic awareness
-rhyme, initial and ending sounds
Phonemic manipulation
-blending and segmentation
Letter knowledge
Phonics
-initial sounds, knowledge of blends, long and skowels, digraphs
Structural analysis
-compound words, prefixes, suffixes, and inflecsibendings
Spelling tests

CRI (2011) No measurement
IRI (2011) No measurement

ESRI (2010)  Phonics
-initial and ending sounds, knowledge of blendegland short vowels
Letter knowledge
Structural analysis
-word parts, inflectional endings, compound wordtxes, suffixes,
and prefixes
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Table 4 presented measurements of phonics and phoagareness found in the inventories.
The results showed that only three inventories idex)screening tools for phonics knowledge.
TheBRLIand ESRIprovided more in-depth measurements for Phonicdiashemic

Awareness.
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Table 5 presents how vocabulary is measured atiiesaformal reading inventories.

Vocabulary knowledge was coded as graded worddistiéor vocabulary question. Graded word
lists refers to the author’s use of word lists andight vocabulary words that the student can
read by sight without having to decode them. Gradexl lists were presented as a quick
screening to discern the student’s level for regd¥iihen available, the source or the graded
word lists was recorded. Vocabulary questions rief¢he author’s incorporation of a
vocabulary related question within the comprehensigestions asked after the student has read

the text.
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Table 5

Vocabulary Knowledge

IRI Measurement Source Purpose
ARI Graded word lists Not provided Initial placement
(2011) (20 words per list)
BRI Graded word lists Revised Dolch list * Initial placement
(2012) (20 words per list) EDL Core vocabulary ** Measure word
Vocabulary question identification
strategies, and word
recognition ability
BRLI Graded word lists Graded sight words Initial placement
(2013) (10 words per list) Readers Select entry level to
Experiential lists Field testing paragraphs
Thematic lists Quick check for
word recognition
CRI Graded word lists Not provided Initial placement
(2011) (20 words per list) Identify word
Vocabulary question recognition errors
IRI Graded word lists Not provided Initial placement
(2011) (20 words per list) Provide information
Vocabulary question(s) on decoding,
- 1 levels PP-3 phonics, and
- 2 levels 4-9 structural analysis
skills
ESRI Graded word lists La Pray and Ross*** Initial placement
(2010) San Diego State Provide basic sight

(1969)

knowledge, phonics,
and structural
analysis skills

* Dolch word list is a list of frequently used Ergll words compiled by Edward William Dolch

(Johns, 2012).

**EDL Core Vocabulary is a collection of word listsund in textbooks from grades PP - 12

(Johns, 2012).

*** The La Pray and Ross (1969) graded word lises@vcompiled by randomly picking words

from basal readers and Thorndike's list (La Praydss, 1969).
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Table 5 showed measurements of vocabulary knowladgess the inventories. The results
showed graded word lists to be a commonality. Vataly questions were included in three of
the six inventories. In addition to graded wordslisheBRLI incorporated Experiential and
Thematic lists. Experiential lists were generatednf instruction and materials list and
fundamental forms encountered by adult learnerenigitic lists addressed words found in

health and safety, office, and vehicle settings.
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Table 6 presents how fluency is measured acrossfibrenal reading inventories. Fluency
measurements were coded as reading records, regadihg, and/or word recognition miscue
(used interchangeable with word recognition erdmdividual IRIs provided similar fluency
measurements. For purposes of this study, readoayd, rate of reading, and fluency rating
scales refer to measures provided by the authailtthe examiner in noting accuracy,
automaticity, and prosodic elements associated neatding. Word recognition miscue/error
refer to measurements which record student emomsading the text. Understanding if
miscues/errors are semantic, syntactic, or graptomgmic can help the examiner identify
reading strategies employed by the student. Addationeasurements (rubrics or charts provided
to establish a picture of the students’ fluencyelgprovided by the informal reading inventory

were also recorded when available.
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Table 6

Fluency Measurement

IRI Measurement of fluency
ARI (2011) Rating scale
Word recognition miscue/error analysis
Fluency summary
BRI (2012) Word recognition miscue/error analysis
Rate of reading
Fluency considerations
BRLI (2013) Reading record
Word recognition miscue/error analysis
Rubric for fluency
CRI (2011) Word recognition miscue/error analysis
IRI (2011) Rate of reading
Word recognition miscue/error analysis
ESRI (2010) Word recognition miscue/error analysis

Rate of reading

57



Table 6 presented the fluency measurements foutiteimventories. The results showed that
word recognition miscue/error analysis and rateeatling rubrics were a commonality among
the inventories. Three of the informal reading mweies provided specific measures that

assessed prosody.
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Table 7 presents the degree of multiculturalisrmébwithin the passages of the informal reading
inventory. For purposes of this analysis, multictdtism was defined as the degree to which the
passages in the IRIs reflect varied topics relet@mge, ethnicity, non-traditional gender roles,
location, social economic status, religion and sdeweds. Passages were coded according to
the topic of each passage (age, ethnicity, nonttbadl gender roles, location, social economic
status, religion or special needs) and reportechiwnumbers in each catergory and overall

percentage.
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Table 7

Degree of Multiculturalism

Topic ARI BRI BRLI CRI IRI ESRI
(2011) (2012) (2013) (2011) (2011) (2010)
Age 1 0 3 0 0 0
Ethnicity 1 1 0 7 3 0
Gender 2 0 0 1 1 0
Location 5 13 6 7 5 6
Social 0 2 1 0 0 0
Economic
Status
Religion 0 0 0 0 0 0
Special 1 2 0 1 0
Needs
Total 9/62 17/75 12/44 15/36 10/56 6/40
Overall 15% 23% 27% 41% 18% 15%
percentage
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Table 7 showed the degree of multiculturalism fowntthin the contents of the reading passages
presented in the informal reading inventories. fidwailts show that all IRIs included

multicultural passages. The most prominent multical topics addressed included location and
ethnicity. Examples of passages that addressetidadacluded passages about Kenya, the
Carribean Sea, and the wilderness. Examples odgasghat addressed ethnicity included

passages about African-Americans and Japanese-gansti
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Table 8 presents the number of references madediag&English language learners. Word
counts by phrase were tallied as they appeardtkitext and in directions for administration of
tests. The following words and phrases were taliethey appeared in the text and directions
for administration of tests: "English language e "bilingual,” ” bilingual speaker,” "ELL,"
"non-English speakers," “language minority studgnti&anguage differences, " "English as a

Second Language," and/or "first/second language."
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Table 8

Number of References made Regarding English Larguegrners

IRI References made regarding English languagedear
ARI (2011) 0
BRI (2012) 0
BRLI(2013) 27
CRI (2011) 3
IRI (2011) 0
ESRI(2010) 0
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Table 8 presented the number of specific referem@ae to English language learners in the
informal reading inventories. The results showed tivo of the six inventories addressed
English language learners in the directions for iagstration and/or interpretation of scores.
There was a large difference in the number of ezfees made to ELLs with tlBRLI having a

greater number of references to ELLs thanGRa&

Historical Analysis

TheBilingual Education Act of 196@&as the first federal recognition that English
language learners had special educational needhanith the interest of creating equal
educational opportunities, federally funded proggsdammeet their needs were necessary (NCBE,
1988). Three functions of the legislation weretlincrease English skills, (2) to maintain first
language skills, and (3) to support home culturthefstudent. The first revision of tBdingual
Act of 1968occurred in 1974. The revisions provided a de@niof bilingual education,
established program goals, called for the desigegibnal support centers, and provided
funding for districts wanting to expand curriculustaff, and conduct research on bilingual
programs (NCBE, 1988). A second revisionrae Bilingual Education Act of 196®llowed in
1978. The revision of 1978 expanded eligibility aed goals for transitional programs. Unlike
previous years, thBilingual Education Act of 197&lid not provide the funding opportunities as

past Acts.

During this decade, four of the six reading inveie® used for the study published their
first edition. The Classroom Reading Inventppublished editions one through three (1969,
1973, 1976). There was no evidence of the impa€hefBilingual Education Acind/or the

reauthorizations of 1974 and 1978 on the developwfehe four IRIs.
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Modifications, additions, and/or deletions that &varade to th€lassroom Reading
Inventoryconsisted of the addition of forms C and D, anditash of specific instructions for
administration. There was no evidence ofBiiengual Education Act of 196&r revisions that
followed impacting the first editions of The Anabal Reading Inventory (1977), the Basic

Reading Inventory (1978), or the Ekwall Readingeimtory (1979).

During the 1980s and 1990s, Jim Cummins and Steldheshen collaborated with the
California State Educational Department and otiredeveloping a relevant and influential
theoretical framework for bilingual education. ltdition to the notions of BICS and CALP,
Cummins’ writings discussed the interdependendegifand second language proficiency. The
common underlying principle (CUP) supports thatwlealge in the first language supports
learning in the second language. The iceberg Imgsid, or dual-iceberg hypothesis, posits that
all languages have surface features that mayrgifewever, language proficiencies are
common and transferable across languages (Cumgifg). Krashen’s writings discussed
hypothesis for language acquisition, providing ast#e input for acquisition and approaches to
language teaching in the classroom. Krashen's hgpt include the following (1) acquisition-
learning hypothesis , (2) natural order hypothd8isaffective filter hypothesis, and (4) the input
hypothesis. The acquisition-learning hypothesistpdghat acquisition of langauge is a
subconscious process and that learning a langsageadnscious process and the result of formal
teaching and instruction. The natural order hypgithposited that grammar acquisition follows a
natural and predictable pattern. The affectiveffiiypothesis posited that variables such as
motivation, confidence, and anxiety play a non-eausle in second-langauge acquisition. In
other terms, negative affect can impede languageisition, but, positive affect alone is not

sufficient for langauge acquisition to take platiee input hypothesis addresses language
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"acquisition”. Accoring to the input hypothesis)dmage is acquired when input is one level

above the student's proficiciency in language $kKem, 1994).

On the federal level, thgilingual Education Act of 198decentralized the power and
provided districts with more control over the esidbment of Bilingual programs to meet the
needs of their population. Districts could seleansitional bilingual programs, developmental
programs, or special alternative programs to e@utetir student population. TiB#lingual
Education Act of 198#equired parents be made aware of program alteesaénd provided
funding for excellence programs and family literat¥english. Reauthorization of the Bilingual
Act occurred again in 1988 and 1994. The |aBiéngual Education Acfreauthorized in 1994)

remained in effect for over seven years.

On the literacy front, The Report of the CommissionReadingBecoming a Nation of
Readerg1985), provided the field with a synthesis of eesé and theory on reading used to
draw implications for reading instruction. The repmntextualized reading as the construction
of meaning from text and part of the child’s gehé&aaguage development influenced by
experience and quality instruction. The reporiited the need to address individual needs of
readers and improve instruction especially forggiung readers (non-English and recent

immigrants were noted as part of this group).

During the 1980s, the following informal readingémtories were publishe@urns &
Roe Informal Reading Assessmgimst through third editionsBasic Reading Inventorfgecond
through fourth editions)Analytical Reading Inventorfsecond and third editions}Jassroom
Reading Inventoryfourth and fifth editions), and tHgader Reading and Language Inventory

(first edition). The only inventory that demonség an increased awareness of the developing
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political and theoretical constructs of Bilingueé¥E educaiton and knowledge of ELLs was the

Bader Reading and Language Inventory.

During the 1990s, the following Informal Readingéntories were published:
Classroom Reading Invento¢sixth through eighth editiondpasic Reading Inventor(§ifth
through seventh editiondpformal Reading Inventorfthird through fifth editions),
Ekwall/Shanker Reading Inventdthird edition),Burns and Roe Informal Reading Inventory
(fourth and fifth editions)Bader Reading and Language Invent{sgcond and third editions),
and theAnalytical Reading Inventorffifth and sixth editions). A review of the infoahreading
inventories suggests that the events of the 19804.890s, in relation to the expanding political
awareness and developing theoretical construatsnbampact on the modifications, additions,
or deletions made to th@lassroom Reading Invento(¥982, 1986, 1990, 1994, 199Bjasic
Reading Inventory1981, 1985, 1988, 1991, 1994, 199%Mhalytical Reading Inventor{1981,

1985, 1989, 1995, 199ahd/or theEkwall Reading Inventorfd 986, 1993)

The modifications, additions, and/or deletions thate made t@he Classroom Reading
Inventoryduring the 1980s and 1990s included clarificatibmdividual versus group testing
(1982); clarification of the sub-skills format, tea response format and customized format
(1986); addition of information on background assesnt and clarification on significant and
insignificant errors (1990); clarification on majases of each form (1994); and slight changes in
form A sub-skills and form B reader response vesiand addition of form C, which included a

diagnostic sub-skills test for high school studemtd adults (1997).

The modifications, additions, and/or deletions thate made to thBasic Reading
Inventoryduring the 1980s and 1990s included replacemepasdages, comprehension

measurement assessed with five types of questaald#tjon of scoring guide, and revision of
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the summary sheet (1981); the manual was reorgarazeew section on administration was
provided, and a section on the history of the IRbvadded (1985); changes were made to clarify
and increase usefulness of data, modifications werde to comprehension questions, titles
were added to activate the students’ prior knowdedmd a distinction was made between Form
A (oral reading) and Form B (silent reading) (1988)0 new forms (long narrative and long
expository) were added, scoring guidelines werarsgpd for word recognition, comprehension
and retelling (1991); the inventory was extendetid®grade (1994); and addition of early

literacy assessment, inventory was extended fogt@de (1997).

The Analytical Reading Inventopublished five subsequent editions during the $980
and 1990s. The modifications, additions, and/oetitehs that were made included clarification
on administering and interpreting the ARI and addibf a sample student case study (1981);
no changes were noted in the 1985 publication;guesswere updated, further explanation and
clarification were provided on administering antempreting the ARI (1989); instructions were
expanded (1995); instructions were expanded amdnrEtion on background knowledge was

added (1999).

The Ekwall/Shankereading inventory published two editions during i980s and
1990s. The modifications, additions, and/or detetimcluded the following: the addition of a
diagnostic flowchart and measurements for assessadjng sub-skills were added (1986); new
tests for measuring phonics and structural analysie added; instructions for administration
and scoring interpretation were revised, and thkigion of new charts, crib sheets, summary

sheets, and diagnostic sheets (1993).

The first edition of thénformal Reading Inventorywas published in 1980. Four

subsequent editions were published during the 1880s1990s. The modifications, additions,
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and/or deletions included replacement of passageision of comprehension questions, and
expanded instructions on administration and uségfeedRI| were provided (1985);
comprehension questions were revised (based obdekdrom users), new information on word
recognition and comprehension was added (198%)rnrdtion on background was revised,
administration protocols were added; a case stuab/added and figures and flowcharts to
summarize procedures were added (1993); backgriofmunation was revised to incorporate
flexible ways to use the IRI including retellingseuof context clues, and partial assessment

(1999).

The first edition of théBader Reading Inventomyas published in 1983. The following
modifications, additions, and/or deletions maderduthe 1980s and 1990s included suggestions
for administering the inventory were added, a flbart for testing sequence (Pre-literacy, K-12,
and Adult literacy was added (1994); a separat&leotor passages was added, instructions
included an emphasis on authentic assessmentnda8latest (ESL Quick Start) and ESL

checklist were added to the inventory.

During the 2% century, several reports and federal legislatidluénced the fieldThe
National Reading Panel Repq&000) provided a synthesis of research on instmal topics in
reading instruction. The report highlighted fiverelents of reading instruction: phonics,
phonemic awareness, vocabulary, fluency, and cdmepseon. The report did not address
second language acquisition or learning. On Jam8,a2902, President George W. Bush signed
into law theNo Child Left Behind Act (NCLB)Y 2001, replacing thBilingual Education Actor
Title VII of the ESEA, with Title Ill, the English Language Acquisition, Language Enhancement,
and Academic Achievement Adthe enactment of NCLB produced notable changése

support structures (federal) for bilingual educatidhe act de-emphasized the use of bilingual
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education techniques to promote English languageisition for students, promoted the use of
classroom and teacher training practices basessgarch, and limited the funding available for
support services and professional developmentOQ® 2theReport of the National Literacy
Panel on Language Minority Children and Youth, Depig Literacy in Second-Language
Learnerssupported the findings of the National ReadingdPan the elements of reading
instruction, but emphasized a focus on oral languagl adjustments to approach were
necessary for students to achieve academicallgading and writing. A review of the
modifications, additions and/or deletions sugg#sisthe events of the 2tentury had minimal
impact on the development of the informal readmgentories. With the exception of tBader
Reading and Language Inventprgodifications, additions, and/or deletions to ifRés focused
on revisions to passages, word lists, instructfonadministration, and organization of the

informal reading inventory.

The Classroom Reading Inventquyblished three subsequent editions during ths ti
period. Additions, deletions, and/or modificatianade to the inventory included replacement of
passages, additional information provided on misnadysis, and addition of an audiotape for
practice scoring (2001); pre-tests and post-teste wdded for each form of the inventory (2004);
revision of passages to include more multicultstaties, addition of online high school and

adult testing, and addition of online resourceagsist the administrator (2009).

The Basic Reading Inventopyblished four subsequent editions during this tifriee
modifications, additions, and/or deletions to teintory included addition of new passages to
Form B, addition of informal miscue tally, and atitehh of a CD (2001); addition of a new Form
E, addition of a generic miscue summary sheettiatdi information on determining reading

rate, and addition of practice scenarios for teexc(005); no notable changes were made to the
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tenth edition (2009); addition of expert noticingservation guide, addition of evaluation criteria

on performance booklets, and addition of new vidgms (2012).

The Analytical Reading Inventopgblished three subsequent editions during this tim
period. No noteable changes were made to the deeditton (2003); addition of charts and
rubrics to expand instructions (2007); revisiorerminer’s page, addition of DVD, addition of

profile sheets, and reorganization of the manual{2.

The Informal Reading Inventopublished three subsequent editions during this ti
period. The modifications, additions, and/or dele to the inventory included: addition of
appendix: “Choosing books to develop and suppoitd@n’s reading proficiency” (2002);
revision of reading passages, addition of new tapbystem, addition of a rubric for retelling,

expanded appendix for trade books (2007); revisiaetelling rubric (2011).

The Ekwall/ShankdReading Inventorpublished two subsequent editions during this
time period. The modifications, additions, and/eletions made to the inventory included
addition of new tests for emergent literacy slalfgl concepts of print, addition of quick check
for basic sight words, and addition of readingiiest form (2000); reorganization of the

inventory and addition of 39 diagnostic tests tamge ten areas of reading sub-skills (2010).

TheBader Reading and Languge Inventpublished 4 subsequent editions during this
time period. The modifications, additions, and/eletions made to the inventory included
revision of reading passages, revisions to themzgéion of the inventory, and clarification on
the use and administration of subtests (2002)srewito format, addition of more case studies,
revision of comprehension questions, and addtica\afleotape to assist administrators (2005);

additional information on fluency was added, remisio Phonemic assessment, revision to ELL
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Quick Start screening instrument, and update omaakability measures of the inventory (2009);
revised to include two sets of reading passages@itary and secondary); revision to graded
word lists, revisions to checklist and screenirgjriniment for ELLs, and update of training DVD

(2013).

The following tables (9 -14) show the developmdrgaxch informal reading inventory,

highlighting the revisions and modifications madestlitions.
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Table 9

Development of the Analytical Reading Inventory

Edition Year Revisions/Modifications
First 1977
Second 1981 Clarification on administration anéiptetation

Expanded instructions
Added sample student case study

Third 1985 No changes noted

Fourth 1989 Revisions to passages
Further clarification on administration and intesfation

Fifth 1995 Expanded instructions on administrafioovided

Sixth 1999 Expanded instructions on administration
Provided information on background knowledge

Seventh 2003 No changes noted
Eighth 2007 Added charts and rubrics to expanauogbns
Ninth 2011 Revised examiner's page layout

Included DVD

Provided profile sheets
Changes made to manual organization

Table 9 traced the development of &Rel. While revisions were made for most editions, none

of the revisions specifically addressed Englislylaage learners/bilingual children.
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Table 10

Development of the Basic Reading Inventory

Edition Year Revisions/Modifications
First 1978
Second 1981 Passages replaced
Comprehension questions revised (5 types)
Scoring guides added
Summary sheets revised
Third 1985 Manual reorganized
New section on administration procedures
New section on history of the Informal Reading Imeozy
Fourth 1988 Titles added to passages
Modifications made to comprehension questions
Clarification on how to interpret and use data juted
Distinction made between Form A (oral) and Fornsiie(t)
Fifth 1991 Two new forms added (LN, LI)
Scoring guides separated for word recognition,
comprehension, and retelling
Sixth 1994 Addition of passages and word listsulgio10th grade
Seventh 1997 Addition of early literacy assessment
Addition of passages and word lists through 12ddgr
Eighth 2001 New passages added to Form B
Addition of informal miscue tally
CD provided
Ninth 2005 Addition of Form E
Generic miscue summary sheet provided
Information on determining reading rate provided
Practice scenarios for teachers provided
Tenth 2009 No changes noted
Eleventh 2012 Expert noticing observation guide

Evaluation criteria on performance booklets prodide
New video
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Table 10 traced the development of Bfel. While revisions were made for each edition, nohe

the revisions specifically addressed English lagguaarners/bilingual children.
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Table 11

Development of the Bader Reading and Language tamen

Edition

Year

Revisions/Modifications

First
Second

Third

Fourth

Fifth

Sixth

Seventh

1983
1994

1998

2002

2005

2009

2013

Suggestions for administering the itovgn

Flowchart for testing sequence (Pre-literacy, K-drj Adult

literacy

Renamed supplementary word lists to Experiential

Separate booklet for reading passages
Emphasis on authentic assessment
Inclusion of ESL test (ESL Quick Start)
Inclusion of ESL checklist

Revisions on reading passages
Added additional case studies
Revisions to comprehension questions
Addition of videotape to assist administrators

Revisions made to format

Added additional case studies

Revisions made to comprehension questions
Addition of videotape to assist administrators

Provided additional information on flagn
Revisions to phonemic assessment

Revisions to ELL Quick Start screening instrument
Provided update on reliability measures of the imogy

Revised to include two sets of reapasgages (elementary

and secondary)
Revision of graded word lists

Revisions to checklist and screening instrumeng&lors

Updated DVD
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Table 11 traced the development of BRLI. Specific elements related to ELLs appeared in the
third edition (1998) with the inclusion of the E&lhecklist and ESL Quick Start test. Revisions
to the ELL Quick Start screening instrument app@anethe sixth and seventh editions (2009,

2013).
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Table 12

Development of the Classroom Reading Inventory

Edition Year Revisions/Modifications

First 1969

Second 1973 No changes noted

Third 1976 Addition of form C
Specific instructions for administration

Fourth 1982 Clarification of individual versus gpotesting
New form D added

Fifth 1986 Clarification of sub-skills format, readresponse format, and
customized format

Sixth 1990 Included background knowledge assessment
Clarified significant and insignificant errors

Seventh 1994 Provided clarification on major useaufh form

Eighth 1997 Changes to form A (sub-skills versiandl form B (reader
response verstion
Form C includes diagnostic sub-skills for high sahend
adults (available on-line)

Ninth 2001 Replacement of stories that are morkeisnee, multiethnic
and contemporary
Passages increased in length
Added information on miscue analysis
Audio tape for practice scoring provided

Tenth No changes noted

Eleventh 2009 Multicultural stories and themes ddde

On-line high school and adult testing
On-line video clips and explanations

Table 12 traced the development of @RI. Specific references related to ELLs appeareten t

eleventh edition (2009) with the revision of passatp include multicultural characters and

global themes.
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Table 13

Development of the Ekwall/Shanker Informal Readliwgntory

Edition Year Revisions/Modifications
First 1979
Second 1986 Added instruments for assessing readingkills

Added a diagnostic flowchart

Third 1993 Added tests for measuring phonics angiral analysis
Revised instructions for administration, scoringg a
interpretations
Added new charts, crib sheets, summary sheets, and
diagnostic sheets

Fourth 2000 Added new tests for emergent liter&dissand concepts of
print
Added quick check for basic sight words
Added reading interest forms

Fifth 2010 Edition reorganized
Edition included 39 diagnostic tests to measureateas of
reading sub-skills

Table 13 traced the development of BEfeRI While revisions were made for each edition, none

of the revisions specifically addressed Englislylaage learners/bilingual children.
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Table 14

Development of the Informal Reading Inventory

Edition Year Revisions/Modifications
First 1980
Second 1985 Passages replaced

Questions revised
More explicit instructions on administration ancge were
provided

Third 1989 Questions revised
New information on word recognition added
New information on comprehension added

Fourth 1993 Revised background information and athtration protocols
Added case studies
Added figures and flowcharts to summarize proceslure

Fifth 1999 Revised background section to includgibile ways to use
IRI including retelling, use of context clues, grattial
assessment

Sixth 2002 Addition of appendix "Choosing bookgl&velop and

support Children's reading proficiency"

Seventh 2007 Revisions made to reading passages
Added a new tabbing system
Included a rubric for retelling
Expanded appendix of trade books

Eighth 2011 Revised retelling rubric

Table 14 traced the development of lRé While revisions were made for each edition, nohe

the revisions specifically addressed English lagguaarners/bilingual children.
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Summary:

The purpose of the study was to (1) explore hdarmal reading inventories align with
assessment practices for English language leamr@ilg2) capture the impact or perceived
impact of expanding political awareness and devetptheoretical constructs related to
Bilingual/ESL education on the development of infiat reading inventories.

Chapter 4 presented the results of the two-padysn tables and narratives. The
findings were as follows: (1) IRIs are assessmauistto measure student’s ongoing literacy
development. Current informal reading inventoriegdude sub-skills tests in areas of reading.
They consist of graded word-lists, reading passég#h silent and oral), measures of
comprehension, and measures of fluency. Only tdarnmal reading inventories made specific
references made to the ELL population (either reations for administration or interpretation of
results); (2) The impact or perceived impact ofrdgeelated to changes in political legislation
and developing theoretical constructs of Bilinge&IL education were reflected in tBader
Reading and Language Inventd®013) and th€lassroom Reading Invento(®009). Both
inventories provided multiple ways to assess cotmasion, included a higher percentage of
passages that addressed multicultural topics, ddickesed ELLs in the directions for
administration and interpretation of results. TBader Reading and Language Inventatso
included sub-skills tests in phonics and phonemiaraness.

In conclusion, the content analysis revealed anconality among informal reading
inventories with regard to formatting and sub-skitieasured. Additions, modifications, and/or
deletions noted in the development of each IRlecgééd trends in the field of literacy. The
impact or perceived impact of legislation and terelated to Bilingual/ESL education were not

noted across all IRIs. In examining various commbsef the IRIs, it is noted that IRIs reflect
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assessment practices that are appropriate forlthg&pulation even though specific reference

to ELLs may not have been made. RAmalytical Reading Inventory, Basic Reading Invento
Bader Reading and Language Invent@agdClassroom Reading Inventoeach provided more
than one way to measure passage comprehensioaBieReading Inventory, Bader Reading
and Language InventorgndEkwall/Shanker Reading Inventaggch provided sub-skills tests
measuring phonics and phonemic awarenessBas& Reading Inventory, Classroom Reading
Inventory,andinformal Reading Inventorgach included measures of vocabulary knowledge for
words in isolation as well as in context. TB@der Reading and Language Inventangluded
experiential and thematic word lists designed $b weord knowledge related to daily experiences.
TheAnalytical Reading Inventory, Basic Reading InventandBader Reading and Language
Inventory each included multiple measures of fluency to ssbeth word recognition and
prosody. All IRIs included passages that addressdticultural topics, with th&ader Reading

and Language InventogndClassroom Reading Inventotyaving the highest percentage of
passages that addressed multicultural topics BHuer Reading and Language Inventand
Classroom Reading Inventoincluded specific references to ELLs in the direacs for
administration and interpretation of results. Eatthe IRIs examined have benefits for all
learners. In the selection of an IRI for the classn, teachers need to consider (1) the purpose of
assessment and (2) the characteristics of thenBR Mill facilitate lesson design and the

achievement of grade-level standards.
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Chapter 5: Conclusions

This chapter presents the conclusions and reconmaiend from the study. The chapter
is divided: (1) Purpose, (2) Discussion, (3) Lirtigas, and (4) Suggestions for future research.
Purpose

The purpose of the study was to determine how imébreading inventories reflect
assessment practices for English language learfleesfirst question of the research study
investigated how informal reading inventories algith assessment practices for English
language learners. This question was addressedlgtinie content analysis of six commercially
published IRIs selected for the study. The secarebtipn of the research study investigated the
impact or perceived impact of historical and expaggbolitical awareness and developing
theoretical constructs of Bilingual/ESL educationtbe development of informal reading
inventories. The review of literature conductedtfos dissertation provides a historical view of
Bilingual/ESL education, a historical view of thew&lopment of informal reading inventories,

and a framework for viewing the educational neddsnglish language learners.

Discussion

Content analysis.A content analysis of six commercially printed imf@al reading
inventories was conducted to ascertain how infomeadliing inventories reflect assessment
practices for English language learners. The cartealysis examined passage types, passage
length, comprehension measurements, phonetic apdéoremic skills measured, fluency

measurements, degree of multiculturalism presetitériR| passages, and the number of specific
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references made in reference to English languagedes. Tables 1 through 8 present the

findings.

Passage types and passage length. According to the Guidelines for Assessment of
English Language Learners (2009), the use of atitedanguage is a critical consideration in
order to reduce construct-irrelevant variance tlaatimpact the assessment outcomes. The
guidelines do not support simplifying languagepéesally if that is the construct being
measured), but support instead (1) the use of Eggythat is accessible to students, (2) the use
of simple sentence structures, and (3) use ottiaffial context that is familiar and avoids
material that is highly controversial or offensiVéie data collected on passage types and
passage length suggests that authors of IRIs shomceeasing awareness of the language needs
of Ells. With regard to passage types, narrativewg expository, the IRIs analyzed as part of
this study contain a mix of both fiction and notiba texts throughout the passages. Fiction
texts were more pervasive within the pre-primer)(Pough 3 levels. Non-fiction texts were
more pervasive from level 4 through 12. The comiameof fiction and non-fiction texts
supports ELLs because both types of text are ertecathin the school setting. Additionally, by
providing multiple forms of passages that contathlypes of texts, teachers and administrators

are able to capture a more accurate picture dofttineent's strengths and weaknesses in reading.

An analysis of passage length shows that passagesse in the number of words as the
level increases with the exception of Biel (2012). Passage lengths of Biel were controlled
to increase the flexibility of using the passagés wounger children and students at the
emergent stage of reading development: pre-pnprassages contained 25 words, primer
passages contained 50 words, level 1 through &gassontained 100 words in forms A, B, C,

D, and E. Longer passages were included in formand_LI for levels 3 - 8; these passages
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contained 250 words and gave teachers and adnaiioitran opportunity to assess students'
reading ability on longer fiction and non-fictioexts (Johns, 2012). All other IRIs analyzed for
the study showed a gradual increase in passagthlaaghe graded passage level increased. The
IRIs reported the use of computer readability paogg, readability formulas (such as the Spache,
Fry, Dale-Chall, Harris-Jacobson), and/or fielditesto validate the graded level of the

passages.

Comprehension measures. Reading comprehension is a complex task. Therenargy
variables that can impact a student's ability tmprehend the text including background
knowledge, student decoding ability, and knowledfnguage. For purposes of this study, the
principal investigator sought to analyze how corhpresion was measured versus how the
variables of comprehension were addressed (i.evasion of background knowledge).
Consistent with the findings of Nilsson (2008), gtedent’s reading comprehension is assessed
through a set of comprehension questions or a amatibn of questions and
retelling/summarization guide. The results show prghension questions to be a commonality
among inventories. The number of comprehensiontmunssshowed variation across grade
levels. Comprehension questions commonly covdigdnain idea, (2) fact and detail, (3)
cause and effect, and (4) vocabulary questionst NRis also included an inference question
within the comprehension section. The BRLI (201@)vided an inference question separate
from the comprehension questions which were predantly text/passage-dependent as the
objective of the questions was to assess undeistpadd recall (Bader & Pearce, 2013). Three
of the six inventories also used retelling/ unpréedpmemories as a form of measuring
comprehension. The CRI presented two formats feessng comprehension. Administrators

could select a subskills format utilizing compre$ien questions or a reader-response format,
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both forms would provide information to determihe student's reading level. While the
inventories varied in specific measruements of aamgnstion, all six provided comprehension
measurements. This adheres to the ETS GuidelimésddAssessment of English Language
Learners (2009), that state providing multiple wéyes: retellings, unprompted memories,

and/or comprehension questions) of assessing Eidreases the likelihood that the assessments

will provide opportunity for the students to shdwveir strengths (p. 10).

Vocabulary knowledge. Word lists found in the IRIs provide informatiodated to word
recognition of high-frequency or sight words. Waistls are administered at the beginning of the
informal reading inventory to assist the examimeidentifying the student’s word identification
strategies (decoding, phonics, and structural arsabkills), and also to assist in determining the
passage level to begin the test. Authors utilizedigd sight words lists, basal readers, and field-
testing to develop graded word lists. Nation (20§i&jed that there is a group of 1,500 - 2,000
high frequency words "so frequently and widely useat they need to be well learned as quickly
as possible because of their usefulness” (p. 582)addition to graded wordlist, the BRLI
(2013) includes separate “experiential” and “theaiatord lists. The experiential word list was
comprised of words found within instructional listsaterials and environments encountered in
daily routines. The thematic word lists were depelbaround the topics of health, safety, office
and vehicles (Bader & Pearce, 2013). Accordingitedsdn (2008), the inclusion of these word
lists “could be useful with English-language leasn@nd adult literacy students" (p.534) in
allowing an opportunity for the student to demaoaugtistrengths in areas of experience. In some
of the inventories, a vocabulary question was idetlin the comprehension questions,
providing the examiner an opportunity to look ai&iudents decode words in context versus

words in isolation. Krashen's (1993) work providegbport for the use of vocabulary questions,
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stating that for ELLs, "picking up word meaningsriegding is much more efficient than
intensive vocabulary instruction” ( p. 19-20). &all, the analysis of vocabulary knowledge
revealed that the extent to which the IRIs meassigit or high frequency vocabulary and not
word knowledge, represented a limitation of thelRibs, given the role that vocabulary
knowledge plays in comprehension (Anderson & Nd§@1; Zunker & Pearce ,2010). This
position is also echoed in the work of August, Gabressler and Snow (2005), who stated that
various aspects related to vocabulary knowledgh as@connotations and morphology are
equally as important as learning many words becslos@weak vocabulary development

impedes the students' ability to comprehend grade texts.

Fluency. There is a strong correlation between reading fiyemd reading
comprehension (Allington, 2000; Johns, 1994). Kdferd (2012) posited that for ELLS,
effective fluency measures should include all thaseects of fluency: reading accurately,
automaticity, and prosody. Additionally, Ford sugdpd that as students practice reading in
English accurately, with automaticity and prosdithgy gain information about the English
language cadence and develop vocabulary skillscarahave a positive impact on oral language
development and reading and listening comprehenBiach of the IRIs, with the exception of
the CRI, included a measure of reading behaviod#oa fluency to measure prosodic elements
of reading. All IRIs provided a measurement forlgsia of reading miscues/errors. According to
Hudson, Lane and Pullen (2005), “without accurabedwreading, the reader will have no access
to the author’s intended meaning, and inaccuratding can lead to misinterpretations of the
text" (p. 703). Analysis of miscues/errors prowdiee administrator with an opportunity to find
patterns and guide the design of an instructior@dam that is beneficial for the student by

taking into account how language components (plogyplsyntax, semantics, and pragmatics)
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are interrelated (Mercer, Mercer & Pullen, 20109idaionally, Gottlieb (2006) reported that
"with increased literacy development and the abditstudents to balance the use of [cuing
systems] " (p. 52) ELL students will develop effisty and accuracy in "making meaning from
print" (p. 52). According to Bader and Pearce (901&nowing a student's strengths and needs
in relation to reading for meaning is essentialdi@nning” (p. 35). An area for future
development of the IRIs would be to match the giguessages and reading performance with

levels of language proficiency.

Phonics and Phonemic Awareness. Not all IRIs analyzed as part of this study incldde
assessments measuring a student’s knowledge ofgshamprovided measurements of
phonemic awareness. Knowledge of phonics and phicreamareness measurements presented
were included as supplemental or optional assedsmé&nr Ells, phonics and phonemic
awareness instruction is an important componehtesécy instruction. According to Genessee
(2008), difficulty with these phonics and phonereareness skills can impede text
comprehension by impeding acquisition of word deegdkills that may impede sentence
processing skills and the students ability to esttraeaning form text. While not all IRIs
provided measurements of phonics and phonemic aesseauthors of the BRI, BRLI, IRl and
ESRI suggest that word lists could be used to exarsiudents word call and decoding abilities
including phonics and structural analysis. If taadher's interest was to measure these tasks, the

four IRIs mentioned above would be beneficial fudents (including ELLS).

Degree of Multiculturalism. For purposes of this study, multiculturalism refershe use
of texts, materials and examples that appeal tesits from varied cultural backgrounds.
Multiculturalism was coded according to the topi@ach passage (age, ethnicity, nontraditional

gender roles, location, social economic statuggiogl, or special needs) and reported using raw
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numbers and overall percentage of passages addyessiticultural topics. In the analysis, the
researcher defined age as it referred to passageseferenced relationships across age groups.
For example, in the BRLI, the passage "New Peaqileltesses the relationship between a young
neighbor boy and elderly gentleman who moved irt dexr. Many IRIs addressed ethnicity

with passages about historical figures and custairspecific ethnic groups (such as Native
Americans). Location was another predominant tapross passages within the IRIs analyzed.
Location referred to passages that addressed @acdaegions of interest to the reader. Location
topics included passages about Mount Kilarma, Pgrape the wilderness. Similarly, special
needs was defined by the researcher as topicshbated individuals who overcame adversity
and/or required assistance due to injuries asstfelathat such passages would appeal to student
interest. The analysis revealed that all IRIs egsied one or more multicultural topics in

addition to providing a balance between fiction and-fiction passages. The emphasis on
multicultural topics and global themes demonstrttasthe authors of the inventories have an
increased awareness regarding the connection betwaders and text. Multicultural education
supports the idea that "becoming aware of onefs@®d's culture, and/or other cultures provides
an effective formula for functioning successfullitmn a larger society" (Zainduin et al., 2002, p.
4). Additionally, the incorporation of multicultalrtopics provides students with opportunities to

understand the world around them (Colby & Lyon, 4200

References made for English language learners. According to Cohen and Cowen (2007),
IRIs are useful to teachers of students learningjiim because identifying the students’
strengths and weaknesses allows the teacher to, fiagggopriate decisions regarding classroom
instruction (p.376).” Additionally, Cohen and Cowm@®07) posited that because ELLs enter the

classroom at varying degrees of English languagggmncy, an instrument such as the IRI can
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be useful in determining an approximate readingllew that instructional decisions can be made
with the students in mind (p. 376). Given the iasein the number of ELLs in the nation’s
school systems, “schools must strive to develagréitive forms [of assessment] by collecting a
variety of information to learn about studentsligbas well as their attitudes toward reading and
knowledge about reading” (Zainuddin et al., p.2T¥)the six inventories examined for the

study, two (the BRLI and the CRI) made specifierefce to the implications for use of the IRI

with English language learners.

While the content analysis revealed a commonafhtpng informal reading inventories
with regard to formatting and sub-skills measussttiitions, modifications, and/or deletions
noted in the development of each IRI reflecteddeein the field of literacy. The impact or
perceived impact of legislation and trends relateBilingual/ESL education was not noted
across all IRIs. In examining various componenttheflRIs, it is noted that IRIs reflect
assessment practices that are appropriate forlthg&pulation even though specific reference
to ELLs may not have been made. Hiel, BRI, BRLIandCRI each provided more than one
way to measure passage comprehensionBRieBRLI,andESRIeach provided sub-skills tests
measuring phonics and phonemic awarenessBRigCRI,andIRI each included measures of
vocabulary knowledge for words in isolation as veallin context. ThBRLI included
experiential and thematic word lists designed sb word knowledge related to daily experiences.
TheARI, BRI, andBRLI each included multiple measures of fluency to ssbeth word
recognition and prosody. All IRIs included passaiipes addressed multicultural topics, with the
BRLIandCRIhaving the highest percentage of passages thatssdadt multicultural topics. The
BRLIandCRIincluded specific references to ELLs in the direes for administration and

interpretation of results.
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While each IRI has its strengths, the usefulnés$iseninstrument can be determined only
after the purpose for assessment has been estblMhhile not part of the study, the author of
theBRI (Jerry L. Johns) also authored tBeanish Reading Inventofgurrently in its second
edition). Teachers inclined to assess the studgpasish reading proficiciency could find the
instrument helpful with Spanish speaking ELLs.dmis of addressing the first research

guestion, th&RLI showed an increased awareness and consideratifir sfas a subgroup.

Historical analysis.The historical analysis presented a mechanismetarchining how
landmark legislation, policy, and writings on Baal/ESL education impacted the development
of IRIs. The impact and/or perceived impact of Thg Bilingual Education Act of 19682) The
Bilingual Education Act of 19843) TheNo Child Left Behind Act (2001and (4)The Report of
the National Literacy Panel on Language Minorityildren and Yout{2006) was explored.

The impact and/or perceived impact of the workStephan Krashen and Jim Cummins

pertaining to expanding theoretical constructs alas explored.

Prior to the year 2000Bilingual/ESL political and theoretical construeteplored
included theBilingual Education Ac{1968) the works of Jim Cummins and Stephan Krashen,
the reauthorization ofhe Bilingual Education A¢t1984), and the repoBecoming a Nation of
Readerg1985). With regard to having an impact on theeli@yment of the IRIs, no direct
impact or perceived impact was noted across the [RleBader Reading and Language
Inventorywas the only inventory that demonstrated an irsinggawareness of ELLs as a
subgroup evidenced by its inclusion of an ESL Q@8tirt test, ELL checklist, and references
made with regard to Ells in the directions for adistration and scoring.

However, an analysis of additions, deletions, medifications made to the IRIs during

this time reflected occurrences and trends initeeaty field. Most IRIs included clarifications
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in administration and scoring, addition of informaton background knowledge, and revision of
graded passages. The additions, deletions, andicadidns reflected on-going research on the
criteria for establishing reading levels, compredi@en measurements, and the importance of
teacher knowledge in interpreting and applying lteabtained from the IRI.

Beyond the year 2000, Bilingual/ESL political ahéoretical constructs explored
included theNCLB Act(2001) and th&eport of the National Literacy Panel on Language
Minority Children and Youtl2006). While not mentioned directly, the perceivagact of
NCLB (2001) with regard to increased accountabilitgetting performance standards for all
students (of which Ells are a mandated subgroam@vident as IRIs continue to be regarded as
"comprehensive instruments"” (Walpole & McKenna, @0 identify students who are
experiencing difficulty in reading. According to IBand McCullum (2008), "effective educators
use information from these assessments to plandumstruction” (p.5), monitor student
progress, and meet accountability standards,rétical components in increasing reading
attainment for all students (International Readhsgociation, 2007).

The analysis of additions, deletions, and modiiices made to IRIs during this period,
reflected trends and occurrences in the fieldtefdicy that included comparison studies of IRIs
and focus on levels of thinking and reading skills.

In summary, the research suggests that thereasnmonality among informal reading
inventories with regard to formatting and sub-skitieasured. IRIs are becoming more uniform
and reflect trends and occurrences in the fieliteracy. What the research did not find were
specific impacts or perceived impacts of develogalitical and theoretical constructs of
occurrences in the bilingual/ESL field, with theception of one IRI. When examined

individually, the review of the modifications, atldns, and/or deletions made to the informal
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reading inventories suggest that the developmenhhefBader Reading and Language Inventory
was most influenced by the expanding awarenedseafi¢eds of English language learners. The
BRLI provided an ELL Quick Start test that can be z&ili "for initial screening or progress
testing” (p.16). The ELL Quick Start test offeradgaage proficiency levels and descriptors that
can be used by teachers to design instructioreattident's level of langauge proficiency.
Additionally, the ELL checklist provides "a sequeraf language learning common to acquiring
facility in English" (p. 16). Th&RLI also reflects appropriate assessment practicdslios by
providing (1) multiple measures of comprehensi@yword lists designed to measure
experience knowledge as well as graded word [[8)fJuency measurement for word
recognition and prosody, (4) sub-skills tests feoics and phonemic awareness, (5) passages
that addressed varied multicultural topics, andsf@cifically addressed ELLs in the directions

for administration and interpretation of results.

Limitations and Delimitations

The delimitations of the study includ&gl choice of other IRIs frequently used and aldé
were not chosen based on publication dates; angb{Rical and theoretical constructs examined
were not inclusive of all historical events anddietical understandings of Bilingual/ESL
education. An additional delimitation of the stuslgis that the measures selected for the content
analysis did not reflect all factors that can beseed in the reading process.

A primary limitation of the study was that threst recent editions of the IRIs used varied in
the date(s) of publication. A second limitationtlbé study was that some IRIs did not provide

measurements of each sub-skill being investigated.

Areas for future research
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Areas of further research prompted by thiglgtrelated to IRIs include (1) analyzing the
effectiveness of comprehension measures in ternid.b$, (2) analyzing passages in terms of
sentence length and complexity, and (3) investigaliow a student’s performance on the IRI
can be tied to a measure of language proficien&nglish.

While conducting the study, the following gtiess arose as potential topics for further
research: (1) What percentage of classroom teacihersntly use informal reading inventories
and to what extent do they utilize the results hapg instructional decisions, and (2) What
alternative measures of informal assessment areused by teachers of ELLS?

Summary

The purpose of the research was to compare cwgdinns of IRIs with the goal of
determining how the instruments addressed isslesrd to the assessment of ELLs. While
research on the assessment of ELLs is limited (2089), the need to collect relevant data that
reflects on-going student progress remains impbgsaieachers across the nation work to
improve academic outcomes for the ELL populatiooc@ding to Ehlers-Zavala (2002), the
assessment of ELLs is a "process of collectingdoalimenting evidence of student learning and
progress to make informal, instructional, placemprdgrammatic, and/or evaluative decisions
to enhance student learning” (pp. 8-9). Informabieg inventories have the potential to provide
teachers with data that can positively impact uedtonal decisions for ELLs. While each IRI
has its strengths and limitations, the researchestg that thBader Reading and Language

Inventory(2013) best addresses issues relevant to thesassatsof ELLS.
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Appendix A: Checklist for Content Analysis

Name of Informal Reading Inventory:

Types of passages presented:

Fiction Nonfiction
Passage wordengths:

Lowest: Highest:
Comprehension measurements:

Retelling Comprehension questions  Other:

Phonics and Phonemic Awareness:

List measures of phonics and phonemic awareness:

Vocabulary Knowledge:
Graded word lists Words in Context

Other:

Fluency:

List measures of fluency measurement:

Degree of Multiculturalism (across passages):
Number of passages addressing multicultural topics:
age: ethnicity: nontraditionaldgzrroles:

location: social economic status: religion:
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special needs:

Total number of passages:

Instructions for English language learners.

Tally number of references made regarding Englsigliage learners in the administration of

the informal reading inventory or interpretationre$ults:
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