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[H1]Assessing Multilingual Children 

The world is multilingual and multicultural. Many children move to different countries where 

the majority language is not their first and/or are born into multilingual homes. Relocation 

and international mobility may be initiated because of parental work, curiosity, a family’s 

desire for a different lifestyle, poverty, instability, wars and many other reasons (Weichold, 

2010). Children may arrive in a country, for example, with or without their birth parents, as 

refugees or after international adoption. Even if children are not internationally mobile, many 

children encounter different languages in their daily lives. Countries such as India, South 

Africa and Belgium have a number of official languages. For example, in India different 

languages are used at home, in education, business and religion, necessitating multilingualism 

in day-to-day contexts. Even in countries that have one official language, such as the USA, 

many children speak one language at home (e.g. Spanish) and another at school (e.g. 

English). 

 

Most multilingual children have no difficulty acquiring the languages they speak (see 

Goldstein and McLeod, Chapter 10). However, some children may have difficulty acquiring 



all languages (and would benefit from intervention from a speech-language pathologist 

(SLP)); whereas others may only have difficulty with second and subsequent languages (and 

would benefit from support from a specialist such as a second language teacher). Differential 

diagnosis between these two possibilities can be a complex task. A comprehensive 

assessment is necessary in order to prevent under-diagnosis (describing children with 

disordered speech as typical), thereby denying children access to appropriate intervention, or 

over-diagnosis (describing children with typical speech as disordered), thereby extending 

already over-subscribed SLP resources to children who do not need them. Indeed, ‘There is 

no reason why bilingualism should lead to a greater or lesser need for speech and language 

therapy (SLT). If there are proportionately more or less bilingual than monolingual children 

receiving SLT then this difference may be an indication of inequality’ (Winter, 2001: 465). 

SLPs need to compare and contrast children’s abilities to speak each of their languages to 

determine whether these children have a speech sound disorder (SSD), are at risk for one or 

are developing typically, and if an SSD is identified, to determine appropriate goals and to 

decide when intervention should conclude. Thus, there are at least five purposes for 

undertaking an assessment: screening, diagnosis, description, monitoring of progress and 

determining outcomes of intervention. 

 

The International Classification of Functioning Disability and Health: Children and Youth 

Version (ICF-CY; World Health Organization, WHO, 2007) can be used to inform SLP 

practice regarding assessment for children with SSD (cf. McLeod & McCormack, 2007). 

Using the ICF-CY framework, a holistic multilingual assessment should consider children’s 

environmental and personal factors; speech, language, voice and hearing functions; structure 

and function of the oromusculature; and children’s ability to participate in society. One of the 

reasons for undertaking a holistic diagnostic assessment is because environmental and 

cultural factors play an important role in children’s capacity, functioning and performance in 

different situations. Additionally, it cannot be assumed that multilingual children, particularly 

those who were born in a different country, are refugees or who have been adopted 

internationally, have received routine developmental checks. It is possible that children’s 

speech difficulties may be as a result of an undiagnosed hearing loss, cleft palate (or 

submucosal cleft), developmental disability, syndrome or cerebral palsy resulting in 

dysarthria. A holistic assessment can assist with determining whether there is a potential 

cause. 

 



[H1]Preassessment Consideration of Environmental and Personal Factors 

Prior to undertaking a face-to-face assessment, it is beneficial to understand children’s 

environmental and personal contexts, including their cultural background and the languages 

spoken. Each child is unique and their background can provide insight into their speech and 

language competence and potential. Contextual factors are typically explored during 

interviews with the child’s parents, teachers and the children themselves. 

 

[H2]Language proficiency and use 

Within multilingual families, languages can be used with different people and in different 

environmental contexts. In some families, the mother and father may have different first 

languages from one another and this may be a different language again from the majority 

language in the country they are living in (e.g. the mother speaks Swedish as her first 

language, the father speaks German as his first language and they live in England). Often, 

extended families live together, so the language of the grandparents, aunts, uncles and 

cousins should also be taken into consideration. 

 

Language proficiency and language use of children and their families provide guidance 

regarding languages to be included in an SLP assessment and information about possible 

transfer from one language to the next. For each language spoken by the child, it is useful to 

map the length of time the language has been spoken, proficiency in the language, its 

frequency of use and the context the language is used (Stow & Dodd, 2003). A language 

history of the countries the child has lived in (and, if known, where they intend to live in the 

near future) also contextualizes language opportunities, proficiency and use. Ascertainment 

of child, parental and community attitudes toward different languages spoken is also 

valuable, because some languages may be ascribed higher status than others and some 

families may choose to use one or multiple languages (Jordaan, 2008). Attitudes toward 

learning and maintaining different languages can be influenced by a wide variety of factors, 

including family, friendship, religion, education and employment (Wei, 1994), as well as 

future marriage opportunities (e.g. Gal, 1978). It is important to remember that many families 

maintain close links with their home countries, through regular visits to and from family and 

friends. Thus, understanding families’ language choice must include a conceptualization of 

whether migration is permanent or non-permanent because many people have circular 

migration patterns between countries (Hugo, 2010). 

 



There are a number of ways to quantify language proficiency and use. Many have been 

developed for adults, including the Language Experience and Proficiency Questionnaire 

(LEAP-Q) (Marian et al., 2007), History of Bilingualism Questionnaire (Paradis, 1987), 

Language Background Questionnaire (Rickard Liow & Poon, 1998) and a self-report 

language dominance questionnaire for Mandarin-English bilinguals validated on 168 

participants (Lim et al., 2008). A quick scale validated for Spanish-English bilingual adults is 

the Bilingual Dominance Scale (Dunn & Fox Tree, 2009). It focuses on ‘percent of language 

use for both languages, age of acquisition and age of comfort for both languages, and 

restructuring of language fluency due to changes in linguistic environments’ (Dunn & Fox 

Tree, 2009: 273). The Bilingual Dominance Scale comprises 12 questions (e.g. ‘If you have a 

foreign accent, which language(s) is it in?’) and a scoring system that has been validated on 

102 participants. 

 

Children’s language proficiency and use has also been explored using different techniques, 

and two have quantified language proficiency and use of children with SSD. First, Goldstein 

and Bunta (2010) used a 5-point scale to determine language proficiency (‘0=cannot speak 

the indicated language to 4=native-like proficiency with few grammatical errors’) and 

language use (‘0=the child never heard or used the particular language to 4=the language was 

heard and used by the child a great deal’). Development of the language proficiency scale 

was informed by parent and teacher rating scales described in Peña et al. (2003). Second, 

Goldstein et al. (2010) asked parents to outline their child’s weekly schedule, including 

activities, language used and conversational partners. Percentage language use for each 

language was calculated by ‘multiplying the number of hours of output of that language by 

100 and then dividing that number by the total number of hours of activities reported per 

week’ (Goldstein et al., 2010: 240). 

 

[H2]Parent- and teacher-reported concern 

Parent- and teacher-reported concern can provide valuable guidance about a child’s 

proficiency in each of the languages spoken. Information can be ascertained in the language 

of the SLP, or can be asked using an interpreter or questionnaire in the parents’ primary 

language (Roseberry-McKibbin & O’Hanlon, 2005). Two studies identified that parental 

report of how people outside the family view the child’s speech can serve as a valid screener 

for SSD in bilingual children (Lange et al., 2007; Stertzbach & Gildersleeve-Neumann, 

2005). Specifically, Stertzbach and Gildersleeve-Neumann (2005) found that the two 



questions with the strongest correlations were: ‘Do other people think your child is hard to 

understand?’ and ‘Do other people think your child has speech problems?’ 

 

Restrepo (1998) included two appendices that provide an extensive teacher and parent 

questionnaire about language use, language concern and family history of education, speech 

and language difficulties. Restrepo (1998) found that parental report of speech and language 

problems and family history of speech and language problems were two of four factors that 

had high sensitivity and specificity for determining Spanish-English children’s speech and 

language status. 

 

The Alberta Language and Development Questionnaire (ALDeQ) (see appendix in Paradis et 

al., 2010) is a psychometrically validated measure of language development that is not 

specific to a particular language/cultural group. The ALDeQ has been normed on 139 

typically developing children and 29 children with language impairment and is a valuable 

method for quantifying children’s early milestones, language use, preferences and family 

history. 

 

[H2]Cultural heritage 

When considering a child’s language history, language use and language proficiency, it is 

important to concurrently acknowledge generalized socio-cultural factors alongside 

individual beliefs and practices, and families’ cultural perspectives. Classification systems 

provide insight into differing cultural perspectives that need to be checked with family 

perspectives. For example, Ritter (2007) classified differing cultural and temporal attitudes 

toward children and childhood whereby the child may be seen as a social being, mistrusted 

agent, object or an optional extra. Additionally, Hofstede and Hofstede (2005) described five 

dimensions of culture/countries that have been interpreted for use in multilingual SLP 

contexts by the American Speech-Language-Hearing Association (2010): 

(1) Power Distance Index. This extends from high power distance where some people have 

more status/power than others to low power distance where people are treated more equally. 

Hofstede (2010) suggests that this dimension is ‘high for Latin, Asian and African countries 

and smaller for Anglo and Germanic countries’. An example of high power distance occurs 

when children are expected to be obedient to adults, and low power distance when adults ask 

children for their opinions. For example, Johnson and Wong (2002) found that Chinese 



mothers (high power distance) were less likely to invite personal narratives and talk about 

non-shared daily events than Western mothers (low power distance). 

(2) Individualism vs. Collectivism. People in individualistic societies (e.g. ‘developed and 

Western countries’, Hofstede, 2010) are expected to care for themselves and their immediate 

family, whereas collective societies (e.g. ‘less developed and Eastern countries’, Hofstede, 

2010) have strong, cohesive groups, often with an emphasis on extended families (uncles, 

aunts and grandparents). 

(3) Masculinity vs. Femininity. In masculine societies, men and women are more assertive 

and competitive, whereas feminine societies have modest and caring values. Hofstede (2010) 

indicates that masculinity is ‘high in Japan, in some European countries like Germany, 

Austria and Switzerland, and moderately high in Anglo countries; it is low in Nordic 

countries and in the Netherlands and moderately low in some Latin and Asian countries like 

France, Spain and Thailand’. When considering multilingual families, Lyon (1996) indicated 

that in some studies the language spoken by the father determined the language spoken in the 

home, whereas there was cross-gender agreement regarding the language parents wanted their 

children to learn in Wales. 

(4) Uncertainty Avoidance Index. This extends from high uncertainty avoidance, where 

people favor structure and rules to low uncertainty avoidance, where people are tolerant of 

differing opinions and unstructured situations. For example, parents with high uncertainty 

avoidance may wish to work with the SLP as an expert, whereas parents with low uncertainty 

avoidance may wish to work in collaboration with SLPs, teachers and community members. 

(5) Long-Term Orientation vs. Short-Term Orientation. According to Hofstede (2010), 

‘Long-term orientation scores are highest in East Asia, moderate in Eastern and Western 

Europe, and low in the Anglo world, the Muslim world, Latin America and Africa’. Those 

with long-term orientation are future oriented, respecting perseverance and thrift; e.g. Fung 

and Roseberry-McKibbin (1999) indicated that Cantonese-speaking parents upheld the 

importance of academic attainment and an expectation of hard work for their children. Those 

with short-term orientation display respect for tradition; e.g. Maloni et al. (2010: 848) 

described many mothers of children with disability in Bangladesh as reliant on traditional 

interpretations of disability, including ‘possession by ghosts or evil spirits’. In South Africa, 

Semela (2001) described how parents of 24 Xhosa/Zulu-speaking children with severe 

learning disability sought traditional and faith healers as ‘advisors, therapists, social workers 

and guides’ (Semela, 2001: 130) who were found to be ‘helpful and supportive’ (Semela, 



2001: 132). Semela found that 22 of the 24 children had above average number of 

incisions/scars, and 21 wore necklaces, strings and bracelets recommended by the healers. 

 

Each of these differing cultural perspectives will impact parent–child interactions, family 

acknowledgment of disability, access to support services and the role of the child, family and 

therapist within SLP services. Additionally, SLPs’ own cultural competence is enhanced by 

acknowledgment (self-assessment) of their own cultural perspectives and biases and 

respectful consideration of the perspectives of children, families and communities (ASHA, 

2010). 

 

[H1]Assessment of Speech Function 

The assessment of speech function includes consideration of production, perception and 

phonological awareness. Each of these can be considered using formal assessment 

procedures, informal assessment procedures and dynamic assessment. Within this book, there 

are separate chapters considering perception (Rvachew, Mattock, Clayards, Chiang and 

Brosseau-Lapré, Chapter 8) and phonological awareness (Hus, Chapter 28), so this chapter 

will focus on speech production. 

 

[H2]Assessment of speech production using single word tests 

Before assessing multilingual children, a decision must be made regarding which languages 

should be assessed and which others should be considered. The pre-assessment interview will 

provide guidance. Many SLPs state that they use English speech assessments or informal 

assessments when assessing multilingual children in English-speaking countries (Caesar & 

Kohler, 2007; Kritikos, 2003;; Skahan et al., 2007; Williams & McLeod, 2011). However, 

conducting SLP assessments in all languages spoken by children is often recommended as 

best practice. Assessment of speech production can include children’s ability to produce 

consonants, vowels, phonotactics (including consonant clusters and polysyllabic words), 

prosody and tones (for tonal languages) for each of the languages that children speak. Elin 

Thordardottir et al. (2006) suggest that at least two factors limit the ability of SLPs to assess 

children in more than one language. First, there is a lack of systematic, norm-referenced 

assessment materials in a range of languages with multilingual SLPs to undertake these 

assessments. Second, there is a lack of guidelines for the interpretation of information about 

two languages: ‘How exactly does one go about taking into consideration knowledge of two 

different languages within the same child? What are the appropriate developmental 



expectations for bilingual children?’ (Elin Thordardottir et al., 2006: 2). Each of these factors 

will be discussed in turn. 

 

[H3]Availability of speech sound assessments in different languages 

Most formal speech assessments assess monolingual competence; that is, they are designed to 

assess speech production of one language (McLeod, 2007a). The majority of speech 

assessments for children have been developed in English (the appendix of McLeod and 

Threats (2008) lists 56 different speech assessments in English). However, there are also a 

number of speech assessments in languages other than English. Appendix A lists 56 different 

sampling tools for 18 different languages. Some of these are commercially available 

standardized tests, while others are word lists published in journal articles (that may or may 

not be standardized). Each of the sampling tools in Appendix A was designed to assess one 

language; and generally has been used with or was standardized on monolingual children in a 

particular country. For example, the Hong Kong Cantonese Articulation Test (Cheung et al., 

2006) was designed to assess Cantonese spoken by children in Hong Kong. Caution should 

be taken if using speech assessments outside their original context, particularly if utilizing 

normative data. There could be differences in the dialect, as well as differences between 

productions by monolingual and bilingual speakers because of transfer from one language to 

another (see Goldstein and McLeod, Chapter 10). If an assessment in a language of interest is 

not listed, then McLeod (Chapter 14) provides guidelines for how to search for additional 

assessment tools, and how to create an assessment tool if one cannot be located. 

 

Although multilingual assessment of children’s speech is documented in the literature (e.g. 

Holm & Dodd, 1999; Goldstein et al., 2010), there are few sampling tools available for SLPs 

to use to assess the speech of multilingual children (Carter et al., 2005). Appendix B lists four 

different multilingual sampling tools designed to assess children who speak Pakistani 

heritage languages and English, Spanish and English, Russian and German, and Turkish and 

German. Different versions of the Profiling Elements of Prosody in Speech-Communication 

(PEPS-C, Peppé et al., 2010; Peppé, Chapter 5) have been designed to assess prosody in a 

number of different languages. Elin Thordardottir et al. (2006) state that an associated 

limitation to the number of multilingual assessments that are available are the limited number 

of multilingual SLPs. It is possible, with appropriate training and resources, that SLPs can 

undertake aspects of assessment in languages that are not their own (e.g. Stow & Pert, 2006). 

 



[H3]Interpretation of multilingual speech sound assessment data 

When assessing the speech of multilingual children, monolingual assessments in different 

languages can be administered; however, it is inappropriate to compare multilingual 

speakers’ test results to the monolingual reference group (Bedore & Peña, 2008). Due to the 

lack of normative data for multilingual speakers (see Goldstein and McLeod, Chapter 10), 

one of the first tasks is to compare the phonemic inventory of languages. A comparative 

phonemic inventory includes a list of shared sounds and unshared sounds in each of the 

languages spoken by a child (cf., Fabiano-Smith & Goldstein, 2010). This information should 

be enhanced by knowledge of differing perception of sounds from each language (see 

Rvachew et al., Chapter 8). For example, Ha et al. (2009) indicated that bilingual Korean-

English children will have difficulties with perception and production of the English vowels 

/ɪ, ɛ, ӕ/ and English fricatives and affricates, except /s/ and /h. Next, Yavaş and Goldstein 

(1998: 58) suggested that SLPs should understand ‘common and uncommon phonological 

patterns in first and second language acquisition and bilingual phonology, interference 

patterns between languages, dialect patterns, and language-specific patterns that are exhibited 

in one language but not in the other’. Comparisons between many features for 24 languages 

are summarized in McLeod (2007a, 2000b). To continue the example from above, Korean 

only has three fricatives: /s, s*, h/, so Ha et al. (2009) indicated that stopping may be more 

frequent for Korean-English-speaking children than for English-speaking children. Korean 

does not use syllable-initial or syllable-final consonant clusters, so in order to preserve the 

Korean syllable structure, schwa may be produced between consonants within English 

consonant clusters. Scarpino and Goldstein (Chapter 21) provide additional guidance 

regarding analysis of multilingual speech samples. 

 

[H2]Nonword repetition 

Children’s ability to repeat nonwords has been found to be a significant clinical marker for 

difficulties with speech, language and memory (Windsor et al., 2010). Assessments using 

nonword repetition have occurred across many languages (Crowe et al., 2010). Nonword 

repetition tasks are rarely language-neutral due to the choice of consonants, vowels and 

phonotactic structures of languages. Shriberg et al. (2009) devised the Syllable Repetition 

Task to include sounds that were typically in the inventories of children with misarticulations: 

/b/, /d/, /m/ and the vowel /a/. While this task was not specifically designed to assess 

multilingual children, with accommodations it may be a relevant speech assessment tool for 



multilingual children since the speech sounds and syllable structures are included in many 

languages. Recently, Windsor et al. (2010) used nonword repetition tasks to assess 187 

monolingual and Spanish-English multilingual children’s speech. They used the Dollaghan 

and Campbell (1998) Nonword Repetition Task to assess English, and the task created by 

Ebert et al. (2008) to assess Spanish. Windsor et al. (2010) concluded that nonword repetition 

tasks may be a useful ‘composite marker’ for differentiating first languages and typical vs. 

impaired language acquisition. They concluded ‘NWR [nonword repetition] may be better 

viewed as a reliable correlate of monolingual groups’ speech-language abilities rather than as 

a diagnostic marker of any particular clinical group with language difficulties’ (Windsor et 

al., 2010: 299). 

 

[H2]Assessment of conversational speech production 

Many SLPs elicit speech samples from multilingual children using single words (Skahan et 

al., 2007). Single word tasks have the advantage of being relatively easy to administer, can 

elicit samples that are representative of the sounds and phonotactic constraints of the ambient 

languages and are easily glossed given that the SLP knows the intended targets. A 

conversational speech sample can provide additional information not available from single 

word sampling. Stockman (1996: 356) identified the ‘promises and pitfalls’ of conversational 

speech, or naturalistic language sampling analysis. The promises are that: ‘Naturally 

displayed language behavior brings (a) cultural sensitivity, (b) validity, (c) accessibility, and 

(d) flexibility to the language assessment task’. The pitfalls are that: ‘Naturally displayed 

behavior creates problems with (a) managing context variation, (b) describing the flow of 

speech, (c) selecting evaluation parameters, and (d) finding enough time to do the analysis’ 

(Stockman, 1996: 357). 

 

Stockman (1996: 723) recommended that SLPs consider a ‘minimal competence core’, a 

criterion-referenced measure collected during connected speech to differentiate between 

African American preschool children who are typically developing, and those who have 

difficulty speaking. A phonetic core was subsequently developed and validated on 120 Head 

Start students aged 3 years (Stockman, 2008). Stockman (2008) recommended that during 75 

response turns (approximately 225 words) a minimal core of word-initial consonant clusters 

plus 13 initial consonant singletons had diagnostic validity. Specifically, to be minimally 

competent, children should accurately produce word-initial consonant clusters in 4 different 

words that minimally span 2 different consonant sequences (e.g. /pl-/ and /sk-/ as in play, 



please, sky, skip), and they should accurately produce each of the following 13 initial single 

consonants 4 times, which minimally span 2 different words (e.g. man, man, mom, mom): /m, 

n, p, b, t, d, k, ɡ, f, s, h, w, j/. The minimal competence core was developed for children 

speaking African American English; however, it may be applicable to adapt for children 

speaking other dialects and languages. For example, Fabiano-Smith and Goldstein (2010) 

applied the minimal competence core concept when documenting shared and unshared 

sounds in Spanish-English-speaking children. 

 

[H2]Intelligibility, accuracy and acceptability 

When assessing a monolingual child’s speech, a majority of SLPs in the USA indicated that 

they always estimate intelligibility (Skahan et al., 2007). In the same study, the majority of 

SLPs indicated they used informal procedures during the assessment of multilingual children. 

It is likely that these SLPs estimated intelligibility during these informal procedures. 

Intelligibility is ‘the degree to which the listener understands what the speaker says when the 

target is uncertain’ (Camarata, 2010: 382). A number of measures have been used to quantify 

intelligibility. For example, Flipsen (2006) described the Intelligibility Index, whereby a 

transcriber calculates the number of intelligible words vs. the total number of words in a 

connected spontaneous speech sample. McLeod et al. (2011) described the Intelligibility in 

Context Scale, a parent report measure of children’s intelligibility with seven different 

conversational partners. Both of these measures have psychometric validity with monolingual 

English-speaking children, and may be applicable for consideration of multilingual children’s 

intelligibility since studies in other languages have described comparable results. For 

example, Baudonck et al. (2009) considered intelligibility of Flemish children and indicated 

that children aged 4;6–5;0 years were 90% intelligible. Their mothers understood more words 

than unfamiliar listeners. 

 

Intelligibility is different from speech accuracy: the number of phonemes produced in the 

same manner as an adult who is a native speaker of the language (and dialect). Speech 

accuracy is typically calculated using the percentage of consonants correct (PCC) metric 

(Shriberg et al., 1997). Intelligibility is also different from speech acceptability. Currently, 

there is no metric for determining speech acceptability; it is context and listener specific. 

However, determination of speech acceptability is of relevance when assessing multilingual 

children’s speech because transfer of some sounds from one language to another may be 



acceptable (i.e. not counted as errors and thus are not treated), whereas transference of other 

sounds may not. Additionally, speech acceptability is an important consideration for children 

who have craniofacial anomalies (e.g. cleft palate) (Henningsson et al., 2008). 

 

[H3]Consideration of dialectal difference vs. disorder 

SLPs also assess multidialectal children to differentiate between dialectal speech difference 

and/or SSD (Ball & Bernhardt, 2008; Goldstein & Iglesias, 2001; McGregor et al., 1997; 

Toohill et al., 2011; Velleman & Pearson, 2010). McGregor et al. (1997: 52) indicated that 

the lack of research regarding the acquisition of features in children learning two dialects has 

resulted in difficulty ‘determining the developmental appropriateness of true errors’. Thus, in 

order to distinguish between true speech errors and dialectal differences, they recommended 

undertaking a contrastive analysis by comparing children’s speech production to two adult 

targets: one based on the standard dialect, and the other based on the child’s home dialect. 

Seymour (2004) found that children’s ability to produce consonant clusters was 

diagnostically sensitive for 4- to 9-year-old children speaking four different mainstream and 

non-mainstream US dialects. Goldstein and Iglesias (2001) implemented a contrastive 

analysis for 4-year-old children with SSD in two dialects of Spanish and reported a 10.1% 

increase in PCC when the speaker’s home dialect was considered. Similarly, Toohill et al. 

(2011) implemented a contrastive analysis for 15 Indigenous Australian 4-year-old children 

with SSD using both standard Australian English and Australian Aboriginal English. Toohill 

et al. found a 9.26% increase in PCC when the speaker’s dialect was considered. 

Additionally, each of these children had significantly less severe ratings of SSD and one child 

was no longer identified with an SSD. Toohill et al. noted one limitation of contrastive 

analyses: a number of dialectal differences were also typical of delayed speech (e.g. [f] for 

/θ/). Overall, contrastive analyses can assist SLPs to analyze and interpret the speech 

assessment data of children from culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds in the 

absence of normative data and standardized tests. 

 

[H2]Dynamic assessment 

Dynamic assessment is used to consider how children learn when provided with feedback 

and, generally, has been seen as a valuable protocol for use with children from culturally and 

linguistically diverse backgrounds (Gutiérrez-Clellen & Peña, 2001). ‘When using this kind 

of assessment, the SLP does not necessarily ask what the student already knows; in other 



words, language knowledge is not assessed. Rather, he or she asks how the student learns. 

This circumvents the problem seen for so many ELL students: lack of prior knowledge of 

items presented on standardized tests’ (Roseberry-McKibbin & O’Hanlon, 2005: 183). Jacobs 

and Coufal (2001) developed an example of a dynamic assessment approach for the 

assessment of language skills in multilingual children. They assessed children’s ability to 

learn grammatical elements of a language (in this case Kiswahili) via a computerized 

assessment. To date, research regarding dynamic assessment has only been applied to the 

speech of monolingual children. For example, Glaspey and Stoel-Gammon (2007) presented 

a protocol for dynamic assessment of monolingual English children’s speech, called the 

Scaffolding Scale of Stimulability. This scale is a formalized and quantified scale for 

considering how stimulable each English consonant is, using different levels of prompting 

(e.g. auditory, visual, tactile) in different contexts (e.g. isolation, single word, sentences). 

There is an opportunity for continued development of dynamic assessment practices for 

assessing multilingual children’s speech production. 

 

[H1]Assessment of Language, Voice, Fluency and Hearing Function 

A holistic assessment of children’s speech must extend beyond consideration of 

communicative context and speech production to other communicative functions. Thus, 

language, voice, fluency and hearing will now be considered. 

 

[H2]Language function 

The assessment of language functioning of multilingual children brings similar challenges to 

the assessment of speech functioning. There are numerous standardized assessments for 

monolingual speakers of many languages, but limited standardized assessments for 

multilingual speakers. Stockman (1996) considered the use of naturalistic language sampling 

techniques for measuring the language functioning of linguistically and culturally diverse 

children. An alternative to direct assessment of children’s language status is to utilize parent 

report measures. For example, Elin Thordardottir and Ellis Weismer (1996) developed a 

parent report measure to screen Icelandic children’s language. Additionally, the MacArthur-

Bates Scales, a parent report tool for children’s expressive and receptive language use, has 

been translated into numerous languages. An example of the development of the MacArthur-

Bates Scales for Irish-speaking children is provided in O’Toole and Fletcher (2008, 2010). 

Recent comprehensive review papers provide additional information about the assessment of 



multilingual children’s language abilities (Bedore & Peña, 2008; Caesar & Kohler, 2007; 

Girolametto & Cleave, 2010; Langdon & Ratner, 2009). 

 

[H2]Voice and fluency function 

Assessment of voice and fluency may be less constrained by the language spoken (compared 

with speech and language measures), so best-practice techniques for monolingual children 

may be applied. The Universal Parameters for Reporting Speech Outcomes in Individuals 

With Cleft Palate (Henningsson et al., 2008) includes a recommendation that five universal 

speech parameters, most of which describe voice functioning, and the rest speech 

functioning. Specifically, it is recommended that the following information should be 

reported for children with cleft palate (and may also be relevant in a comprehensive 

assessment of multilingual children): (a) hypernasality, (b) hyponasality, (c) audible nasal air 

emission and/or nasal turbulence, (d) consonant production errors and (e) voice disorder as 

well as speech understandability and speech acceptability. 

 

[H1]Structure and Function of Oromusculature and Hearing Mechanism 

It cannot be assumed that a child who has been born in another country has had prior 

developmental health checks. Therefore, it is useful to conduct a hearing and oromusculature 

screening assessment to determine any potential contributing factors to the children’s speech 

production. The oromusculature assessment should include examination of nose, lips, teeth, 

maxilla, mandible, tongue, hard palate, soft palate, pharynx and uvula. When examining the 

teeth, consider whether there is evidence of malocclusion, decay or missing teeth. When 

examining the tongue, consider whether there is ankyloglossia (tongue tie) or short frenulum. 

When examining the palate, consider whether there is evidence of a cleft (including a bifid 

uvula or submucosal cleft). SLPs are unable to view the structure of the larynx; however, 

they should refer to an ear nose and throat specialist if there are concerns about the child’s 

vocal quality. Finally, it may be necessary to also examine swallowing and feeding 

functioning. Speech motor control is often assessed using a diadochokinesis (DDK) task. 

Normative information exists for a range of languages, including English (Williams & 

Stackhouse, 2000), Brazilian Portuguese (Wertzner et al., 2008) and Thai (Prathanee et al., 

2003). 

 

[H1]Activities and Participation 



Understanding the impact of SSD on children’s ability to participate in daily activities is also 

an important component of the assessment of multilingual children (WHO, 2007). Parents, 

teachers and children themselves can provide these insights; however, to date, consideration 

of activities and participation has primarily occurred for monolingual children with SSD. For 

example, McCormack, McLeod, Harrison and McAllister (2010) reported that 86 parents of 

monolingual 4- to 5-year-old children with SSD were concerned about the impact of SSD on 

their children’s verbal communication (e.g. holding a conversation), advanced learning (e.g. 

learning to read and write), applied learning and general tasks (e.g. handling stress), basic 

learning (e.g. copying) and interpersonal interactions (e.g. friendships). Next, McCormack, 

McLeod, McAllister and Harrison (2010) asked monolingual preschool children with SSD 

and their significant others about their lives using questions from the Speech Participation 

and Activity Assessment of Children (SPAA-C, McLeod, 2004). A number of children 

indicated that their conversational partners had trouble with listening/understanding them; but 

the children did not mention that they had difficulty speaking. Many of the participants 

described the frustration caused by breakdown in communication. These insights are likely to 

be relevant to multilingual children with SSD, although as mentioned previously, some 

people from high power distance cultural groups may not seek children’s perspectives on 

their own lives. 

 

[H1]Children’s Responses during Speech Assessment 

Speech assessment conducted within a clinical setting can impact on children’s performance 

and may not demonstrate children’s full capabilities. Children may not respond as anticipated 

during assessment. For example, Friend and Keplinger (2008) indicated that some children do 

not touch assessment items because their parents do not allow them to touch items that are 

not theirs. The formality of the testing situation can impact on dialect density in African 

American English-speaking children (Seymour & Seymour, 1977; Stockman, 2008) and this 

may occur for other children as well. Languages such as Samoan have both a formal and 

colloquial register, and different consonants are produced in each register. The formality of 

the speech assessment context is congruent with the use of the formal register, so assessment 

of the colloquial register may be difficult (Ballard & Farao, 2008). 

 

When assessing multilingual children’s speech, codeswitching between the languages spoken 

by the child can occur frequently; particularly if a child does not know all of the lexical items 

presented within a speech assessment in both languages. Indeed, Pert and Letts (2006: 349) 



suggested, ‘Codeswitched utterances may be the most representative utterances of a bilingual 

child’s expressive potential’. Codeswitching predominantly has been studied during 

children’s language assessments; however, in one speech example, Grech and Dodd (2008) 

allowed 241 3- to 6-year-old children living in Malta to decide whether they wished to 

undertake the assessment in Maltese or English or both. The SLP should be aware of the 

occurrences of codeswitching and their purpose within the assessment process. 

 

Children who are internationally adopted require special consideration for two main reasons. 

First, many have an ‘abrupt switch in language environment’ (Pollock, 2007: 107), 

necessitating becoming ‘second first language learners’, and second, because the children 

may have started life in an orphanage and be at risk for other developmental delays. During 

the first year after adoption, the child’s first language is said to decay rapidly, so if 

assessments are to be conducted in the child’s first language, they need to be conducted soon 

after arrival (Glennen, 2005). Glennen (2005) assessed the language status of 28 children, 

aged 12–24 months, newly adopted from Eastern Europe. The majority (65%) did not require 

early intervention, 28% required early intervention and 7% were recommended for follow-up 

assessments. Roberts et al. (2005) found that two years post adoption, few of the 55 children 

adopted from China had SSD. 

 

[H1]SLPs’ Assessment Practices 

SLPs will never be able to speak all of the languages that are spoken by their clients. During 

assessment, all SLPs should ‘develop sensitivity to their own social interactive styles and 

cultural biases relative to language sampling variables’ (Stockman, 1996: 365). Multilingual 

SLPs who share a language with their clients should be aware that there may still be cultural 

and dialectal differences between them. Monolingual SLPs may be able to undertake some 

aspects of multilingual assessments with training and knowledge of the language and culture 

of the child (Sell, 2008; Stow & Pert, 2006). High quality audio/video recordings (cf. Vogel 

& Morgan, 2009) of children’s speech should be made in order to check transcriptions and 

interpretations with SLPs who are competent in the language assessed. Interpreters/translators 

also may be utilized in assessments for children with SSD (Goldstein & Iglesias, 2009). It is 

important that professional organizations and academic training programs support SLPs 

acquisition of languages, and skills to encourage multilingual children within their clinical 

settings (Caesar & Kohler, 2007; Jordaan, 2008). 
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Appendix A. Examples of monolingual speech assessments in languages other than English 

Language 

(dialect) 

Test/word 

list* 

Name of test Reference 

Arabic 

(Egyptian) 

Word list Mansoura Arabic Articulation Test 

(MAAT) 

Abou-Elsaad, T., Baz, H. and El-Banna, M. (2009) Developing an 

articulation test for Arabic-speaking school-age children. Folia 

Phoniatrica et Logopaedica 61 (5), 275–282. 

Arabic 

(Jordanian) 

Word list Amayreh Articulation Test Amayreh, M.M. and Dyson, A.T. (1998) The acquisition of Arabic 

consonants. Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research 

41, 642–653. 

Word list Amayreh Articulation Test: Modified Hamdan, J.M. and Amayreh, M.M. (2007) Consonant profile of 

Arabic-speaking school-age children in Jordan. Folia Phoniatrica 

et Logopaedica 59 (2), 55–64. 

Cantonese Test Cantonese Phonological Assessment 

Guideline 

So, L.K.H. (1992) Cantonese Phonological Assessment Guideline. 

Hong Kong: Department of Speech and Hearing Sciences, 

University of Hong Kong. 

Test Cantonese Segmental Phonology 

Test 

So, L.K.H. (1993) Cantonese Segmental Phonology Test. Hong 

Kong: Bradford Publishing. 

Test Hong Kong Cantonese Articulation 

Test 

Cheung, P.S.P., Ng, A. and To, C.K.S. (2006) Hong Kong 

Cantonese Articulation Test. Hong Kong: Language Information 

Sciences Research Centre, City University of Hong Kong. 



Dutch Analysis Fonologische Analyse van het 

Nederlands (FAN) 

Beers, M. (1995) The phonology of normally developing and 

language impaired children. University of Amsterdam, The 

Netherlands. 

Test Logo-art articulatieonderzoek Baarda, D., de Boer-Jongsma, N. and Haasjes-Jongsma, W. (2005) 

Logo-art articulatieonderzoek [in Dutch]. Ternat/Axel: Baert. 

Test Taaltoets Alle Kinderen Verhoeven, L. and Vermeer, A. (2001) Taaltoets Alle Kinderen [in 

Dutch]. Arhem: CITO. 

Test Taaltoets Allochtone Kinderen Verhoeven, L., Vermeer, A. and van Guchte, C. (1986) Taaltoets 

Allochtone Kinderen [in Dutch]. Tilburg: Zwijsen. 

Test Utrechts Articulatie Onderzoek Peddemors-Boon, M., van der Meulen, Sj. and de Vries, K. (1974) 

Utrechts Articulatie Onderzoek [in Dutch]. Tilburg: Zwijsen. 

Finnish Test Artikulaation arviointitehtäviä Vainio, L. (1993) Artikulaation arviointitehtäviä [in Finnish]. 

Helsinki: Early Learning. 

Test Artikulaatiotesti. Äänteenmukainen 

sanakuvatesti 

Remes, K. and Ojanen, A.-K. (1996) Artikulaatiotesti. 

Äänteenmukainen sanakuvatesti [in Finnish]. Helsinki: Early 

Learning Oy. 

 Test Fonologiatesti Kunnari, S., Savinainen-Makkonen, T., & Saaristo-Helin, K. 

(2012). Fonologiatesti [in Finnish]. Jyväskylä, Finland: Niilo Mäki 

Instituutti. 



French Word list Bilan phonologique Asselin, C. (n.d.) Bilan phonologique: Adptation française du 

Hodson Phonological Process Analysis [in French]. University of 

Montreal. On WWW at 

http://www.eoa.umontreal.ca/ressources/bilansPhono.htm. 

Word list Casse-tête d’Evaluation de la 

Phonologie (originally from Auger, 

1994) 

MacLeod, A. A. N., Sutton, A., Trudeau, N., & Thordardottir, E. 

(2011). The acquisition of consonants in Quebecois French: A 

cross-sectional study of pre-school aged children. International 

Journal of Speech-Language Pathology, 13(2), 93-109. 

. 

German Test ADD – Aachener Dyslalie 

Diagnostik 

Stiller, U. and Tockuss, C. (2000) ADD – Aachener Dyslalie 

Diagnostik – Artikulationsprüfung mit 98 Photos auf CD-Rom [in 

German]. Braunschweig: Schubi. 

Test AVAK – Analyseverfahren zu 

Aussprachestörungen bei Kindern 

Hacker, D. and Wilgermein, H. (1999) Aussprachestörungen bei 

Kindern [in German]. München – Basel: Ernst Reinhardt Verlag. 

Test Bilderbuch zur Ausspracheprüfung 

bei Kindern 

Hild, U. (2002) Bilderbuch zur Ausspracheprüfung bei Kindern [in 

German]. Kassel: Orca. 

Test Logo Ausspracheprüfung Wagner, I. (1994) Logo-Ausspracheprüfung [in German]. 

Oldenburg: Logo Verlag für Sprachtherapie GbR. 

Test PAP – Pyrmonter 

Ausspracheprüfung 

Babbe. T. (2003) PAP—Pyrmonter Aussprache Prüfung [in 

German]. Köln: Prolog. 



Test Patholinguistische Diagnostik von 

Sprachentwicklungsstörungen 

Kauschke, C. and Siegmüller, J. (2002) Psycholinguistische 

Diagnostik von Sprachentwicklungsstörungen [in German]. 

München: Urban & Springer. 

Test PLAKSS – Psycholinguistische 

Analyse kindlicher 

Aussprachestörungen 

Fox, A.V. (2005) Kindliche Aussprachestörungen—Phonologische 

Entwicklung, Differentialdiagnostik und Therapie (3rd edn) [in 

German]. Idstein: Schultz Kirchner Verlag. 

Test Ravensburger Stammler Prüfbogen Frank, G. and Grziwotz, P. (1974) Lautprüfbogen [in German]. 

Ravensburg: Ravensburger Sprachheilzentrum Selbstverlag. 

Greek Test (speech 

and 

language) 

Anomilo 4. Screening Test for 

Speech and Language Disorders for 

4-year-old Children 

Panhellenic Association of Logopedists (PAL) (Panellinios 

Syllogos Logopedikon) [Πανελλήνιος Σύλλογος Λογοπεδικών 

(ΠΣΛ)] (2005) Anomilo 4. Screening test for speech and language 

disorders for 4 year old children [in Greek]. Athens: Ellinika 

Grammata. 

Test Assessment of Phonetic and 

Phonological Development 

Panhellenic Association of Logopedists (PAL) (Panellinios 

Syllogos Logopedikon) [Πανελλήνιος Σύλλογος Λογοπεδικών 

(ΠΣΛ)] (1995) Δοκιμασία Φωνnτικής & φωνολογικής Eξέλιξnς 

[Assessment of Phonetic and Phonological Development] [in 

Greek]. Athens: Author. 

Hungarian Test GMP Diagnosztika [GMP 

Diagnostics] 

Gósy, M. (1995) GMP Diagnosztika [GMP diagnostics] [in 

Hungarian]. Budapest: Nikol. 



Israeli 

Hebrew 

Test Articulation and Naming Test Rosin, D. and Yakir, P. (2000) Pictures for Examining Articulation 

and Naming of Hebrew-speaking Children in Israel. Rehovot, 

Israel. 

Test Goralnik Language Screening Test Goralnik, E. (1995) Language Screening Test for Hebrew-speaking 

Preschool Children. Netanya, Israel: Gai Agencies. 

Japanese Test Kōon Hattatsu Yosoku Kensa Nagasawa, Y., Fujishima, S. and Oishi, M. (1985) Kōonhattatsu 

yosoku kensa [in Japanese]. Tokyo: Kokuritsu Tokushu Kyōiku 

Sōgōkenkyūjo. 

Word list Kōon Kensahō (original reference) Abe, M., Kato, M., Saito, S., Takeshita, K., Nishimura, B., 

Funayama, M., Yamashita, S., & Yamashita, Y. (1981) 

Kōonkensahō. Onsei Gengo Igaku 22, 209–217. 

Word list Kōon Kensahō Funayama, M., Abe, M., Kato, M., Saito, S., Takeshita, K., 

Nishimura, B., Yamashita, S. & Yamashita, Y. (1989) 

Kōonkensahō tsuikahōkoku [in Japanese]. Onsei Gengo Igaku 30, 

285–292. 

Test Shinteiban Kotoba no Tesuto Ehon Taguchi, T. and Ogawaguchi, H. (1992) Shinteiban kotoba no 

tesuto ehon – Gengo shōgaiji no senbetsu kensahō [in Japanese]. 

Tokyo: Nihon Bunkakagakusha. 

Maltese Test Maltese-English speech assessment 

for children (MESA) 

Grech, H., Dodd, B., & Franklin, S. (2011). Maltese-English 

Speech Assessment (MESA). Guardamangia, Malta: University of 

Malta. 



 

Norwegian Test Artikulasjonsprøve Backe, L. (n.d.) Artikulasjonsprøve B [Articulation Test B] [in 

Norwegian]. Oslo: Norsk logopedlag. 

Test Artikulasjonsprøve for registrering 

av uttalefeil 

Johnsen, K. (1987) Artikulasjonsprøve for registrering av uttalefeil 

[Articulation Test for Registration of Pronunciation Errors] [in 

Norwegian]. Jaren, Norway: Vigga forlag. 

Test Norsk Fonemtest Tingleff, H. and Tingleff, Ø. (2002) Norsk Fonemtest [Norwegian 

Phoneme Test] [in Norwegian]. Oslo: Damm forlag. 

Test Norsk Logopedlags Språklydsprøve Vidsjå, I., Hauglid, J., Kloster-Jensen, M. and Skei, A. (1983) 

Norsk Logopedlags Språklydsprøve [The Norwegian Association 

of Speech Therapist’s Speech Sound Test] [in Norwegian]. Oslo: 

Universitetsforlaget. 

Portuguese 

(Brazilian) 

Test ABFW – Teste de Linguagem 

infantile: Nas áreas de fonologia, 

vocabulário, fluência e pragmática 

Andrade, C.R.F. (2000) ABFW - Teste de Linguagem infantile: 

Nas áreas de fonologia, vocabulário, fluência e pragmática [in 

Portuguese]. Carapicuiba, SP: Pro-Fono. 

Test Avaliação Fonológica da criança 

(AFC) 

Yavaş, M., Hernandorena, C.L.M. and Lamprecht, R.R. (1991) 

Avaliação Fonológica da criança: Reeducação e terapia [in 

Portuguese]. Porto Alegre, RS: Artes Medicas. 

Portuguese 

(European) 

Test Teste Fonético-Fonológico-ALPE 

(TFF-ALPE) 

Mendes, A.P., Afonso, E., Lousada, M. and Andrade, F. (2009) 

Teste Fonético-Fonológico-ALPE (TFF-ALPE) [Phonetic-

Phonological Test] [in Portuguese]. Aveiro, PT. 



Putonghua Test Putonghua Segmental Phonology 

Test (PSPT) 

So, L.K.H. and Jing, Z. (2000) Putonghua Segmental Phonology 

Test (PSPT). Nanjing, China: Nanjing Normal University Press. 

Word list Picture-naming task Hua, Z. (2002) Phonological Development in Specific Contexts: 

Studies of Chinese-speaking Children. Clevedon Buffalo, NY: 

Multilingual Matters. (Appendix 1, pp. 201–202) 

Samoan Word list  Samoan Word List Ballard, E. and Farao, S. (2008) The phonological skills of Samoan 

speaking 4-year-olds. International Journal of Speech-Language 

Pathology 10 (6), 379–391. 

Spanish Test Assessment of Phonological 

Processes-Spanish  

Hodson, B. (1986) Assessment of Phonological Processes-Spanish. 

San Diego, CA: Los Amigos Research Associates. 

Test Assessment of Spanish Phonology – 

Revised 

Barlow, J.A. (2003) Assessment of Spanish Phonology-Revised. 

San Diego, CA: Phonological Typologies Laboratory, School of 

Speech, Language, and Hearing Sciences, San Diego State 

University. 

Test Austin Spanish Articulation Test Carrow, E. (1974) Austin Spanish Articulation Test. Austin, TX: 

Learning Concepts. 

Word list Comprehensive Assessment of 

Spanish Articulation-Phonology 

(CASA-P) 

Brice, A.E., Carson, C.K. and Dennis O’Brien, J. (2009) Spanish-

English articulation and phonology of 4- and 5-year-old preschool 

children: An initial investigation. Communication Disorders 

Quarterly 31 (1), 3–14. 



Test Contextual Probes of Articulation 

Competence: Spanish 

Goldstein, B. and Iglesias, A. (2006) CPACS: Contextual Probes 

of Articulation Competence: Spanish. Greenville, SC: Super 

Duper. 

Test Hodson-Prezas Assessment of 

Spanish Phonological Patterns 

Hodson, B.W. and Prezas, R.F. (2010) Hodson-Prezas Assessment 

of Spanish Phonological Patterns. Unpublished test. Wichita State 

University, KS. 

Test Southwest Spanish Articulation Test Toronto, A. (1977) Southwestern Spanish Articulation Test. 

Austin, TX: National Education Laboratory Publishers. 

Test Spanish Articulation Measures Mattes, L.J. (1995) Spanish Articulation Measures: Revised 

edition. Oceanside, CA: Academic Communication Associates. 

Swedish Test SVANTE- Svenskt artikulations- och 

Nasalittets Test [Swedish 

Articulation and Nasality Test] 

Lohmander, A., Borell, E., Henningsson, G., Havstam, C., 

Lundeborg, I. and Persson, C. (2005) SVANTE- Svenskt 

artikulations- och Nasalittets Test [Swedish Articulation and 

Nasality Test] [in Swedish]. Skivarp, Sweden: Pedagogisk Design. 

Turkish Test Ankara artikülasyon testi [Ankara 

Articulation Test] 

Ege, P., Acarlar, F. and Güleryüz, F. (2004) Ankara artikülasyon 

testi [Ankara Articulation Test] [in Turkish]. Ankara: Key 

Tasarim. 



Test Konuşma sorunlu çocukların 

sesbilgisel çözümleme yöntemi ile 

değerlendirilmesi [Assessment of 

Speech Disordered Children by 

Phonological Analysis] 

Topbaş, S. (1998) Konuşma sorunlu çocukların sesbilgisel 

çözümleme yöntemi ile değerlendirilmesi [Assessment of Speech 

Disordered Children by Phonological Analysis] [in Turkish]. 

Eskişehir, Turkey: Anadolu University Press. 

Test Eskişehir Konuşma Değerlendirme 

Test Takımı [Eskisehir Assessment of 

Speech Test] 

Özsoy, Y. (1982) Eskişehir Konuşma Değerlendirme Test Takımı 

[Eskisehir Assessment of Speech Test] [in Turkish]. Eskişehir, 

Turkey: Anadolu University Press. 

Test Türkçe Sesletim-Sesbilgisi Testi 

(SST) [Turkish Articulation and 

Phonology Test] 

Topbaş, S. (2004/2005) Türkçe Sesletim-Sesbilgisi Testi (SST) 

[Turkish Articulation and Phonology Test] [in Turkish]. Ankara, 

Turkey: Milli EğitimYayınevi 4. Akşam Sanat Okulu. 

*Typically, ‘tests’ are published by a commercial publisher and contain an instructors’ manual, pictures, score forms and normative data. ‘Word 

lists’ are typically published in an appendix of a journal paper and may or may not have been standardized. Word lists may also be published as 

tests. 

 



Appendix B. Examples of multilingual speech assessments 

Language (dialect) Test vs. published 

word list* 

Name of test Reference 

Pakistani-heritage 

languages: 

Mirpuri, Punjabi, 

Urdu with English 

Test (speech) BiSSS: Bilingual Speech Sound 

Screen: Pakistani Heritage 

Languages 

Stow, C. and Pert, S. (2006) BiSSS: Bilingual 

Speech Sound Screen: Pakistani Heritage 

Languages. Winslow: Speechmark. 

Test (speech) Rochdale Assessment of Mirpuri 

Phonology with Punjabi, Urdu 

and English (RAMP) 

Stow, C. and Pert, S. (1998) Rochdale Assessment 

of Mirpuri Phonology with Punjabi, Urdu and 

English: A Speech and Language Therapy Resource 

for the Phonological Assessment of Bilingual 

Children. Rochdale: Pert. 

Russian-German 

Turkish-German 

Test (speech) Screening der 

Erstsprachefähigkeit bei 

Migrantenkindern 

Wagner, L. (2008) Screemik Version 2. Screening 

der Erstsprachefähigkeit bei Migrantenkindern: 

Russisch-Deutsch. Türkisch-Deutsch [in German]. 

Eugen: Wagner Verlag. 

Spanish-English Test (speech and 

language) 

Bilingual English Spanish 

Assessment (BESA) 

Peña, E.D., Gutiérrez-Clellen, V.F., Iglesias, A., 

Goldstein, B. and Bedore, L.M. (in development) 

Bilingual English Spanish Assessment (BESA). 

Unpublished assessment tool. 

 


