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Anotacija

Siame straipsnyje nagrinéjamos Disleksijos rizikos klausimyno (DRK) jverciy pries-
mokykliniame amZiuje sgsajos su skaitymui ir raSymui svarbiais gebéjimais (ju nepa-
kankamas iSlavéjimas gali lemti skaitymo ir raSymo sunkumus) bei skaitymo ir raSymo
jguidZiais pirmoje klaséje. Tyrimo rezultatai parodé, kad tévy ir prieSmokyklinio ugdy-
mo pedagogiy uzpildyto DRK jverciai, vaikams lankant prieSmokyklinio ugdymo grupe,
susije tiek su prognostiniais skaitymo ir raSymo sunkumy rodikliais (fonologiniais ge-
béjimais: greituoju vardijimu, fonologiniu supratimu, trumpalaike girdimaja atmintimi;
Zodynu; vizualiniais-motoriniais gebéjimais), tiek su pirmoky skaitymo jgiidZiais bei
mokytojy ir tévy pateiktu skaitymo ir raSymo vertinimu.

Esminiai ZodZiai: skaitymo ir rasymo sunkumy rizika, prieSmokyklinis amZius, skai-
tymo jgudziai, pirma klasé.

Jvadas

Siuolaikinéje visuomenéje vieni svarbiausiy jgiidziy, kuriuos vaikams reikia
jvaldyti, yra ne tik gebéjimas taisyklingai perskaityti Zodzius ir suprasti tai, ka
perskaité, bet ir gebéjimas taisyklingai uzrasyti zodzius, jais risliai iSdéstyti savo
mintis. Pradéje lankyti mokyklg, vieni vaikai be dideliy sunkumy iSmoksta skai-
tyti ir rasyti, o kitiems tai tampa didziuliu ir ilgalaikiu isStkiu. Atsizvelgiant i tai,
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rekomenduojama, kad skaitymo ir raSymo sunkumuy rizika biity ivertinta kuo
anksciau ir teikiama ankstyva pagalba, siekiant padéti vaikui jveikti sunkumus.

Mokslinéje erdvéje apie veiksnius, turincius jtakos skaitymo ir raSymo sun-
kumuy rizikai, pradéta diskutuoti tik XX a. pabaigoje (Bogdanowicz, 2003). Tai
lémé jvairios priezastys, viena jy - ilgg laika vyraves jsitikinimas, kad mokyma-
sis skaityti ir rasyti yra mokykliné veikla, o atpazinti sunkumy rizikg turincius
vaikus galima tik jiems pradéjus mokytis skaityti ir rasyti mokykloje.

Skaitymo ir raS8ymo sunkumuy rizika - tai poZymiy nuo gimimo iki moky-
klinio amziaus derinys, lemiantis tai, kad vaikui pradéjus lankyti mokyklg jam
kils sunkumy iSmokti skaityti ir raSyti. Svarbu, kad rizika atskleidZia ne paski-
ri, individualiis poZymiai, bet tam tikra jy grupé (Girdzijauskiené, 2008; Rief ir
Stern, 2010; Gedutiené, 2017). Taciau kiekvieno vaiko raida yra individuali ir
sunku i8skirti poZymius, kurie biity biidingi visiems sunkumy rizikg turintiems
vaikams. Nepaisant to, keliama prielaida, jog vienais pagrindiniy pozymiy, tu-
rinc¢iy jtakos skaitymo ir raS8ymo sunkumy rizikai, yra netipiska stambiosios ir
smulkiosios motorikos, sakytinés kalbos funkcijy raida, atminties, orientavimo-
si erdvéje, fonologinio supratimo ir raidés-garso rysio jgijimo sunkumai (Bog-
danowicz, 2002; 2003; Snowling, Muter ir Carroll, 2007; Girdzijauskiené, 2008;
Riefir Stern, 2010).

Svarbu Zinoti, ypac¢ praktiniais tikslais, kurie rizikos poZymiai ikimokyklinia-
me ir prieSmokykliniame amziuje yra patikimi ir validiis numatyti sunkumus
mokykliniame amziuje (Helland, Plante ir Hugdahl, 2011). Pastaraisiais deSim-
tmeciais jvairiose Salyse atlikta nemazai longitudiniy tyrimy ir surinkta duo-
meny apie veiksnius, prognozuojancius vaiky rastingumo jgiidziy raida nuo gi-
mimo iki ankstyvosios paauglystés. Nepaisant tyrimy metodologiniy skirtumuy,
skaitymo ir rasSymo sunkumy atvejus mokykloje geriausiai leidZia numatyti to-
kie prognostiniai rodikliai ikimokykliniame ir prieSmokykliniame amziuje kaip
sakytinés kalbos, fonologinio supratimo, Ziniy apie raides, Zodzio atpazinimo
sunkumai ir disleksijos atvejai Seimoje bei Siy veiksniy deriniai (Puolakanaho ir
kt., 2007; Molfese ir kt., 2008; Helland, Plante ir Hugdahl, 2011). Salia paminé-
ty kintamyjy pakankamai skaidrios rasytinés sistemos (pvz., suomiy, vokieciy)
kalbose stipriausi prognostiniai skaitymo ir raSymo sunkumy rodikliai yra grei-
to automatizuoto vardijimo jverciai (Puolakanaho ir kt., 2007; van Bergen ir kt.,
2011; 2012; Eklund, Torppa ir Lyytinen, 2013). Vienas naujausiy tarpkultiriniy
tyrimy atskleidé, kad fonologinis supratimas ir greitas automatizuotas vardiji-
mas yra du stipriausi veikiantys kartu prognostiniai sunkumy rodikliai SeSiose
skirtingose rasto sistemose (suomiy, vengry, vokieciy, olandy, pranciizy, angly)
(Landerl ir kt., 2013).
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Skaitymo ir raSymo sunkumuy rizikos jvertinimas prieSmokykli-
niame amziuje

Pries pradedant lankyti pradine mokyklg yra tinkamas laikas vaiky patikrai
dél sunkumy igyti rastingumo jgiidzius atlikti (Chan ir kt., 2004; 2012; Helland,
Plante ir Hugdahl, 2011; Sangisson, Stanley ir de Candole, 2013; Nelson, van
Norman ir Lackner, 2016; Helland, Jones ir Helland, 2017). Galimi skirtingi
budai jvertinti skaitymo ir raSymo sunkumuy rizika; vienu atveju individualiai
vertinami vaiky kognityviniai gebéjimai prieSmokykliniame amziuje, butini
skaitymo ir rasymo jgiudziams jgyti, kitu atveju rizikos pozymius, pastebimus
vaiko raidoje ir elgesyje, vertina tévai ir specialistai. PripaZjstama, jog individu-
alus vaiko sunkumuy rizikos jvertinimas yra tiek ekonomine, tiek laiko sgnaudy
prasme brangus buidas (Chan ir kt., 2003). Todél pastaraisiais deSimtmeciais
skirtingose pasaulio Salyse buvo sukurta lengvai administruojamy ir ekonomis-
ky psichologinio jvertinimo instrumenty, kuriuose skirtingi vertintojai (pavyz-
dziui, tévai ir pedagogai) vertina vaiko tam tikro elgesio pozymiy daznumg, su-
détinguma ir pan. Paprastai Sie psichologinio jvertinimo instrumentai yra skirti
bendro pobtuidzio vaiko elgesiui jvertinti, nes jais surinkti duomenys i$ skirtingy
vertintojy leidZia suprasti vaiko galias ir sunkumus. AtsiZvelgiant | jtraukaus
ugdymo paradigmos poreikius, buvo sukurta ir j specifiniy sunkumy vertini-
ma orientuoty instrumenty. Skirtingai nei bendro pobiidZio instrumentai, Sie
instrumentai sudaryti taip, kad juose iSvardyti elgesio poZymiai yra budingi
tam tikriems konkretiems sunkumams ar sutrikimams, pavyzdZiui, skaitymo ir
raSymo (Chan ir kt., 2003; 2004; 2012). Tokiy instrumenty néra gausu, pavyz-
dziais galéty biiti paminéti Disleksijos rizikos skalé (Bogdanowicz, 1993; 1995),
Disleksijos patikros instrumentas (Coon, Waguespack & Polk, 1994, cit. pgl. Le-
masters, 2004), Honkongo specifiniy mokymosi sunkumy elgesio sqrasas (Chan
ir kt., 2003; 2004), Kolorado mokymosi sunkumy klausimynas (Willcutt ir kt.,
2011). Tokie instrumentai yra lengvai administruojami, ekonomiskai naudingi
ir tinkami pirminei sunkumy patikrai. Remiantis minéty instrumenty vertini-
mais yra pagrindziamas poreikis iSsamiam individualiam vaiko jvertinimui.

Vaiky skaitymo ir raSymo sunkumy rizikos jvertinimas Lietuvo-
je: DRK sudarymo prielaidos ir principai

Nors skaitymo ir raSymo sutrikimai yra vieni dazniausiy specifiniy moky-
mosi sutrikimy, sudarantys apie 80 proc. visy mokymosi sutrikimy atvejy, ta-
Ciau Lietuvoje vis dar stokojame psichologinio jvertinimo instrumenty Siems
sunkumams nustatyti (AliSauskas, 2002; Gedutiené, 2018). Analogiskai, skirtin-
gai nuo Kkity saliy, neturime instrumenty skaitymo bei raSymo sunkumy rizikai
jvertinti. Atsizvelgiant j tokig situacija, buvo sukurtas Disleksijos rizikos klausi-
mynas (DRK) skaitymo ir raSymo sunkumuy rizikai prieSmokykliniame amziuje
jvertinti. DRK kiirimg sudaré keli etapai. Pirmame etape, dar 2005 metais, gavus
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M. Bogdanowicz leidimg | lietuviy kalba buvo iSversta Disleksijos rizikos skalé
(DRS, 1993). Sig skale sudaré 21 teiginys, apibiidinantis stambiosios ir smul-
kiosios motorikos, regimyju funkcijy, kalbiniy funkcijy ir démesio sunkumus
(Bogdanowicz, 2002; 2003). Antrame etape, 2015 metais apZvelgus naujausia
moksline literatiirg, DRS pagrindu buvo sudaryti papildomi teiginiai, atliepian-
tys pastaryjuy mety teoriniy ir empiriniy tyrimy rezultatus. Svarbiausia buvo
atsizvelgti j tai, jog klausimyno teiginiai apimty skirtingas sunkumy sritis (Hel-
land ir kt.,, 2011). Sudaryti teiginiai buvo vertinti eksperty grupés kaip tinkami
skaitymo ir raSymo sunkumuy rizikai jvertinti. AtsiZvelgiant j tai, kad vertinant
vaiko elgesio poZymius yra vertingi skirtingy informanty vertinimai, buvo su-
darytos dvi klausimyno versijos. Skirtingai nei DRS (Bogdanowicz, 1993), DRK
versijose, be 50 teiginiy, apibudinanciy skaitymo ir raS8ymo sunkumuy rizikos
poZymius jvairiose srityse (iSsamiau Zr. Metodika), pateikti papildomi klausi-
mai apie vaiko dominuojancia ranka, apie vaikui nustatytus sutrikimus, apie
teikta logopedine pagalba ir apie tévams iskilusius sunkumus iSmokti skaityti ir
rasyti pradinése klasése.

Straipsnio tikslas - nustatyti Disleksijos rizikos klausimyno (DRK) sasajas
su prognostiniais skaitymo ir raSymo sunkumy rodikliais (fonologiniais gebé-
jimais: greituoju vardijimu, fonologiniu supratimu, trumpalaike girdimaja at-
mintimi; Zodynu; vizualiniais-motoriniais gebéjimais) bei skaitymo ir raSymo
jgudziais pirmoje klaséje.

Metodika
Tyrimo dalyviai

Tyrime dalyvavo vaikai, kurie 2016-2017 mokslo metais lanké prieSmoky-
klinio ugdymo grupe vienoje i$ 12-os atsitiktinai Siam tyrimui atrinkty Vilniaus
m. ikimokykliniy ugdymo jstaigy, vykdanciy ugdyma lietuviy kalba. I kiekvie-
nos ikimokyklinio ugdymo jstaigos tyrime dalyvavo 1-2 prieSmokyklinio ugdy-
mo grupés. Tyrime taip pat dalyvavo vaiky tévai, prieSmokyklinio ugdymo pe-
dagogeés ir pirmos klasés mokytojos (po vieny mety). Tévai ir prieSmokyklinio
ugdymo pedagogés uzpildé Disleksijos rizikos klausimyng (toliau - DRK) apie
283 vaikus. Remiantis DRK rezultatais, tolesniam ilgalaikiam tyrimui atrinkti
47 vaikai, turintys skaitymo ir raS8ymo sunkumy rizika. Atrankai taikytas krite-
rijus: tévy ir (arba) prieSmokyklinio ugdymo pedagogiu DRK tasky suma 2 (M +
18D). Kiekvienam vaikui su skaitymo ir raSymo sunkumy rizika i$ tos pacios
prieSmokyklinio ugdymo grupés i pora parinktas kitas vaikas, neturintis skai-
tymo ir raS8ymo sunkumy rizikos, atsizvelgiant j lyti ir gimimo ménesi. IS viso
parinkti 49 vaikai be skaitymo ir raSymo sunkumuy rizikos (1 lentelé). Rizikos
(M = 80,74 mén., SD = 3,40) ir kontrolés (M = 81,45 mén., SD = 3,19) grupés pa-
gal amzZiy nesiskyré (¢t = 1,05, df =94, p = 0,297).
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1 lentelé
Tyrimo dalyviy charakteristikos

Lytis I3

Tyrimo dalyviai Vyr. Mot. Abu tévai | Viso
n % n % n % N

Vaikai 59| 61,5| 37| 385 - -1 96
Kontrolés grupé 30| 61,2 19| 38,8 - -| 49
Rizikos grupé 29| 61,7 18| 38,3 - - 47
Tévai 7| 73| 82|854 6| 63| 96*
PrieSmokyklinio ugdymo pedagogai - -| 21| 100 - -l 21
Pirmos klasés mokytojai - -| 65| 100 - -| 65

Pastaba. * Vieno vaiko tévai nenurodé, kas uzpildé DRK.

Kintamieji ir jy jvertinimo priemoneés
Disleksijos rizikos klausimynas (Bogdanowicz, 1993; Gedutiené, 2015; DRK).

DRK sudaro dvi versijos: DRK-T - tévy / globéjy pildoma versija ir DRK-S - spe-
cialisty pildoma versija.

DRK-T versija sudaro trys dalys:

1. Informacija apie vaikq. Sioje dalyje tévai / globéjai prasomi nurodyti vaiko
varda, pavarde, lytj, gimimo datg, pagrindine vaiko kalbg, pazymeéti, kuria
ranka vaikas piesia, raso. Pildydami Sig dalij, tévai / globéjai praSomi pazy-
meti vaiko regos, klausos, judesio ir padéties bei neurologinius sutrikimus,
kalbos ir kalbéjimo sutrikimus bei juos jvardyti. Tévy praSoma pazymeti, ar
vaikas lankési pas logopeda ikimokyklinéje ir prieSmokyklinéje grupése.

1. Informacija apie tévy patirtus sunkumus. Tévy praSoma nurodyti, ar jiems
kilo sunkumy iSmokti skaityti ir rasyti pradinése klasése.

Il 50 teiginiy, apibudinanciy skaitymo ir raSymo sunkumuy rizikos pozymius.
Sie teiginiai sudaro 8 skales: RaidZiy paZinimo ir raidés-garso rysio susidary-
mo sunkumai, Fonologinio supratimo sunkumai, Sakytinés kalbos - taisyklin-
go tarimo sunkumai, Sakytinés kalbos - minciy raiskos sunkumai, Démesio
sunkumai, Atminties sunkumai, Motorinés koordinacijos ir orientavimosi er-
dvéje sunkumai, Smulkiosios motorikos sunkumai.

DRK-S versija sudaro dvi dalys:

I Informacija apie vaikq. Sioje dalyje specialistai (priesmokyklinio ugdymo
pedagogai / logopedai) prasomi nurodyti vaiko vardg, pavarde, lytj, gimimo
data, pagrindine vaiko kalbg, pazymeéti, kuria ranka vaikas piesia, raso. Spe-
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cialistai praSomi paZymeéti vaiko regos, klausos, judesio ir padéties bei neu-
rologinius sutrikimus, kalbos ir kalbéjimo, intelekto bei raidos sutrikimus
bei juos jvardyti. Taip pat specialisty praSoma paZymeéti, ar vaikas lankési
pas logopeda ikimokyklinéje ir prieSmokyklinéje grupése.

II. 50 teiginiy, apibudinanciy skaitymo ir raSymo sunkumuy rizikos pozymius.
Sie teiginiai sudaro 8 skales: RaidZiy paZinimo ir raidés-garso rysio susidary-
mo sunkumai, Fonologinio supratimo sunkumai, Sakytinés kalbos - taisyklin-
go tarimo sunkumai, Sakytinés kalbos - minciy raiskos sunkumai, Démesio
sunkumai, Atminties sunkumai, Motorinés koordinacijos ir orientavimosi er-
dvéje sunkumai, Smulkiosios motorikos sunkumai.

Abiejose versijose 50 teiginiy yra vertinami 4 baly skaléje, praSoma jvertinti
kiekvienos savybés intensyvuma ar elgesio daznuma nuo 1 (vaikui tai nebudin-
ga) iki 4 (vaikui tai buidinga). Prie§ skaiciuojant DRK tasky suma, teiginiy reiks-
meés perkoduotos j vienetu mazesnes: 1 (vaikui tai nebtuidinga) perkoduota j 0,
.., 4 (vaikui tai budinga) - j 3. Abiejy tyrime naudoty DRK versijy patikimumas
labai geras: tévy Cronbacho a = 0,93 (n = 218), prieSmokyklinio ugdymo peda-
gogiy Cronbacho a = 0,97 (n =187).

Siame tyrime analizuojami tik DRK-T III dalies ir DRK-S II dalies duomenys.

Greitojo vardijimo skalé (GV) skirta jvertinti 4-7 mety vaiky gebéjimui su-
sieti vizualia ir kalbine informacijg greitai balsu jvardijant gerai pazjstamus vi-
zualius stimulus. Vaikui pateikiamos 4 uzduotys: Objekty vardijimo (OV), Spal-
vy vardijimo (SV) (Gintiliené, Girdzijauskiené, Butkiené ir Eismontaité, 2015),
Skaiciy vardijimo (SkV) ir RaidZiy vardijimo (RV) (SkV ir RV uzduotys sukurtos
specialiai Siam tyrimui). Atlikdamas kiekvieng uzduotj vaikas turi kuo greiciau
iSvardyti 40 objekty (spalvy, skaiciy, raidziy) seka, atsitiktine tvarka sudarytg
is 5 skirtingy objekty (spalvy, skaiciy, raidziy). Rodiklis - atskirai OV, SV, SKV ir
RV atlikimo laikas (sek.).

Spalvotos progresuojancios matricos (Coloured Progressive Matrices (CPM),
Raven, Court & Raven, 1998) skirtos jvertinti 5-11 mety vaiky neverbaliniams
samprotavimo gebéjimams arba bendryjy gebéjimy (g faktoriaus) produkty-
viajam (angl. eductive) komponentui. CPM sudaro 36 uZduotys - pieSiniai su
trikstama detale. Vaikui reikia surasti tritkstama piesinio dalele i$ SeSiy alter-
natyviy atsakymo varianty, pateikty pieSinio apacioje, ir ja parodyti. Rodiklis -
teisingy vaiko atsakymy suma. CPM patikimumas, jvertintas dalijimo pusiau
metodu ir pakoreguotas pagal Spearmano-Browno formule, yra 0,84 (n = 288;
Gintiliené ir kt., 2015). Siuo tyrimu gautas CPM Spearmano-Browno koeficien-
tas yra 0,82 (n = 96).

Fonologinio supratimo skalé (FS) skirta vertinti 4-7 mety vaiky gebéjimui
suvokti ir analizuoti kalbos garsus, manipuliuoti kalbos garsy sandara, suprasti
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Zodj kaip garsy darinj ir gebéti atlikti fonemy analize ir sinteze (Gintiliené ir kt.,
2015). Vaikui pateikiama 12 uZduociy, kurias atliekant reikia: palyginti, skirti ir
atpaZinti panaSios garsinés ir ritminés sudéties ZodZius, skaidyti Zodj skiemeni-
mis, sujungti beprasmius skiemenis ar atskirus garsus j Zodi. Rodiklis - teisingy
vaiko atsakymy suma. FS patikimumas, jvertintas vidinio suderintumo metodu
(skai¢iuojant Cronbacho a), yra 0,78 (n = 288; Gintiliené ir kt., 2015). Siuo tyri-
mu gauta FS Cronbacho a = 0,72 (n = 95).

Zmogaus piesinio kopijavimo (ZPK) uZduotis skirta tirti 4-7 mety vaiky vizua-
linei-motorinei veiklai (regimojo démesio sutelktumui, erdvés suvokimo ypatu-
mams, sensomotorinei koordinacijai ir smulkiyjy judesiy tikslumui) (Gintiliené
ir kt., 2015). Vaiko prasoma tiksliai nukopijuoti i$ skirtingy elementy sudarytg
figira. Rodiklis - padaryty klaidy suma. ZPK patikimumas, jvertintas vidinio
suderintumo metodu (skaic¢iuojant Cronbacho «), yra 0,59 (n = 288; Gintiliené
ir kt., 2015). Siuo tyrimu gauta ZPK Cronbacho o = 0,59 (n = 95).

Zodyno skale (ZOD) tiriami 4-7 mety vaiky kalbiniai gebéjimai, susije su
verbalinés informacijos iSmokimu ir atgaminimu (Gintiliené ir kt., 2015). Vaiko
prasoma paeiliui apibudinti (paaiskinti, kg reiskia) 20 Zodziy. Rodiklis - teisin-
gu vaiko atsakymy suma. Pirmi du ZodZiai yra pavyzdzio uzduotys, jos neverti-
namos ir j bendra suma neskai¢iuojamos. ZOD patikimumas, jvertintas vidinio
suderintumo metodu (skaic¢iuojant Cronbacho «), yra 0,73 (n = 288; Gintiliené
ir kt., 2015). Siuo tyrimu gauta ZOD Cronbacho a = 0,79 (n = 95).

Trumpalaikeés girdimosios atminties skalé (TA) skirta vertinti vaiko trumpa-
laikés girdimosios atminties ypatumams - gebéjimui jsiminti ir pakartoti besi-
keiciancias skirtingo ilgio skaiCiy ir raidziy sekas ta pacia tvarka, kuria tyréjas
jas pateikia. TA skalé sukurta specialiai Siam tyrimui. Tyréja skaito vaikui vis
ilgéjancias skaiciy / raidziy sekas (pradzioje i$ 2 skaiciy, 2 raidziy, véliau is 3, 4
ir t. t.). Vaiko prasoma seka jsiminti ir pakartoti skaiCius / raides ta pacia tvarka.
TA sudaro 12 eiluciy (SeSios raidziy eilutés ir SeSios skaiciy eilutés). Skaiciai /
raidés skaitomi vieno simbolio per sekunde greiciu. TA atlikimo laikas neri-
bojamas. Uz kiekvieng teisingai atsimintg ir pakartotg seka skiriamas 1 balas.
UZduotis nutraukiama, kai vaikas tris uzduotis is eilés atlieka neteisingai. Skai-
¢iuojamas bendras baly skai¢ius. Siuo tyrimu gautas TA patikimumas, jvertintas
dalijimo pusiau metodu ir pakoreguotas pagal Spearmano-Browno formule, yra
0,73 (n=94).

Skaitymo jgudZiai pirmoje klaséje vertinti 4-iomis skirtingomis uzduotimis.
Uzduotys sukurtos specialiai Siam tyrimui, remiantis panasiomis uzduotimis
(Gedutiené ir kt., 2008).

1. Prasmingy ZodZiy skaitymas. Tiriamajam pateikiamas lapas su 128 pavie-
niais vieno-keturiy skiemeny ZodZiais, surasytais eilute. Vaiko praSoma
juos kuo greic¢iau garsiai perskaityti. Rodiklis - taisyklingai perskaityty Zo-
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dZiy skaicCius. Vertinamas vaiko gebéjimas taisyklingai perskaityti pavienius
ZodZius per 1 min. (prasmingy Zodziy skaitymo greitis).

2. Neprasmingy ZodZiy skaitymas. Tiriamajam pateikiamas lapas su 92 pavie-
niais dviskiemeniais neprasmingais zZodZiais, surasytais eilute. Vaiko praso-
ma juos kuo greiciau garsiai perskaityti. Rodiklis - taisyklingai perskaityty
neprasmingy zodZziy skaicius. Vertinamas vaiko gebéjimas taisyklingai per-
skaityti pavienius neprasmingus zodZius per 1 min. (neprasmingy zodziy
skaitymo greitis).

3. Teksto skaitymas. Tiriamojo prasoma garsiai perskaityti 11 sakiniy tekstg
(vidutiniskai 6-7 ZodZiai viename sakinyje), skirtag 6-8 m. amziaus vaikams
(Kiseliené ir Virketiené, 2017). Rodiklis — netaisyklingai perskaityty ZodZziy
skaiCius. Praleistas Zodis skaic¢iuojamas kaip klaida. Jei vaikas spontaniskai
pasitaiso suklydes, tai neskaiCiuojama kaip klaida. Jei tiriamasis nemoka
skaityti, Zymimas maksimalus klaidy skaicius - 70 klaidy. Vertinamas vaiko
gebéjimas garsiai perskaityti tekstg be klaidy (skaitymo tikslumas).

4. Perskaityto teksto supratimas. Vaikui perskaicius trecios uzduoties tekstg,
jis uzdengiamas ir uzduodami 8 atviri klausimai. | 3 klausimus vaikas gali
iSvardyti kelis (3, 4 ir 6) teisingus atsakymo variantus. UZ kiekvieng teisingg
atsakyma (atsakymo variantg) skiriamas 1 balas. Rodiklis - teisingy vaiko
atsakymy suma. Vertinamas vaiko gebéjimas suprasti perskaityta teksta
(skaitymo supratimas).

Vaiky skaitymo ir rasymo vertinimas, kurj pirmos klasés pabaigoje pateike
mokytojai ir tévai. Kiekvieng mokymosi sritj tévai vertino pasirinkdami vieng
i$ 4 atsakymy: ,VisiSkai nesiseka“, ,Sekasi Zemiau vidutinio lygio®, ,Sekasi vi-
dutiniSkai®, ,Sekasi geriau negu vidutiniskai“, mokytojai - pasirinkdami vieng
i$ 5 atsakymuy: ,Labai Zemas lygis* ,Siek tiek Zemiau vidutinio lygio®, ,Vidutinis
lygis*, ,Siek tiek auks¢iau vidutinio lygio® ,Gerokai auks¢iau vidutinio lygio®. At-
sakymy reikSmés perkoduotos j: 1 (VisisSkai nesiseka / Labai Zemas lygis), ..., 4
(Sekasi geriau negu vidutiniskai - tévy vertinimu), 5 (Gerokai auksciau viduti-
nio lygio - mokytojy vertinimu).

Tyrimo eiga

I etapas (priesmokyklinio ugdymo grupé). 2017 m. pavasarij per vaiko ikimo-
kyklinio ugdymo jstaigg rastu kreiptasi j tévus kvieciant juos dalyvauti ilgalai-
kiame tyrime. Gauti rastiski tévy sutikimai dél vaiky dalyvavimo tyrime. Tévai
ir prieSmokyklinio ugdymo pedagogés uzpildé DRK apie kiekvieng vaikg. Dviejy
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individualiy susitikimy metu, kuriy trukmeé po 20-30 min., su tyrimui atrinktais
96 tiriamaisiais atliktos GV, CPM, FS, ZPK, ZOD (pirmojo susitikimo metu) ir TA
(antrojo susitikimo metu) uzduotys.

II etapas (1 klasé). 2018 m. pavasarj per vaiko bendrojo ugdymo mokykla
(is viso 30 mokykly; 29 valstybinés, 1 privati) rastu kreiptasi j tiriamyjy tévus
kvieciant juos dalyvauti II tyrimo etape. Tévai ir mokytojai uzpildé anketa, ku-
rioje buvo prasoma jvertinti vaiko skaitymg ir rasyma. Su 92 tiriamaisiais vie-
no individualaus susitikimo metu, kurio trukmé 15-20 min., atliktos SkV, RV
ir skaitymo jgidziy uzduotys. 4 vaiky tévai (4 proc.; 3 berniukai, 1 mergaiteé)
atsisaké dalyvauti Il tyrimo etape.

Abieju etapy susitikimai su vaikais vyko vaiko ugdymo jstaigoje, atskiroje
patalpoje.

Duomeny tvarkymas

Tyrimo rezultatai apdoroti IBM SPSS 20.0 programiniu paketu. Analizei
naudoti pirminiai jverciai (iSskyrus CPM suma, kuri buvo pervesta j procentinj
rangg). [vertintas duomeny pasiskirstymo normalumas. Nenormaliai pasiskirs-
te kintamieji transformuoti: greitasis vardijimas (objekty, spalvy, skaiciy, rai-
dziy) taikant Inverse; DRK (tévy, prieSmokyklinio ugdymo pedagogiy versijos),
skaitymo klaidos - Square root; skaitymas tévy vertinimu - Reflect and inverse
transformacijas. Atliktas kontrolés ir rizikos grupiy amziaus, neverbaliniy sam-
protavimo gebéjimy ir skaitymo jgiidziy palyginimas taikant Student t-testa.
Buvo skaic¢iuojamos koreliacijos, taikant Pearson koreliacijos koeficientg. At-
liktos tiesinés regresijos analizés. Analizés atliktos tiek su originaliais, tiek su
transformuotais duomenimis, siekiant patikrinti, ar islike rysiai su originaliais
kintamaisiais.

Rezultatai

Tyrimo rodikliy aprasomoji statistika pateikiama 2 lenteléje.
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2 lentelé

Tyrimo rodikliy vidurkiai, standartiniai nuokrypiai,
minimalios ir maksimalios gautos ir galimos reikSmés

Ribos
Galimos | Gautos

Rodiklis M SD | n*

Skaitymo ir raSymo sunkumuy rizikos pozymiai
DRK-T 24,421 16,36| 96| 0-150 | 0-64
DRK-S 25,39| 24,72| 96| 0-150 | 0-119
Fonologiniai gebéjimai, Zodynas, vizualiniai-motoriniai ir neverbaliniai
samprotavimo gebéjimai

Objekty vardijimas (sek.) 49,48| 16,55| 96 - 26-159
Spalvy vardijimas (sek.) 49,53| 16,04 | 92 - 24-110
Skaiciy vardijimas (sek.) 29,00| 17,00| 92 - 16-153
Raidziy vardijimas (sek.) 27,38 11,48| 91 - 15-106
Fonologinis supratimas 8,00 2,72| 95| 0-12 1-12
Trumpalaiké girdimoji atmintis 4,76 1,41| 94| 0-12 1-8
Zodynas 10,39| 4,02| 95| 0-18 0-17
Zmogaus piesinio kopijavimas 7,02| 2,89| 95| 0-23 0-14

Neverbaliniai samprotavimo gebéjimai 2429| 486| 96| 5-36 10-35

(CPM)

Skaitymo jgudziai

Prasmingy Zodziy skaitymo greitis 37,03| 23,12| 92| 0-128 0-99
Neprasmingy ZodZiy skaitymo greitis 22,47| 15,14| 92| 0-92 0-65
Teksto skaitymo tikslumas (klaidos) 13,70| 18,79| 92| 0-70 0-70
Perskaityto teksto supratimas 7,60 3,44| 85| 0-18 0-16
Skaitymo ir raSymo vertinimas

Skaitymas tévy vertinimu 3,32| 0,82| 88 1-4 1-4

Rasymas tévy vertinimu 3,15| 0,74| 88 1-4 1-4

Skaitymas mokytojy vertinimu 3,45| 1,20| 94| 1-5 1-5

RaSymas mokytojy vertinimu 3,29 1,31| 94| 1-5 1-5

Pastaba. * Skirtingas tiriamuyjy skaicius reiskia, kad dalis tirilamyjy neatliko uzduociy.

Siekiant nustatyti DRK jverciy sasajas su prognostiniais skaitymo ir raSymo
sunkumy rodikliais, buvo skai¢iuojamos DRK jverciy ir vaiky fonologiniy ge-
béjimy (greitojo vardijimo, fonologinio supratimo, trumpalaikés girdimosios
atminties), Zodyno bei vizualiniy-motoriniy gebéjimy koreliacijos (3 lentelé).
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3 lentelé

DRK jverciy ir fonologiniy gebéjimy, Zodyno bei vizualiniy-motoriniy
gebéjimy koreliacijos (n = 96)

Gebéjimas, svarbus mokymuisi skaityti ir rasyti DRK-T DRK-S
Objekty vardijimas -0,324" -0,580"
Spalvy vardijimas -0,453" -0,510"
Skaiciy vardijimas -0,416™ -0,545"
Raidziy vardijimas -0,460" -0,538"
Fonologinis supratimas -0,461" -0,587"
Trumpalaiké girdimoji atmintis -0,425™ -0,528"
Zodynas -0,256" -0,400"
Zmogaus piesinio kopijavimas 0,347 0,469™

Pastaba. Skaiciy vardijimo ir raidziy vardijimo uzduotis tiriamieji atliko pirmoje klaséje,
visi kiti matavimai atlikti prieSmokyklinio ugdymo grupéje. * p < 0,05.** p < 0,01.

Kaip matyti iS 3 lenteléje pateikty duomeny, skaitymo ir raSymo sunkumy
rizikos poZymiai neigiamai susije su fonologiniais gebéjimais: greituoju vardiji-
mu, fonologiniu supratimu ir trumpalaike girdimgja atmintimi. Stipriausi fono-
loginiy gebéjimy rysiai nustatyti su prieSmokyklinio ugdymo pedagogiy DRK
vertinimais (visos koreliacijos vidutinio stiprumo, r nuo -0,5 iki -0,7), silpnes-
ni - su tévy (visos koreliacijos silpnos, r nuo -0,3 iki -0,5). Skaitymo ir raSymo
sunkumy rizikos poZymiai, jvertinti prieSmokyklinio ugdymo pedagogiy ir tévy,
taip pat susije su vaiko Zodynu ir vizualiniais-motoriniais gebéjimais, tiesa, vai-
ky Zodyno ir tévy vertinimo koreliacija yra labai silpna (r nuo 0 iki -0,3). Sios
sasajos reiskia, kad naudojant DRK galima greitai ir paprastai surinkti pirmine
informacijg apie vaiky gebéjimus, svarbius mokymuisi skaityti ir rasyti, kurie
kartu yra prognostiniai skaitymo ir raSymo sunkumy rodikliai.

4 lenteléje pateiktos tarpusavio sgsajos tarp DRK jverciy ir tévy bei mokyto-
ju pateikto skaitymo ir raSymo vertinimo pirmoje klaséje.

4 lentelé

DRK jverciy ir skaitymo ir raSymo vertinimo koreliacijos

Skaitymo ir raSymo vertinimas DRK-T DRK-S
Skaitymas tévy vertinimu (n = 88) -0,354" -0,491"
Rasymas tévy vertinimu (n = 88) -0,502" -0,561"
Skaitymas mokytojy vertinimu (n = 94) -0,456™ -0,720™
Rasymas mokytojy vertinimu (n = 94) -0,363" -0,672"

Pastaba. ** p < 0,01.
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Kaip matyti i$ 4 lenteléje pateikty duomeny, skaitymo ir raSymo sunkumy
rizikos poZymiai, kuriuos jvertino tévai ir prieSmokyklinio ugdymo pedagogés
vaikams lankant prieSmokyklinio ugdymo grupe, yra neigiamai susije su vaiky
skaitymu ir raSymu, jvertintais tévy ir mokytojy pirmoje klaséje. PrieSmokykli-
nio ugdymo pedagogiy DRK jverciy rysiai su skaitymo ir raSymo vertinimu yra
stipresni negu tévy DRK jverciy rysiai su skaitymo ir raSymo vertinimu, nepri-
klausomai nuo to, kas vertino skaityma ir raSyma pirmoje klaséje — patys tévai
ar mokytojai. 4 lenteléje matome, kad prieSmokyklinio ugdymo pedagogiy jver-
tinti skaitymo ir raSymo sunkumuy rizikos poZymiai stipriai neigiamai susije su
skaitymo vertinimu, kurj pateiké mokytojos po vieny mety (r nuo -0,7 iki -0,9).

Siekiant nustatyti, ar kontrolés grupés tiriamyjy skaitymo jgudZziai pirmoje
klaséje skyrési nuo rizikos grupés tiriamyjy, atliktas tarpgrupinis palyginimas
(5 lentelé). Svarbu pamineéti, kad kontrolés grupés tiriamyjy neverbaliniai sam-
protavimo gebéjimai (spalvoty progresuojanc¢iy matricy sumos PR M = 68,09,
SD = 26,21) nesiskyreé nuo rizikos grupés tiriamyjy (M = 58,18, SD = 24,69; t =
1,86, df=90, p = 0,066).

5 lentelé

Kontrolés ir rizikos grupiy skaitymo igudziy palyginimas

. s Tiriamuyjuy
Skaitymo jgudziai T n M SD t df P
i yodzi Kontrolés grupé | 47 | 49,72 21,86
Prasmingy ZodZiy o0 grup 6,52|84,15| 0,000
skaitymo greitis Rizikos grupé 45 | 23,78 15,94
i yodzi Kontrolés grupé | 47 | 29,38 15,84
Neprasmingy Zodziy o0 grup 5,09 |79,60| 0,000
skaitymo greitis Rizikos grupé 45 | 15,24 10,35
i Kontrolés grupé | 47 536| 7,08
Teksto skaitymo o0 grup -5,86|73,03| 0,000
tikslumas (klaidos) Rizikos grupé 45 | 22,40| 22,94
i Kontrolés grupé | 47 | 8,87| 2,92
Perska.ltyto teksto on g 1.1p 4,14|83,00| 0,000
supratimas Rizikos grupe 38| 6,03| 3,42

5 lenteléje pateikti duomenys rodo, kad kontrolés grupés tiriamyju visi skai-
tymo jgudZiai pirmoje klaséje buvo reikSmingai geresni negu rizikos grupés ti-
riamyjy. Tai rodo, kad vaikai, kuriy skaitymo ir raSymo sunkumy rizikos pozZy-
miai prieSmokyklinio ugdymo grupéje buvo ryskis, t. y. DRK-T ir (arba) DRK-S
taSky suma buvo = (M + 15D), po vieny mety skaité reikSmingai prasc¢iau negu
vaikai, kuriy skaitymo ir raSymo sunkumuy rizikos poZymiai nebuvo tokie rys-
kis, t. y. DRK-T ir DRK-S tasky suma nerodé nuokrypio. Tai reiskia, kad remian-
tis DRK jverd¢iais galima numatyti vaikus, kurie savo skaitymo jgiidZiais pirmoje
klaséje skirsis nuo bendraamziu.
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Siekiant susieti skaitymo ir raS8ymo sunkumuy rizikos poZymius, jvertintus
tévy ir prieSmokyklinio ugdymo pedagogiy vaikams esant prieSmokyklinio ug-
dymo grupéje, su skaitymo jgiidZiais, iSmatuotais pirmoje klaséje, atlikta kore-
liaciné analizé, kurios rezultatai pateikti 6 lenteléje.

6 lentele
DRK iverciy ir skaitymo jgiidziy koreliacijos
Skaitymo jgudziai DRK-T DRK-S
Prasmingy Zodziy skaitymo greitis -0,445™ -0,609™
Neprasmingy Zodziy skaitymo greitis -0,419" -0,520™
Teksto skaitymo tikslumas (klaidos) 0,466™ 0,621™
Perskaityto teksto supratimas -0,207 -0,487"

Pastaba.** p < 0,01.

Kaip matyti i$ 6 lenteléje pateikty duomeny, skaitymo ir raSymo sunkumy
rizikos poZymiai, kuriuos jvertino tévai ir prieSmokyklinio ugdymo pedagogés
vaikams lankant prieSmokyklinio ugdymo grupe, yra susije su skaitymo jgi-
dZiais, iSmatuotais pirmoje klaséje. PrieSmokyklinio ugdymo pedagogiy skaity-
mo ir raSymo sunkumy rizikos poZymiy vertinimas su visais skaitymo jgiidZiais
susijes stipriau negu tévy vertinimas.

Siekiant nustatyti, kuri DRK versija, naudota prieSmokyklinio ugdymo gru-
péje, geriausiai numato skaitymo jgidzius pirmoje klaséje, atliktos tiesinés re-
gresijos analizés (7 lentelé).

7 lentelé

Skaitymo jgiidZiy pirmoje klaséje numatymas, naudojant
prieSmokykliniame amZiuje uZpildyto DRK jvercius (tiesiné regresija)

Nepriklausomas Kintamasis | R? | F | p | B | P
Priklausomas Kintamasis: Prasmingy zodziy skaitymo greitis

DRK-T 0,20| 22,18 0,000| -0,45| 0,000

DRK-S 0,37| 53,04| 0,000| -0,61| 0,000
Priklausomas Kintamasis: Neprasminguy Zodziy skaitymo greitis

DRK-T 0,18| 19,14 0,000| -0,42| 0,000

DRK-S 0,27| 33,27|0,000| -0,52| 0,000
Priklausomas kintamasis: Teksto skaitymo tikslumas (klaidos)

DRK-T 0,22| 24,90( 0,000| 0,47| 0,000

DRK-S 0,39| 56,46| 0,000| 0,62| 0,000
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7 lentelés tesinys

Priklausomas kintamasis: Perskaityto teksto supratimas
DRK-T 0,04| 3,72|0,057|-0,21| 0,057
DRK-S 0,24| 25,790,000 -0,49| 0,000

Kaip matyti i$ 7 lenteléje pateikty duomeny, visus skaitymo jgiidzius geriau-
siai numato prieSmokyklinio ugdymo pedagogiy pildyta DRK versija. Tai rodo,
kad remiantis prieSmokyklinio ugdymo pedagogiy jvertintais vaiky skaitymo
ir raSymo sunkumuy rizikos pozymiais galima tiksliau numatyti vaiky skaitymo
jgtidzius pirmoje klaséje, negu remiantis tévy DRK jverciais. PrieSmokyklinio
ugdymo pedagogiy pildyto DRK prognostiné verté galéjo biti didesné dél jvai-
riy priezasciy, tokiy kaip prieSmokyklinio ugdymo pedagogiy jgytas specialus
pedagoginis iSsilavinimas, turimos Zinios ir patirtis ugdymo srityje, galimybeé
nuolat stebéti vaiky ugdymosi progresa bei lyginti vaikus tarpusavyje. Tévy ir
pedagogy vertinimy skirtumai, randami ir kituose tyrimuose, gali biti paaiskin-
ti skirtingomis tévy ir pedagogy galimybémis stebéti vaikus grupés aplinkoje
bei su tuo susijusiais likesciais (Helland, Plante ir Hugdahl, 2011).

ISvados

Sio tyrimo rezultatai parodé, kad Disleksijos rizikos klausimyno (DRK) jver-
Ciai susije su prognostiniais skaitymo ir raSymo sunkumy rodikliais: fonologi-
niais gebéjimais, Zodynu, vizualiniais-motoriniais gebéjimais. Stipriausios sgsa-
jos rastos tarp prieSmokyklinio ugdymo pedagogiy pildytos DRK versijos jver-
Ciy ir visy fonologiniy gebéjimy: greitojo vardijimo, fonologinio supratimo bei
trumpalaikés girdimosios atminties (visos koreliacijos vidutinio stiprumo). Sie
rezultatai reiskia, kad DRK naudojimas gali buti greitas ir ekonomiskas biidas
surinkti pirmine informacija apie prognostinius skaitymo ir raSymo sunkumy
rodiklius prieSmokyklinio ugdymo grupéje.

Tyrimas taip pat atskleidé, kad prieSmokyklinio ugdymo grupéje uzpildyto
DRK jverciai yra susije su vaiky skaitymu ir rasymu, jvertintais tévy ir mokytojuy,
ir skaitymo jgudziais, iSmatuotais pirmos klasés pabaigoje. Stipriausias rysys
rastas tarp prieSmokyklinio ugdymo pedagogiy uzpildyto DRK jverc¢iy ir moky-
tojy jvertinto pirmoky skaitymo (koreliacija stipri). Atliktos regresinés analizés
patvirtino, kad skaitymo ir raSymo sunkumy rizikos poZymiy raiSka prieSmoky-
kliniame amziuje numato biisimus skaitymo jgiidzius pirmos klasés pabaigoje.
Geriausiai skaitymo jgudzius numato prieSmokyklinio ugdymo pedagogiy pil-
dyta DRK versija.

Apibendrinant koreliacines ir regresijos analizes galima teigti, kad prieSmo-
kyklinio ugdymo pedagogiy pildyto DRK verté yra didesné negu tévy pildyto
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DRK, tiek siekiant surinkti pirmine informacijg apie prognostinius skaitymo ir
raSymo sunkumy rodiklius, tiek numatant pirmoky skaitymo jgtidZius bei skai-
tymo ir raSymo vertinima tévy ir mokytojy nuomone.

Atlikto tyrimo rezultatai taip pat parodé, kad vaikai, kuriy skaitymo ir ra-
Symo sunkumy rizikos poZymiai prieSmokyklinio ugdymo grupéje buvo rys-
kis, t. y. DRK-T ir (arba) DRK-S tasky suma buvo = (M + 15D), praéjus vieniems
mokslo metams skaité reikSmingai prasc¢iau negu vaikai, kuriy DRK-T ir DRK-S
tasky suma nerodé minéto nuokrypio. Tai reiskia, kad remiantis DRK jverciais
gali biiti pagrindZiamas i$§samaus individualaus vaiko jvertinimo poreikis i, sie-
kiant nustatyti prieZastis, dél kuriy Sio vaiko skaitymo jgudZiai pirmoje klaséje
galimai bus prastesni negu jo bendraamziy, ir planuojant ankstyva pagalba.

Gaireés tolesniems tyrimams

Siame tyrime analizuotos DRK bendro jver¢io, t. y. skaitymo ir raymo sun-
kumuy rizikos poZymiy visumos, sasajos su prognostiniais skaitymo ir raSymo
sunkumy rodikliais: fonologiniais gebéjimais, Zodynu, vizualiniais-motoriniais
gebéjimais. Tolesniuose tyrimuose bty svarbu analizuoti DRK sudaranciy 8-iy
skaliy jverciy sasajas su atitinkamais gebéjimais, pavyzdziui, DRK Fonologinio
supratimo sunkumy skalés sgsajas su fonologiniu supratimu, DRK Sakytinés kal-
bos — minciy raiskos sunkumy skalés - su vaiky Zodynu, DRK Smulkiosios motori-
kos sunkumy skalés - su vizualiniais-motoriniais gebéjimais. Tikétina, kad Sios
sgsajos buty dar stipresnés negu su DRK bendru jverciu. Vis délto, pries atlie-
kant Sig analize, svarbu istirti DRK vidine struktiira, t. y. atlikti DRK sudaranciy
faktoriy analize.
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Santrauka

Skaitymo ir raSymo sunkumy rizika - tai pozymiy nuo gimimo iki mokykli-
nio amziaus derinys, lemiantis tai, kad vaikui, pradéjusiam lankyti mokyklg, Kkils
sunkumy iSmokti skaityti ir rasyti. Svarbu, kad rizika atskleidZia ne paskiri, in-
dividualiis poZymiai, bet tam tikra jy grupé (Girdzijauskiené, 2008; Rief ir Stern,
2010; Gedutieng, 2017).

Prie$ pradedant lankyti pradine mokykla yra tinkamas laikas vaiky patikrai
dél sunkumy jgyti rastingumo jgiuidzius atlikti (Chan, Ho, Tsang, Lee ir Chung,
2004; Chan, Ho, Chung, Tsang ir Lee, 2012; Helland, Plante ir Hugdahl, 2011;
Sangisson, Stanley ir de Candole, 2013; Nelson, van Norman ir Lackner, 2016;
Helland, Jones ir Helland, 2017). Galimi skirtingi biidai jvertinti skaitymo ir ra-
Symo sunkumy rizika; vienu atveju individualiai vertinami vaiky kognityviniai
gebéjimai prieSmokykliniame amZiuje, bitini skaitymo ir raSymo jgudZiams
jgyti, kitu atveju rizikos poZymius, pastebimus vaiko raidoje ir elgesyje, vertina
tévai ir specialistai.

Instrumenty, skirty vaiky skaitymo ir raSymo sunkumams jvertinti, néra
gausu, pavyzdziais galéty buti pamineti Disleksijos rizikos skalé (Bogdanowicz,
1993; 1995), Disleksijos patikros instrumentas (Coon, Waguespack ir Polk, 1994,
cit. pgl. Lemasters, 2004), Honkongo specifiniy mokymosi sunkumy elgesio sqra-
sas (Chan, Ho, Tsang, Lee ir Chung, 2003; Chan ir kt., 2004), Kolorado mokymo-
si sunkumy klausimynas (Willcutt ir kt., 2011). Tokie instrumentai yra lengvai
administruojami, ekonomiskai naudingi ir tinkami pirminei sunkumy patikrai.
Remiantis minéty instrumenty vertinimais yra pagrindziamas poreikis iSsa-
miam individualiam vaiko jvertinimui.

Skirtingai nuo kity Saliy, Lietuvoje neturime instrumenty skaitymo ir rasy-
mo sunkumy rizikai jvertinti. Atsizvelgiant j tokig situacijg, buvo sukurtas Dis-

leksijos rizikos klausimynas (DRK), skaitymo ir raSymo sunkumy rizikai pries-
mokykliniame amziuje jvertinti.
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Siame straipsnyje nagrinéjamos Disleksijos rizikos klausimyno (DRK) sasajos
su skaitymui ir raSymui svarbiais gebéjimais (jy nepakankamas iSlavéjimas gali
lemti skaitymo ir raSymo sunkumus) bei skaitymo ir raSymo jgtidZiais pirmoje
klaséje.

Tyrime dalyvavo 96 vaikai: 47 vaikai, turintys skaitymo ir raSymo sunkumy
rizika, ir 49 vaikai be skaitymo ir raSymo sunkumy rizikos. Tyrime taip pat da-
lyvavo vaiky tévai, prieSmokyklinio ugdymo pedagogés ir pirmos klasés moky-
tojos (po vieny mety).

I etapas (priesmokyklinio ugdymo grupé). Tévai ir prieSmokyklinio ugdymo
pedagogés uzpildé Disleksijos rizikos klausimynq (DRK) apie kiekvieng vaika. In-
dividualiy susitikimy metu su tiriamaisiais atliktos greitojo vardijimo (objekty,
spalvy), fonologinio supratimo, trumpalaikés girdimosios atminties, Zodyno ir
Zmogaus pieSinio kopijavimo uzduotys.

I etapas (1 klasé). Tévai ir mokytojai uzpildé anketa, kurioje buvo prasoma
jvertinti vaiko skaityma ir raSymg. Su tiriamaisiais individualaus susitikimo
metu atliktos greitojo vardijimo (skaiciy, raidziy) ir skaitymo jgiidZiy uzZduotys.

Tyrimo rezultatai apdoroti IBM SPSS 20.0 programiniu paketu. Buvo skai-
¢iuojamos koreliacijos, taikant Pearsono koreliacijos koeficientg. Atliktas kon-
trolés ir rizikos grupiy skaitymo jgudziy palyginimas taikant Student t-testa.
Atliktos tiesinés regresijos analizés.

Sio tyrimo rezultatai parodé, kad Disleksijos rizikos klausimyno (DRK) jver-
Ciai susije su prognostiniais skaitymo ir raSymo sunkumy rodikliais: fonologi-
niais gebéjimais, Zodynu, vizualiniais-motoriniais gebéjimais. Stipriausios sasa-
jos rastos tarp prieSmokyklinio ugdymo pedagogiy pildytos DRK versijos jver-
Ciy ir visy fonologiniy gebéjimy: greitojo vardijimo, fonologinio supratimo bei
trumpalaikés girdimosios atminties (visos koreliacijos vidutinio stiprumo). Sie
rezultatai reiSkia, kad DRK naudojimas gali buti greitas ir ekonomiskas budas
surinkti pirmine informacijg apie prognostinius skaitymo ir raSymo sunkumy
rodiklius prieSmokyklinio ugdymo grupéje.

Tyrimas taip pat atskleidé, kad prieSmokyklinio ugdymo grupéje uzpildyto
DRK jverciai yra susije su vaiky skaitymu ir rasymu, jvertintais tévy ir mokytojy,
ir skaitymo jguidziais, iSmatuotais pirmos klasés pabaigoje. Stipriausias rysys
rastas tarp prieSmokyklinio ugdymo pedagogiy uzpildyto DRK jverciy ir moky-
toju jvertinto pirmoky skaitymo (koreliacija stipri). Atliktos regresinés analizés
patvirtino, kad skaitymo ir raSymo sunkumy rizikos pozymiy raiska prieSmoky-
kliniame amziuje numato biisimus skaitymo jgtidZius pirmos klasés pabaigoje.
Geriausiai skaitymo jgiidzius numato prieSmokyklinio ugdymo pedagogiy pil-
dyta DRK versija.
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Apibendrinant koreliacines ir regresijos analizes galima teigti, kad prieSmo-
kyklinio ugdymo pedagogiu pildyto DRK verté yra didesné negu tévy pildyto
DRK, tiek siekiant surinkti pirmine informacijg apie prognostinius skaitymo ir
rasymo sunkumy rodiklius, tiek numatant pirmoky skaitymo jgtdZius bei skai-
tymo ir rasSymo vertinima tévy ir mokytojy nuomone.

Atlikto tyrimo rezultatai taip pat parodé, kad vaikai, kuriy skaitymo ir rasy-
mo sunkumy rizikos poZymiai prieSmokyklinio ugdymo grupéje buvo ryskis,
t.y. DRK-T ir (arba) DRK S tasky suma buvo = (M + 1SD), praéjus vieniems moKks-
lo metams skaité reikSmingai prasc¢iau negu vaikai, kuriy DRK-T ir DRK-S tasky
suma nerodé minéto nuokrypio. Tai reiSkia, kad remiantis DRK jverciais gali
biiti pagrindZiamas poreikis iSsamiam individualiam vaiko jvertinimui, siekiant
nustatyti priezastis, dél kuriy Siy vaiky skaitymo jgudziai pirmoje klaséje gali-
mai bus prastesni negu jy bendraamziy, ir planuojant ankstyva pagalba.
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Abstract

Thisarticle examinesrelationships between the scores of Dyslexia Risk Questionnaire
(DRQ) in preschool age and the abilities, necessary for acquisition of reading and
writing skills, as well as reading and writing skills in the 1st Grade. The results of the
study showed that the scores of Dyslexia Risk Questionnaire (DRQ), completed by pre-
primary teachers and parents of children attending pre-primary group, are related to
prognostic indicators of reading and writing difficulties (phonological abilities: rapid
naming, phonological awareness, short-term auditory memory; vocabulary; visual-
motor skills), as well as to 1st graders’ reading skills and their reading and writing
ratings provided by parents and teachers.

Keywords: risk of reading and writing difficulties, preschool age, reading skills, 1st
Grade.

Introduction

Reading and writing are the most important skills for children to acquire.
It is not only an ability to read the words accurately and to understand their
meaning, but also to write the words properly and to express one’s ideas
coherently. Some children face no difficulties learning to read and write when
they start the primary school, but for some of them it is a huge and lasting
challenge. Therefore, itis recommended to assess the risk of reading and writing
difficulties as early as possible and to provide early professional help.
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Due to a variety of reasons, scientific discussion regarding factors that
influence the risk of reading and writing difficulties started only at the end of the
20th century (Bogdanowicz, 2003). One of the main reasons was a widespread
belief that learning to read and write is primarily school activity, which resulted
the attitude that the risk might be identified only when children start learning
to read and write at school.

The risk of reading and writing difficulties is a combination of indicators,
from birth to school age, which determines that the child will have difficulty
learning to read and write when he starts school. It is important that the risk is
revealed not by separate, individual indicators, but by a certain group of them
(Girdzijauskiené, 2008; Rief & Stern, 2010; Gedutiené, 2017). The development
of every child is individual; thus, it is complicated to distinguish indicators
that are specific to all children with the risk of reading and writing difficulties.
Despite of this, there exits an assumption that the main indicators of the risk of
reading and writing difficulties are atypical development of gross and fine motor
skills, spoken language functions and difficulties in memory, spatial orientation,
phonological awareness and letter-sound acquisition (Bogdanowicz, 2002;
2003; Snowling, Muter, & Carroll, 2007; Rief & Stern, 2010).

For practical reasons it is crucial to identify indicators in preschool age which
are reliable and valid to predict difficulties in the school age (Helland, Plante, &
Hugdahl, 2011). During the last decades, the data from numerous longitudinal
studies in different countries enabled to figure out the factors predicting the
development of children’s literacy skills from birth to adolescence. Despite
methodological differences of these studies, the following prognostic indicators
in preschool age most efficiently predict the cases of reading and writing
difficulties in school age: spoken language, phonological awareness, letter
knowledge, difficulties in word recognition, dyslexia cases in families, and
combination of the mentioned indicators above (Puolakanaho et al., 2007;
Molfese, Molfese, Barnes, Warren, & Molfese, 2008; Helland et al., 2011). Along
with the above-mentioned variables, in transparent writing systems (e.g.
Finnish, German) the strongest prognostic indicators of reading and writing
difficulties are the scores of the rapid automatized naming (Puolakanaho et
al, 2007; van Bergen et al., 2011; Eklund, Torppa, & Lyytinen, 2013). One of
the most recent cross-cultural study revealed that phonological awareness and
rapid automatized naming are the two strongest predictors of the risk of literacy
difficulties in six different writing systems (Finnish, Hungarian, German, Dutch,
French, and English) (Landerl et al., 2013).
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The assessment of reading and writing difficulties in preschool
age

Before start of primary school, it is a proper time to screen preschoolers for
the risk of difficulties acquiring literacy skills (Chan, Ho, Tsang, Lee, & Chung,
2004; Chan, Ho, Chung, Tsang, & Lee, 2012; Helland et al., 2011; Sargisson,
Stanley, & de Candole, 2013; Nelson, van Norman, & Lackner, 2016; Helland,
Jones, & Helland, 2017). There are different ways to assess risk of reading
and writing difficulties; in one case, the cognitive abilities, necessary for
acquisition of reading and writing skills, are individually assessed in preschool
age children and in the other case, the risk characteristics observed in the
child’s development and behaviour are assessed by parents and professionals.
It is recognized that individual assessment of child’s risk of difficulties is cost
expensive and time-consuming process (Chan, Ho, Tsang, Lee, & Chung, 2003).
Therefore, researchers from different countries developed cost effective and
easy to administer psychological assessment instruments. Different informants
(e.g. parents and teachers) can rate frequency and intensity of certain child’s
behaviours. As arule, these instruments assess a wide variety of child behaviours
and data collected from different informants enables to reveal child’s strengths
and difficulties. Taking into account the needs of the inclusive education, the
instruments for assessment of specific difficulties were developed. Unlike
instruments of broad-spectrum problem ratings, these instruments are
problem-focused rating scales that focus on children’s specific difficulties or
disorders, such as reading and writing (Chan et al., 2003; 2004; 2012). There
are not many tools available to assess the risk of reading and writing difficulties.
Examples include Dyslexia Risk Scale (Bogdanowicz, 1993; 1995), The Dyslexia
Screening Instrument (Coon, Waguespack, & Polk, 1994, as cited by Lemasters,
2004), The Hong Kong Behaviour Checklist (Chan et al., 2003; 2004), Colorado
Learning Difficulties Questionnaire (Willcutt etal., 2011). Based on the estimates
of the above-mentioned instruments, the need for a comprehensive individual
assessment of the child is justified.

The assessment of children’s risk of reading and writing
difficulties in Lithuania: DRQ development

Although reading and writing disorders are the most common specific
learning disabilities, accounting for about 80% of all learning disability cases,
we still lack instruments for psychological assessment of these difficulties
(Alisauskas, 2002; Gedutiené, 2018). Unlike other countries, in Lithuania we
do not have instruments for the assessment of the risk of reading and writing
difficulties. Considering this situation, the Dyslexia Risk Questionnaire (DRQ)
was developed to assess the risk of reading and writing difficulties in preschool
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age. The DRQ has undergone a number of stages of development. First, the
translation of Dyslexia Risk Scale (DRS, 1993) into Lithuanian was done in 2005
with the permission of its author M. Bogdanowicz. This scale consisted of 21
statement, describing difficulties in gross and fine motor skills, visual functions,
spoken language functions and attention (Bogdanowicz, 2002; 2003). Second,
additional statements were added to DRS scale after the review of relevant
scientific literature in 2015. It was important to add the statements which
describe different areas of difficulties (Helland et al., 2011). A group of experts
evaluated statements as valid for assessing the risk of reading and writing
difficulties. Two versions of the questionnaire were developed as ratings of
different informants on child’s behaviours are valuable. Differently from DRS
(Bogdanowicz, 1993), in DRQ versions along with 50 statements about the
risk of reading and writing difficulties in different areas (for more details, see
Methods section) additional questions were included. The additional questions
related to the information about the child’s dominant hand, diagnosed disorders,
provided speech therapist’s help and parents’ difficulties to read and write
experienced in primary school.

The aim of this article is to determine the relationships between Dyslexia
Risk Questionnaire (DRQ) and prognostic indicators of reading and writing
difficulties (phonological abilities: rapid naming, phonological awareness, short-
term auditory memory; vocabulary; visual-motor skills), as well as reading and
writing skills in the 1st Grade.

Methods
Participants

The study included children who attended a pre-primary group during the
2016-2017 school year in one of the twelve randomly selected preschools
in Vilnius providing education in Lithuanian. 1-2 pre-primary groups from
each preschool participated in the study. The study also involved children’s
parents, pre-primary and 1st Grade teachers (one year later). Parents and pre-
primary teachers completed the Dyslexia Risk Questionnaire (further in text
DRQ) for 283 children. Based on DRQ scores, 47 children at risk of reading and
writing difficulties were selected for further longitudinal study. Criterion for
the selection: the sum of parents’ and/or pre-primary teacher’s DRQ scores =
(M + 15D). For each child at risk of reading and writing difficulties, another child
with no risk of reading and writing difficulties was selected from the same pre-
primary group considering gender and month of birth. A total of 49 children
without risk of reading and writing difficulties were selected (Table 1). Risk
(M =80,74 months, SD = 3,40) and control (M = 81,45 months, SD = 3,19) groups
did not differ by age (t = 1,05, df = 94, p = 0,297).
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Table 1
Characteristics of the participants
Gender
TOTAL
Participants Male Female Both parents
n % n % n % N
Children 59| 615 37| 385 - -l 96
Control group 30 61,2 19 38,8 - - 49
Risk group 29 61,7 18 38,3 - - 47
Parents 7 7,3 82| 854 6 6,3| 96*
Pre-primary teachers - - 21 100 - -l 21
1st Grade teachers - - 65 100 - -l 65

Note. * Parents of one child did not specify who completed the DRQ.

Measures

Dyslexia Risk Questionnaire (M. Bogdanowicz, 1993; R. Gedutiené, 2015;
DRQ). DRQ consists of two versions: DRQ-P - version for parents/foster parents
and DRQ-S - version for specialists (teachers/speech therapists).

DRQ-P version consists of three parts:

. Information about the child. In this part, parents are asked to write child’s
name, gender, birth date, the language he/she speaks at home, to mark
which child’s hand is predominant when he/she writes/paints. Parents are
required to indicate diagnosed child’s disorders (visual, hearing, movement
and neurological, speech and language). Parents are asked to mark if a child
received the speech therapists’ help in preschool age.

I.. Information about the difficulties experienced by parents. Parents are asked
to indicate, whether they themselves experienced difficulties learning to
read and write in primary school.

IIl. 50items,describingtheindicatorsoftheriskofreadingandwritingdifficulties.
These items are grouped into 8 scales: Difficulties of letter recognition and
letter-sound acquisition, Difficulties of phonological awareness, Difficulties of
spoken language - correct pronunciation, Difficulties of spoken language -
expression of thoughts, Attention difficulties, Memory difficulties, Difficulties
of motor coordination and spatial orientation, Difficulties of fine motor skills.
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DRQ-S version consists of two parts:

I. Information about the child. In this part, the specialists (teachers/speech
therapists) are asked to write child’s name, gender, birth date, the language
he/she speaks at home, to mark which child’s hand is predominant when
he/she writes/paints. Specialists are required to indicate diagnosed
child’s disorders (visual, hearing, movement and neurological, speech and
language, intellectual and developmental). Specialists are asked to mark if a
child received the speech therapists’ help in preschool age.

II. 50items,describingtheindicatorsoftheriskofreadingand writingdifficulties.
These items are grouped into 8 scales: Difficulties of letter recognition and
letter-sound acquisition, Difficulties of phonological awareness, Difficulties of
spoken language - correct pronunciation, Difficulties of spoken language -
expression of thoughts, Attention difficulties, Memory difficulties, Difficulties
of motor coordination and spatial orientation, Difficulties of fine motor skills.

50 items in both versions are rated in the 4-score scale to indicate the
intensity or frequency of each behavior: from 1 (not characteristic for a child)
to 4 (characteristic of a child). Before scoring the DRQ total score, the ratings of
items were recoded: 1 (not characteristic for a child) into 0, ....4 (characteristic
of a child) into 3. The reliability of both DRQ versions is very good: DRQ-P
Cronbach a = 0,93 (n = 218), DRQ-S Cronbach a = 0,97 (n = 187).

DRQ-P III part and DRQ-S II part data are analyzed in this study.

The Rapid Naming Scale (RAN) is designed to measure the ability of 4- to
7-year-old children to relate visual and linguistic information by rapidly naming
familiar visual stimuli. The child is given 4 tasks: Object Naming (RAN-o), Color
Naming (RAN-c) (Gintiliené, Girdzijauskiené, Butkiené, & Eismontaité, 2015),
Number Naming (RAN-n) and Letter Naming (RAN-1) (RAN-n and RAN-I tasks
were designed specifically for this study). During each task the child has to list as
quickly as possible a sequence of 40 objects (colors, numbers, letters) randomly
made up from 5 different objects (colors, numbers, letters). The indicator -
completion time (in sec) separately for RAN-0, RAN-c, RAN-n and RAN-L

Colored Progressive Matrices (CPM; Raven, Court, & Raven, 1998) measure
the non-verbal reasoning ability or the eductive component of general abilities
(g factor) in 5- to 11-year-old children. CPM consists of 36 tasks - drawings with
a missing part. The child has to find the missing part of the drawing from the six
alternative answers at the bottom of the drawing and show it. The indicator is
the sum of the correct answers of the child. The split-half reliability of the CPM
(after Spearman-Brown correction) is 0,84 (n = 288; Gintiliené et al., 2015). The
CPM Spearman-Brown coefficient obtained in this study is 0,82 (n = 96).
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The Phonological Awareness Scale (PA) is designed to measure the ability of
4- to 7-year-old children to perceive and analyze speech sounds, manipulate
the structure of speech sounds, understand a word as a sound entity, and
perform phoneme analysis and synthesis (Gintiliené et al., 2015). The child is
given 12 tasks where he or she has to: compare, distinguish and recognize words
of similar sound and rhythmic composition, split a word into syllables, merge
meaningless syllables or separate sounds into a word. The indicator is the sum
of the correct answers of the child. Internal consistency estimate of reliability of
PA (Cronbach’s alpha) is 0,78 (n = 288; Gintiliené et al., 2015). In this study, PA
Cronbach’s a = 0,72 (n = 95).

The task of Human Figure Copying (HFC) is designed to measure the visual-
motor activity (concentration of visual attention, spatial perception, sensory-
motor coordination and fine movement accuracy) of 4- to 7-year-old children
(Gintiliené et al., 2015). The child is asked to accurately copy a figure composed
of different elements. The indicator is the amount of errors made. Internal
consistency estimate of reliability of HFC (Cronbach’s alpha) is 0,59 (n = 288;
Gintiliené et al., 2015). In this study, HFC Cronbach’s a = 0,59 (n = 95).

The Vocabulary Scale (VOC) examines 4- to 7-year-old children’s linguistic
abilities that are related to learning and reproducing verbal information
(Gintiliené et al., 2015). The child is asked to describe (explain the meaning
of) 20 words. The indicator is the sum of the correct answers of the child. The
first two words are sample tasks that are not evaluated nor added to the total.
Internal consistency estimate of reliability of VOC (Cronbach’s alpha) is 0,73
(n = 288; Gintiliené et al., 2015). The Cronbach’s « for this study was o = 0,79
(n=95).

The Short-Term Auditory Memory Scale (STAM) is designed to measure
a child’s short-term auditory memory - the ability to memorize and repeat
numbers’ and letters’ sequences of varying lengths in the same order in which
the researcher presents them. The STAM scale was designed specifically for
this study. The researcher reads to the child numbers’/letters’ sequences of
increasing length (beginning with 2 numbers, 2 letters, then 3, 4, etc.). The child
is asked to memorize the sequence and repeat the numbers/letters in the same
order. STAM consists of 12 sequences (6 sequences of letters and 6 sequences
of numbers). Numbers/letters are read at a rate of one character per second.
There is no time limit for performing STAM. 1 point is given for each correctly
remembered and repeated sequence. The task is terminated when the child
performs three consecutive tasks incorrectly. The total score is calculated. The
split-half reliability of the STAM (after Spearman-Brown correction) obtained
in this study is 0,73 (n = 94).
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Reading skills in the 1st Grade were assessed in 4 different tasks. Tasks were
designed specifically for this study based on similar tasks (Gedutiené et al,,
2008).

1. Reading real words. The subject is presented with a sheet of paper where 128
single words of one to four syllables length are written in a row. The child
is asked to read them out loud as quickly as possible. The indicator is the
number of words read correctly. The ability of a child to read single words
correctly within 1 minute (real words reading speed) is being assessed.

2. Reading pseudo words. The subject is presented with a sheet of paper where
92 single pseudo words of two syllables length are written in a row. The
child is asked to read them out loud as quickly as possible. The indicator
is the number of pseudo words read correctly. The ability of a child to read
single pseudo words correctly within 1 minute (pseudo words reading
speed) is being assessed.

3. Reading the text. The subject is asked to read the text of 11 sentences aloud
(6-7 words per sentence on average). The text is suitable for 6- to 8-year-
olds (Kiseliené & Virketiene, 2017). The indicator is the number of words
read incorrectly. The missed word counts as an error. Ifa child spontaneously
corrects a mistake, it is not counted as an error. If the subject is unable to
read, the maximum number of errors (70) is given. The ability of a child to
read the text aloud without errors (reading accuracy) is being assessed.

4. Text reading comprehension. After the child reads the text of Task 3, the text
is being covered and 8 open-ended questions are being asked. The child can
list several (3, 4 and 6) correct answer variants to 3 questions. 1 point is
given for each correct answer (answer variant). The indicator is the sum of
the correct answers of the child. The ability of a child to understand the text
read (reading comprehension) is being assessed.

Ratings of children’s reading and writing provided by teachers and parents
at the end of Grade 1. Parents rated each learning area by choosing one of 4

» o« » o«

answers: “Not at all successful”, “Below average”, “Average”, “Above average”,

» o«

teachers - by choosing one of 5 answers: “Very low”, “Slightly below average”,
“Average”, “Slightly above average”, “Well above average”. Responses were
recoded into: 1 (Not at all successful / Very low), ..., 4 (Above average - parents’

rating), 5 (Well above average - teachers’ rating).
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Procedure

Stage I (pre-primary group). In Spring 2017 parents were given a letter
via their child’s preschool inviting them to participate in the longitudinal
study. Written informed consents were obtained from the parents regarding
their children’s participation in the study. Parents and pre-primary teachers
completed the DRQ for each child. During two individual meetings, each lasting
20-30 minutes, the 96 subjects selected for the study were given RAN-o, RAN-c,
CPM, PA, HFC, VOC (during the first meeting) and STAM (during the second
meeting) tasks.

Stage Il (1st Grade). In Spring 2018 parents of the study subjects were
given a letter via their child’s school (30 schools in total; 29 public, 1 private)
inviting them to participate in the 2" stage of the study. Parents and teachers
completed a questionnaire asking them to rate the child’s reading and writing.
RAN-n, RAN-1 and reading skills tasks were performed with 92 subjects during
one individual meeting lasting 15-20 minutes. The parents of 4 children (4%; 3
boys, 1 girl) refused to participate in the 2™ stage of the study.

All individual meetings with children took place in a separate room at the
child educational institution.

Data analysis

Results of the study were processed with IBM SPSS 20.0 software package.
Raw scores were used for the analysis (except for the sum of CPM which was
transferred to the percentile). Normality of the data distribution was evaluated.
Not normally distributed variables were transformed: RAN (objects, colors,
numbers, letters) using Inverse; DRQ (parents’, pre-primary teachers’ versions)
and Reading errors - Square root; reading rated by parents - Reflect and
inverse transformations. Comparisons of control and risk groups’ age, non-
verbal reasoning abilities and reading skills were made using Student’s t-test.
Correlations were calculated using the Pearson correlation coefficient. Linear
regression analyses were performed. Analyses were performed on both original
and transformed data to verify that relationships with the original variables
remained.
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Results

Descriptive statistics for the study measures are presented in Table 2.

Table 2

Means, standard deviations, minimum and maximum obtained
and possible values for the study measures

Measure M SD | n* Range
Possible | Obtained

Risk indicators of reading and writing difficulties
DRQ-P 24,42 | 16,36| 96| 0-150 0-64
DRQ-S 25,39| 24,72| 96| 0-150 0-119
Phonological abilities, vocabulary, visual-motor and non-verbal reasoning
abilities
Object naming (sec) 49,48| 16,55| 96 - 26-159
Color naming (sec) 49,53| 16,04 | 92 - 24-110
Number naming (sec) 29,00 17,00 92 - 16-153
Letter naming (sec) 27,38| 11,48 91 - 15-106
Phonological awareness 8,00 2,72 95 0-12 1-12
Short-term auditory memory 4,76 1,41| 94 0-12 1-8
Vocabulary 10,39 4,02| 95 0-18 0-17
Human figure copying 7,02 2,89|95| 0-23 0-14
Non-verbal reasoning abilities (CPM) 24,29| 4,86|96| 5-36 10-35
Reading skills
Real words reading speed 37,03| 23,12| 92| 0-128 0-99
Pseudo words reading speed 22,47 | 15,14 | 92 0-92 0-65
Text reading accuracy (errors) 13,70| 18,79| 92| 0-70 0-70
Text reading comprehension 7,60 3,44 | 85 0-18 0-16
Reading and writing ratings
Reading rated by parents 3,32| 0,82] 88 1-4 1-4
Writing rated by parents 3,15| 0,74 88 1-4 1-4
Reading rated by teachers 3,45| 1,20| 94 1-5 1-5
Writing rated by teachers 3,29 1,31| 94 1-5 1-5

Note: * Different numbers of subjects mean that some subjects did not complete the
tasks.
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Correlations between DRQ scores and children’s phonological abilities (rapid
naming, phonological awareness, short-term auditory memory), vocabulary
and visual-motor abilities were calculated to determine the relationship
between DRQ scores and predictive indicators of reading and writing difficulties
(Table 3).

Table 3

Correlations between DRQ scores and phonological abilities,
vocabulary and visual-motor abilities (n = 96)

Measure of :1]())1:‘1;3:, dll::(;)x:lr;z for learning DRQ-P DRQ-S
Object naming -0,324" -0,580™
Color naming -0,453" -0,510"
Number naming -0,416™ -0,545"
Letter naming -0,460™ -0,538"
Phonological awareness -0,461" -0,587"
Short-term auditory memory -0,425™ -0,528™
Vocabulary -0,256" -0,400™
Human figure copying 0,347 0,469™

Note: Number naming and Letter naming tasks were performed by the subjects in the
1st Grade, all other tasks were performed in the pre-primary group. * p < 0,05. ** p <
0,01.

As can be seen from the data in Table 3, risk indicators of reading and writing
difficulties are negatively related to phonological abilities: rapid naming,
phonological awareness and short-term auditory memory. The strongest
relationships of phonological abilities were found with DRQ ratings provided by
pre-primary teachers (all correlations are moderate, r from -0,5 to -0,7), weaker
relationships — with DRQ ratings provided by parents (all correlations are weak,
r from -0,3 to -0,5). Risk indicators of reading and writing difficulties rated by
pre-primary teachers and parents are also related to children’s vocabulary and
visual-motor abilities, though, correlation between children’s vocabulary and
parents’ ratings is very weak (r from 0 to -0,3). These relationships mean that
using DRQ can be a quick and easy way to gather primary information about
children’s abilities, important for learning to read and write, which are also
predictors of reading and writing difficulties.

Table 4 shows the correlations between DRQ scores and ratings of children’s
reading and writing provided by teachers and parents at the end of Grade 1.
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Table 4
Correlations between DRQ scores and reading and writing ratings
Reading and writing ratings DRQ-P DRQ-S
Reading rated by parents (n = 88) -0,354" -0,491™
Writing rated by parents (n = 88) -0,502™ -0,561"
Reading rated by teachers (n = 94) -0,456" -0,720™
Writing rated by teachers (n = 94) -0,363" -0,672"

Note. ** p < 0,01.

As shown in Table 4, risk indicators of reading and writing difficulties,
rated by parents and pre-primary teachers of children attending pre-primary
group, are negatively related to children’s reading and writing rated by parents
and teachers in Grade 1. Pre-primary teachers’ DRQ scores have a stronger
relationship with reading and writing ratings than parents’ DRQ scores,
regardless of who rated reading and writing in Grade 1 - parents themselves or
teachers. Table 4 shows that risk indicators of reading and writing difficulties
rated by pre-primary teachers are strongly negatively related to reading ratings
provided by 1% Grade teachers one year later (r from -0,7 to -0,9).

An intergroup comparison was performed to determine whether the control
group’s reading skills in Grade 1 differed from those in the at-risk group (Table
5). Itis important to note that non-verbal reasoning abilities of control subjects
(mean percentile of Colored Progressive Matrices sum, M = 68,09, SD = 26,21)
did not differ from those of the risk group subjects (M = 58,18, SD = 24,69; t =
1,86, df =90, p = 0,066).

Table 5

Comparison of reading skills of control and risk groups

Reading skills Group of subjects | n M SD t df p

i Control 47 | 49,72 (21,86

Real words reading ontrol group 6,52 |84,15| 0,000
speed Risk group 45 | 23,78 15,94
Control 47 | 29,38|15,84

Pseudo words onTo group 5,09(79,60| 0,000
reading speed Risk group 45 | 15,24|10,35
i Control 47 | 536| 7,08

Text reading accuracy (.)n rol group -5,86|73,03| 0,000
(errors) Risk group 45 | 22,40|22,94
i Control 47 | 8,87| 2,92

Text reading Ontro’ group 4,14(83,00| 0,000
comprehension Risk group 38 | 6,03| 3,42
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The data in Table 5 shows that in Grade 1 all reading skills of the control
group’s subjects were significantly better than those of the at-risk group’s
subjects. This shows that children, whose risk indicators of reading and writing
difficulties were strongly manifested in preschool age, i.e. the sum of DRQ-P
and/or DRQ-S scores was = (M + 1SD), one year later read significantly worse
than children with less pronounced risk indicators of reading and writing
difficulties, i.e. whose sum of DRQ-P and DRQ-S scores showed no deviation.
This means that DRQ scores can be used for prediction of children who will
differ in their reading skills from their peers in the 1st Grade.

In order to determine the relationship between the risk indicators of reading
and writing difficulties, rated by parents and pre-primary teachers of children
attending pre-primary group, with the reading skills measured in Grade 1, a
correlation analysis was performed, the results of which are presented in
Table 6.

Table 6
Correlations between DRQ scores and reading skills
Reading skills DRQ-P DRQ-S
Real words reading speed -0,445" -0,609”
Pseudo words reading speed -0,419” -0,520"
Text reading accuracy (errors) 0,466 0,621™
Text reading comprehension -0,207 -0,487"

Note. ** p < 0,01.

As can be seen from the data in Table 6, the risk indicators of reading and
writing difficulties, rated by parents and pre-primary teachers of children
attending pre-primary group, are related to reading skills measured in Grade
1. Pre-primary teachers’ ratings of the risk indicators of reading and writing
difficulties are more strongly associated with all reading skills than parents’
ratings.

In order to determine which version of DRQ used in the pre-primary group
best predicted reading skills in Grade 1, linear regression analyses were
performed (Table 7).

81



SPECIALUSIS UGDYMAS / SPECIAL EDUCATION 2019 1 (39)

Table 7

Predicting reading skills in Grade 1 using the scores of DRQ,
completed in pre-primary group (linear regression)

Independent variable | R? | F | p | B | D
Dependent variable: Real words reading speed

DRQ-P 0,20| 22,18| 0,000| -0,45| 0,000

DRQ-S 0,37| 53,04| 0,000 -0,61| 0,000
Dependent variable: Pseudo words reading speed

DRQ-P 0,18| 19,14| 0,000| -0,42| 0,000

DRQ-S 0,27| 33,27| 0,000 -0,52| 0,000
Dependent variable: Text reading accuracy (errors)

DRQ-P 0,22| 24,90| 0,000 0,47| 0,000

DRQ-S 0,39| 56,46| 0,000 0,62| 0,000
Dependent variable: Text reading comprehension

DRQ-P 0,04| 3,72| 0,057| -0,21| 0,057

DRQ-S 0,24| 25,79| 0,000| -0,49| 0,000

As shown in Table 7, all reading skills are best predicted by the DRQ version
completed by pre-primary teachers. This suggests that 1** graders’ reading
skills can be more accurately predicted by pre-primary teachers’ ratings of the
risk indicators of reading and writing difficulties than by parents’ DRQ scores.
The predictive value of DRQ completed by pre-primary teachers may have
been higher due to a variety of reasons, such as special pedagogical education
acquired by pre-primary teachers, available knowledge and experience in
the field of education, and the possibility to continuously monitor children’s
educational progress and to compare children with each other. Differences
between parents’ and teachers’ ratings are also found in other studies and may
be explained by differences in parents’ and teachers’ opportunities to observe
children in a group environment and the related expectations (Helland et al,,
2011).

Conclusions

The results of this study showed that Dyslexia Risk Questionnaire (DRQ)
is associated with prognostic indicators of reading and writing difficulties,
namely: phonological abilities, vocabulary and visual-motor skills. The strongest
correlations were found between the scores of DRQ version completed by pre-
primary teachers and all phonological abilities: rapid naming, phonological
awareness and short-term auditory memory (all correlations are moderate).
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These results suggest that the use of DRQ can be a quick and cost-effective way
of screening and collecting initial information about prognostic reading and
writing difficulty indicators in preschool age.

This study also revealed that the scores of DRQ, completed in pre-primary
group, arerelatedto children’sreadingand writing, rated by parentsand teachers,
and reading skills, measured at the end of the 1st Grade. Strong correlation was
found between the scores of DRQ, completed by pre-primary teachers, and 1st
graders’ reading, rated by teachers one year later. The performed regression
analyses confirmed that the manifestation of risk indicators of reading and
writing difficulties in preschool age predicts future reading skills of 1st graders.
Reading skills are best predicted by DRQ version completed by pre-primary
teachers.

In summary, the results of correlation and regression analyses performed
in this study suggest that DRQ version completed by pre-primary teachers is
of a higher value than DRQ version completed by parents, both for the purpose
of collecting initial information on prognostic reading and writing difficulty
indicators, as well as for predicting 1st graders’ reading skills, and their reading
and writing ratings based on parents’ and teachers’ opinion.

The results of this study also showed that children, whose risk indicators of
reading and writing difficulties were strongly manifested in preschool age, i.e.
the sum of DRQ scores (parents’ and/or pre-primary teachers’ version) was 2
(M + 1SD), one year later read significantly worse than children, whose DRQ
score did not show the deviation mentioned above. It suggests that based on the
DRQ scores the need for a comprehensive individual assessment of the child can
be justified in order to identify the reasons, why these children’s reading skills
in the 1st Grade may be worse than their peers, and to plan early intervention.

Guidelines for further research

This study analyzed relationships between the DRQ total score, i.e. a set of
risk indicators of reading and writing difficulties, and prognostic indicators of
reading and writing difficulties: phonological abilities, vocabulary, visual-motor
abilities. In future studies it would be important to analyze the correlations
between the 8 scales comprising DRQ and relevant abilities, e.g. between
DRQ Difficulties of phonological awareness scale and children’s phonological
awareness, between DRQ Difficulties of spoken language - expression of thoughts
scale and children’s vocabulary, between DRQ Difficulties of fine motor skills
scale and children’s visual-motor abilities. These correlations are likely to be
even stronger than those with the DRQ total score. However, before performing
this analysis it is important to investigate the internal structure of DRQ, i.e. to
conduct a factor analysis of DRQ.
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PREDICTION OF READING AND WRITING DIFFICULTIES
OF FIRST GRADERS USING DYSLEXIA RISK QUESTIONNAIRE (DRQ)
IN PRESCHOOL AGE

Katazyna Labaniené, Vilnius University, Lithuania
Reda Gedutiené, Klaipeda University, Lithuania
Grazina Gintiliené, Vilnius University, Lithuania

Summary

The risk of reading and writing difficulties is a combination of indicators,
from birth to school age, which determines that the child will have difficulty
learning to read and write when he starts school. It is important that the risk is
revealed not by separate, individual indicators, but by a certain group of them
(Girdzijauskiené, 2008; Rief & Stern, 2010; Gedutiené, 2017).

Before starting primary school, it is a proper time to screen children for
the risk of difficulties acquiring literacy skills (Chan, Ho, Tsang, Lee, & Chung,
2004; Chan, Ho, Chung, Tsang, & Lee, 2012; Helland, Plante, & Hugdahl, 2011;
Sangisson, Stanley, & de Candole, 2013; Nelson, van Norman, & Lackner, 2016;
Helland, Jones, & Helland, 2017). There are different ways to assess risk of
reading and writing difficulties; in one case, the cognitive abilities, necessary for
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acquisition of reading and writing skills, are individually assessed in preschool
age children, in other case, the risk characteristics observed in the child’s
development and behavior are assessed by parents and professionals.

There are not many tools available to assess reading and writing difficulties
of children. Examples include Dyslexia Risk Scale (Bogdanowicz, 1993; 1995),
the Dyslexia Screening Instrument (Coon, Waguespack, & Polk, 1994, as cited
in Lemasters, 2004), the Hong Kong Behavior Checklist of Specific Learning
Difficulties (Chan, Ho, Tsang, Lee, & Chung, 2003; Chan et al., 2004) and Colorado
Learning Difficulty Questionnaire (Willcutt et al, 2011). Such instruments
are easy to administer, cost-effective and suitable for the initial screening of
difficulties. Based on the estimates of the above-mentioned instruments, the
need for a comprehensive individual assessment of the child is justified.

Unlike other countries, in Lithuania we do not have instruments for the
assessment of the risk of reading and writing difficulties. Considering this
situation, the Dyslexia Risk Questionnaire (DRQ) was developed to assess the
risk of reading and writing difficulties in preschool age.

This article examines relationships between Dyslexia Risk Questionnaire
(DRQ) and the abilities, necessary for acquisition of reading and writing skills
(underdevelopment of which can lead to reading and writing difficulties), as
well as reading and writing skills in the 1st Grade.

The study included 96 children: 47 children with the risk of reading and
writing difficulties, and 49 children without risk of reading and writing
difficulties. The study also involved children’s parents, pre-primary and 1st
Grade teachers (one year later).

Stage I (pre-primary group). Parents and pre-primary teachers completed the
Dyslexia Risk Questionnaire (DRQ) for each child. During individual meetings,
the tasks of rapid naming (objects, colors), phonological awareness, short-term
auditory memory, vocabulary and copying of human figure were performed
with the subjects.

Stage 1l (1st Grade). Parents and teachers completed a questionnaire asking
them to rate the child’s reading and writing. During individual meeting, the
tasks of rapid naming (numbers, letters) and reading skills were performed
with the subjects.

Results of the study were processed with IBM SPSS 20.0 software package.
Correlations were calculated using Pearson correlation coefficient. Comparison
of control and risk group reading skills was made using Student’s t-test. Linear
regression analyses were performed.
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The results of this study showed that Dyslexia Risk Questionnaire (DRQ)
is associated with prognostic indicators of reading and writing difficulties,
namely: phonological abilities, vocabulary and visual-motor skills. The strongest
correlations were found between the scores of DRQ version completed by pre-
primary teachers and all phonological abilities: rapid naming, phonological
awareness and short-term auditory memory (all correlations are moderate).
These results suggest that the use of DRQ can be a quick and cost-effective way
of screening and collecting initial information about prognostic reading and
writing difficulty indicators in preschool age.

This study also revealed that the scores of DRQ, completed in pre-primary
group, are related to children’s reading and writing, rated by parents and
teachers, and reading skills, measured at the end of the 1st Grade. Strong
correlation was found between the scores of DRQ, completed by pre-primary
teachers, and 1st graders’ reading, rated by teachers one year later. The
performed regression analyses confirmed that the manifestation of reading and
writing difficulties risk indicators in preschool age predicts future reading skills
of 1st graders. Reading skills are best predicted by DRQ version completed by
pre-primary teachers.

In summary, the results of correlation and regression analyses performed
in this study suggest that DRQ version completed by pre-primary teachers is
of a higher value than DRQ version completed by parents, both for the purpose
of collecting initial information on prognostic reading and writing difficulty
indicators, and for predicting 1st graders’ reading skills, as well as parents’ and
teachers’ ratings of 1*'graders’ reading and writing.

The results of this study also showed that children, whose indicators of the
risk of reading and writing difficulties were strongly manifested in preschool
age, i.e. the sum of DRQ scores (parents’ and/or pre-primary teachers’ version)
was 2 (M + 1SD), one year later read significantly worse than children, whose
DRQ score did not show the deviation mentioned above. It suggests thatbased on
the DRQ scores the need for a comprehensive individual assessment of the child
can be justified in order to identify the reasons, why this child’s reading skills in
the 1st Grade may be worse than his peers, and to plan early intervention.
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