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	Year 1 Phonics Screening Check Consultation

Consultation Response Form

The closing date for this consultation is: 14 February 2011
Your comments must reach us by that date.
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THIS FORM IS NOT INTERACTIVE. If you wish to respond electronically please use the online or offline response facility available on the Department for Education e-consultation website (www.education.gov.uk/consultations).  
Information provided in response to this consultation, including personal information, may be subject to publication or disclosure in accordance with the access to information regimes, primarily the Freedom of Information Act 2000 and the Data Protection Act 1998.

If you want all, or any part, of your response to be treated as confidential, please explain why you consider it to be confidential.

If a request for disclosure of the information you have provided is received, your explanation about why you consider it to be confidential will be taken into account, but no assurance can be given that confidentiality can be maintained. An automatic confidentiality disclaimer generated by your IT system will not, of itself, be regarded as binding on the Department.

The Department will process your personal data (name and address and any other identifying material) in accordance with the Data Protection Act 1998, and in the majority of circumstances, this will mean that your personal data will not be disclosed to third parties.

	Please tick if you want us to keep your response confidential.
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	Reason for confidentiality:
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	Name
	Dr Graeme Trousdale

	Organisation (if applicable)
	Committee on Linguistics in Education

	Address:
	Linguistics and English Language

University of Edinburgh

Dugald Stewart Building

3 Charles Street

Edinburgh EH8 9AD


If your enquiry is related to the policy content of the consultation you can contact the Department on 0370 000 2288. 

By e-mail: year1phonics.consultation@education.gsi.gov.uk 

If you have a query relating to the consultation process you can contact the Consultation Unit on 0370 000 2288 or via email  consultation.unit@education.gsi.gov.uk
 

Please mark an X in one box below that best describes you as a respondent.
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	Parent / Carer
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	Teacher
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	Headteacher
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	Other School Staff
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	Local Authority(Please specify role)
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	Child / Young person

	X
	Professional Body / Association
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	Other
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	Please Specify: 

Committee on Linguistics in Education (CLIE)

The Committee for Linguistics in Education is a joint committee of the British Association for Applied Linguistics and the Linguistics Association of Great Britain. CLIE exists to provide a forum for the exchange of information and opinion on matters of mutual interest and concern by representatives of associations and groups involved in linguistics in education, and to explore and evaluate ways in which linguistics and applied linguistics may contribute to the school curriculum and the professional training of teachers.
British Association for Applied Linguistics (BAAL)

The British Association for Applied Linguistics is a professional association representing over 700 academic applied linguists in UK universities.   Applied Linguistics is the theoretical and empirical investigation of real-world problems in which language is a central issue.  Matters relating to language in education are among our members' main areas of expertise.
Linguistics Association of Great Britain (LAGB) 

The Linguistics Association of Great Britain is a professional association for academic linguists. Its scope includes all branches of linguistics. One of LAGB's aims, through its Education Committee, is to bridge the gap between academic linguistics and language education.



	


Q1)
Do you agree that this screening check should be focused on phonic decoding as described in paragraph 3.2?

	
	Yes
	X
	No
	
	Not Sure
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	Comments:

While we recognise that phonic decoding can be an important and useful means of assessing some aspects of children’s skills in reading, we feel that the emphasis on phonic decoding will marginalise the development of other reading skills. If anything, the focus of attention on any screening test in year 1 should be on the child’s ability to make sense of a text, and on his or her knowledge of a word’s form, its meaning, and the relationship between the two. Screening only for a child’s capacity for phonic decoding will not necessarily give a reliable indication of the child’s progress as a reader (see e.g. Perfetti, 1999). Our strong recommendation would be for in-class assessment over time by class teachers (see our response to Q11).  However, if a standard test is to be administered, we propose that any such test include tests of both phonics decoding and comprehension.


	


Q2)
Do you agree that the screening check should be a maximum of 40 items?

	
	Yes
	X
	No
	
	Not Sure
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	Comments:

Given the very cogent arguments against the use of nonwords (see our response to the following question), 20 word items should be largely sufficient.  This would allow a window for a brief test of comprehension.


	


Q3)
Do you agree that the screening check should contain a mixture of words and non-words?

	
	Yes
	X
	No
	
	Not Sure
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	Comments:

There are substantial problems with using non-words in the test. 

· The child will inevitably look for meaning – that after all is the point of reading.  This threatens the validity of the test.

· It is impossible to ensure that the non-words do not have a meaning in any of the English dialects or other languages spoken by the children tested.

· Thinking of the washback effect of testing on teaching, time spent on learning to parse non-words is lost to other reading activities

Furthermore, English contains a sufficient number of existing low-frequency words which could be used in a test if assessors are concerned that children may have memorised individual words. Low-frequency words, with their frequencies listed, can easily be found in language corpora such as the frequency list of the British National Corpus (http://ucrel.lancs.ac.uk/bncfreq/flists.html).


	



Q4)
Are the different elements of phonic decoding knowledge introduced in
the right section of the screening check?

	
	Yes
	X
	No
	
	Not Sure
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	Comments:

There are significant problems with the nature of the orthographical word structures proposed for section 1 of the screening check. For instance, pert is associated with a VV vowel digraph structure; but this is true only for speakers of particular accents of English (for some speakers, such as many English speakers in the northwest and southwest of the country, who pronounce r in more contexts than other speakers, it has the same structure as camp) (see e.g. Wells, 2001). This lack of awareness of regional variation in phoneme-grapheme correspondences is illustrated clearly in annexe B, where only fast is marked as having notable regional variations. We acknowledge that some provision may be made for assessing regional variation, but we feel a more explicit clarification for such provision needs to be provided.


	


Q5)
Is mid-June the most appropriate time for this screening check to be administered?

If you answered no to this question, please suggest when you think the screening check should take place 

	
	Yes
	X
	No
	
	Not Sure
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	Comments:

It is neither useful nor necessary to wait until June for this assessment. Scheduling a test in mid-June would risk prolonging a period of teaching to the test, which would not be productive.  It is apparent by mid-year which children are having problems with reading.  A test could be carried out mid-year, with the rest of the year then available for addressing the problems of those who are found to be struggling. 



	


Q6)
Is it correct that this screening check should be administered by teachers?

 

	X
	Yes
	
	No
	
	Not Sure
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	Comments:

The many advantages of teacher administration of any reading test to young children are clear.  However, it will be important to prepare teachers well for phonics test administration.  For example, a thorough grounding in regional English variations in phoneme-grapheme correspondences is vital.  


	


Q7)
Should only one teacher in each school administer the screening check?

	 
	Yes
	
	No
	X
	Not Sure
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	Comments:

The apparent rigour introduced by a requirement that one teacher in each school administer the screening check ignores more important factors: factors of familiarity and possible perceived social distance, which are known to skew test results (Labov, 2001), but also assessor knowledge about the elements of learning to read.  A well-conceived training programme to prepare teachers and literacy coordinators for administering the test would not only allow children to be tested by a familiar adult, but might also increase teacher awareness of the bases of reading development.


	


Q8)
Is providing video guidance to screening check administrators appropriate?

	X
	Yes
	
	No
	
	Not Sure
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	Comments:

We are pleased that there is more explicit recognition in §5.6 of the importance of bringing regional variation to the attention of assessors. However, we would hope that such a video would also include guidance on the administration of a test of comprehension. Here we would like to re-emphasise the fact that the inclusion of a comprehension element would mean that the proposed test would be a more valid assessment of what it means to be able to read, and a more reliable predictor of whether individual children were likely to need more help with developing reading skills.    



	


Q9)
 How long do you think the administration window should be?

	
	1 day
	X
	2 - 3 days
	
	4 - 5 days

	
	Other
	
	Not Sure
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	Comments:

This will give flexibility for schools to assign appropriate assessors to groups of children.


	


Q10)
Is it necessary to have a different screening check for each day of the administration window?

	
	Yes
	
	No
	X
	Not Sure
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	Comments:

It is unlikely that any training over a one- or two-day period would be effective in improving children’s scores on a decoding test.  However, if, as we propose, a test of comprehension is included, it would be important to provide different tests for each day of the administration window.


	


Q11)
Do you agree that schools should decide on the appropriate catch-up support for each child?

	X
	Yes
	
	No
	
	Not Sure
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	Comments:

We recognise that each school teacher is the best assessor of what is necessary for the children they are educating. However, it is not the detection of struggling readers that is missing in the system at the moment; it is the resources to address their problems.  Further, the readers who are struggling are not always struggling because of decoding problems.  On the basis of available research, we would predict much better results from relying on teachers’ diagnosis of struggling readers, based on their skills, training and knowledge of pupils (see e.g. Saubern, 2010 on the Australian  Council for Educational Research experience); and on resources being applied to helping these struggling readers catch up.  However, if there is to be a standard test, this should include both a measure of phonics decoding and a measure of comprehension.



	


Q12)
Is it right that the repeat administration of the screening check should take place in the Autumn term?

If you answered no to this question, please suggest when you think the screening check should be repeated.

	
	Yes
	X
	No
	
	Not Sure
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	Comments:

See our response to Q5 above.



	


Q13)
Is 10 seconds long enough to be able to conclude that the child could not read the word?

	
	Yes
	X
	No
	
	Not Sure
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	Comments:

There are significant problems associated with imposing such a time limit: limiting attempts at decoding to ten seconds will penalise the learner who may read most words unproblematically, but when faced with a word that is difficult not only self-corrects, but persists, tries different strategies, and engages cognitively with the task:  all predictors of success.  In addition, the good decoder may be a poor comprehender, and the decoder who stumbles and falters may be an excellent comprehender (cf. Yuill and Oakhill’s (1991) dramatic illustration of this double dissociation).



	


Q14)
Should some element of self-correction be allowed as part of this screening check?

	X
	Yes
	
	No
	
	Not Sure
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	Comments:

Being able to self-monitor and self-correct is an excellent predictor of progress in the basic skill of decoding and in reading more generally.  It would be entirely counter to the spirit of the assessment not to allow for several attempts at self-correction.


	


Graphemes with alternative pronunciations will be included in the screening check. We propose that real words should be pronounced correctly for pupils to receive a mark (for example, ‘cow' could not be pronounced to rhyme with ‘blow' even though this would be a plausible attempt phonically). 

This approach would help to ensure that children learn accepted pronunciations of words. For the non-words in the screening check, we propose that graphemes could be pronounced in any way which is phonemically accurate (so, a non-word ending in the ‘ow' vowel digraph could be pronounced to rhyme with ‘blow' or ‘cow').

Q15)
Is this approach to scoring alternative pronunciations of graphemes appropriate?

	
	Yes
	X
	No
	
	Not Sure
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	Comments:

It is by no means clear what is meant by ‘accepted pronunciations of words’ and ‘pronounced correctly’. Accepted by whom? What is the ‘correct’ pronunciation of a word like ‘now’? With reference to the example given, the ‘ow’ graph corresponds to an [u:] pronunciation in some varieties of English spoken in north-eastern England. Year 1 children will come into the school bringing with them their home language, in which the ‘correct’, or certainly ‘acceptable’ pronunciations of now, and town may be [nu:] and [tu:n]. We would encourage the exploration, in the classroom, of this variation in pronunciation, and of the appropriacy of a non-local pronunciation in particular contexts. Further, families may be mobile and children with different regional accents may thus attend the same school: any test itself and any training for assessors will have to take this into account.  (Note that this is a further argument against the use of non-words.) (For a treatment of dialectal variation, see for example Stubbs, 1986.)



	


When determining how to make the screening check accessible for as many pupils as possible we will consider the best approach for children with visual or hearing impairments, children with dyslexia, children with speech, language and communication difficulties, and children with autism. 
Q16)
 Are there any other groups we should consider in particular?

	Comments




Q17)
Should the minimum requirement for reporting the results to parents be a simple recognition of whether the pupil has reached the expected level?

	
	Yes
	X
	No
	
	Not Sure
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	Comments:

We feel that this would be appropriate only if it is made absolutely clear that this test is not even remotely a full or competent assessment of the child’s ability to read. Because phonic decoding does not assess the child’s ability to make sense of a text, the test will obscure this vital point and give a misleading message to children, parents, schools, teacher training institutions and educational publishers.  For over twenty-five years, the emphasis on reading for meaning has encouraged effective teaching of reading for meaning to young children, and this has resulted, for example, in books for young readers where minimal decoding skills are required to understand stories that make sense.  It is vital that this focus not be lost.  Note that our proposal to include a comprehension test in any early assessment would do much to give a rounded picture of what reading is.



	


Q18)
Should parents be told whether the pupil had reached the standard on each section of the screening check, even if this makes it longer?

	
	Yes
	X
	No
	
	Not Sure


	[image: image28.png]



	Comments:

Please see the response to question 17.



	


Q19)
Do you agree that it is reasonable to include the results in RAISEOnline?
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	Yes
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	No
	X
	Not Sure
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	Comments:



	


Q20 a)
Do you agree that parents should be informed about their school's performance?

	
	Yes
	
	No
	X
	Not Sure
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	Comments:



	


20 b)
Do you agree that school by school results should not be published in t
he Achievement and Attainment Tables?

	
	Yes
	
	No
	X
	Not Sure
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	Comments:



	


Q20 c)
Do you have any comments about how best to make data available?

	[image: image34.png]



	Comments:



	


Q21)
Do you agree that national, regional and local authority level results should be published from this screening check?

	 
	Yes
	
	No
	X
	Not Sure
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	Comments:



	


Q22)
Do you have any further comments about the proposal for this screening check?
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	Comments:

While we recognise that the teaching and learning of systematic synthetic phonics is a valuable part of a child’s experience of learning to read, we feel the proposal for the screening check as it is presently formulated puts too much emphasis on this particular aspect of the acquisition of reading skills. Decoding texts is not, in itself, a valid test of children’s progress as readers.  Those who do poorly on these tests may perform much better in tests that focus on comprehension and in real-life reading.  Success on the decoding of isolated words and non-words does not predict success in reading for meaning; fluent decoding can mask an inability to make meaning from text.  We once again express our strong hope that our evidence based suggestion of including a comprehension component in the test be taken on board in the final proposal.

NOTE:  We have included a very small number of references to support our points; many more are available.  Here are the references cited in these comments:
Labov, William (2001), Principles of Linguistic Change, II: Social factors, Oxford: Blackwell.

Perfetti, C.  1999.  Comprehending written language:  a blueprint for the reader.  In C. Brown & P. Hagoort (Eds.), Neurocognition of Language (pp. 167-208).  Oxford:  Oxford University Press. 

Saubern, R. 2010.  Useful assessment is timely assessment.  Teacher 211:24-27.
Stubbs, M. 1986. Educational Linguistics. Oxford: Blackwell.

Wells, J.  2001.  Phonics and accents of English:  a view from phonetics.  Paper presented at the 2001 meeting of the Linguistics Association of Great Britain, University of Leeds.  Available online at http://www.phon.ucl.ac.uk/home/wells/phonics-phonetics.htm 

Yuill, N., & Oakhill, J. (1991).  Children’s problems in text comprehension.  Cambridge:  Cambridge University Press.



	


Thank you for taking the time to let us have your views. We do not intend to acknowledge individual responses unless you place an 'X' in the box below.

Please acknowledge this reply X
Email address for acknowledgement  catherine.walter@education.ox.ac.uk
Here at the Department for Education we carry out our research on many different topics and consultations. As your views are valuable to us, would it be alright if we were to contact you again from time to time either for research or to send through consultation documents?

	X  Yes
	No



All DfE public consultations are required to conform to the following criteria within the Government Code of Practice on Consultation:

Criterion 1: Formal consultation should take place at a stage when there is scope to influence the policy outcome.

Criterion 2: Consultations should normally last for at least 12 weeks with consideration given to longer timescales where feasible and sensible.

Criterion 3: Consultation documents should be clear about the consultation process, what is being proposed, the scope to influence and the expected costs and benefits of the proposals.

Criterion 4: Consultation exercises should be designed to be accessible to, and clearly targeted at, those people the exercise is intended to reach.

Criterion 5: Keeping the burden of consultation to a minimum is essential if consultations are to be effective and if consultees’ buy-in to the process is to be obtained.

Criterion 6: Consultation responses should be analysed carefully and clear feedback should be provided to participants following the consultation.

Criterion 7: Officials running consultations should seek guidance in how to run an effective consultation exercise and share what they have learned from the experience.

If you have any comments on how DfE consultations are conducted, please contact Donna Harrison, DfE Consultation Co-ordinator, tel: 01928 438212 email: donna.harrison@education.gsi.gov.uk
Thank you for taking time to respond to this consultation.
Completed questionnaires and other responses should be sent to the address shown below by 14 February 2011

Send by post to: 

Phil Elks
School Standards Group
Department for Education
Sanctuary Buildings
Great Smith Street
London
SW1P 3BT

Send by e-mail to: year1phonics.consultation@education.gsi.gov.uk 

