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Executive Summary

The main purpose of this research was to find out more about the contributions parent and whänau-led early childhood education (ECE) services are making to children’s learning, parent knowledge/skills and social support, and community, in order to provide the Ministry of Education and parent/whänau-led services with information that could be used to support quality in these services. Parent and whänau-led services are playcentres, köhanga reo, Pasifika early childhood centres and groups, general playgroups, community language playgroups and puna.

Three research questions framed the project:

· How does the learning and development that happens for adults impact on the learning and development for their children?

· How does children’s learning and development impact on the learning and development of the adults?

· What is the interaction between the learning processes happening in services and the home context? 

The project investigated these aspects first through interviews in 2003 – 2004 with key informants involved in parent and whänau-led services, government officials and international researchers. The first phase information is detailed in Mitchell, L., Royal Tangaere, A., Whitford, M. & Mara, D. (2005) Investigating quality learning experiences in parent and whänau-led early childhood services. Background Report, and is used here to describe each of the main service’s characteristics. 

This first phase also pointed to aspects to include in the second phase of the research where we gathered data in mid 2004 from a sample of 28 parent and whänau-led services: 8 playcentres, 8 playgroups (including 2 community language groups and 2 puna), 6 köhanga reo, and 6 Pasifika centres. The sample was chosen to provide cross-sections of some main characteristics, such as location and employment of paid staff, within each service type. Information was gathered from observations of the centre programme, discussions with parent/whänau educators and supervisors, centre profiles, and questionnaires for parent/whänau educators and supervisors. This is a small scale research project aimed at showing patterns that appear to be consistent for the centres in the study, and is suggestive of possible factors that may relate to the outcomes the Ministry of Education was interested in. It is not a quantitative study aimed at showing causality. 

A summary report
 provides an overview of the distinctive ECE service types, including a portrait of one centre of each type, and summarises the main findings of this technical report.

This Technical Report focuses on:

· Describing the methodology used in the study.

· Providing a portrait of each of the distinctive service types: their history, philosophy and operation.

· Analysing, within service types, the relationships between 11 outcomes, or contributions that parent and whänau-led services can make to children and parents’ learning and wellbeing, and to the community, and a range of factors that could help or hinder a centre to achieve these outcomes.

· Summarising the findings for each service type and relating these to service goals and aspirations.

· Analysing whether services that are stronger on particular outcomes are also stronger on other outcomes. 

· Discussion of what it means to be a parent and whänau-led service, examination of the findings related to the study’s three research questions, and discussion of implications of the study. 

Contributions parent and whänau-led services could make

The parent and whänau-led ECE services in the study could make contributions to the following 11 outcomes that we analysed:

Children’s learning


· Children develop knowledge, understanding, skills, dispositions (in line with Te Whäriki)

· Children develop socialisation and caring attributes

· Children with special needs are fully included 

· Good connection between the ECE centre and home that supports children’s learning

Gains for parents and community

· Support to develop parenting skills

· Social support for parents 

· Parent use of skills learnt at ECE centre in other work

Te reo and tikanga Mäori

· Children learn and understand te reo and tikanga Mäori and develop a sense of their Mäori identity

· Support for Mäori parents’ te reo, tikanga Mäori, and cultural identity 

Community language and culture

· Children learn and maintain their community language and culture
· Support for parents’ community language and culture 

Service goals

The service goals and aspirations were distinctive, and wider than children’s learning. Playcentre was committed to parent learning and support, köhanga reo to total immersion in te reo Mäori and tikanga Mäori, Pasifika services to maintenance and strengthening of Pacific language and culture, playgroups to providing social support for parents, and community language playgroups to maintenance and strengthening their community language and cultural identity. One puna in this study was committed to te reo and tikanga Mäori, while the other had goals more similar to general playgroups. 

The service goals linked to where services put their energy and tended to be associated with strengths in relation to outcomes in those areas. 

· In general, playcentres were making a significant contribution to the development of parenting skills, and to community outcomes (parents using their playcentre experience and training to take up voluntary and paid work in the community and social support), as well as outcomes for children. The contribution of playcentres to the parenting and community outcomes was the most extensive of the parent and whänau-led services in this study. 

· The predominant strength of köhanga reo in this study was in children’s learning of te reo and tikanga Mäori, socialisation outcomes for children and inclusion of children with special needs. These three aspects fit with the köhanga reo kaupapa including the concept of “whanaungatanga”. “Whanaungatanga” draws on the importance of whakapapa or genealogical ties and the collective responsibility that this cultural pedagogy expects. All children are seen as important members of the whänau, including babies and children with special needs. Parents from general playgroups described their role as being responsible for the children, supporting each other and socialising together. The main contribution of playgroups to outcomes was in the social support they offered parents and children. 

· One of the two puna in this study was offering a strong environment for children to learn te reo and tikanga Mäori. This puna with high ratings was bilingual, had more fluent speakers with confidence in cultural practices, and placed priority in its kaupapa on te reo and tikanga Mäori. The second puna emphasised readiness for school and socialisation, and was English medium. Consistent with its goals, this puna was contributing to other outcomes for children, parents and community, but not te reo and tikanga Mäori.

· Both the community language playgroups were providing a learning environment where the children’s community language was predominantly used and their own culture was strongly evident within the curriculum. The stronger of the two community language playgroups in respect to the use of the community language within the playgroup environment was a playgroup where parents were all mainly fluent in the community language.

· In general, consistent with their philosophy and goals, the main strengths of Pasifika centres in this study were in maintaining and strengthening their Pacific language and culture and in providing an education programme for children. 

Patterns of relationships between outcomes

Services that were contributing strongly to the outcome Children develop socialisation and caring attributes also tended to be stronger on the outcome Children develop knowledge, understanding, skills, dispositions (in line with Te Whäriki). We did not find consistent relationships between strengths in respect to Inclusion of children with special needs and Strong connections with home – such connections could have worked in the interests of special needs children by enabling greater responsiveness and support for an individual programme or approach.

Where services showed strengths in the Development of parenting skills, they also tended to show strengths in relation to:

· Parents providing social support for each other;

· Children developing knowledge, understanding, skills, dispositions (in line with Te Whäriki);

· Connection between home and centre; and

· Use of skills in voluntary and paid work. 

Not all the roles and responsibilities undertaken by parents are related to parenting or child learning, and parents also reported gaining in many areas, including facilitation skills, organising events, financial management, administration skills, and general confidence that the parent has a worthwhile contribution to make.  

The community language playgroups and Pasifika centres that were stronger on social support were also stronger in respect to their community language and culture for themselves and their children.

Contributing factors to outcomes

Children’s learning

Structural features of quality: good quality resources, adult qualifications and training, and participation in professional development/wänanga were found in centres that showed strength in relation to children’s learning. External support also mattered: centres with higher overall quality ratings in relation to their education programme and interactions with children tended to have a wider range of professional advice and support and often had mutually beneficial relationships with other ECE services in their locality. 

We found that having a mix of adults with some holding higher qualifications and more years of experience seemed to contribute, perhaps because parents placed store on learning through mentoring and working alongside others. Parents contributing to the education programme on a regular basis and take-up of professional support for adults as learners were more likely in centres with good centre-home connections in the interests of children. 

All the services had aspirations to support and encourage children in socialising and caring for each other, and we observed co-operative play and children supporting each other in most. However, few of the services in the study were rated highly on more cognitively challenging interactions. 

There were differences in access to special needs support, with playcentre and köhanga reo being supported through their structures to obtain early identification of needs and specialist support if appropriate. 

Parent learning and support

Many services were providing social support for parents and whänau, and some provided opportunities for parent learning. Parents gained from their participation in parent/whänau led centres if the centre supported parents in training and professional development, often through having a designated leader for adult learning. Leadership was undertaken in different ways, ranging from an experienced fluent supervisor in a Pasifika centre encouraging parents to be involved, to an education officer or education team responsible for adult learning in playcentres, to a kaiako modelling te reo and cultural interactions in a köhanga reo. 

Language and culture

High levels of language fluency were a contributing factor to language and culture learning and maintenance, underscoring the need for fluent speakers in the language immersion services. Centres that were stronger in helping children to learn had a higher communal level of fluency through paid staff, parents and kaumätua or grandparents. Köhanga reo with high proportions of whänau who could speak te reo focused their support on encouraging whänau to speak the language at home. Services took active responsibility to support parents to improve fluency, köhanga reo through kura reo and wänanga and Pasifika centres and community language playgroups through parents learning alongside their children. 

External pressures

External pressures did make it harder for some services to reach all their goals. These included:

· playcentres being under financial pressures, having high voluntary workloads and being unable to leave equipment out;

· köhanga reo not having sufficient fluent and qualified kaiako;

· Pasifika centres being newly licensed; and

· playgroups having limited or no access to professional advice and workshops.

What does it mean to be a parent and whänau-led service? 

The clearest hallmark evident from this study was that parents using these services emphasised the importance of their own involvement in, or gain from, the service, whether or not the service used paid staff. For some, this means full involvement in the educational programme. For others, it means learning from others, either through a growing involvement in the programme itself, or in specific programmes and support provided as part of the service. These gains for parents were not just seen as gains for individuals, but for their communities. This was particularly the case for services whose very reason for being is to ensure the life of te reo or another community language, and the tikanga or values of a particular culture, through their use in family as well as community life. 

How does the learning and development that happens for adults impact on the learning and development for their children?

Parent learning and development gained through the parent/whänau led service did make a contribution to the overall quality of the education programme for children where parents and whänau were the educators. These contributions were likely to be positively related to children’s learning. Parents did gain useful knowledge and practical ideas that they could also use at home; cultural identity was supported where this was a focus for centres; some gained confidence to support their child in other educational settings; and their involvement could create links with other families that supported children outside the centre as well as in it. 

How does children’s learning impact on the learning and development of the adults?

Parents involved in parent/whänau led centres could identify the part they had played through their involvement, and this encouraged their own continued learning. In immersion services, children’s learning in the language spurred adults to make the effort themselves. 

What is the interaction between the learning processes happening in services and the home context? 

Interactions between learning processes in home and the ECE service seemed to vary according to service type, to be related to the aspirations and goals of the services, and to the nature of parent and whänau involvement. In centres where there were good connections and follow-up in respect to children’s learning experiences and pedagogical approaches between home and the service, parents tended to regularly contribute to the education programme and take up training and professional development opportunities, and well informed discussion about child development and learning was observed. Cultural learning was occurring at both service and home for children participating in köhanga reo, Pasifika centres and community language playgroups. Parents made friends with other parents through their involvement. 

Support for quality

Data from the study services and findings from other relevant New Zealand research show varying levels of the factors contributing to the outcomes that each service is seeking. These are highlighted as useful aspects to consider in policy and service work aimed at raising quality with general suggestions as well as specific suggestions made for each service type:

· finding ways to support small centres through temporary staffing or a mobile staffing reserve if this is needed to achieve a balanced mix of educators. Some smaller centres seemed to have a limited pool of parents with relevant skills, qualifications and experience on which to draw, and playgroups had no or limited access to professional support. Access to a greater range of expertise would help them. 

· perhaps regulating for a maximum playgroup size to avoid having very large playgroups and supporting very large groups to operate as two groups. Playgroups tended to do better when they were of moderate size (20-25 children) rather than very large or very small. There is no maximum playgroup size as there is for licensed centres.

· providing incentives to retain experienced and qualified people as educators in the programme, especially in centres with many transient families or those of small size. Both qualifications and experience tended to be associated with higher quality ratings.  

· providing access to good quality curriculum resources, mainly for playgroups. The Ministry of Education Play to Learn newsletters provide useful ideas about equipment and resources, many of which are inexpensive and home-made, and ideas for activities. Playgroup parents in this study would like more of these ideas, alongside a professional support person to work with them directly. Some would like support to purchase resources. Other options (not mentioned by parents) are provision of a mobile resource service with a qualified co-ordinator to regularly visit centres, similar to the mobile kindergarten concept, and expansion of the Correspondence School early childhood education service to offer curriculum resource advice and professional support. 

· facilitating access to special needs support for centres that need such help. The issue this could address for some playgroups and Pasifika centres is their lack of information about what is the meaning of “special needs” and how to go about getting support for children with these needs.

· reducing high levels of volunteer work in playcentres, e.g. for fundraising and administration, where these distract parents from participating in aspects of playcentre that are more important for children’s educational opportunities, and making a greater contribution towards the costs of  playcentre education courses and professional advice since these contribute so much to adult learning for work with children both in the playcentre and at home;

· offering playgroups regular access to good quality professional support and professional development/workshops in the community where the playgroup is located, with “hands on” sessions in the playgroup being taken regularly by qualified teachers working alongside parents; assisting playgroups, including Pasifika playgroups that have extra costs such as employing a teacher or rental accommodation, to meet these costs; 

· finding ways to address uneven access of Pasifika centres to professional support; supporting staff to become qualified in licensed centres; providing practical advice and support with the licensing process so that staff and parents are not distracted from putting energy into the education programme and adult learning; retaining fluent qualified staff to work in Pasifika centres and playgroups; 

· recruiting and retaining fluent qualified kaiako and kaumätua to work in köhanga reo to support children’s learning of te reo and tikanga Maori and offer pathways to parents for their own learning and encouraging parent involvement in whänau based learning wänanga; offering all köhanga reo ongoing training and professional development focused on the curriculum, planning, assessment and evaluation. 

While the Te Köhanga Reo National Trust has a network and system of support for köhanga reo whänau focused on improving the quality of te reo, and on enabling whänau to understand their role, there are barriers to achieving these aims. Individual köhanga reo whänau, who are responsible for recruiting and retaining kaiako, are finding it more difficult to recruit fluent, qualified (Tohu Whakapakari) kaiako, or even fluent kaiako, unless a competitive salary is offered. Similarly, the retention of kaiako is related to salary levels. Those köhanga reo in the study who said they paid “market rates” had to charge higher fee levels than others, which could have the effect of lowering participation levels. Providing ongoing training on te reo and the curriculum through Whakapiki Reo and Te Whariki contracts with the Ministry of Education also has limitations. Lack of availability of expertise means that not all köhanga reo can receive support at the köhanga reo or purapura levels. There are fluent qualified kaiako, who are expert and have specialist skills but to employ them as professional leaders means removing them from the köhanga reo and reducing the level of quality provision for children’s learning of te reo. An expansion of the Trust’s role to service all köhanga reo is limited by resourcing, both human and financial. It will take a long time to build up the expertise. 

Professional development

While the observed interactions and strategies reported by parents and whänau included both “socially related interactions”
 of encouragement and responsiveness, there were much fewer “cognitive interactions” (Siraj-Blatchford, Sylva, Muttock, Gilden, & Bell, 2002, p.143–144) such as adults asking open-ended questions and adults scaffolding learning which enable adults to engage with children’s interests and thinking. 

Observational evidence suggested that some of the richer conversational exchanges and positive responsive interactions in parent/whänau led centres draw from the knowledge that parents have of their child’s interests and experiences at home. These included parents basing their conversations on shared memories, quick responsiveness to their own child’s non-verbal cues, and parents affording babies and toddlers opportunities for risk taking and independence. Parents having greater awareness of the value of such exchanges, interactions and opportunities and how to develop them further could contribute to quality in these services. 

Support for positive behaviour management would be valuable in those playgroups where parents were keen for practical guidance, and were tending to manage behaviour through use of warnings, physical removal and rules. 

These aspects could well be a focus of professional development and support for parent/whänau led services.

Further research

A fruitful area for research is language learning in köhanga reo, community language playgroups and Pasifika centres. What approaches to teaching and learning can strengthen language and multi-literacy learning for parents as well as children in these services? 

It would be useful to consider the role that might be played by ICT in providing professional support for playgroups and isolated centres, in connecting centres with others, and in providing access to websites. Broadband access in the schools sector has enabled rural schools taking part in pilots for project PROBE to participate in broadband-enabled two-way video-conferencing that allowed advanced subjects to be taught where no local teacher was available. Perhaps a pilot project linking a qualified co-ordinator with a group of playgroups through local school broadband access could be developed and evaluated. Or broadband access in playgroup settings could enable a co-ordinator to observe the setting in action, and advise and respond to parents during and at the end of a session. 

A further research project to evaluate the impact of any policy changes made as a result of the review of parent/whänau-led services should be undertaken. It would be useful to consider the same outcomes studied in this evaluation for comparison, and, ideally, return to the same centres and groups. 

1. Introduction 

Parent and whänau-led early childhood education services in Aotearoa New Zealand are köhanga reo, playcentres, playgroups, ngä puna köhungahunga, Pasifika early childhood centres, and community language groups. The Ministry of Education commissioned this two-phase study to find out more about the contributions these services make to children, parents, and the community, to provide it and parent/whänau led services with information that could be used to support quality in early childhood education services provided by parents and whänau. This support is part of the government’s 10-year strategic plan for early childhood education, Pathways to the Future: Nga Huarahi Arataki. 

First study phase

The first part of this study gathered information about these services in terms of their goals, reasons for participation, the nature of programmes, the nature of adult involvement, provision of leadership, the outcomes they were achieving, and some of the factors that were thought to have a bearing on services’ ability to provide these outcomes. 

This information came from interviews with national representatives of the services, government officials whose work related to parent/whänau led services, reviewing relevant documentation and research, and discussions with U.K. researchers who have undertaken research in parent-led services. 

Each of the four kinds of service were seen to have some distinct goals. The kaupapa of köhanga reo is reflected in the four pou, the cornerstones of the kaupapa: total immersion in te reo Mäori in te köhanga reo daily operations; whänau decision making, management and responsibility; accountability; and health and well-being of the mokopuna and the whänau. 

Playcentre’s philosophy is to provide early childhood education emphasising a healthy and safe learning environment, child-initiated play, the importance of families as first educators and co-operative running of the playcentre. The playcentre movement provides education for parents/caregivers/whänau emphasising self-help and personal development. 

Playgroups do not have a clearly articulated philosophy, but generally aim to meet needs for socialisation and support. 

Ngä puna köhungahunga (puna) have a philosophical basis in strengthening te reo and tikanga Mäori. Pasifika early childhood groups and community language playgroups have a similar philosophical basis in strengthening their respective community languages and cultures.

Individual playcentres and köhanga reo are supported by national infrastructures; the Ministry of Education (and ECD, until its incorporation into the Ministry of Education in 2003), provides some support to the other parent/whänau led centres. 

An outline of each of the four main types of parent/whänau service covered in this study is given in chapter 2. 

The report from this first part of the study
 put the services’ own goals in the context of government goals: the early childhood education strategy, and the broader Ministry of Education goals within which this strategy sits, which include providing all New Zealanders with strong learning foundations, and strengthening the engagement of families and communities in education, and government goals for labour market participation. Government goals for Mäori development, cultural identity and revitalisation of te reo Mäori are relevant to köhanga reo, and Pasifika centres and community language playgroups, to goals in respect of cultural identity and language maintenance, and Pasifika development. 

A range of outcomes that parent/whänau led centres were aiming to provide was identified in the first part of the study, relating to children’s learning and learning opportunities, benefits for parents from their participation, and benefits for the community. These outcomes were used to frame the data collection in the second phase of the study. The factors that people thought could influence the degree to which centres could achieve these outcomes were also used to identify the data to be collected. 

Second study phase

This report focuses on the findings from the second phase of this study, where we collected quite comprehensive material from 28 parent/whänau led centres. These centres were:

· 8 playcentres

· 8 playgroups (including 2 community language groups and 2 puna)

· 6 köhanga reo, and 

· 6 Pasifika centres. 

The sample was chosen to provide a cross-section of services within each type, with regard to location, roll size, the socio-economic status of the families served (using the Equity Index, EQI), and for licensed services, whether they received rate 1 or rate 2 funding (rate 2 funding has higher requirements for qualifications). For playcentres, playgroups, and Pasifika centres, we looked to include centres both with and without paid staff. For köhanga reo, we consulted with district kaupapa kaimahi to get a range in terms of te reo fluency. For Pasifika centres, we looked to get a cross-section of services in terms of progress towards licensed status, and if the centres were licensed, a high level of parent involvement. For playgroups, we used information from two people who had worked with them to select a range in terms of quality. 

All the playcentres and playgroups approached took part in the study. Some köhanga reo whänau who were approached declined to participate. Four Pasifika centres we approached did not take part: two because they were in the process of becoming licensed (a factor that emerges in relation to several of the outcomes we look at in the study). One centre proved uncontactable despite numerous attempts, and one did not feel “ready” to take part in research. The centres that agreed to participate were located in both North and South islands, across a range of geographic areas. 

Characteristics of the sample services and their operation are described in Appendix A. 

Sources of information

We collected information about each centre from a range of sources: 

Ratings of Process Quality

Two observations of centre activities and interactions, carried out over the length of a session or half-day if the centre was full-day, and usually a week apart. These observations by fieldworkers were used to assess aspects of centre process quality, using a common rating scale, and provided information about educator:child ratios and group size. The rating scale was first developed in the Competent Children study
 and used in the Evaluation of the initial impact and use of Equity Funding study. 

The scale was further developed for this study and the Locality-based evaluation of Pathways to the Future – Ngä Huarahi Arataki study after observation and videotaping in a playcentre in March 2004, and then in a köhanga reo and playgroup. Maggie Haggerty was responsible for all the videotaping, and Anne Meade for observation in the playcentre. Arapera Royal Tangaere observed in the köhanga reo and Pam Cubey in a playgroup. All the project researchers examined the videotapes, considering the interactions and environments in relation to the items described in the rating scale and whether there was evidence of other interactions or environmental aspects in these parent and whänau-led services that were not captured in the original scale. From this consideration, twelve new items were drafted, and some existing items were revised by adding descriptors of interactions with babies and toddlers, since the original scale was developed for use in settings with 4 year-olds. Four new items were about environmental features:  the extent to which there was comfortable provision for adults with babies and toddlers, a balance of safety and freedom to ensure access to equipment, materials and learning episodes, and space and freedom for children to explore their physical world. Two were about interactions between adults which seemed to reflect ways in which parent learning is supported: the extent to which adults draw on each other’s knowledge of child development, and adults work as a team to provide the education programme. Three were about adult:child interactions: the extent to which adults encourage children’s language development, adults add complexity and challenge for children, and children interact with adults other than their own parents. Three items were about child:child interactions and child involvement: children co-construct learning with other children, children display emergent leadership/leadership skills, and children display purposeful involvement in learning episodes.

The rating scale items are listed in Appendix B, with new items that were developed in 2004 asterisked.

Field work teams, training and checking

The two project leaders for NZCER and TKRNT ensured consistency of their process quality ratings in 2002 by using the scale independently in a playcentre and kindergarten and then checking their ratings with each other. Where they did not agree on a rating (5 out of 44 ratings), the difference was a single point only. They also used the scale independently in a köhanga reo and discussed what they observed, although consistency was not checked here because the Mäori language interactions could not be understood by the NZCER field researcher. 

The NZCER team consisted of four field researchers, all of whom had worked on the Evaluation of initial uses and impact of Equity Funding and had used the rating scale in that project. In addition, two had worked on the Competent Children study. The TKRNT project leader did all the köhanga reo and puna field work for this project.  

A joint one-day training session for TKRNT and NZCER field researchers was held in 2004. These field researchers were also trained for the Equity Funding evaluation in 2002. The training session gave an overview of the research and its aims, and went through each of the instruments, discussing changes in the rating scale and the reasons for these. The NZCER project leader went out with the NZCER field researcher on each of their first visits to centres, did independent ratings and then checked the ratings for consistency. Again, a high level of agreement was reached (over 90 percent), and where there was disagreement, the difference was a single point only. 

In retrospect, there needed to have been a better way to check inter-rater agreement for ratings between köhanga reo/ puna and the other services. The ratings for köhanga reo and puna tended to be very high. In discussing reasons for this, the researcher working in köhanga reo and puna said she gave weight to the Mäori descriptors within the rating scale, giving higher ratings than other field researchers for similar levels on the quality rating scale items if the kaiako, whänau and children demonstrated strong cultural practice and te reo Mäori in respect to that item. Consequently the levels for köhanga reo and puna are not directly comparable to the levels of playcentres, playgroups and Pasifika centres. This reflected a misunderstanding between the project leaders about use of the rating scale in köhanga reo that was not discovered until after completion of the field work.

We undertook to provide verbal feedback after the second ratings. All services received some feedback from their field researcher which they appreciated. Some said it did make them think about their practice, as did the interviews. 

Parent/whänau discussion

Group discussion with parents/whänau using the centre about its philosophy, parent involvement, approaches to children’s learning, leadership in the centre, and connections between the centre and home, and the centre and the wider community. 

Supervisor discussion

Discussion with the centre supervisor or equivalent about the centre programme: planning and assessment, special needs provision, professional development, and the transfer of knowledge gained in this centre to other settings. 

Centre profile

A profile of the centre filled in by a person chosen by the centre – often a supervisor or parent leader. This covered the characteristics of the service and its accommodation, of the children on the roll and families served, roll stability and changes, attendance regularity, funding and any financial issues, parent involvement, training and professional development occurring through the centre, adequacy of resources, external support, and relations with other early childhood education centres, government agencies, and community organisations. 

Parent/whänau questionnaire

Parent/whänau educator questionnaires were filled in by those who regularly worked with children in the programme. Information was provided about their early childhood education work experience (voluntary and paid), general and early childhood education qualifications, participation in professional development, the nature of their involvement in their service, and the skills and knowledge they thought they had learnt and used in voluntary or paid work. Köhanga reo parent educators also filled in a self-rating of their fluency in te reo Mäori, and ability to participate in Mäori cultural practices. Pasifika parent educators filled in a similar self-rating for their own language and culture. 

Supervisor/kaiako questionnaire

Supervisors, kaiako, and co-ordinators also filled in a similar questionnaire, with additional questions about the types of early childhood education services they had worked in, support they received from their service for gaining qualifications and professional development, and their role in the centre. 

Playcentre association staff questionnaire

Playcentre association staff who provided advice and support to the playcentres in the study also filled in similar questionnaires in terms of early childhood education experience, qualifications, professional development, and role. 

Response rates and characteristics of participants filling in the profiles

Parent profiles

Appendix C provides details of the response rates for parents by service type, gender, age ranges, ethnicity and information about the nature of their involvement in the service. The overall estimated response rate for parents was 38 percent. We do not know how representative this response rate is. It seemed likely that parents who were more involved in their service responded.

Playcentre had a higher response rate (65 percent). Two of the playgroups had a large casual roll (56 children, and 90 children respectively) and only those families present when the field researcher visited and who attended regularly were asked to complete the questionnaire. This accounts for the low response rate (26 percent) of playgroup parents. Some Pasifika families and many köhanga reo families did not work regularly in the programme with children and these families tended not to complete the questionnaire. Response rates were 30 percent for köhanga reo and 31 percent for Pasifika. 

The family member who was most involved in the service was asked to complete the questionnaire. There were few males in playcentre and playgroup (3 percent), but rather more in Pasifika centres (14 percent) and köhanga reo (23 percent). Some older adults (over 60 years) were involved in playgroup and in Pasifika centres. 

Ethnicity of parents in playcentre was predominantly Päkehä, in köhanga reo predominantly Mäori and in Pasifika centres the parents’ ethnicity predominantly reflected the culture of the centre (Samoan, Tongan, Tokelauan and Cook Islands Mäori). Playgroup parents’ ethnicity reflected the community cultures of the community language playgroups, and was predominantly Mäori in puna and Päkehä in general playgroups.

The highest level of involvement was in work with children on duty in the programme and in setting up and cleaning up. Playcentre parents were most involved in these activities and köhanga reo parents least involved in them.

Supervisor/kaiako profiles

Appendix D provides details of the response rates for supervisors/kaiako by service type, gender, age ranges, ethnicity and information about the nature of their involvement in the service. 

There were high response rates for the supervisors/kaiako profile. 

Supervisors/kaiako were all female except in köhanga reo where 15 percent were male. There was a wide spread of ages in köhanga reo (under 20 to 70 years) and some older supervisors in Pasifika centres. The older aged people were likely to be elders and kaumätua employed for their cultural knowledge. Ethnicity of supervisors/kaiako reflected the patterns found in the parents’ profile.

Supervisors/kaiako work was very much connected to delivering the curriculum, i.e. working with children, preparation of resources, assessment, evaluation and planning, and setting up/cleaning up. In the community language playgroup and köhanga reo and some Pasifika centres, the supervisor/kaiako also provided language and cultural support. The educational leadership role in köhanga reo is generally being played by kaiako rather than parents.  

Over half the playcentre, köhanga reo and Pasifika supervisors/kaiako participated in training and professional development and most playcentre supervisors facilitated training. 

Playcentre association staff profiles

Appendix E provides information about the number, gender, age ranges, ethnicity, qualifications and nature of the work of playcentre association staff. We asked people providing advice and support to playcentres from each association to fill in the association profile. Most were between 31 and 50 years of age, with none under 30 and one over 50. All but one were female. Ethnicity was predominantly Päkehä. Seventy seven percent were playcentre qualified, and many had other tertiary qualifications. 

The predominant work was in three areas: administration, management, training and professional development. These roles reflect the administrative responsibility that associations take for playcentres and their commitment to support playcentres professionally. 

Analysis

The Ministry of Education was primarily interested in the outcomes for children, parents and communities that parent and whänau-led services are achieving, and the “inputs, outputs and processes needed to achieve these outcomes (including how the outcomes relate to each other)”. This meant an analytic approach that attempted to separate out the kind of factors that contributed to outcomes, rather than more qualitative holistic case studies. 

The purpose of collecting a reasonably comprehensive range of material on each centre was to allow analysis of the relationships between key outcomes that these centres can achieve, and the factors that appear to contribute to centres being able to achieve these outcomes. The data collection provides a “snapshot” of the centres. This allows us to see patterns of likely associations. It was not possible to separate out factors or give each any particular weighting. The study cannot establish causal relations (if a centre were to do x, outcome y would result). Rather it can suggest patterns of association between factors, which are non statistical and descriptive, and based on a limited sample. In order to provide statistical analysis that could be more widely generalised, further research with a larger sample would be needed.

It is hard to get direct evidence of how well centres are achieving particular outcomes. We rely on the self-reports of those involved in and using the centres for information about some outcomes, for example, their gains from participation. The nature of the study and its scope limits some of the available evidence about the achievement of some of the outcomes. For example, in looking at how well centres contribute to children’s knowledge, skills, and attributes, we focus on opportunities to learn provided by the centres, rather than assessments of the children. However, where possible we have used as indicators of the outcomes aspects that are linked in other research to the outcomes themselves. Thus we have used observations of aspects of centre quality in terms of adult-children interactions that have been found to be related to long-term benefits for children’s learning in the longitudinal Competent Children/Learners project. 

This report focuses on 11 outcomes that parent/whänau led services can contribute to. Seven of these are common to all services; two are distinct outcomes for Mäori immersion services, köhanga reo and puna; and two are distinct outcomes for Pasifika and community language services. 

Outcomes

Children’s learning


· Children develop knowledge, understanding, skills, dispositions (in line with Te Whäriki)

· Children develop socialisation and caring attributes

· Children with special needs are fully included 

· Good connection between the ECE centre and home that supports children’s learning

Gains for parents

· Support to develop parenting skills

· Social support for parents 

· Parent use of skills learnt at ECE centre in other work

Te reo and tikanga Mäori

· Children learn and understand te reo and tikanga Mäori and develop a sense of their Mäori identity

· Support for Mäori parents’ te reo, tikanga Mäori, and cultural identity 

Community language and culture

· Children learn and maintain their community language and culture

· Support for parents’ community language and culture

For each outcome, we identified a number of aspects that can serve as indicators of how well a particular service is achieving that outcome. For example, indicators from our data of whether services have good connections with children’s home that support children’s learning were drawn from what parent educators said about the use of parent knowledge about children in the centre programme and in planning for individual children, the use of centre experiences at home, and how the centre assisted parents to be involved in supporting and extending their child’s learning. Ideally, one would measure these outcomes over time, following children and parents to see what changes through their involvement. 

Appendix F describes the analytic frame used in this study in more detail.

Factors that contribute to outcomes

In collecting material about the things that could help or hinder a centre to achieve an outcome, we were primarily guided by existing research, particularly about early childhood education quality and language learning, by the reflections of the people we interviewed in the first phase of the study, and by existing policy provision. This does not necessarily cover all the factors that could be influencing the achievement of an outcome. 

The factors that we looked at are outlined in detail in the chapters on outcomes that make up the bulk of this report. Some are common for a number of outcomes, for example, ‘structural’ quality features, such as the proportion of parent educators with early childhood education qualifications, average years of adult experience in early childhood education, adult:child ratios, and group size. Others seemed likely to be directly relevant to only some outcomes, for example, evidence of knowledge of teaching strategies in relation to children’s gaining knowledge, understanding and skills, or evidence of how centres planned for every child’s interests and abilities in relation to the inclusion of children with special needs. 

In the analysis, we have looked first at the factors that seemed likely to make a direct contribution to the level of achievement of a given outcome, then at others whose contribution may be more indirect (such as the structural quality features), and finally at a set of contextual factors that were common to all the outcomes. 

Contextual factors used in analysis of all outcomes

total roll size; socio-economic status of families served; isolation; financial pressure; 

able to leave equipment out; employment of paid staff member; full day or sessional

proportion of families with regular involvement; proportion of children under-2 

receipt of external support; other local ECE services; immersion level

It is difficult to cleanly separate these factors from one another, particularly given the small sample in the study, and the qualitative nature of much of the material. Nonetheless, for each outcome a group of factors is identified as likely to make a direct contribution, and a second group identified as more likely to have an indirect contribution, or to influence the level or nature of the factors that may be making a direct contribution. as outlined in the figure below:


Some of the indirect factors might not necessarily ‘contribute’ to quality per se, but indicate different circumstances that could influence learning opportunities. For example, if children did not attend regularly, and if the roll was unstable, one could expect that to have some bearing on the building of relationships between children, their knowledge of each other, and thus potentially their alertness and caring for each other. 

Each of the ‘outcome’ chapters starts with an outline of the indicators used for that particular outcome, and the patterns we found for the centres in the study. We have divided the centres into two or three categories depending on the level of their ‘performance’ in terms of the indicators. Then we compare each of these categories in terms of the direct, indirect, and contextual contributing factors to see if there are any associations between these factors and a stronger performance on the indicators for the outcome. We have done this within each of the four centre types (playcentre, playgroup, köhanga reo, and playgroup, with separate analysis for puna and community language groups where appropriate). Summaries for each early childhood education type of the associations between outcomes and factors are given in Appendix G. 

The conclusion focuses on whether centres that appear in this study to be doing well in terms of achieving one outcome are also doing well in terms of other outcomes, for example, whether services doing well on supporting children’s learning of knowledge, skills, and attributes, are also doing well in terms of supporting parents to gain or deepen their parenting knowledge and skills. It also looks at the factors that do show pervasive associations with a number of outcomes. Thinking about how these factors are supported, or not, in current practice and policy may prove useful at both centre and government level to maintain and improve the quality of parent/whänau led early childhood education.

Limitations to this study

The caveat that needs to be remembered with the analysis provided is that we are comparing small numbers within each type of parent/whänau led centre, and thus there is the likelihood that some of the differences we find (or lack of difference) may simply be due to chance, and the particular centres that comprise the sample. That is why patterns that were found across types, and patterns that are consistent with other relevant studies are important in this analysis, since they are likely to be indicating relationships between factors and outcomes that would be found with much larger samples.

As well, the study provides descriptive examples from a very small number of centres of each service type. For some centres, low response rates for the parent educator questionnaire suggest that these may be the most involved parents only. In addition, there was a recruitment problem with the Pasifika centres, making it arguable whether their practice may have been different from other Pasifika centres. 

There is some confounding of results, with the subset of the same rating scale items being used for more than one indicator of outcomes of children learning. This did mean that there would be likely to be linkages between performance on those different outcomes where indicators overlapped.    

For these reasons, it would take further research with a larger sample to come to firmer conclusions about patterns of association. The study can be regarded as contributing to broader understanding of quality and good practice in parent and whänau-led services, and put together with other information, help inform practice and policy, particularly in regard to parent and whänau professional development and training, and support for their role in parent/whänau led services.

2. Parent/whänau led services 

In this chapter, we provide, for each of the four types of parent and whänau-led service: playcentre, köhanga reo, Pasifika early childhood centre, and playgroup, the following:

· The history, philosophy and operation of the service as a type (summarised information gathered during the scoping phase);

· The philosophy/kaupapa and goals of the parent and whänau-led services in this study and the outcomes being achieved. While all centres had goals for children and wanted children to benefit from their participation, some had broader expectations about children’s learning and parent/whänau learning. In addition, each service type had values and goals that were distinctive to that type. What was of interest was the depth of importance placed on different goals and how this impacted on where the centres put their energy and resources. Some services as a type were generally (with some exceptions) doing particularly well for specific outcomes. We discuss these distinctive patterns of strength in relation to their philosophy/kaupapa and goals. 

Playcentre

In 2004, there were 481 licensed playcentres catering for 15,440 children, and 32 licence-exempt playcentres catering for 530 children. Playcentres serve 8.4 percent of children enrolled in early childhood education. This is less than the 13 percent they served in 1994, when there were 572 playcentres. Playcentre enrolments showed steady decline between 1990 and 2001, when they served 14,786 children, but have shown small annual increases since then. 

Playcentre began in 1942. Its philosophy is underpinned by a belief in the family/whänau as the most important setting for the care and education of the child. The educational programme is delivered by parents although some paid supervisors lead playcentres and these are mainly in the South Island. In the North Island playcentres are mostly team or group led and they usually do not employ a paid supervisor. Parents work as a collective to undertake all pedagogical roles, including curriculum delivery, planning, assessment evaluation and self-review. The early childhood education curriculum framework Te Whäriki is used to develop their educational programmes.

Parent volunteers are responsible for the management of playcentres by electing a president, secretary, treasurer and other office holders with particular areas of responsibility. Each centre is part of a grouping of playcentres called an association. Each of the 32 associations supports its playcentres to ensure property and equipment practices, family support, professional development and the adult education programme proceed according to the philosophy, values and policies of playcentre. The associations are in turn affiliated to the New Zealand Playcentre Federation.

The New Zealand Playcentre Federation (NZPF) has overall responsibility for playcentres throughout New Zealand. It provides adult education where parents, through a flexible system of training, become educators of their children. NZPF holds a service specific professional development contract with the Ministry of Education to provide a programme of professional development to playcentres. These programmes are implemented using action research and participatory methods and approaches. Parents may also participate in professional development with other providers.

Playcentre Education, a subcommittee of NZPF, is a registered training provider so that parents involved in playcentres can study towards a recognised early childhood education qualification, the Playcentre Education Diploma, accredited by NZQA at Level 6. The study programme emphasises self-help and personal development for adults as well as covering areas such as child development, play and learning, parenting skills, planning and delivery of early childhood programmes, group and facilitation skills, and management skills. Parents in training within playcentres make a high level of commitment to complete their Diploma. The advantages of this type of training is that it is centre-based and the skills and knowledge gained can be immediately applied in the centre with the parent’s own child.

In addition NZPF produces educational publications and resources for playcentre members to enhance their parenting skills. It also makes representation to the government on matters concerning parent education and education of children and families. 

Playcentres develop leadership by supporting and encouraging individual parents to take on management responsibilities and through a system of individual mentoring. These provisions are important because of the turnover of experienced members and the need for new members/parents to take over the running of the playcentre.

Many playcentres are located in rural communities, and provide a community focus for parents living in those communities. In addition, playcentre provided training and skills development can also be used in schools, voluntary organisations, and the wider community. 

The ratios in playcentres are: 1:5 for over 2½ year olds, and one nominated caregiver or parent for each child under 2½ years. The specified number of children allowed to attend (or regulated group size) is 30 children. Playcentres are all sessional. 

Most playcentre buildings are owned by the association they are affiliated to, or are buildings used exclusively by the playcentre. A small number of playcentres rent their premises or have to share them with other community groups.

Playgroups

In 2004, there were 599 licence-exempt playgroups catering for 17,744 children. Playgroups have grown over the past 10 years, from 441 in 1994, serving 13,353 children. In 1994 they served 8.7 percent of the children enrolled in early childhood education, and in 2004, 9.6 percent. 

Playgroups began operating in New Zealand in the mid-1960s, originally in “isolated rural areas and where urban isolation was experienced” (Robinson, 2002, p. 6). They were often started by Mäori and church organisations. They cover a wide range, some general, and some with a special focus such as puna (which may be full immersion or bilingual te reo and English), Pasifika groups (covered in this report with Pasifika licensed centres), community language groups, playgroups in women’s refuges, playgroups for teenage parents, and some fathers’ playgroups. Their main aim is to have “parents providing a play and learning environment for their children” (Robinson, 2002, p. 12). Social support for parents is also important. 

They are licence-exempt, i.e. exempt from statutory licensing requirements provided they meet certain criteria. These criteria are:

· each playgroup meets for no more than one session of up to 3 hours on any one day;

· more than half the parents of children attending each session are present in the same play areas at all times throughout the session;

· the group of parents assume responsibility for each child attending the group; and

· the group operates as an informal, non-profit making community-based group (New Zealand Gazette, 1991).

Funding is provided by the Ministry of Education provided individual playgroups meet the above criteria, use premises which are safe and suitable for children’s play, and operate a broad-based educational programme.

Playgroups are usually managed by a parent committee and affiliated to a body such as a church, iwi organisation, or community organisation that can provide support. Some have access to local services that play a supportive role, such as Rural Education Activities Programmes (REAP) co-ordinators. The Ministry of Education provides support for playgroups. ECD (incorporated within the Ministry of Education since late 2003) has developed a range of resources which are now available through the Ministry of Education. Parents in the evaluation of ECD’s advice and support to licence-exempt playgroups (Mitchell & Mara, 2001) identified the value of ECD resources for the programme, but would particularly have liked more visits from their local co-ordinator, with more of her involvement in the programme and more workshops on educational interactions and activities. The quality of the programme in playgroups will depend on the skills of parents running the programme. Since there is a high turnover of parents in many playgroups maintaining a high level of management and professional expertise can be an issue. Some groups access community funding for resources or to help pay for a co-ordinator. 

Venues for playgroups are usually community facilities, although some are provided in buildings on school grounds. Many playgroup parents have to set up and pack away equipment at the start and finish of the session. 

In 2002, 38 percent of playgroups were in rural areas, the highest proportion for any early childhood education type. 

Playgroups are usually managed by a parent committee and affiliated to a body such as a church, iwi organisation, or community organisation that can provide support. Some have access to local services that play a supportive role, such as Rural Education Activities Programmes (REAP) co-ordinators. The Ministry of Education provides support for playgroups. ECD (incorporated within the Ministry of Education since late 2003) has developed a range of resources which are now available through the Ministry of Education. Parents in the evaluation of ECD’s advice and support to licence-exempt playgroups (Mitchell & Mara, 2001) identified the value of ECD resources for the programme, but would particularly have liked more visits from their local co-ordinator, with more of her involvement in the programme and more workshops on educational interactions and activities. The quality of the programme in playgroups will depend on the skills of parents running the programme. Since there is a high turnover of parents in many playgroups maintaining a high level of management and professional expertise can be an issue. Some groups access community funding for resources or to help pay for a co-ordinator. 

Venues for playgroups are usually community facilities, although some are provided in buildings on school grounds. Many playgroup parents have to set up and pack away equipment at the start and finish of the session. 

In 2002, 38 percent of playgroups were in rural areas, the highest proportion for any early childhood education type. 

Köhanga reo

In 2004, there were 513 licensed köhanga reo catering for 10,418 children, and 13 licence-exempt köhanga reo catering for 191 children. 1n 1994 773 licensed köhanga reo served 12,508 children, or 8.2 percent of early childhood education enrolments. Numbers have shown a small increase since 2001. In 2004, köhanga reo served 5.6 percent of early childhood education enrolments. 

The first köhanga reo opened in 1982, with rapid growth until 1994. Köhanga reo were set up to play a proactive role in the revitalisation of te reo me nga tikanga Mäori (Mäori language and culture) and this revitalisation is pursued through the social context of whänau. For many parents in kohanga reo this can also average learning te reo alongside their children.

The kaupapa or philosophy of Köhanga centres around “te mana o te whänau”(the dignity of the family, including the extended family). Tino rangatiratanga (self determination), a fundamental principle of Te Tiriti o Waitangi, is also the foundation of the köhanga movement. Embodied in Te Korowai are four pou (or posts) which are the cornerstones of the kaupapa: total immersion in te reo Mäori, whänau decision-making, management and responsibility, accountability to all cultural, financial and whänau members and groups, and ensuring the health and well-being of the mokopuna and the whänau. 

The educational programme is based on Te Whäriki. In addition the köhanga model emphasises the importance of strong spiritual and cultural wellbeing of the child and the whänau. It focuses on quality cultural interactions between adults, between adults and children, and between children. Whakapapa and genealogy of the child and whänau are important and mihimihi (or greetings) are an important part of the programme. 

The ongoing involvement of kaumatua or kuia (elders) is very important because it is usually the older generations who have the reo and tikanga knowledge that the köhanga whänau wish to pass on. In some köhanga the kaumatua or kuia are also the kaiako (teachers) who are paid educators. 

Kaiako competency for their work is assessed by the köhanga reo whänau. Kaiako are also expected to either have the qualification of the Tohu Whakapakari or be enrolled in the Whakapakari Training Programme. This is a three year course NZQA approved course focusing on traditional Mäori child-rearing practices, Mäori pedagogy of learning and teaching, Mäori assessment processes, whanaungatanga (inter-relationships), whaioranga (health) and te reo and tikanga Mäori. In addition parents can take two further NZQA approved one-year courses. The first is a certificate course (Te Ara Tuatahi) for köhanga whänau who speak little or no reo, and it includes components on child development and management, and the second (Te Ara Tuarua) focuses on Mäori language skills for staff who are semi-fluent. 

Wänanga are also held at the request of köhanga reo whänau, on a wide range of topics. These are often organised in conjunction with the National Trust. Kura reo that all köhanga reo are expected to participate in are also held several times a year. 

Each köhanga is managed by the köhanga whänau. The parents are the employers, owners, users or stakeholders and they are responsible for ensuring their köhanga meets all requirements, both kaupapa and legislative. Each köhanga elects office bearers and working groups are established to address and be responsible for different areas of operation such as the curriculum, property, personnel, finances and training. The whänau appoints the licensee for the köhanga. Whänau who are able to, participate in the daily programme alongside the kaiako and kaimahi and attend wänanga organised by the purapura or district. 

Purapura are clusters of köhanga reo within a geographical area that provide support for each other, share ideas, resources and hold wänanga. They usually meet monthly. Every köhanga whänau has access to the Köhanga Reo National Trust, which is their parent funding body either directly or through the kaupapa kaimahi who is an employee of the Trust based at the local level. 

The National Trust is the umbrella organisation for all köhanga reo in New Zealand. The Trust sets policies, oversees, supports, advocates for and monitors the kaupapa. The main role of the Trust is to ensure the survival of te reo Mäori, tikanga Mäori and ähuatanga Mäori through the strengthening of whänau. 

Köhanga reo are an important part of Mäori communities with some köhanga based on or close to marae where hui, wänanga and other community events are held including tangi.

All köhanga reo charter to the National Trust before applying for their licence with the Ministry of Education. The National Trust recommended adult: child ratios are 1:3 for children under two, and 1:6 for children over two years of age. Most köhanga reo are all-day services, five days a week. 

Pasifika centres

In 2003, 21 percent of the Pacific children attending early childhood education attended licence-exempt centres. In 2004 there were 113 licence-exempt Pasifika centres catering for 2392 children. There has been a shift from licence-exempt centres over the past ten years, from 183 in 1994. In 2003 there were 91 licensed Pasifika centres.

The first Pasifika early childhood education group was set up by a group of Samoan and Cook Islands mothers in 1972. These groups are often located in church facilities where most Pacific communities gather. Churches and Pacific cultural associations play key support roles. The move towards obtaining licensed status has been lengthy for those that wanted it, and there have often been management and administration challenges for those who have obtained it. There is still a shortage of fluent staff with early childhood education qualifications. Maternal participation in licensed centres is reported to sometimes lead to training and further education. 

Pasifika early childhood education services are usually, but not totally, immersion services. Some services are not total immersion because they are serving families where English is the first language. Each of the services centres around the maintenance of its language and culture. 

Licensed Pasifika services provide both all-day and sessional education; Pasifika playgroups are sessional. 

3. Children develop knowledge, understanding, skills, learning dispositions, in line with Te Whäriki

Te Whäriki, the early childhood education curriculum, is founded on aspirations for children

to grow up as competent and confident learners and communicators, healthy in mind, body, and spirit, secure in their sense of belonging and in the knowledge that they make a valued contribution to society (Ministry of Education, 1996, p. 9). 

“Curriculum” is defined in Te Whäriki as 

the sum total of the experiences, activities and events, whether direct or indirect, which occur within an environment designed to foster children’s learning and development (Ministry of Education, 1996, p.10). 

These statements reflect core principles: that children are active participants in their own learning, and the curriculum requires attention to every aspect of every child’s experiences, including adults, other children, physical environment, and resources. 

Claxton and Carr (2004) have argued that the early childhood education “‘content curriculum’ ought to be accompanied by attention to the attitudes, values and habits towards learning in general which are being strengthened (or weakened) in the process – what we have called . . . the learning curriculum’” (p.87). 

The outcome Children develop knowledge, understanding, skills, learning dispositions reflects learning through the “content curriculum” and the “learning curriculum”. We used ratings of process quality derived from observation of adult interactions with children, children’s interactions with each other and the education programme as sub-indicators of this outcome. These sub-indicators were:

· Adult responsiveness and challenge, and child engagement

· Children socialising and caring for each other

· Education programme quality

· Cultural recognition and inclusion

The Competent Children study showed positive associations between some quality rating scale items used in this study (marked with an asterisk in the table below) and children’s competencies at ages 10 and 12 years (Wylie et al., 2004; Wylie, Thompson, & Lythe, 2001). As a group, these items indicate an environment where children can be active and initiate learning, where adults are responsive and offer cognitive challenge, and where the environment is richly resourced. (Resources and physical environment are treated as contributing factors to this outcome rather than indicators). Other studies (Siraj-Blatchford, Sylva, Muttock, Gilden, & Bell, 2002) have provided evidence of the power of teacher’s active support to scaffold and co-construct learning. Further items were added to the original Competent Children rating scale items to incorporate these aspects. These are marked with a ‘+’ in the table. 

Items for each sub-indicator of Children develop knowledge, understanding, skills and learning dispositions (in line with Te Whäriki)

	Adult responsiveness and challenge, and child engagement


	Children socialise and care for each other


	Education programme


	Cultural recognition and inclusion



	Adults are responsive to children.*

Adults model, and encourage children to use, positive reinforcement, explanation and encouragement as guidance/ discipline techniques.

Adults model/guide children within the context of centre activities.*

Adults ask open-ended questions that encourage children to use their own answers.*

Adults encourage/ foster children’s language development.+

Adults participate with children in activities and play.*

Adults add complexity and challenges for children.+

Children can select their own activities from a variety of learning areas.*

Children can complete activities.*

Children display purposeful involvement in learning episodes.+
	Children support and co-operate with one another in language and actions.*

Children co-construct learning with other children.+

Children display emergent leadership.+


	Stories are read, told and shared.

The centre is a “print saturated” environment.*

There is evidence of opportunities for children to write.

Children are encouraged to explore mathematical ideas and symbols.

Children work on problems and experiment with solutions.* 

Children engage in child-initiated creative play.

There is evidence of children’s creativity and artwork.


	Tikanga Mäori and te reo Mäori is evident.

There is evidence of recognition and acceptance of the cultures of children at the ECE centre. 

There is evidence that the setting is inclusive of all children.

Non sex stereotyped play among children is observed.




* 
Positive associations between these quality rating scale items used in this study and children’s competencies at ages 10 and 12 years. + Further items added to the original Competent Children rating scale items to incorporate these aspects.

Outcome indicator

The indicator for the outcome Children develop knowledge, understanding, skills and learning dispositions was the average of the combined ratings for 24 quality rating scale items shown in Table 1. Field researcher notes accompanying the ratings were examined for examples of what was observed in relation to each item. 

The researcher working in köhanga reo and puna gave weight to the Mäori descriptors within the rating scale. She gave higher ratings than other field researchers for similar levels on the quality rating scale items if the kaiako, whänau and children demonstrated strong cultural practice and te reo Mäori in respect to that item. Consequently the levels for köhanga reo and puna are not directly comparable to the levels of playcentres, playgroups and Pasifika centres. There were overall very high ratings for köhanga reo and one puna for this outcome that were particularly reflective of their strong te reo and tikanga Mäori emphasis. 

Each of the 24 quality items was rated out of 5 on two occasions, giving a total maximum score for them of 240. Centre scores ranged from 223 to 99. 

The two community language playgroups were not rated on the item Adults ask open-ended questions because the field researcher did not speak the playgroups’ community language and it was too hard for her to rate adult questions. One of these playgroups was not rated on the items Children co-construct learning with other children and Children display emergent leadership because children were also speaking the community language. The total maximum for the former playgroup was 230, and for the latter playgroup was 210. 

The six Pasifika centres were not rated on the item Tikanga Mäori and te reo Mäori is evident since their aim is to strengthen their own languages and cultures. 

We then divided the total score for a centre by the number of items that were relevant to it, to get an average score for each centre. Centres had the following average scores:

Average rating of 4 or more on the quality rating scale items. This means that on average over all the items what was being described happened often throughout the visits. The six köhanga reo and one puna had this average rating.

Average rating of 3 to 3.9. This means that on average over all the items what was being described happened sometimes during the visit. Five playcentres, five Pasifika centres and two playgroups (including one puna) had this average rating.

Average rating of 2.9 or less. This means that on average over all the items what was being described hardly ever happened during the visit. Three playcentres, five playgroups, and one Pasifika centre had this average rating. 

Within the köhanga reo and puna that had an average rating of 4 or more, there were two distinct groups: those performing at a very high level and those performing at a high level. In order to make comparisons within the köhanga reo and to adjust for differences in level of ratings given by the researcher in köhanga reo and the high rated puna and researchers in the other centres, we categorised these two groupings as “stronger” and “less strong”.

The categories for analysis are:

Stronger. Those with an average rating of 3 to 3.9, and köhanga reo and puna performing at a very high level. There were five playcentres, five Pasifika centres, three playgroups (including two puna) and three köhanga reo in this group. 

Less strong. Those with an average rating of 2.9 or less, and köhanga reo performing at a lower level in respect to other köhanga reo. There were three playcentres, five playgroups, one Pasifika centre and three köhanga reo in this group.

Direct contributing factors

The direct contributing factors for this outcome from our data were:

Quality of learning resources and space. 
· Average of field researcher ratings of items There are enough age appropriate resources to avoid problems of waiting, competing and fighting for scarce resources, Equipment and activities encourage fine motor skills development, Equipment and activities encourage gross motor skills development, and Provision of space for children to explore the physical world. 

· Average of service rating of adequacy of outdoor equipment, indoor equipment, curriculum equipment resources and curriculum consumable resources 

Quality of adult:adult interactions and team work

· Average of rating scale items Adults interact respectfully and positively, Adults draw on each other’s knowledge of child development, and Adults work as a team to provide the education programme were used to rate centres as “very good”, “good”, “satisfactory”, poor” and “very poor”.

Educational practice for encouraging and sustaining children’s learning 

· Responses of parents to discussion questions about teaching strategies and their actions

Support for parent involvement in children’s learning.

· Responses of parent educators to discussion questions about support for parent involvement in learning

Playcentres

Direct contributing factors

Adults in the “stronger” playcentres all had “very good” or “good” quality interactions with each other and worked as a team to provide the education programme. The “less strong” playcentres overall had poorer adult interactions and team work. Parents were openly critical of each other in one “less strong” playcentre. 

Resources, space, educational practice, parent involvement and playcentre children’s learning environment quality

	Direct contributing factors
	Stronger playcentres (5)
	Less strong playcentres (3)

	Quality of curriculum resources (field researcher rating)
	3 good, 2 satisfactory 
	2 good, 1 satisfactory 

	Adequacy of curriculum resources and equipment (service rating)
	1 very good, 3 good, 1 poor*
	1 good, 2 satisfactory 

	Space and opportunity for children to explore physical world (field researcher rating)
	2 good, 3 satisfactory 
	1 good, 2 satisfactory

	Adequacy of indoor and outdoor space (field researcher rating)
	2 very good, 1 good, 1 satisfactory, 1 poor*
	2 very good, 1 poor

	Quality of adult:adult interactions and team work (field researcher rating)
	3 very good, 2 good
	1 good, 1 satisfactory, 1 poor

	Educational practice for encouraging and sustaining children’s learning (Parent interview responses about their own practice)
	Adults interact with children, provide stimulating resources, make learning fun, adults get involved at a child’s level and offer positive guidance.

Adults value children, provide beautiful environment. Start with children’s interests, look for Zone of Proximal Development and extend children, ask questions, extend through materials and open-ended questions, offer support and positive guidance.

Adult interactions based on child’s interests, environment set up with 16 areas of play. Adults plan and use observations, role modelling, support and encouragement. 

Children invited to choose what to do. Adults offer praise, encouragement and recognition, do things with the child, provide assurance when stuck and strengthen confidence to finish. Adults scaffold learning. 

Adults are involved and play themselves, ask questions, scaffold learning, relate problems to children’s experiences, provide extra resources to extend children, role modelling. Environment looks inviting.
	Adults play alongside child, offer suggestions, “make children finish” activities, and children are active. 

Child initiated play, adults set up activities, offer encouragement, talk about play, offer positive role models.

Adults encourage children to be involved, adults add new resources, provide new experiences, talk to children about their interests and experiences.




	Support for parent involvement in children’s learning
	Role modelling, training, courses, workshops (4). 

Session discussions with supervisor (1).

Additional ways of supporting involvement were through provision of library resources (1), high adult:child ratios (1), flexible meeting times so all can come for planning (1), all parents doing observations (1), planning (1) and being a parent help.
	Training, courses (3). 

Additional ways were through parents involved in planning for own child (1), being a parent help (1), library resources(1), and role modelling (1).




* This playcentre was being required to shift its outdoor play area and rated the present outdoor area and outdoor equipment as very poor

Processes for supporting children’s involvement and perseverance, extending their play, encouraging care and respect for each other and the environment, and strengthening wellbeing were described by parent educators. The elements described by the “stronger” playcentres were:

· a programme based on children’s interests or choice;

· stimulating resources and environment; and 

· adult interactions included involvement in children’s play and positive guidance.

Three “stronger” playcentres described extending children’s thinking through scaffolding learning, and one described the importance of planning and using observations. 

The elements described by the “less strong” playcentres were: 

· children encouraged to be involved or active / child initiated play; and

· adult interactions included talking to children about their play, offering suggestions. 

There was a trend for adults in the “stronger” playcentres to talk more about extending learning and include resources and space as a feature to support learning. Overall, these parents tended to be more analytical about how they could scaffold learning. 

Parents in all the playcentres used a variety of ways to help parents to be involved in children’s learning mainly training, workshops, and role modelling. 

Indirect contributing factors

Table 1 Ratios, group size and playcentre children’s learning environment quality

	Indirect contributing factors
	Stronger playcentres (5)
	Less strong playcentres (3)

	Ratio of adults interacting with 

children 
	4:4

15:22

13:21

8:15

8:15

Overall 1:1.6


	10:13

5:8

7:13

Overall 1:1.5

	Total children on roll
	7, 43, 52, 26, 35
	19, 23, 24


All playcentres had a high ratio of adults and of parent educators interacting with the children. Most had rolls of under 30, and not all children attended every session. 

Qualifications and training and playcentre children’s learning environment quality

	Indirect contributing factors
	Stronger playcentres (5)
	Less strong playcentres (3)

	Ratio of parent educators with higher level ECE or playcentre qualifications* to children on roll
	Nil: 7

4:52 

1:43

1:35

Nil:32

Overall 1:28


	Nil:19

1:30

Nil:12

Overall 1:52



	Ratio of staff with higher level qualifications to children on roll 
	1:7

NA

2:43 

1:35

Nil:32

Overall 1:21 (where applicable)


	NA

1:30

Nil:12

Overall 1:42 (where applicable)

	Percentage of parent educators in training 
	None 

62

37

44

75

Overall 44%


	33

33

55

Overall 40%

	Percentage of parent educators with no formal qualifications 
	12

11

Nil

10

17

Overall 10%


	Nil

44

Nil

Overall 15%

	Percentage of staff with no formal qualifications
	100 

NA

Nil

Nil

Nil

Overall 25%
	NA

Nil

Nil 

Overall Nil


*
Qualifications are completed ECE qualifications, namely Whakapakari, Playcentre National Certificate, NZ Playcentre Federation Inc Certificate, Playcentre Federation Association Certificate, PIECCA Diploma, PIEC Diploma or a registerable ECE teacher qualification.

Overall, the “stronger” playcentres had a higher ratio of adults with higher level ECE, playcentre or köhanga reo qualifications to children and higher percentages in training for such a qualification. The only “stronger” playcentre with no adults holding a higher level qualification had a supervisor holding Playcentre Course 4 and Playcentre Part 3, and a parent educator with Playcentre Course 4. Forty-five percent of parent educators in this centre were also in training for a qualification. This compared with the two “less strong” playcentres with no adults with higher level qualifications and neither supervisor or staff with these advanced playcentre courses. In addition to having a lesser focus on training, a large percentage (44 percent) of parent educators in one of the “less strong” playcentres had no formal qualifications. 

Table 2 ECE experience, supervisor pay rate and playcentre children’s learning environment quality

	Indirect contributing factors
	Stronger playcentres (5)
	Less strong playcentres (3)

	Parent educator average years of ECE experience
	1.8 

2.3

1:9 

1.3

2.6

Average = 1.98
	2.2 

1.6 

1.5 

Average = 1.77

	Staff average years of ECE experience
	8

NA

13

6.7

13

Average = 10.18


	NA

6.7

5.5

Average = 6.1



	Average supervisor hourly pay rate or salary
	$14

NA

$14

$18.75 

$14

Average = $15.19
	NA

$12.50

$11.40

Average = $11.95


Parent educators in “stronger” playcentres had longer ECE experience. The supervisors in “stronger” playcentres that employed supervisors also had longer ECE experience. They were also paid higher rates of pay than those in the “less strong” playcentres.

Parent participation in teaching and learning and playcentre children’s learning environment quality

	Indirect contributing factors
	Stronger playcentres (5)
	Less strong playcentres (3)

	Participation in professional development
	a range of courses with large number participating (2)

centre development involving over a third of families (1)

2 courses and more to come (1)

no professional development (1) 


	no professional development (3)

	Percentage of parent educators involved in assessment, planning and evaluation
	50

81

59

50

92

Average = 66%


	89

33

27

Average = 50%

	Percentage of families with regular involvement in the programme
	100 (4)

85 (1)

Average: 97%


	100 (2)

3 (1)

Average: 68%

	Frequency of parent meeting with supervisor and other staff/parents
	Every 4 weeks

NA

Once a week or more

Every 4 weeks

Every 4 weeks
	NA

Every 4 weeks

Once a fortnight


All but one of the “stronger” playcentres had professional development involving many parents. The “less strong” playcentres had no professional development in the last 12 months. 

Fifty percent or more parent educators were involved in assessment and planning in the “stronger” playcentres. Only one “less strong” playcentres had this level of parent educator involvement in assessment and planning, with two playcentres having substantially less. 

All playcentres reported that a high percentage of parents worked with children in the education programme on a regular basis except one “less strong” playcentre which had a very low percentage of parents undertaking this work.

Both “stronger” and “less strong” playcentres had stable rolls, and regular attendance. 

Contextual factors

Contextual factors that distinguished between the “stronger” and “less strong” playcentres are reported here. The “stronger” playcentres tended to have wider external support in addition to the association and were not under pressure of having to pack equipment away. The “less strong” playcentres were all rural (although only one was categorised as “isolated”), had external support from their association only, and one had no relationships with any other ECE centre. The “stronger” playcentres also had a higher percentage of children under two.

Table 3 Rurality, building, external support and relationships and playcentre children’s learning environment quality

	Contextual factors
	Stronger playcentres (5)
	Less strong playcentres (3)

	Isolation and rurality
	4 urban, 1 isolated


	3 rural (1 of these is isolated)

	Able to leave equipment out


	5 yes
	1 yes, 2 no

	External support


	Association support only (1)

Associations support and support from :

REAP (1);

a college of education and MOE (1);

a university, health service and marae (1);

financial auditor (1).


	Association support only (3)

	Relationships with other local ECE services
	No others (1);

Share training and professional development (2) and social contact (1);

Share resources and professional development social contacts (1);

No/ limited contact (1)


	No others (1);

Share training and professional development (1);

Some competition (1)

	Relationships with health, welfare and marae
	All had visits from health professionals to check children’s health, 1 had health professionals talk to parents and whänau on a regular basis, 1 had a referral process for dealing with health issues.

All understood welfare services available in area (except 1 had no welfare services in area) and 3 had information leaflets about them. 4 had referral processes for concerns.

Contact with local marae: 

members attend noho marae;

playcentre joins cultural experiences;

kaumatua visits the playcentre;

no contact (2). 


	All had visits from health professionals to check children’s health, 1 had health professionals talk to parents and whänau on a regular basis.

2 had information leaflets about welfare services. 1 had no welfare services available in the area. 2 had referral processes for concerns. 

1 had no contact with local marae, 1 had a bicultural officer in the association, and 1 made regular visits to the marae.

	Percentage under two
	29

34

25

10

55

Average = 30.6
	15

13

33

Average = 20.3


Association personnel supporting “stronger” playcentres had more years of ECE experience and more staff with higher level ECE or playcentre qualifications. 

Table 4 Association personnel characteristics and playcentre children’s learning environment quality

	Contextual factors
	Stronger playcentres (5)
	Less strong playcentres (3)

	Percentage of association staff with higher level ECE or playcentre qualification
	Nil 

33 

No response

75 

56 

Average = 41


	20

20

Nil

Average = 13

	Average years ECE experience
	11

9.6

No response

13

11

Average = 11
	7 

7

8

Average = 7


Summary: Playcentres

Contributing factors

In comparison with the “less strong” playcentres, the “stronger” playcentres with respect to the outcome Children develop knowledge understanding, skills, and learning dispositions, in line with Te Whäriki:

· had good quality and adequacy of curriculum resources and indoor and outdoor space; 

· had very positive and respectful interactions with other adults and worked well as a team; and

· tended to be analytical about how they could scaffold children’s learning.

Indirect contributing factors

The “stronger” playcentres:

· tended to have a higher ratio of adults with ECE qualifications to children and/or parent educators in training for an ECE qualification;

· more experienced staff (although all staff had over 5 years ECE experience);

· paid higher hourly rates where supervisors were employed; 

· had a high percentage of families working regularly in the programme;

· had a high percentage of families involved in assessment, planning and evaluation; and

· had undertaken professional development involving many families in the last 12 months.

Contextual factors

The “stronger” playcentres

· had a higher percentage of under twos;

· combined association support with support from other external organisations; 

· had more experienced and qualified association personnel providing them with advice; and

· shared training and professional development with other ECE services where these were in the area.

The “less strong” playcentres were more often rural and unable to leave equipment out.

Playgroups

Direct contributing factors

The “stronger” playgroups had better quality curriculum resources and equipment (field researcher rating) than the “less strong” playgroups. None of the playgroups had good space and opportunity for children to explore the physical world. 

Table 5 Resources, space, educational practice, parent involvement and playgroup children’s learning environment quality

	Direct contributing factors
	Stronger playgroups (3)
	Less strong playgroups (5)

	Quality of curriculum resources (field researcher rating)


	3 good 


	1 good, 2 satisfactory and 2 poor



	Adequacy of curriculum resources (playgroup rating)


	3 good
	4 good, 1 satisfactory

	Space and opportunity for children to explore the physical world (field researcher rating)


	2 satisfactory, 1 poor
	4 satisfactory, 1 very poor

	Adequacy of indoor and outdoor space (field researcher rating)
	2 good, 1 satisfactory
	1 very good

2 good

2 satisfactory



	Quality of adult:adult interactions and team work (Field researcher rating)
	2 very good

1 good
	1 very good

3 good

1 satisfactory



	Educational practice for encouraging and sustaining children’s learning (Parent interview responses about their own practice)
	Make learning fun and interesting through variety of activities, encouragement, repetition of stories and songs, variety of questions and relating stories to child’s experiences.

Allow children to work things out, encourage, use positive behaviour management, alphabet activities.

Plan, draw on qualified staff, good resources. Child initiation, fun, adults entice children, provide individual monitoring and attention, role modelling, positive interactions, talking.
	Play alongside children, allow independence, show children how, ask questions, praise.

Remind child to share, parents try activities too, encourage, help.

Make things with children, show them different ways, help, talk, stimulating resources (at harder levels). 

Don’t force children, parents get involved with children, motivate children. 

Emphasise children as active, song sheet resources provided, hold children’s interests, parents prompt and help child.



	Support for parent involvement in children’s learning
	Teacher organises and leads, encourages parents to do things with children. 

Parents sit with children and learn from teacher role modelling. 

Parents learn to readjust ways of thinking. They learn from books and sharing resources, and MOE workshops with a facilitator with whom parents are comfortable. 
	Parents learn through seeing other children and learning about parenting skills. 

Parents’ input is welcomed, courses, friendly environment. 

Parents are welcomed, MOE courses and information are useful. 

Parents learn from each other and find out they have similar issues to others, involvement with children helps develop understanding. 

Teacher gives out handouts, parents learn with children. 


Parent educators in the “stronger” playgroups were more aware of processes of practice to encourage and sustain children’s learning. They emphasised a positive environment, good resources or varied activities, and the importance of their own role in encouraging children through positive interactions to work things out for themselves and persevere in the face of difficulties. In one playgroup, parent educators described the value of using questions to provoke thinking and of relating stories to children’s experiences. Parent educators in the “less strong” playgroups were more likely to want to “help” children, to “show children how” and to “prompt and help” children if they found activities difficult. 

Parent educators in the “stronger” playgroups were helped to be strongly involved in supporting and extending their children’s learning through teacher role models or through books, shared resources and MOE courses. They counted on professional support. Two of the less strong playgroups regarded other parents as their main source of help. 

Indirect contributing factors 

The “stronger” playgroups and the “less strong” playgroups all had high numbers of adults during the observations interacting with children. There was a lower ratio of parents with children in one of the “stronger” playgroups, although overall the “less strong” had a lower ratio. 

The “stronger” playgroups had moderate roll sizes (neither very small nor very large) compared with most of the “less strong” playgroups.

Table 6 Ratios and group size and playgroup children’s learning environment quality

	Indirect contributing factors
	Stronger playgroups (3)
	Less strong playgroups (5)

	Ratio of adults interacting with children
	9:10

10:15

5:23

Overall 1:2


	9:13

3:9

8:11

11:15

40:51

Overall 1:1



	Ratio of parent educators with children
	8:10

9:15

5:23

Overall 1:2
	9:13

5:9

6:11

9:15

36:51

Overall 1:1



	Total children on roll
	29, 35, 30
	40, 13, 25, 56, 90, 


There was a trend for the “stronger” playgroups to have an adult with completed ECE qualifications working in the education programme. One “less strong” playgroup had four adults with a qualification, but had a very large number of children (90)

 Qualifications, training and playgroup children’s learning environment quality

	Indirect contributing factors
	Stronger playgroups (3)
	Less strong playgroups (5)

	Ratio of parent educators with completed ECE, playcentre or köhanga reo qualifications* to children
	1:29

1:35

Nil:30

Overall 1:47
	Nil:40

Nil:13

1:25

Nil:56

3:90

Overall 1:56



	Ratio of staff with completed ECE qualifications to children 
	Nil:29

NA

No response


	Nil:40

NA

NA

NA

1: 90



	Ratio of total adults with completed ECE qualifications to children
	1:29

1:35

Nil:30

Overall 1:47
	Nil:40

Nil:13

1:25

Nil:56

4:90

Overall 1:45



	Percentage of parent educators in training 
	11

Nil

Nil
	Nil

Nil

Nil

Nil

6



	Percentage of parent educators with no formal qualifications
	Nil

Nil

17
	Nil

Nil

13

40

25



	Percentage of staff with no formal qualifications
	NA

NA

NA


	Nil

NA

NA

NA

Nil


*Completed ECE qualifications are Whakapakari, Playcentre National Certificate, NZ Playcentre Federation Inc Certificate, Playcentre Federation Association Certificate, PIECCA Diploma, PIEC Diploma or a registerable ECE teacher qualification.

Parent educators in the “less strong” playgroups had longer ECE experience. Staff in two “stronger” playgroups did not complete the supervisor profile questions. The playgroup with a more experienced staff member being paid a higher rate was at the highest level of overall quality ratings within the “less strong” group. 

 ECE experience, supervisor pay rate and playgroup children’s learning environment quality

	Indirect contributing factors
	Stronger playgroups (3)
	Less strong playgroups (5)

	Parent educator average years of ECE experience
	0.7

3.3

0.1

Average = 1.37
	1.4

3.9

3.3

0.7

4.3

Average = 2.72



	Staff average years of ECE experience
	Profile question not completed

Profile question not completed

NA
	8

NA

NA

NA

3



	Average supervisor hourly pay rate or salary
	Profile question not completed

Profile question not completed

NA
	$25

NA

NA

NA

$10


Parents in the “stronger” playgroups participated in professional development or courses. The “stronger” playgroups tended to have a slightly higher percentage of parents working with children on a regular basis. 

Table 7 Parent participation in teaching and learning and playgroup children’s learning environment quality

	Indirect contributing factors
	Stronger playgroups (3)
	Less strong playgroups (5)

	Participation in professional development
	A short course with a small number participating (1)

2 short courses with many parents participating (1)

A range of courses, some over days, with many participating (1)


	no professional development (5)

	Percentage of parent educators involved in assessment, planning and evaluation
	11

33

30

Average = 24.7
	13

100

25

40

25

Average = 40.6



	Percentage of families with regular involvement in the programme
	100

58

44

Average = 67.3


	36

63

31

100

No response

Average = 57.5


The “stronger” playgroups tended to have more stable rolls (less than half leave before they go to school) and regular attendance for most children. 

Table 8 Roll characteristics and playgroup children’s learning environment quality

	Indirect contributing factors
	Stronger playgroups (3)
	Less strong playgroups (5)

	Roll stability
	All stable
	Stable (2)

More than half the children leave before they go to school (2)

All children leave before school (1)



	Regularity of attendance
	All casual

Regular attendance for most (2)
	All casual (1)

Regular attendance for most (2)

Regular attendance for about a quarter or more (1) 

Regular attendance for about half (1)


Contextual factors

Only those contextual factors that distinguished between the “stronger” and “less strong” playcentres are reported here.

Table 9 Programme, building, staffing, external support and relationships and playgroup children’s learning environment quality

	Contextual factors
	Stronger playgroups (3)
	Less strong playgroups (5)

	Immersion
	Yes (3)
	Yes (1)

No (4)



	Leave equipment out
	Yes (2)

No (1)
	No (4)

Yes (1)



	Employ paid staff
	Yes (2)

No (1)
	Yes (2)

No (3)



	External support
	MOE

MOE and Community Learning Centre

MOE and Promoting Participation Project
	MOE (4)

None (1)

	Percentage of under twos
	73

11

26

Average = 37
	50

28

None

Average = 26


The “stronger” playgroups were all immersion centres. More of the “stronger” playgroups compared with the “less strong” playgroups employed paid staff, were able to leave their equipment out and were receiving external support from more than one source. The “stronger” playgroups also had a higher percentage of under twos.

Summary: playgroups

Contributing factors

Features that seemed to contribute to quality in the “stronger” playgroups with respect to the outcome Children develop knowledge understanding, skills, and learning dispositions, in line with Te Whäriki were that these playgroups:

· had good quality curriculum resources and equipment (field researcher rating); 

· tended to have very positive and respectful interactions amongst adults and adults worked well as a team; and

· emphasised a positive environment, interesting resources and activities, and adult interactions to encourage and sustain children’s learning; and

· parents said they learned from the teacher or external professional advisor, resources and MOE courses.

While all but one of the playgroups rated their curriculum resources as good, field researcher ratings of quality of curriculum resources for the “less strong” playgroups were all lower, except for one. 

Indirect contributing factors

The “stronger” playgroups:

· had moderate roll sizes, neither very large (40 or more) or small (13). 

· tended to have a somewhat higher ratio of adults with a completed ECE, playcentre or köhanga reo qualification to children working in the education programme;

· fewer parent educators with no formal qualifications;

· parents participating in professional development;

· fewer average years of ECE experience;

· a higher percentage of parents participating with the children on a regular basis; and 

· had more stable rolls (less than half leave before they go to school and regular attendance for most children). 

The qualification factors are likely to have interacted to contribute to “quality” by providing a reasonable pool of ECE qualified adults, parent educators with some formal educational qualifications to work in the education programme and some ongoing professional development. Against the trend for other services in this study, the “less strong” playgroups had longer average years of parent educator ECE experience. Consistent with research on the importance of qualifications, it could be that it is the combination of qualifications and experience that is important for quality, rather than experience on its own. 

The greater roll stability, regular attendance and parent participation in the “stronger” playgroups could be because higher quality or special features, such as language and culture, attract parents. All the stronger playgroups were community language playgroups or puna.  

Contextual factors

The “stronger” playgroups:

· had a higher percentage of under twos;

· were mostly able to leave equipment out;

· tended to combined MOE support with other external support;

· tended to employ paid teachers; and

· were all immersion playgroups (puna or community language). 

Köhanga reo

Direct contributing factors

The “stronger” köhanga reo had good or very good quality and adequacy of curriculum resources and equipment, and adequate indoor and outdoor space. They tended to take positive approaches to encouraging children, starting at the child’s level or interest. The “less strong” köhanga reo tended to use rules and warnings for dealing with behaviour issues. 

Resources, space, educational practice, parent involvement and köhanga reo children’s learning environment quality

	Direct contributing factors
	Stronger köhanga reo (3)
	Less strong köhanga reo (3)

	Quality and amount of curriculum resources and equipment (field researcher rating)


	Very good (2)

Good (1)
	Satisfactory

Good (2)

	Adequacy of curriculum resources (köhanga reo rating)
	Good (3)
	Satisfactory (2)

Good



	Space and opportunity for children to explore the physical world
	Very good

Good (2)


	Good (3)

	Adequacy of indoor and outdoor space
	Very good

Good

Satisfactory 


	Good

Satisfactory (2)

	Quality of adult:adult interactions and team work
	Very good

Good (2)


	Very good (2)

Good

	Processes of practice for encouraging and sustaining children’s learning
	Encourage children not to shy away, kaiako observe children, provide examples, role modelling.

Do activities with children at their level, verbal encouragement.

Encourage, provide interest, use explanation and awhi.
	Talking, singing, encouraging, role modelling, use warnings and time out.

Praise, show the child, encourage dramatic play, talk to child about behaviour issues, encourage children to be responsible

Dramatic play, games, competition, rules



	Support for parent involvement in children’s learning
	No response. Noted that parents want to keep up with child in te reo.

T

Try to encourage them but some cannot be bothered.

Told about theme of the term at whänau hui.
	Te reo books for parents, homework for child. Some have profiles (not all).

Welcome to join in, take flash cards and books home.

Spending time at the köhanga


Neither the “strong” nor “less strong” described giving much support for parents’ involvement in children’s learning, except for some language resources to take home for the “less strong” köhanga reo.

Indirect Contributing Factors

The less strong köhanga reo tended to be of smaller size. Overall, there were higher ratios of adults to children in the “less strong” köhanga reo, although one of these had the poorest ratio. 

Ratios, group size and köhanga reo children’s learning environment quality

	Indirect contributing factors
	Stronger köhanga reo (3)
	Less strong köhanga reo (3)

	Ratio of adults interacting with 

children 
	1:2.2

1:3.8

1:3.2

Overall 1:3.3


	1:4.3

1:1.7

1:2.7

Overall 1:2.6

	Total children on roll
	22, 25, 21
	25, 12, 16


The “stronger” köhanga reo had a higher ratio of adults with completed köhanga reo or ECE qualifications to children and a higher percentage of parent educators in training for a qualification. The “less strong” köhanga reo had a higher percentage of staff with no formal qualifications.

Table 10  Qualifications and training of parent educators and staff and köhanga reo children’s learning environment quality

	Indirect contributing factors
	Stronger köhanga reo (3)
	Less strong köhanga reo (3)

	Ratio of parent educators with completed köhanga reo and ECE qualifications to children
	Nil:22

Nil:25

Nil:21


	Nil:21

Nil:12

Nil:16

	Ratio of staff with completed köhanga reo or ECE qualifications to children 
	2:22

4:25

3:21

Average = 1:7.6
	Nil:21

Nil:12

1:16

Average = 0.33:16



	Ratio of total adults with completed köhanga reo or ECE qualifications to children
	2:22

4:25

3:21

Average = 1:7.6
	Nil:21

Nil:12

1:16

Average = 0.33:16



	Percentage of parent educators in training
	Nil

29

20

Average = 16%
	Nil

Nil

8

Average = 2.66%

	Percentage of parent educators with no formal qualifications
	67

Nil

Nil

Average = 22%
	Nil

25

Nil

Average = 8%



	Percentage of staff with no formal qualifications
	Nil

37

29

Average = 22%
	50

100

Nil

Average = 50%


*
Qualifications are completed ECE qualifications, namely Whakapakari, Playcentre National Certificate, NZ Playcentre Federation Inc Certificate, Playcentre Federation Association Certificate, PIECCA Diploma, PIEC Diploma or a registerable ECE teacher qualification.

On average, staff in all köhanga reo were experienced, but the “stronger” köhanga reo had the most experienced staff, and more experienced parent/whänau educators. It seems likely that the combination of having experienced and qualified staff in the “stronger” centres, working alongside experienced parent educators, some of whom were in training for a köhanga reo or ECE qualification, contributed to programme quality. Average supervisor pay rates were lower in the “stronger” köhanga reo, but the low rate in one köhanga reo, which may have been a top-up to a benefit, affected this average. 

Table 11 ECE experience, supervisor pay rate and köhanga reo children’s learning environment quality

	Indirect contributing factors
	Stronger köhanga reo (3)
	Less strong köhanga reo (3)

	Parent educator average years of ECE experience
	3.3

1.7

1.3

Average = 2.1
	1

1.8

1.4

Average = 1.4



	Staff average years of parent-led service experience

	7.4

19.5

6.3

Average = 11.1
	5.6

3.3

3

Average = 4



	Average supervisor hourly pay rate or salary
	$13.95

$11.28

$8.50*

Average = $11.24
	$10.90

$11

$13.25

Average = $11.71


*
One person was paid $2.66 per hour which is probably a top-up to benefit. Without this included, the average for this köhanga reo was $9.70

The “stronger” köhanga reo had a wider range of professional development and a higher percentage of families having regular involvement in the education programme and in assessment, planning and evaluation. 

Parent participation in teaching and learning and köhanga reo children’s learning environment quality

	Indirect contributing factors
	Stronger köhanga reo (3)
	Less strong köhanga reo (3)

	Professional development in the previous 12 months
	A range of courses related to language, special education and children’s learning

Ongoing professional development for kaimahi, TKRNT courses, language and culture courses

Language and culture courses, mahi whakangungu (training programme)


	Language and culture courses, health and safety (3)



	Percentage of parent educators involved in assessment, planning and evaluation
	100

60

60

Average = 73
	25

50

20

Average = 32



	Percentage of families having regular involvement in the programme
	67

20

Nil

Average = 29
	25

25

20

Average = 23.3



	Frequency of meeting with supervisor and other staff/parents
	Once a week or more

Varied between 8 staff – once a week to once a term

Varied between 7 staff – once a week to once a month
	Once a week or more

Once a week or more

Varied between 2 staff – once a fortnight to once a term


All the köhanga reo in the study had stable rolls and children attended regularly. The “stronger” köhanga reo tended to have slightly higher rolls (20-25), but not large roll sizes. 

Table 12 Roll characteristics and köhanga reo children’s learning environment quality

	Indirect contributing factors
	Stronger köhanga reo (3)
	Less strong köhanga reo (3)

	Roll stability
	Stable (3)
	Stable (2)

About half leave before school



	Regularity of attendance
	Regular for most (3)
	Regular for most (3)



	Percentage of roll under two-years old
	33

14

25

Average = 24%
	25

50

12

Average = 29%

	Number of children
	22

25

21

Average = 22.6
	21

12

16

Average = 16


Contextual factors

All köhanga reo had advice and support from TKRNT but the “stronger” köhanga reo drew advice and support from a wider range of external organisations and more of these counted the purapura as a source of support. 

Table 13 External support and relationships and köhanga reo children’s learning environment quality

	Contextual factors
	Stronger köhanga reo (3)
	Less strong köhanga reo (3) 

	External support
	TKRNT (3), purapura (2), professional development provider (1), GSE (1), health and community organisations and government agencies

 (1)


	TKRNT (3), purapura (1)

	Relationships with other local ECE services
	Social contact (2), share resources, workshops, training (1), contact limited and with purapura (1)
	Share specialist support and social contact with other köhanga reo (3), share training, professional development with other köhanga reo (1)



	Relationships with health, welfare, marae and iwi
	Health professional visit to check the children’s health (3), make referrals to health services (2), health professional visit to talk to parents (2).

Understands welfare services available (3), has information leaflets (3), welfare services give talks to parents (2), welfare services refer children (1), referral process for concerns (1).

Contact with local marae and iwi (3), join cultural experiences (3), visit marae (1), kaumatua visit (1), member on marae committee (1), köhanga is marae based (1).
	Health professional visit to check the children’s health (3), health professional visit to talk to parents (1).

Understands welfare services available (3), referral process for concerns (2).

Contact with local marae and iwi (3), join cultural experiences (3), köhanga is marae based (2), have a member on marae committee (3) and iwi board (1).


Two “stronger” köhanga reo shared resources, training and workshops with other ECE services. The “stronger” köhanga reo had more reciprocal relationships with health professionals, tending to make referrals to health professionals, and invite them to talk to parents. They had leaflets about welfare services and two köhanaga reo invited services to give talks to parents.

All köhanga reo had close relationships with marae and iwi, with two of the “less strong” and one of the “strong” being marae based. 

Summary: köhanga reo

Contributing factors

In comparison with “less strong” köhanga reo, the “stronger” köhanga reo with respect to the outcome Children develop knowledge understanding, skills, and learning dispositions, in line with Te Whäriki had:

· good or very good quality and adequacy of curriculum resources and equipment; 

· adequate indoor and outdoor space; and

· tended to take positive approaches to encouraging children, starting at the child’s level or interest and to use explanation and examples for behaviour matters.

The “less strong” köhanga reo tended to use rules and warnings for addressing behaviour issues. Only two of eight köhanga reo reported giving support for parents’ involvement in children’s learning at home. These were two “less strong” köhanga reo providing language resources to take away. 

Indirect contributing factors

The “stronger” köhanga reo:

· had köhanga reo or ECE qualified adults working with children; 

· had adults in training for a köhanga reo or ECE qualification;

· were more involved in a range of professional development courses; 

· had more experienced staff; and

· had a higher percentage of families having regular involvement in the education programme and in assessment, planning and evaluation.

Contextual factors

The “stronger” köhanga reo were of moderate size (20-25 children).

Pasifika centres

Direct contributing factors

The quality of curriculum resources, space, and opportunity for children to explore the physical world were higher in the “stronger” Pasifika centres than the “less strong” centre”. 

The “stronger” Pasifika centres tended to emphasise children playing an active role in learning, while the “less strong” centre emphasised children’s obedience and passive listening to the teacher. 

The “stronger” Pasifika centres provided active encouragement for parents to be involved in children’s learning, and identified ways in which parents could help in the education programme, including when they were in paid work. Supervisors provided support and modelling. The role of parents in children’s learning was not clear in the “less strong” centre and there was less active encouragement for parent involvement in learning. 

 Learning resources and environment, educational practice, support for parent involvement in children’s learning and Pasifika centre children’s learning environment quality

	Contributing factors
	Stronger Pasifika centres (5)
	Less strong Pasifika centre (1)

	Quality and amount of curriculum resources and equipment (field researcher rating)


	Good (3)

Satisfactory (2)
	Poor

	Adequacy of curriculum resources (playgroup rating)
	Very good (1)

Good (2)

Satisfactory (1)

Poor (1)


	Satisfactory (1)

	Space and opportunity for children to explore the physical world
	Good (1)

Satisfactory (4)


	Poor (1)

	Adequacy of indoor and outdoor space
	Very good (1)

Good (2)

Satisfactory (1)

Poor (1) 


	Very good (1)

	Quality of adult:adult interactions and team work
	Good (4)

Satisfactory (1)


	Satisfactory

	Processes of practice for encouraging and sustaining children’s learning
	Centre policies, involve children in range of activities, ensure interactions between children are positive. Prayer/lotu and Christian songs and tapes.

Centre policies, emphasis on intellectual and physical challenge, social skills and language, learning to share, non-aggression. Prayer/lotu , songs and activities to promote Christian values.

Activities and space, supervisor encourages and shows how to engage the children, children help clean up. Lotu/prayer, visit of a minister, songs and stories with religious themes/characters.

Centre policies, planning and assessment related to Te Whäriki, lotu at mealtimes and songs throughout the day. 

Promote sharing and co-operation and equal access to equipment. Children are encouraged to listen and participate. Prayers before morning tea.  
	Children expected to share and be involved in cultural activities and language, to listen to the teacher and be well-behaved (ready for school). Prayers at start of day and meal times.

	Support for parent involvement in children’s learning
	Supervisor provides support and modelling for parents to be involved in infant and toddler learning and care.

Parents encouraged to help where they can, centre has published Pacific legends written by elders, parents deeply involved through getting the centre to licensing standard.

Supervisor caring and knowledgeable, has ECE qualification. Parents required to stay with their children. Parents also appreciate involvement of local minister in taking bible readings and prayer. 

Most parents either working or studying. Parent help roster of tasks. Parents “trust the teachers”. 

Roster of parents to help, but 2 or 3 parents are most involved. Regular meeting with parents about individual child’s needs and parent priorities.
	Children tell parents what they have learned. Parents are welcomed and can help by “keeping an eye on everybody”.


Indirect contributing factors 

The “stronger” Pasifika centres had higher ratios of adults interacting with children. Their roll size was larger than the “less strong” Pasifika centre. 

Table 14  Ratios, group size and Pasifika centre children’s learning environment quality

	Indirect contributing factors
	Stronger Pasifika centres (5)
	Less strong Pasifika centre (1)

	Ratio of adults interacting with children
	15:26

15:15

8:10

5:23

3:9

Overall 1:4


	4:24 

Overall 1:6



	Ratio of parent educators with children
	6:26

3:15

8:10

1:23

3:9

Overall 1:4


	2:24

Overall 1:12

	Total children on roll
	48, 54, 44, 38, 15
	25


The “stronger” Pasifika centres tended to have a higher proportion of parent educators with an ECE qualification or in training for one, but also a higher ratio of qualified paid staff to children, perhaps reflecting to some extent the larger group sizes in these centres. The ratio of total adults with a completed ECE qualification to children was higher in the “less strong” centre. However, not all these adults were present all the time during centre sessions. 

Table 15 Qualifications, training and Pasifika centre children’s learning environment quality

	Indirect contributing factors
	Stronger Pasifika centres (5)
	Less strong Pasifika centre (1)

	Ratio of parent educators with completed ECE qualifications* to children
	2:48

None:30

2:32

8:38

1:15

Overall 1:13


	1:25

	Ratio of staff with completed ECE qualifications to children 
	1:48

2:30

1:32

1:38

N/A (No paid staff)

Overall 1:30


	3:25 (1:8)

	Ratio of total adults with completed ECE qualifications to children
	3:48

2:30

3:32

9:38

1:15

Overall 1:9


	4:25 (1:6)

	Parent educators in training
	4 centres had people (1, 2, 3 and 4 respectively) in training for a Diploma of Teaching (ECE)

1 centre had none in training


	None

	Percentage of parent educators with no formal qualifications
	40%

50%

67%

Nil

Nil

Average = 52%
	50%


* Completed ECE qualifications, are Whakapakari, Playcentre National Certificate, NZ Playcentre Federation Inc Certificate, Playcentre Federation Association Certificate, PIECCA Diploma, PIEC Diploma or a registerable ECE teacher qualification.

Parent educators in the “stronger” Pasifika centres had slightly more years of ECE experience than parent educators in the “less strong” centre. Staff, where employed, were all experienced. 

ECE experience, supervisor pay rate and Pasifika centre children’s learning environment quality

	Indirect contributing factors
	Stronger Pasifika centres (5)
	Less strong Pasifika centre (1)

	Parent educator average years of ECE experience
	1.4

0.8

1

2.4

2.6

Average = 1.64


	None

	Staff average years of ECE experience
	13

13

8

8

NA

Average = 10.5


	9

	Average supervisor hourly pay rate or salary
	NA (1)

No response (3)

$14 per hour
	$14.15 per hour


A higher proportion of families in the “stronger” Pasifika centres had regular involvement in the education programme, and also involvement in assessment and planning. 

Parent participation in teaching and learning and Pasifika centre children’s learning environment quality

	Indirect contributing factors
	Stronger Pasifika centres (5)
	Less strong Pasifika centre (1)

	Professional development in the previous 12 months
	3 centres took part in a range of professional development activities involving 6 to 15 participants from the centre, 1 centre reported one person attending a 2 hour course. 

One centre reported doing no professional development. 


	Held meetings and a workshop (number of participants not specified).

	Percentage of parent educators involved in assessment, planning and evaluation
	10

None

17

64

100

Average = 38%


	17%

	Percentage of families having regular involvement in the programme
	35

13

57

None

40

Average = 29%


	17%

	Frequency of meeting with supervisor and other staff/parents
	Once a week or more (1)

Once a fortnight (1)

Once every 4 weeks (2)

NA
	Once a fortnight


The “stronger” Pasifika centres all had some children aged under two years. 

Table 16 Roll characteristics and Pasifika centre children’s learning environment quality

	Indirect contributing factors
	Stronger Pasifika centres (5)
	Less strong Pasifika centre (1)

	Roll stability
	All stable


	All stable

	Regularity of attendance
	All regular for most


	All regular for most

	Percentage under two
	50

28

73

11

26

Average = 37%
	None


Contextual factors

The “stronger” Pasifika centres tended to have a wider range of professional and cultural support and stronger links with other ECE services.

External support and relationships and Pasifika centre children’s learning environment quality

	Contextual factors
	Stronger Pasifika centres (5)
	Less strong Pasifika centres (1)

	External support
	Range of external support from MOE, church, professional development providers (5); Pasifika ECE organisation (4) and Family Start (1).


	External support from Pacific community and private contractor. 

	Relationships with other local ECE services
	All had relationships with local ECE services. Share information/resources, training/professional development and specialist support (4), language and culture and social contact (1);

Share resources and professional development social contacts (1);

No/ limited contact (1)


	Has “some links” with local ECE service.

	Relationships with health, welfare and marae
	All had visits from health professionals to check children’s health, 2 made referrals to health services and had health professionals talk to parents and whänau on a regular basis, 3 had a referral process for dealing with health issues.

All understood welfare services available in area, 3 had information leaflets about them and welfare services referred children to 2 of these. Welfare services sometimes gave talks to 1 service. None had referral processes for concerns.

Contact with local marae and iwi: 

one joined in cultural experiences with iwi;

no contact (4). 
	Had visits from health professionals to check children’s health, had health professionals talk to parents and whänau on a regular basis and had a referral process for dealing with health issues.

Understood welfare services available and representatives of these services sometimes gave talks to parents and whänau. Did not have a referral process for concerns. 

No contact.


Summary: Pasifika centres 

Contributing factors

The “stronger” Pasifika centres with respect to the outcome Children develop knowledge understanding, skills, and learning dispositions, in line with Te Whäriki:

· had good quality and adequacy of curriculum resources and indoor and outdoor space; 

· tended to emphasise children playing an active role in learning; and

· encouraged parents and showed them ways to be involved in the education programme.

The less strong centre emphasised children’s obedience and passive listening to the teacher and the role of parents was not clear. 

Indirect contributing factors

The “stronger” Pasifika centres:

· tended to have parent educators in training for an ECE qualification;

· more experienced parent educators and supervisors; 

· higher ratios of adults interacting with children; and

· a higher percentage of parent educators regularly working on duty in the education programme and involved in assessment, planning and evaluation.

Contextual factors

The “stronger” Pasifika centres

· had children both over two and under two years old

· tended to have a wider range of external professional ad cultural support; and

· had stronger links with other ECE services.

Overall summary

Key structural factors in supporting children to develop knowledge, understanding, skills and learning dispositions in line with Te Whäriki were related to the staff and parent educators actually working in the education programme with children and some roll characteristics. 

Qualifications of parent educators and staff and their experience in ECE settings 

The “stronger” centres had adults working in the education programme who had completed ECE, playcentre or köhanga reo qualifications or were in training for such a qualification. In köhanga reo, it was staff who held the qualification, working alongside moderately experienced parent educators who were in training for a qualification. On average staff and parent educators in “stronger” centres in this study had more years of ECE experience. 

Professional development was a contributing factor in playcentre, playgroups and köhanga reo. The “stronger” of these centres tended to involve many parents and staff (where these were employed) in professional development over the last 12 months. It was different in Pasifika centres, where the emphasis in licensed centres was on staff gaining a qualification rather than professional development. This emphasis reflected the desire of these centres to meet qualification standards. The “stronger” Pasifika centres had more parent educators in training for an ECE qualification, indicating a greater involvement in adult learning linked to educational practice. Playgroup participants wanted better access to professional development courses, advice and support and had little opportunity, if any, beyond participating in short courses. 

Parent involvement in the education programme and assessment, planning and evaluation contributed to quality. All parent and whänau-led services in which parents were largely responsible for the education programme (playcentres, general playgroups, puna, some Pasifika centres and köhanga reo) had very high adult:child ratios. “Stronger” centres had a larger percentage of families working regularly with children on duty, and parent educators involved in assessment, planning and evaluation.

Centre size seemed to be important in some centre types. Stronger playgroups and köhanga reo tended to have moderate numbers of children (20 to 25), rather than very large or very small numbers. Small centres have a smaller pool of families. Given the importance of parents as educators in parent and whänau-led centres, a smaller pool of skills and experience is likely to be limiting, especially when the centre operates without access to much external professional advice and support. Some stronger playcentres were very small but a difference for them was their greater support through their playcentre association. 

The stronger playcentres, Pasifika centres and playgroups had a higher percentage of under twos on average. In part this would link to the finding that parent involvement in the education programme was higher in the “stronger” centres, since parents attend with their younger children. 

External support was a contextual feature helping to sustain higher levels on the outcome indicator. The stronger centres tended to have a wider range of professional advice and support, combining support from an umbrella organisation or Ministry of Education with support from other sources such as REAP, professional development advisers and community organisations. These centres often had mutually beneficial relationships with other ECE services in their locality, especially in relation to sharing training, professional development and resources, and social contact. Playcentre respondents counted their playcentre association as a key source of external support. Playcentres in associations with more ECE qualified and experienced association personnel were stronger. 

Playcentres were the only centres with an established support structure as a common feature. Access to support for other centres depended on their own networks and joining in voluntary associations such as köhanga reo in purapura and Pasifika centres with Pasifika organisations. Therefore external support was patchy. Most centres wanted better external support for a range of issues. Playgroups which seemed to have little external support were stronger if they employed a teacher. 

Good quality and adequacy of curriculum resources and equipment also contributed to higher levels of achievement of this outcome. 

The climate of the “stronger” centres was collaborative and more focused on children and their learning. Adults in the “stronger” centres in the study worked together respectfully and positively, supporting each other and working purposefully as a team to provide the education programme. 

Parent educators in the “stronger” centres said they encouraged children to be active learners. They regarded their own role as key and emphasised a positive approach to behaviour management, being responsive to children and playing alongside them. They tried to create a stimulating environment for children with resources and activities. A few parent educators in the these centres described ways of scaffolding learning and extending thinking through questioning, and the importance of planning and observation, qualified staff, and good resources. Those in the less strong centres were more likely to manage behaviour through rules and use of warnings, and to “show children how” to do activities. 

4. Children develop socialisation and caring attributes

The scoping phase of this study identified that parent and whänau-led services may be in a good position to support and encourage development of children’s socialisation and caring attributes. Taking responsibility and caring for others, and children playing with, co-operating and extending each other through tuakana-teina support are values that can be given emphasis. Features that could support this outcome are provision for mixed ages, a family and whänau organisational structure and parental belief that opportunities for children to interact with others and develop socially are prime reasons for participation in parent and whänau-led services. 

Outcome indicator

The indicator of the outcome Children learn to socialise and care for each other was derived from four process quality rating scale items that rated children’s interactions with each other as follows:

· Children support and co-operate with one another in language and actions,

· Children co-construct learning with other children,

· Children display emergent leadership, and

· Non sex stereotyped play among children is observed.

All centres had moderate or high ratings on the item Children support and co-operate with one another. All but three centres had moderate or high ratings on the item Non sex stereotyped play among children is observed. Ratings were lower overall for the two items Children co-construct learning with other children and Children display emergent leadership. These items were reflective of children taking responsibility and contributing to the learning of other children through scaffolding and co-constructing learning. Fourteen of the 28 centres had low ratings on one or both of these items. According to Rogoff, Turkanis and Bartlett (2001), engaging in shared thinking and decision making with others contributes to collaborative learning. Shared thinking involves working together and building on each other’s ideas as described for the item Children co-construct learning with other children. 

The ratings on the four items were used to divide centres into two groups:

Stronger. Fifteen centres had an average rating of 3 or more for these four items (the interactions happened at least sometimes during the field researcher visits). Three playcentres, three playgroups, three Pasifika centres, and six köhanga reo were in the “strong” group. As noted in chapter 3, the köhanga reo were all rated high. We did not adjust these scores since there was very little difference between each köhanga reo and we could not place them in two distinct groups for comparison. 

Less strong. Thirteen centres were in this group, all with average ratings of less than 3. Five playcentres, five playgroups and three Pasifika centres were categorised as “less strong”. 

Direct contributing factors

The direct contributing factors for this outcome from our data were:

Quality of adults interactions with children

· Process quality rating scale items associated with adults responding to and extending children’s thinking, and encouraging children to contribute actively to their own and others’ learning. These were the average of field researcher ratings of items, Adults are responsive to children, Adults model - and encourage children to use - positive reinforcement, explanation and encouragement as guidance/discipline techniques, Adults model/guide children within the context of centre activities, Adults ask open-ended questions that encourage children to choose their own answers, Adults encourage/ foster children’s language development, Adults participate with children in activities and play, and Adults add complexity and challenges for children.
Quality of adult:adult interactions and team work

· Average of rating scale items Adults interact respectfully and positively, Adults draw on each other’s knowledge of child development, and Adults work as a team to provide the education programme were used to rate centres as “very good”, “good”, “satisfactory”, poor” and “very poor”.

Centre encouragement for children to look after and respect one another

· A rating derived from parent discussions of how the centre encourages children to look after and respect one another. 

Indirect contributing factors

Indirect contributing factors that we analysed in relation to the two groups of centres were age groupings, the rating of provision for parents, adult:child ratios, group sizes, roll stability, regularity of attendance, adult qualifications and early childhood education experience, and external support. External support showed no associations, so it is not reported in the sections following. 

Playcentres

Three playcentres were rated as “stronger” and five as “less strong”. 

Direct contributing factors

The only direct contributing factor that showed marked differences between the groups was in the degree to which the parent educators supported children to be aware of others’ feelings and perspectives, and encouraged them to resolve conflict themselves. This appears to be more important in the development of children’s socialisation and caring skills than adult team work, or the degree to which adults are responsive to children, and encourage children’s active contribution to their own or others’ learning. 

Table 17 Adult:child interactions, adult:adult interactions and team work, encouraging children to look after and respect one another and playcentre children’s socialisation and caring attributes

	Direct contributing factors
	Stronger playcentres (3)
	Less strong playcentres (5)

	Average ratings of adult:child responsive and extending interactions


	· Much like (1)

· Somewhat like (2)
	· Much like (2)

· Somewhat like (1)

· Little like (1)

	Adults interact positively and work as a team to provide the programme
	· Very much like (1)

· Much like (1)

· Little like (1)


	· Very much like (2)

· Much like (2)

· Somewhat like (1)

	Inclusive setting


	· Very much like (1)

· Much like (2)


	· Much like (5)

	Centre encouragement for children to look after and respect one another
	· Role model respectful and caring behaviours (3), 

· draw attention to feelings and perspectives of others (3), and encourage children to resolve issues and conflict themselves (3). 
	· Role model respectful and caring behaviour (3), 

· draw attention to feelings and perspectives of others (2), 

· positive guidance and talking through issues (1), 

· rules and talking through issues (1). 


One comment made by a parent at one of these “stronger” centres was that adults “should not always step in”. The “less strong” centres did not emphasise children taking responsibility. A field researcher comment about “less strong” centres was that children were almost always in the presence of an adult, and that sometimes this very close involvement of adults allowed little opportunity for children to develop their own ideas and take responsibility.

Indirect contributing factors

The two groups were similar in their mixing of age groups, and provision for parents. 

Table 18 Age groupings and provision for parents, and playcentre children’s socialisation and caring attributes

	Indirect contributing factors
	Stronger playcentres (3)
	Less strong playcentres (5)

	Age groupings
	· Babies, toddlers and young children together (3)
	· Babies, toddlers and young children together (4)

· No babies and toddlers on roll (1)



	Rating of provision for parents
	· Very good (1)

· Good (1)

· Poor (1)
	· Very good(3)

· Satisfactory (1)

· Not rated because over twos only (1)


The two groups were also similar in terms of roll stability and regularity of attendance. The “stronger” group tended to have higher group size, and a slightly higher interacting adult to child ratio. By international standards (OECD, 2001), the adult:child ratios reported here for both groups are favourable for children’s learning. In a New Zealand study (Smith, 1996) group sizes of 14 or less had three times the number of joint attention episodes occurring between children and staff than occurred in groups of 26 or more. The group sizes reported here are also lower than that identified as less favourable in the Smith study.

Table 19 Adult:child ratios, group size, roll characteristics and playcentre children’s socialisation and caring attributes

	Indirect contributing factors
	Stronger playcentres (3)
	Less strong playcentres (5)

	Adults interacting with children
	7:21

10:18

4:8

Overall: 1:2.2


	4:4

15:22

6:12

5:11

10:13

Overall 1:1.6



	Total number of children
	21, 18, 8

Average: 16
	4, 22, 12, 11, 13

Average: 12



	Roll stability


	· Stable roll (3)
	· Stable roll (5)

	Regularity of attendance
	· Regular attendance (3)
	· Regular attendance (5)


The stronger playcentres’ staff and parent educators had slightly longer average experience in early childhood education. They all had paid staff. They also had a higher proportion of parent educators without formal qualifications themselves. 

Adult qualifications and experience and playcentre children’s socialisation and caring attributes

	Indirect contributing factors
	Stronger playcentres (3)
	Less strong playcentres (5)

	Percentage parent educators with completed ECE, playcentre or köhanga reo qualifications
	3, 11, 0
Average: 5%
	0, 24, 0, 6, 0
Average: 6%

	Percentage parent educators in training for an ECE, playcentre or köhanga reo qualification
	37, 33, 75
Average: 36%
	0, 62, 33, 44, 55
Average:39%

	Percentage parent educators with 
no formal qualification
	15, 44, 17
Average: 25%
	0, 2,0, 11, 0
Average: 2.6%

	Percentage paid staff with 
completed ECE qualification
	100, 100, 0
Average: 67%
	100, 0, 0, NA (2)
Average: 67%

	Percentage paid staff with no 
formal qualification
	0 (3)
	100, 0 (2), NA (2)

	Average years ECE experience parent educators
	1.9, 1.6, 2.6
Average: 2
	1.8, 2.3, 2.2, 1.3, 1.5
Average: 1.8

	Average years ECE experience 
paid staff
	13, 3, 13
Average: 9.7 years
	8, 6.7, 5.5, NA (2)
Average: 6.7 years


Contextual factors

Only three contextual factors were different for the two groups. The “stronger” centres shared professional development and training with other local ECE centres. These “stronger” centres in terms of supporting children’s socialisation and caring skills tended to be in low-income areas, and linked to this, were also those experiencing financial pressure. 

Table 20 Family income, financial pressure and relationships with ECE services and playcentre children’s socialisation and caring attributes

	Contextual factors
	Stronger playcentres (3)
	Less strong playcentres (5)

	Family income
	· Under $30k (3)
	· $30k to $69,999 (4)

· Wide range (1)



	Financial pressure
	· Yes (3)
	· Yes (1)

· No (4)



	Relationships with other ECE services
	· Share professional development and training (3)
	· No contact (3)

· Some competition (1)

· Share professional development and training


Summary for playcentres

Direct contributing factors

The “stronger” playcentres with respect to the outcome Children develop socialisation and caring attributes:

· encouraged children to resolve conflict and difficulties themselves, and emphasised children taking responsibility for others.

Indirect contributing factors

The “stronger” playcentres: 

· had slightly lower adult child ratios and larger group sizes, which were however within parameters of adult:child ratios and group size that are favourable for productive adult:child interactions;

· had paid staff, who had somewhat longer ECE experience;

· had parent educators who had somewhat longer experience; and

· a higher proportion of parent educators without formal qualifications themselves. 

Contextual factors

The “stronger” playcentres:

· serviced low income families;

· were under financial pressure; and 

· shared professional development and training with local ECE centres.

Playgroups

Three playgroups were rated as “stronger” and three as “less strong”.

Direct contributing factors

The “stronger” playgroups were more likely to actively encourage children to look after and respect one another. The “stronger” playgroups tended to use a mix of approaches, while the “less strong” playgroups were not analytic about what they did to encourage children to gain and use these skills, or left these issues up to individual parents.

The “stronger” playgroups also tended to have slightly higher average ratings on process quality rating scale items associated with adults responding to and extending children’s thinking, and encouraging children to contribute actively to their own and others’ learning. Levels of adult teamwork and inclusive setting did not distinguish the two groups. 

Adult:child interactions, adult:adult interactions, encouraging children to look after and respect one another, and playgroup children’s socialisation and caring attributes

	Direct contributing factors
	Stronger playgroups (3)
	Less strong playgroups (5)

	Average ratings of adult:child responsive and extending interactions


	· Very much like (1)

· Much like (1)

· Somewhat like (1)
	· Much like (2)

· Somewhat like (1)

· Little like (2)

	Adults interact positively and work as a team to provide the programme
	· Very much like (1)

· Much like (1)

· Somewhat like (1)


	· Very much like (2)

· Much like (1)

· Somewhat like (2)

	Inclusive setting
	· Much like (3)
	· Very much like (1)

· Much like (4)



	Centre encouragement for children to look after and respect one another
	Adults ask and encourage children to share (3), talk about conflict (2), respect and sharing is modelled (1), parents step in to resolve conflict before it becomes a big issue (1). 
	Parents are responsible for their own child (2), children learn by example from other children and adults (1), children “just do” respect and care for each other (1), awhi (1).


Indirect contributing factors

All the playgroups had satisfactory or better provision for parents and grouped babies, toddlers and young children together.

Table 21 Age groupings and provision for parents and playgroup children’s socialisation and caring attributes

	Indirect contributing factors
	Stronger
	Less strong 

	Age groupings
	· Babies, toddlers and young children together (3)
	· Babies, toddlers and young children together (5)



	Rating of provision for parents
	· Very good

· Good 

· Satisfactory
	· Good (5)


Adult:child ratios were also similar for the two groups, and apart from one playgroup with a large group size, similar group sizes. Roll stability appeared to be higher in the “stronger” playgroups, and they tended to have more regular attendance. 

Ratio, group size, roll characteristics and playgroup children’s socialisation and caring attributes

	Indirect contributing factors
	Stronger
	Less strong 

	Adults interacting with children
	· 9:10

· 8:16

· 9:14

· Overall: 1:1.5 
	· 10:12

· 3:9

· 11:15

· 40:51

· 5:18

· Overall: 1:1.5 

	Total number of children
	· 10, 16, 14

· Average: 13
	· 12, 9, 15, 51, 18

· Average: 21 



	Roll stability
	· Stable (3)
	· Stable (2)

· More than half leave before they go to school (2)

· All children leave before they go to school



	Regularity of attendance
	· Regular attendance for most (2)

· All are casual
	· Regular attendance for most (2)

· Regular attendance for about half the children

· Regular attendance for about a quarter or less

· NA (casual)


The “stronger” playgroups all had some parent educators with completed ECE qualifications, and a longer average experience of involvement in early childhood education. The “less strong” playgroups had a higher proportion overall of parents with no formal qualifications.

Table 22 Qualifications and playgroup children’s socialisation and caring attributes

	Indirect contributing factors
	Stronger
	Less strong 

	Percentage parent educators with completed ECE, playcentre or köhanga reo qualifications


	11, 13, 25
Average: 16%
	0 (4), 19

Average: 4%

	Percentage parent educators in training for an ECE, playcentre or köhanga reo qualification


	11, 0, 0
	0 (5)

	Percentage parent educators with no formal qualification


	13, 0, 0
Average: 4%
	0 (2), 40, 19, 14
Average: 19%

	Average years ECE experience parent educators
	0.7, 5.1, 3.3
Average: 3 years
	1.4, 3.9, 0.7, 4.3, 1.3
Average: 2.3 years


Contextual factors

Contextual factors did not differentiate between the “stronger” and “less strong” playgroups. 

Summary for playgroups

Contributing factors

The “stronger” playgroups:

· asked and encouraged children to share, and modelled sharing and respectful relationships, and

· tended to have slightly higher average ratings on process quality rating scale items associated with adults responding to and extending children’s thinking, and encouraging children to contribute actively to their own and others’ learning,

Indirect contributing factors

The “stronger” playgroups: 

· had stable rolls and tended to have regular attendance for most, 

· each had some parent educators with completed ECE qualifications, and 

· had a higher average length of parent educator experience in early childhood education. 

Köhanga reo

All six köhanga reo were rated as “stronger” in respect to the outcome Children develop socialisation and caring attributes. Since there were no comparative groups for this sample, we describe the patterns of direct and indirect contributing factors for these six köhanga reo as a whole. 

Direct contributing factors

All six köhanga reo were rated highly (“very much like” or “much like”) on the process quality rating scale items associated with adults responding to and extending children’s thinking, and encouraging children to contribute actively to their own and others’ learning and on the item The environment is inclusive. 

Kaiako and kaimahi were seen to encourage children to look after and respect one another, by understanding others’ feelings, and modelling respectful and caring relationships. “Awhi” is a word commonly used to describe their interactions.

Observation notes in two köhanga reo described other approaches:

· Kaiako and kaimahi explain body language (1). 

· They create an environment of respect to Atua, the moana and in the whare (1).

Indirect contributing factors

All the köhanga reo catered for babies, toddlers and young children together. Good provision for parents was rated as “much like” or “very much like” the köhanga reo. 

All had regular attendance and stable rolls, except one where about half the children left before they went to school. The average ratio of adults interacting with children was 1:3. Group sizes ranged from 7 to 33.

Four of the six köhanga reo had adults with completed ECE qualifications, including the Whakapakari qualification. All had experienced staff (more than three years experience on average) and parent educators (one year or more). 

Summary

All köhanga reo were rated highly on the outcome Children develop socialisation and caring attributes. The outcome is consistent with the emphasis within these köhanga reo on manaaki tangata, awhi tëtahi i tëtahi (comfort mokopuna when upset), and tuakana teina relationships. 

Pasifika centres

Three Pasifika centres were rated as “stronger” and three as “less strong” in relation to observations of children’s socialisation and caring behaviour. 

Direct contributing factors

The “stronger” Pasifika centres tended to have high ratings on process quality rating scale items associated with adults responding to and extending children’s thinking, and encouraging children to contribute actively to their own and others’ learning.

The data on how Pasifika parent educators help children to look after and respect one another showed the following approaches were commonly described by all Pasifika centres.

Cultural values of respect for others and treating others as you would treat yourself are upheld. Children are encouraged to share. Prayer/lotu is held before eating and drinking (giving thanks for food). Children are treated positively and know the expectations others have for them.

Adult:child interactions, adult:adult interactions, encouraging children to look after and respect one another and Pasifika children’s socialisation and caring attributes

	Direct contributing factors
	Stronger Pasifika centres (3) 
	Less strong Pasifika centres (3) 

	Average ratings of adult:child responsive and extending interactions


	· Much like (3) 
	· Much like (2)

· Somewhat like (1)

	Adults interact positively and work 
as a team to provide the programme


	· Much like (3)
	· Much like (2)

· Somewhat like (1)

	Inclusive setting
	· Much like (2)

· Somewhat like (1)
	· Much like (1)

· Somewhat like (2)


Indirect contributing factors

The “stronger” Pasifika centres all had good provision for parents including parents of babies and toddlers. There was no difference between the two groups in terms of age groupings. 

Table 23  Age groupings and provision for parents and Pasifika children’s socialisation and caring attributes

	Indirect contributing factors
	Stronger Pasifika centres (3)
	Less strong Pasifika centres (3) 

	Age groupings
	· Babies, toddlers and young children educated together (2)

· Under twos only (1)
	· Babies, toddlers and young children educated together (2)

· Over twos only (1)



	Rating of provision for parents
	· Good (3)
	· Very good (1)

· Good (1)

· Poor (1)


There was no clear differentiation between the “stronger” and “less strong” centres in respect to adult:child ratios, group size or roll characteristics.

Table 24 Ratio, group size, roll characteristics and Pasifika children’s socialisation and caring attributes

	Indirect contributing factors
	Stronger Pasifika centres (3)
	Less strong Pasifika centres (3)

	Adults interacting with children
	· 8:20

· 10:11

· 6:23

· Overall 1:2.3


	· 15:26

· 3:9

· 3:24

· Overall: 1:2.8

	Total number of children
	20, 11, 23

Average: 18 


	26, 9, 24

Average: 20

	Roll stability


	· Stable (3)
	· Stable (3)

	Regularity of attendance
	· Regular attendance for most (3) 
	· Regular attendance for most (3) 


The stronger Pasifika centres that employed paid staff were more likely to have all their staff with ECE qualifications. However, they had fewer parent educators with completed ECE qualifications. 

Table 25 Qualifications and Pasifika children’s socialisation and caring attributes

	Indirect contributing factors
	Stronger Pasifika centres (3)
	Less strong Pasifika centres (3) 

	Percentage parent educators with completed ECE qualifications
	0, 11, 0
Average: 3%
	20, 72, 17
Average: 36%

	Percentage parent educators in training for an ECE qualification
	O, 11, 33
Average: 15%
	10, 36, 0
Average: 15%

	Percentage parent educators with 
no formal qualification
	50, 67, 0
Average: 39%
	40, 0, 50
Average: 30%

	Percentage paid staff with 
completed ECE qualification
	100, 100, NA
Average: 100%
	100, 0, 100
Average: 67%

	Average years ECE experience parent educators
	0.8, 1, 2.7
Average: 1.5
	1.4, 2.4, 0
Average: 1.3

	Average years ECE experience 
paid staff
	13, 8, NA
Average: 10.5 years
	13, 8, 8.6
Average: 9.9 years


Contextual factors

The “stronger” Pasifika centres in terms of their support for children to show socialisation and caring skills had a higher percentage of families contributing regularly to the education programme, were sessional, and more likely to be licence-exempt. 

Table 26 Licensing status, parent involvement, centre operation and Pasifika children’s socialisation and caring attributes

	Contextual factors
	Stronger 
	Less strong 

	Licensing status
	· Licence-exempt (2)

· Licensed (1)


	· Licensed (3)

	Percentage parent involvement 
in education programme
	13, 57, 40
Average: 37%


	35, 0, 17
Average: 17%

	Operation
	Sessional (3)
	Full day (3)


Summary for Pasifika centres

Contributing factors

The “stronger” Pasifika centres: 

· had high ratings on process quality rating scale items associated with adults responding to and extending children’s thinking, and encouraging children to contribute actively to their own and others’ learning; and 

· had good provision for parents including parents of babies and toddlers. 

Indirect contributing factors

The stronger Pasifika centres that employed paid staff were more likely to have all their staff with ECE qualifications. However, they had fewer parent educators with completed ECE qualifications. 

Contextual factors

The “stronger” Pasifika centres:

· had a higher percentages of families contributing regularly to the education programme;

· were sessional centres; and

· were more likely to be licence-exempt.

Provision for parents and being sessional may have encouraged more regular parental involvement in these Pasifika centres. 

Overall summary

The “stronger” centres in terms of providing opportunities for the development of children’s socialisation and caring attributes all rated highly for 

· adult encouragement and provision of opportunities for children to take responsibility and care for others, understand the feelings and actions of others, and resolve conflict through positive reinforcement, negotiation and explanation. This first item was particularly notable in distinguishing the ‘stronger’ from ‘less stronger’ centres.

The “stronger” centres also tended, particularly among playgroups and Pasifika centres, to have high ratings for:

· adult responsiveness to children and encouragement to contribute to their own and others’ learning; and 

· provision of an inclusive environment where adults address discriminatory play and negative attitudes, give equitable attention to all children and positively reinforce each child and their relationships with others.

The “stronger centres tended to have longer ECE experience among staff and parent educators. Having some” staff or parent educators with ECE qualifications was also more likely among the “stronger” centres. 

Other differences between “stronger” and “less strong” centres were distinct for each type. 

5. Children with special needs are fully included

Children and young people with special education needs include learners with disabilities, learning difficulties, communication or behaviour difficulties, sensory or physical impairments (Ministry of Education, 2004). 

According to MacArthur, Purdue and Ballard (2004), Te Whäriki’s inclusive philosophy and socio-cultural and ecological underpinnings set the scene for inclusive education and for children with special needs to become confident and competent learners. There was interest in this study in considering the inclusion of children with special needs and their access to specialist services in parent and whänau-led services since Davies, Statham and Carroll (2000) noted that playgroups in the UK provided a particularly welcoming environment for children with special educational needs and opportunities for early identification of needs. 

The outcome Children with special needs are fully included was intended to assess the extent to which children with special needs have access to parent and whänau-led services and are able to participate fully in all aspects of the curriculum and activities. 

Outcome indicator

The following were sub indicators of this outcome:

· a rating derived from field researcher observation of the item There is evidence that the setting is inclusive of all children;

· whether children with special needs were enrolled in the centre; and

· barriers identified through parent discussion that may prevent the centre from accepting children with special needs. 

The centre was rated as “stronger” in including children with special needs if it currently had children with special needs enrolled, had a high level (4 or 5) on the process quality rating scale item There is evidence that the setting is inclusive of all children and had no barriers (that it did not feel able to overcome) that would prevent it from accepting children with special needs. All centres that said they had children with special needs rated high on the other two criteria and were rated as “stronger”. 

Direct contributing factors

The following were analysed as direct contributing factors to this outcome. 

Parental knowledge used in the programme. We asked parents how their knowledge of their own child was used in the education programme. 

Planning for each child’s interests and abilities. We asked supervisors/parent educators how the centre plans for every child’s interests and abilities within the programme and looked at centre planning and documentation of children’s learning. The centres were categorised as “stronger planning processes” if planning included the following five features: regular observation of children, documentation of children’s learning and development, a credit-based model focusing on children’s strengths, follow up teaching strategies planned, and parents’ and other educators’ views incorporated. Centres were categorised as having “less strong planning processes” if one or more of these features were absent. 

How children are encouraged to respect and care for each other. We asked parents how the centre encourages children to respect and look after each other. We categorised responses as “stronger encouragement for respect and caring” if parents said they draw attention to feelings of children and discuss these, encourage children to take responsibility for asserting their views and feelings and addressing conflict, use explanation as a guiding principle, and provide opportunities for every child to participate in activities and social interactions. Most centres also said they role-modelled respectful relationships. These categories were devised after examining the responses of the centres in this study and are indicative of interactions that are expected to make a contribution to an inclusive environment where each person feels they belong and can participate.

Adult:child and adult:adult interactions. We examined the average ratings on four process quality rating scale items (A1, A2, A3, A6) that are expected to contribute directly to inclusion through adult responsiveness to children as individuals, encouragement for children to develop their social skills, take on the viewpoints of others and address conflict, and adults’ encouragement for children to be involved and participate. We also examined a fifth item: adult:adult interactions are respectful and positive (B8) for evidence of the extent to which adults display respectful interactions. 

The average of the four adult:child interaction items (as a group) and the average of the adult:adult interaction item is reported as:

Much like: most of what is described happened often
Somewhat like: sometimes happened during the observations

Little like: hardly ever happened during the observations 

Playcentres

Four playcentres were categorised as “stronger” and four as “less strong”.

The four “less strong” playcentres all identified barriers to accepting children with special needs:

· railings, paving, toilet facilities;

· a disability toilet;

· space for a wheelchair; and

·  parental attitudes, e.g. if a “child is going to take away time from their child or the family is not approved of”. 

The children with special needs described by each of the four “stronger” playcentres were:

· two children with language delay, a child with autism, and a child with leukaemia;

· a child with English as a second language;

· a child with language and behavioural difficulties; and

·  an autistic child, and a child with “global developmental delay”.

All would meet Ministry of Education criteria of “special needs” except for the centre categorising a child with English as a second language as “special needs”. 

Direct contributing factors

Table 27 Programme planning, educational practice, adult child interactions and inclusion of children with special needs in playcentres

	Direct contributing factors
	Stronger playcentres (4)
	Less strong playcentres (4)

	How parent knowledge is used in programme
	· parents participate in planning for own child (3) 

· have contact with specialists (2) 

· participate in team evaluation (1)

· informal discussion (1) 


	· parents know all the children well and parents fill in “my child’s interests” sheet (3) 

· parent knowledge used in planning (2)

· informal talking (1)

	Planning for individual children
	· Stronger planning processes (3)

· Less strong planning processes (1)


	· Stronger planning processes (3)

· Less strong planning processes (1)

	Encouragement for children to look after and respect each other
	· Stronger encouragement for respect and caring (2)

· Less strong encouragement for respect and caring (2)
	· Stronger encouragement for respect and caring (1)

· Less strong encouragement for respect and caring (3)


More of the “stronger” playcentres used parent knowledge about their child by involving parents in planning for their own child, e.g. one playcentre told parents when their child would be observed, asked the parent for information and invited parents to the child’s individual planning meeting. The “less strong” playcentres tended to emphasise an “interests sheet” when the child was first enrolled and the fact that parents all know the children well. 

There was no difference between the “stronger” and “less strong” playcentres in respect to planning for every child’s interests and abilities. 

Overall, the “stronger” playcentres on this outcome were at a slightly higher level in respect to encouraging caring and respect. 

Table 28 Adult:child interactions, adult:adult interactions and inclusion of children with special needs in playcentres

	Direct contributing factors
	Stronger playcentres (4)
	Less strong playcentres (4)

	Adults interact respectfully and positively with each other


	Much like (4)
	Much like (3)

Little like (1)

	Adult:child interactions
	Much like (2)

Somewhat like (1)

Little like (1)
	Much like (1)

Somewhat like (3)


The “stronger” playcentres all had respectful and positive relationships amongst adults and overall had more centres rated at higher levels on responsive adult:child interactions, although these varied. One of the “stronger” playcentres had a low level rating.

Indirect contributing factors

Table 29 Assistance for children with special needs and inclusion of children with special needs in playcentres

	Indirect contributing factors
	Stronger playcentres (4)
	Less strong playcentres (4)

	Children receiving assistance for special needs
	· Three children (Playcentre association support worker, advice and support from GSE)

· Two children (Playcentre association support worker) 

· None (But could access support from association)

· Two children (Education Support Worker [ESW] and IEP meetings through CCS)


	· None (4)

	Children not receiving assistance for special needs for whom centre would like assistance
	· One (but linking into support now)

· Would like more help with current children

· None 

· None (but assessing 2 to gauge their needs)


	· None (4)

	Parental access to GSE
	· Yes (parents have accessed neurodevelopmental assessment help, speech therapy) 

· No

· No

· Yes (through playcentre)
	· No (4)


The “stronger” playcentres were mostly accessing special needs support, with two of these using association services for this support. These playcentre educators seemed to have greater awareness of the kind of help they would like for other children. Parents in one of the “stronger” playcentres had access currently and in another “stronger” playcentre had access in the past to GSE through the playcentre. 

 Access to health and welfare services, service induction and inclusion of children with special needs in playcentres

	Indirect contributing factors
	Stronger playcentres (4)
	Less strong playcentres (4)

	Relationships with health services
	All had visits from health professionals to check children’s health, 2 had a referral process for dealing with health issues.
	All had visits from health professionals to check children’s health, 1 had health professionals talk to parents and whänau on a regular basis.



	Relationships with welfare services
	All understood welfare services available in area (except 1 had no welfare services in area) and 3 had information leaflets about them. Welfare services referred children to one. 4 had referral processes for concerns (1 said this was through the association which would come in and observe, assess and refer if necessary). 


	2 had information leaflets about welfare services. 1 had referral processes for concerns. 

	Welcome and induction
	· Open door policy, all families welcome (4)

· Make contact with any new family (1)
	Open door policy, all families welcome (4)


The “stronger” playcentres had closer linkages with welfare services, all had referral processes for dealing with welfare concerns and some had referral processes for dealing with health concerns. Welfare services also referred children to one of the stronger centres.

Contextual factors

None of the contextual factors distinguished between the groups.

Summary: Playcentres and inclusion of children with special needs

Contributing factors

The “stronger” playcentres:

· had respectful and positive relationships amongst adults;

· had higher levels of responsive adult:child interactions;

· consciously involved parents in planning for their own child. 

Indirect contributing factors

The “stronger” playcentres: 

· were mostly accessing special needs support, with two of these using association services for this support; 

· seemed to have greater awareness of the kind of help they would like for special needs children;

· provided access to GSE for parents through the playcentre;

· had closer linkages with welfare services and referral processes for dealing with welfare concerns, and some had referral processes for dealing with health concerns. Welfare services also referred children to one of the stronger centres.

Playgroups

One playgroup was categorised as “stronger” and seven as “less strong”. Differences between the groups are hard to analyse because there was only one playgroup in the “strong” group.

Three of the five “less strong” playgroup identified barriers to accepting children with special needs:

· would have to get help as we don’t have any; 

· not having a professional to work one-on-one with the children; and

· don’t know where to go for help.

Two others said they had not been asked to cater for a child with special needs. 

The children with special needs described by the “stronger” playgroup had:

· visual impairment and behavioural issues.

Direct contributing factors

Table 30 Programme planning, educational practice and inclusion of children with special needs in playgroups 

	Direct contributing factors
	Stronger playgroup (1)
	Less strong playgroups (7)

	How parent knowledge is used in programme
	· Parents are responsible for their own child’s learning at home and in playgroup
	· Teacher thinks about children and covers age range. Parents contribute ideas through committee

· Questionnaire to parents about what they would like

· Follow children’s interest and choose activities they like 

· Do messy things children can’t do at home 

· Some parents only want to have a chat rather than be involved in programme

· Through parents participating in the programme

· Parents say what child is doing at home 

	Planning for individual children
	· Less strong planning processes
	· Less strong planning processes (4)

· Stronger planning processes (2)

· No response (1)

	Encouragement for children to look after and respect each other
	· Less strong encouragement for respect and caring
	· Less strong encouragement for respect and caring (6)

· Stronger encouragement for respect and sharing (1)


The “stronger” and “less strong” playgroups were not differentiated with respect to programme planning. Most did not do comprehensive planning or assessment and focused on the programme providing activities. Exceptions were two community language playgroups which each had a teacher who emphasised providing language experiences to interest and engage the different aged children. 

Many of the playgroups said that parents were responsible for their own child, for encouraging respect and caring and for addressing any behaviour issues. 

Table 31 Adult:child interactions, adult:adult interactions and inclusion of children with special needs in playgroups 

	Direct contributing factors
	Stronger playgroup (1)
	Less strong playgroups (7)

	Adults interact respectfully and positively with each other


	Somewhat like
	Much like (7)

	Adult:child interactions
	Little like
	Much like (4)

Somewhat like (2)

Little like (1)


The “stronger” playgroup had lower ratings on adult:adult interactions and responsive adult:child interactions. There were variable ratings on these items across different playgroups. 

Indirect contributing factors

Table 32 Assistance for children with special needs and inclusion of children with special needs in playgroups 

	Indirect contributing factors
	Stronger playgroups (1)
	Less strong playgroups (7)

	Children receiving assistance for special needs


	· None at present
	· None (7)

	Children not receiving assistance for special needs for whom centre would like assistance
	· None
	· No (5)

· Unsure (1)

· No response (1)



	Parental access to GSE
	· Have access to occupational and speech therapists and GSE
	· No (7)


The parents in the “stronger” playgroup said that accessing specialist services was not a problem because the co-ordinator “knows the system”. Not knowing the system is a barrier to some other playgroups. 

Table 33 Access to health and welfare services and service induction and inclusion of children with special needs in playgroups 

	Indirect contributing factors
	Stronger playgroup (1)
	Less strong playgroups (5)

	Relationships with health services
	Health professionals made referrals to playgroup, encourage parents to use services like Plunket, no process for playgroup to refer children to health services. 


	Health professionals made visits to 4 playgroups to check children’s health, 2 of these had health professionals talk to parents and whänau on a regular basis and received referrals from them, 1 had a referral process.

	Relationships with welfare services
	Understood welfare services available in area, had information leaflets about them, no referral processes for concerns.
	Six understood welfare services available in area, 3 of these had information leaflets and one had children referred from welfare services. None had referral processes for concerns.

	Welcome and induction
	Open door policy, families welcome, makes contact through church 
	· Open door policy, all families welcome (7)

· Two make connections through marae and iwi, one through a cultural organisation


The “stronger” playgroup had closer relationships with health and welfare services and took referrals from health services. Some of the “less strong” playgroups had limited or no contact with health and/or welfare organisations. 

Contextual factors

None of the contextual factors distinguished between the groups.

Summary: Playgroups and inclusion of children with special needs

The only playgroup that stated that it had children with special needs had indirect factors that probably contributed to making support for children available. 

Indirect contributing factors

The “stronger” playgroup:

· had established connections with specialist services through the co-ordinator who “understood the system”;

· had relationships with health and welfare services, and accepted referrals from welfare services. 

Köhanga reo

Five köhanga reo were categorised as “stronger” and one as “less strong”. Differences between the groups are hard to analyse because there was only one köhanga reo in the “less strong” group.

The “less strong” köhanga reo did not have a child with special needs. 

The children with special needs described by each of the “stronger” köhanga reo were:

· social interaction skills;

· children with hearing loss, 2 children with eczema and asthma, behavioural issues;

· asthma;

· short concentration span, children “not having patience and perseverance”; and

· behavioural problems.

Direct contributing factors

Table 34 Programme planning, educational practice and inclusion of children with special needs in köhanga reo 

	Direct contributing factors
	Stronger köhanga reo (5)
	Less strong köhanga reo (1)

	How parent knowledge is used in programme
	Bringing resources from home and workplace

Discussing consistency in behaviour management between home and köhanga reo, parents contributing to portfolios

No response (3)


	Pepeha, whakapapa, and letting the children know their ahua

	Planning for each child’s interests and abilities
	Stronger planning process (3)

Less strong planning process (2)


	Stronger planning process 

	Encouragement for children to look after and respect each other
	Stronger encouragement for respect and caring (2)

Less strong encouragement for respect and caring (3)
	Stronger encouragement for respect and caring (1)


There was variability in the levels of planning for each child’s interests, and encouraging children to look after and respect each other. 

Table 35 Adult:child interactions, adult:adult interactions and inclusion of children with special needs in köhanga reo 

	Direct contributing factors
	Stronger köhanga reo (5)
	Less strong köhanga reo (1)

	Adults interact respectfully and positively with each other


	Much like (5)
	Much like

	Adult:child interactions
	Much like (5)
	Much like


As discussed in respect to outcome 1, interactions were rated high in all köhanga reo and did not differentiate between köhanga reo.

Indirect contributing factors

Table 36  Assistance for children with special needs and inclusion of children with special needs in köhanga reo 

	Indirect contributing factors
	Stronger köhanga reo (5)
	Less strong köhanga reo (1)

	Children receiving assistance for special needs
	· Have contacted GSE (1)

· Have had wänanga with asthma educator (1)

· Health services have tested children and children have grommets, language and speech therapy assistance from hospital (1).

· Kaumatua help.

· No support (1).


	· No

	Children not receiving assistance for special needs for whom centre would like assistance


	· None (5)

· One child with hearing difficulties (1)
	· No

	Parental access to GSE
	· Yes (1)

· No (4)
	· No


Two of the “stronger” köhanga reo were receiving specialist support for health issues. One was waiting for support for behavioural issues. 

Table 37  Access to health and welfare services and service induction and inclusion of children with special needs in köhanga reo 

	Indirect contributing factors
	Stronger köhanga reo (5)
	Less strong köhanga reo (1)

	Relationships with health services
	Health professional visit to check the children’s health (5), have referral process (5), makes referrals to health services (2), health professional visit to talk to parents (2).


	Health professional visit to check the children’s health, makes referrals to health services, health professionals visit to talk to parents, has referral process.



	Relationships with welfare services
	Understands welfare services available (5), has information leaflets (2), welfare services give talks to parents (1), welfare services refer children (1), no referral process (5).


	Understands welfare services available, has information leaflets, welfare services give talks to parents, welfare services refer children, referral process for concerns.

	Welcome and induction
	Open door policy, all families welcome (5)
	Open door policy, all families welcome 


All köhanga reo had established linkages with health services for checking children’s health and making referrals and understood welfare services available.

Contextual factors

There were no differences in contextual factors.

Summary: Köhanga reo and inclusion of children with special needs

All köhanga reo except one said they had children with special needs. Two of the “stronger” köhanga reo received specialist support for health issues and one was waiting for support for behavioural issues. 

Pasifika centres

Two Pasifika centres were categorised as “stronger” and four as “less strong”. One of the “less strong” centres had a special needs child who was due to have an ESW working in the centre, but was rated as “less strong” because of a low level on the rating of inclusiveness. 

The “less strong” Pasifika centres did not identify barriers to accepting special needs children but also were unsure about what the term “special needs” means and who it refers to, and did not identify any.

The children with special needs described by each of the “stronger” Pasifika centres were:

· child with speech delay: and 

· child slow to speak (centre using own approach before specialist assistance to be called), child with sores on hands (interferes with child’s participation).

Direct contributing factors

Table 38 Programme planning, educational practice, adult child interactions and inclusion of children with special needs in Pasifika centres

	Direct contributing factors
	Stronger Pasifika centres (2)
	Less strong Pasifika centres (4)

	How parent knowledge is used in programme
	· Parents involved in developing programme, parent meetings held, parents receive learning stories and can contribute to them

· Parents run programme, parents wishes used in programme planning 
	· Parents attend with under 2s, discuss children’s needs with supervisor, planning still being established

· Parents who are fluent bring language to programme, parents encouraged to contribute (2)

· Parents rely on supervisor to tell them what to do, planning processes still being developed



	Planning for individual children
	· Stronger planning processes (1)

· Less strong planning processes (1)
	· Stronger planning processes (1)

· Less strong planning processes (3)



	Encouragement for children to look after and respect each other
	· Stronger encouragement for respect and caring (1)

· Less strong encouragement for respect and caring (1)
	· Stronger encouragement for respect and caring (1)

· Less strong encouragement for respect and caring (3)


The “stronger” centres involved parents in developing the programme and one had a stronger planning process. Two “less strong” Pasifika centres said their planning processes were developing and they were being supported to develop these. 

Table 39 Adult:child interactions, adult:adult interactions and inclusion of children with special needs in Pasifika centres

	Direct contributing factors
	Stronger Pasifika centres (2)
	Less strong Pasifika centres (4)

	Adults interact respectfully and positively with each other


	Much like (2)
	Much like (4)

	Adult:child interactions
	Much like (2)


	Much like (2)

Somewhat like (1)

Very little like (1)


The “stronger” Pasifika centres had high levels of responsive adult:child interactions.

Indirect contributing factors

Table 40 Assistance for children with special needs and inclusion of children with special needs in Pasifika centres

	Indirect contributing factors
	Stronger Pasifika centres (2)
	Less strong Pasifika centres (4)

	Children receiving assistance for special needs
	· None (2)
	· None (4)

	Children not receiving assistance for special needs for whom centre would like assistance
	· None (2)
	· None (3)

· One child identified as special needs and an ESW to be employed in the future 

	Parental access to GSE
	· No (2)
	· No (4)


Only one child from a “less strong” centre was receiving (about to receive) specialist support.

Table 41 Access to health and welfare services and service induction and inclusion of children with special needs in Pasifika centres

	Indirect contributing factors
	Stronger Pasifika centres (2)
	Less strong Pasifika centres (4)

	Relationships with health 
services
	Both had visits from health professionals to check children’s health, 1 had a referral process for dealing with health issues.


	All had visits from health professionals to check children’s health, 3 made referrals to health services and had health professionals talk to parents and whänau on a regular basis, and had a referral process for dealing with health issues.



	Relationships with welfare 
services
	All understood welfare services available in area, 1 had information leaflets about them, welfare services referred children to it and sometimes gave talks. None had referral processes for concerns.
	All understood welfare services available in area, 2 had information leaflets about them and welfare services referred children to 1 of these. Welfare services sometimes gave talks to 1 service. None had referral processes for concerns.



	Welcome and induction
	· Open door policy, all families welcome (2)

· Make contact through the onsite church (1), wider Pacific networks (1)
	· Open door policy, all families welcome (4)

· Make contact through the church (2), wider Pacific networks (1)


The “less strong” centres tended to have a referral process for dealing with health issues and invited health professional to talk to parents regularly. None had referral processes for welfare concerns.

Contextual factors

The only contextual factor differentiating the stronger and “less strong” groups was that socio-economic status of parents was higher in one of the “strong” centres ($30,000 to $69,999) compared with under $30,000 for all other centres.

Summary: Pasifika centres and inclusion of children with special needs

Contributing factors

The “stronger” Pasifika centres 

· did not identify barriers to accepting special needs children. The less strong centres did not identify barriers but were unsure about what the term “special needs” means and who it refers to;

· involved parents in developing the programme and one had a stronger planning process; 

· had high levels of responsive adult:child interactions.

Contextual factors

· One of the two “stronger” Pasifika centres had families with a higher income level than all others.

Overall summary

The centres in the study that were “stronger” in including children with special needs:

· tended to have an open attitude to accepting children with special needs and an awareness of special needs;

· generally had high levels of responsive adult:child interactions and respectful and positive adult:adult interactions;

· tended to involve parents in planning the education programme.

These factors are likely to contribute to an inclusive environment by encouraging attention to the interests and abilities of every child, and creating an environment where every child is encouraged to participate fully. The fact that these approaches were more likely to be found where centres currently had one or more children with special needs attending raises the question of whether confidence in including them comes with experience: something that may be important for centres to know who had not had experience, and who therefore perceive the task as more demanding than it is. 

There were differences between service types in access to special needs assistance, with most “stronger” playcentres using such assistance (often obtained through the playcentre association, which levies playcentres so it can provide special needs support) and most köhanga reo using such assistance. One “stronger” köhanga reo involved whänau in wänanga about health special needs. Some playgroups did not know how to access special needs assistance and “less strong” Pasifika centres were unsure about what the term “special needs” means and who it refers to. Some of the special needs definitions used by centres such as “a child with English as a second language” and some health problems would probably not meet the MOE definition of “special needs”.

Some “stronger” centres had closer relationships with health and welfare organisations, with referrals being made by organisations to some centres. These wider connections can be an avenue to connect families with special needs to ECE centres, as well as a source of support for centres and families.

6. Good connection between the ECE centre and home that supports children’s learning

The government’s strategic plan for early childhood education (Ministry of Education, 2002) has a goal to promote collaborative relationships in recognition that “Children’s interests and development are fostered if well-being of their family is supported; if their family, culture, knowledge and community are respected; and if there is a strong connection and consistency among all aspects of the child’s world.” In addition, the Desirable Objectives and Practices have a range of requirements for management and educators to work in partnership with parents/guardians and whänau, and to communicate and consult with them. There is evidence of very positive effects for children, families and the education programme that come when parents and teachers work together in the interests of children (Mitchell, 2003; Whalley & the Pen Green Centre Team, 2001). The links between parents forged through their participation in their child’s education at centres also led to some enduring friendships that provided further consistency for children in their relationships with both children and adults outside centre sessions. 

Outcome indicator

The indicator for this outcome, There is good connection between the ECE centre and home that supports children’s learning, was drawn from three sources of information from each of the study centres about features that would be expected to contribute to greater home and ECE centre connection about children’s interests, experiences and abilities. 

Sub-indicators for this outcome were derived from parents and educators’ discussions with the field researcher as follows:

a rating of the extent to which parents follow up at home on children’s interests and experiences and approaches to pedagogy derived from the ECE centre. 

Parents’ discussion of how ECE experiences are followed up as home was rated according to 1) whether activities done in the ECE centre are done at home, 2) whether resources (e.g. sheets of ideas for parents to follow, children’s books) are taken home from the ECE centre; 3) whether consistent approaches are taken to behaviour management between home and ECE centre; and 4) whether insight into teaching and learning is followed through at home. Centres were rated as .5 for each of these features (a total possible of 2). 

a rating of the extent to which the education programme and pedagogy build on children’s home experiences, interests and abilities. 

Educators’ discussion of planning and assessment was rated according to 1) whether parents were involved in planning and dialogue about their child’s learning, and 2) whether parents’ insights about the children’s home experiences, interests and abilities were actually incorporated within the programme. (None of the centres in the study involved children themselves in planning discussions). 

Parents’ discussion of how their knowledge of their own child was incorporated into the education programme was rated according to 3) whether parents contribute insights, ideas and information about their children from the home setting, and 4) whether parents and children bring activities from home into the programme. Centres were rated as .5 for each of these features (a total possible of 2).

A rating of the extent to which the centre supports parents to be strongly involved in supporting and extending children’s learning. 
Parents’ discussion of how their ECE centre supported this learning was rated according to the following aspects: 1) team work and mentoring with more experienced and qualified people working with and supporting less experienced people; 2) provision of courses, workshops and training opportunities; 3) encouragement to parents to be involved in the programme; and 4) advice and support for parents. Centres were rated as .5 for each of these features (a total possible of 2).

The highest possible score overall was 6. Scores for this outcome indicator were somewhat lower overall than scores on other indicators. The range of ratings was from 0.5 to 4. 

Two groups were formed:

· Stronger: a rating of 2.5 or more. Ten centres were in this group: five playcentres, one playgroup, two Pasifika centres, and two köhanga reo. 

· Less strong: a rating of 2 or less. Eighteen centres were in this group: three playcentres, seven playgroups, four Pasifika centres, and four köhanga reo. 

Direct contributing factors

The average of two rating scale items assessing the extent to which adults worked positively together within the centre and worked purposely as a team to provide the education programme were treated as direct contributing factors. A rating of the depth and quality of parent discussions about child development and learning was a second direct contributing factor.

Indirect contributing factors

Factors that were likely to make an indirect contribution to centre performance on this outcome were what emphasis was placed on the parent role as educator, the proportion of families who worked regularly in the service, the degree of responsibility taken at the centre for adult learning, and external support for professional development, the proportion of parents studying for an early childhood education qualification, the stability of the roll, and the regularity of children’s attendance. 

Playcentres

Five of the eight playcentres were rated as “stronger” on this outcome indicator, and three as “less strong”. 

Direct contributing factors

The “stronger” playcentres had positive and respectful adult:adult interactions and worked well as a team to provide the education programme. They had a greater depth and quality of parent discussions about child development and learning. 

Table 42 Positive adult interactions, sharing knowledge of child development and learning, team work and connections between playcentre and home

	Direct contributing factors
	Stronger playcentres (5)
	Less strong playcentres (3)

	Adults interact positively and work as a team to provide the programme
	· Very much like (3)

· Much like (3)
	· Very much like (1)

· Somewhat like (1)

· Little like (1)



	Adults draw on each other’s knowledge of child development and learning
	· Higher depth and quality of parent discussions about child development and learning (5)
	· Higher depth and quality of parent discussions about child development and learning (1)

· Lower level depth and quality of parent discussions about child development and learning (2)


Indirect contributing factors

The “stronger’ centres placed high value on parents undertaking the role of educators, and encouraged their involvement in the centre programme. Parents said one of the “less strong” playcentres was not encouraging of new parents. It also had a low percentage of families working regularly in the programme.

Values, parent involvement as educators and connection between playcentre and home. 

	Indirect contributing factors
	Stronger playcentres (5)
	Less strong playcentres (3)

	Values and induction
	· Emphasis on parents as educators (5)

· Encouragement for parent involvement in education programme (5)
	· Emphasis on parents as educators (3)

· Encouragement for parent involvement in education programme (2

· New parents not encouraged (1)



	Percentage of families work regularly as educators in the programme
	· 100 (4)

· 85 (1)
	· 100 (2)

· 3 (1)


The “stronger” centres all had a designated person/persons responsible for adult learning, sometimes with strong relationships with their association, but often providing their own courses. They appeared to be taking a more systematic approach to the learning of parents. On average, they had higher proportions of parents studying for an early childhood education qualification, and offered additional professional development. 

Table 43 Adult learning and connection between playcentre and home 

	Indirect contributing factors
	Stronger playcentres (5)
	Less strong playcentres (3)

	Responsibility for adult learning
	· Education team and association responsible, motivate people, seek ideas for workshops, rewards for completion

· Team and education officer – individual strengths encouraged

· Education officer

· Education officer organises workshops, encourages attendance

· Designated person on 2 year position, works with association


	· No-one responsible

· Education officer responsible but cannot see all people

· President works with association person who provides individual input on courses available

	External support for professional development
	· Association provides professional development courses (5)
	· Nil

· Association provides professional development courses (2)



	Professional support about ECE
	· Association provides advice and support (2)

· In addition advice and support was received from a university (1)


	· Nil

· Association provides advice and support (2)

	Percentage of parents studying for ECE qualification
	· 39, 16, 32, 23, 45

average: 31%


	· 27, 19, 0

average: 15%

	Participation in professional development
	· All playcentres had members participating in playcentre courses (training)

· Four playcentres also had other professional development.
	· All playcentres had members participating in playcentre courses (training)

· There was no other professional development (3)


 All playcentres had regular attendance and a stable roll.

Contextual factors

There were no differences between the groups in contextual factors.

Summary

Direct contributing factors

The “stronger” playcentres had:

· positive and respectful adult:adult interactions and worked well as a team to provide the education programme, and 

· a greater depth and quality of parent discussions about child development and learning.

Indirect contributing factors

The “stronger” playcentres:

· were encouraging of new parents to be involved in the education programme,

· had a high percentage of parents working regularly in the programme,

· took a systematic approach to adult learning, including having designated people responsible for adult learning, and 

· tended to have a higher percentage of parents studying for an ECE qualification.

Playgroups

Only one playgroup was in the “stronger” group for this outcome, so the comparisons made in this section are made with caution. 

Direct contributing factors

There was a range of the quality of adult interaction among the less strong playgroups, with some scoring higher than the “stronger” playgroup for this outcome. Unfortunately, it was not possible to gauge the quality of adult discussions about children’s learning in the “stronger” playgroup because the discussions were not conducted in English, and the fieldworker was not fluent in the language used. 

Positive adult interactions, sharing knowledge of child development and learning, team work and connections between playgroup and home

	Direct contributing factors
	Stronger playgroup (1)
	Less strong playgroups (7)

	Adults interact positively and work as a team to provide the programme
	· Much like (1)
	· Very much like (2)

· Much like (2)

· Somewhat like (2)

· Little like (1)



	Adults draw on each other’s knowledge of child development and learning
	· Not rated (1)
	· Parent discussions about child development and learning at superficial level (6)

· Not rated (1)


Indirect contributing factors

The “stronger” playgroup had an emphasis on parents as educators and all families worked regularly as educators in the programme. 

Table 44 Values, induction, parent involvement as educators and connection between playgroup and home. 

	Indirect contributing factors
	Stronger playgroup (1)
	Less strong playgroups (7)

	Values and induction
	· Emphasis on parents as educators

· Encouragement for parent involvement in education programme 
	· Emphasis on parents as educators (1)

· Lesser emphasis on parents as educators (6)

· Encouragement for parent involvement in education programme (7)



	Percentage of families working regularly as educators in the programme 
	100%
	100, 62, 60, 44, 36, 31

Not specified (1)

Average: 67%


· The main difference between the “stronger” playgroup and the others was that it had a designated person responsible for adult learning, and more means of connecting home and centre support. Note that this was a playgroup employing a teacher. It had Ministry of Education support and professional development, which not all the other playgroups had. It had some parents participating in a workshop, which was not common among the other playgroups.

Adult learning and connection between playgroup and home 

	Indirect contributing factors
	Stronger playgroup (1)
	Less strong playgroups (7)

	Responsibility for adult learning
	Teacher is responsible. Questionnaire for new parents about what parents want and expect. Parents are able to take books and videos home and teacher encourages them to sing songs and do activities at home. 
	In 3 playgroups no-one is responsible and nothing is organised. 

In 3 playgroups “everyone” is responsible. In 1 of these playgroups information about courses is available but these are too far away for people to attend. 

In the 7th playgroup, committee members are responsible for adult learning as an administrative responsibility. 



	External support for professional development
	· Support from MOE
	· Support from MOE (2)

· “ECD comes in for occasional chat”(1)

· No support (4)



	Professional support
	· Support from MOE
	· Support from MOE (4)

· “ECD comes in for occasional chat” (1)

· No support (2)



	Percentage of parents studying for ECE qualification


	4 (1 person)
	None

	Percentage of parents participating in professional development
	· Workshop with some parents participating 
	· There was no professional development (5)

· Workshops with many parents participating (2)


This stronger playgroup had a stable roll, but not necessarily regular attendance. 

Table 45 Child participation and connection between playgroup and home 

	Indirect contributing factors
	Stronger playgroups
	Less strong playgroups

	Regularity of attendance
	· Casual roll
	· Regular attendance (5)

· Regular attendance for about half (1)

· Regular attendance for about a quarter or less (1)

	Roll stability
	· Stable roll 
	· Stable roll (4)

· More than half leave before school (2)

· All children leave before school (1)


Contextual factors

The “stronger” and “less strong” playgroups were not different from each other on contextual factors. 

Summary for playgroups

Direct contributing factors

The “stronger playgroup had:

· positive and respectful adult:adult interactions and worked well as a team to provide the education programme.

Indirect contributing factors

The “stronger” playgroup:

· had a strong emphasis on parents as educators,

· all families worked regularly as educators in the programme,

· had a designated person responsible for adult learning,

· had parents attending professional development.

· support from MOE for professional development, and

· professional advice and support from MOE about ECE.

Köhanga reo

Two of the six köhanga reo were in the “stronger” group, and four in the “less strong” group for home-centre connections related to children’s learning. 

Direct contributing factors

Table 46 Positive adult interactions, sharing knowledge of child development and learning, team work and connections between köhanga reo and home

	Direct contributing factors
	Stronger köhanga reo (2) 
	Less strong köhanga reo (4) 

	Adults interact positively and work as a team to provide the programme


	Much like (2)


	Much like (4)

	Adults draw on each other’s knowledge of child development and learning
	Experienced adults are role models (2) 

No observations of this made in these centres
	Experienced adults are role models (2)

Lesser depth and quality of parent discussions about child development and learning (2)


Indirect contributing factors

There was little difference between the two groups in terms of their values. Both the stronger köhanga reo had some families working regularly in the programme; while one of the less stronger had a high proportion, two had none at all. 

Table 47  Values, induction, parent involvement as educators and connection between köhanga reo and home. 

	Indirect contributing factors
	Stronger köhanga reo (2) 
	Less strong köhanga reo (4) 

	Values and induction
	Encouragement for parents to contribute (2)
	Encouragement for parents to contribute (3)

No response (1)



	Percentage of families working regularly as educators in the programme 
	63, 17

average: 40%
	89, 0, 0 

No response (1)

Average: 30%


The “stronger” köhanga reo both had a range of support for professional development and advice and support for ECE, including their purapura. Purapura were not mentioned by the köhanga reo in the “less strong” group. Many parents in the “stronger” köhanga reo participated in workshops. 

Table 48 Adult learning and connection between köhanga reo and home 

	Indirect contributing factors
	Stronger köhanga reo (2) 
	Less strong köhanga reo (4)

	Responsibility for adult learning
	Whänau, purapura (1)

No response (1)


	Whänau (3) and kaimahi (1)

Matua (supervisor (1)

	External support for professional development
	TKRNT, purapura, kaupapa kaimahi

TKRNT, Purapura, professional development provider


	TKRNT

None (3)

	Professional support about ECE
	TKRNT, purapura, kaupapa kaimahi

TKRNT, Purapura, professional development provider


	TKRNT, MOE (2)

None (2)

	Percentage of parents studying for ECE qualification
	25, 0


	22, 18, 0, 0



	Percentage of parents participating in professional development
	Workshops with many parents participating (2)
	Workshops with many parents participating (2)

Workshops with some participating (2)


Contextual factors

There were no contextual factors differentiating the groups.

Summary

There were fewer factors distinguishing the “stronger” from “less strong” köhanga reo in terms of their contribution to the home-centre connections to support children’s learning. 

Indirect contributing factors

The “stronger” köhanga reo had:

· Some parent educators working regularly in the education programme;

· a range of support for professional development;

· a wider range of professional support about ECE; and 

· many parents participating in workshops.

Pasifika centres

Two of the Pasifika centres were in the “stronger” group, and four were in the “less strong” group.

Direct contributing factors

All but one of the Pasifika centres had high ratings of positive and respectful interactions with adults, and adults working as a team to provide the programme. One of the stronger centres had greater depth of discussions about child learning than the other, and than three of the four less strong centres for this outcome. 

Table 49 Positive adult interactions, sharing knowledge of child development and learning, team work and connections between Pasifika centres and home

	Direct contributing factors
	Stronger Pasifika centres (2) 
	Less strong Pasifika centres (4) 

	Adults interact positively and work as a team to provide the programme
	Much like (2)
	Much like (3)

Somewhat like (1)



	Adults draw on each other’s knowledge of child development and learning
	Good depth and quality of parent discussions about child development and learning (1)

 Lesser depth and quality of parent discussions about child development and learning (1)
	Good depth and quality of parent discussions about child development and learning (1)

 Lesser depth and quality of parent discussions about child development and learning (3)


Indirect contributing factors

Parents in the “stronger” Pasifika centres were required to stay with their children. A higher percentage of families worked regularly as educators in the education programme. 

 Values, induction, parent involvement as educators and connection between Pasifika centres and home. 

	Indirect contributing factors
	Stronger Pasifika centres 
	Less strong Pasifika centres 

	Values and induction
	Parents welcomed. Parents required to stay with children (2)
	Parents welcomed. Parents required to stay with children (2), most parents working (2)

	Percentage of families working regularly as educators in the programme 
	60, 40

Average: 50%
	35, 23, 17, O

Average: 19%


The “stronger centres” had some parents studying for an ECE qualification, and many parents participating in professional development. There were additional pressures due to their centres being newly established for supervisors responsible for adult learning in two of the less strong centres that may have made it harder for them to provide it. 

Table 50 Adult learning and connection between Pasifika centres and home 

	Indirect contributing factors
	Stronger Pasifika centres (2) 
	Less strong Pasifika centres (4) 

	Responsibility for adult learning
	Supervisor (2)
	Supervisor (3), teacher and staff in training (1). 

	External support for professional development
	Support from college of education (1)

Support from MOE (1) 


	Support from MOE (4) and other external organisation (1)

	Professional support about ECE
	Support from MOE (2)
	Support from MOE (4) and other external organisation (2)



	Percentage of parents studying for ECE qualification
	7, 10

Average: 8%
	8, 5, 0, 0

Average: 3%



	Participation in professional development
	Workshops with many parents participating (2)
	Workshops with many/unspecified parents participating (2) 

None (2)


Contextual factors

The “stronger” centres were immersion, sessional, and licence-exempt.

Summary

Direct contributing factors

The “stronger” Pasifika centres had:

· positive and respectful adult:adult interactions and worked well as a team to provide the education programme.

Indirect contributing factors

The “stronger” Pasifika centres:

· required parents to stay with their children, 

· had a high percentage of families working regularly as educators in the education programme,

· had some parents studying for an ECE qualification, and

· many parents participating in professional development.

Contextual factors

The “stronger” Pasifika centres were immersion and licence-exempt.

Overall summary

Overall, support for centre-home connections to support children’s learning was not high in the study centres. 

The centres in this study that were “stronger” in supporting this connection

· had positive and respectful relationships among adults who worked well as a team to provide the education programme. 

There was a greater depth and quality of discussion about children’s learning and development in the “stronger” playcentres. 

· had parents contributing to the education programme on a regular basis. 

This experience is likely to offer parents insight into the programme and children’s experiences there, and opportunity for parents to learn as well as contribute themselves. The centre emphasised the value to the centre and to parents of “parents as first educators” and of parents being involved in the education programme. The “stronger” Pasifika centres were licence-exempt, and parents were required to be present with their children.

· gave strong support for adults as learners. 

Access to external support for professional development and training was a key aspect of support, with the “stronger” centres offering access to professional development and training opportunities through their structures. In the “stronger” playgroup and playcentres, a designated person was responsible for adult learning and catering well for all parents. Barriers to adult learning experienced in “less strong” centres included travel to courses for rural centres, and non-availability of professional development and training for some playgroups. Most of these playgroups were keen to have opportunities to participate in professional development and training.

· had good take-up of professional development and training opportunities. 

7. Parents further develop parenting skills and knowledge of child learning and development

Parenting skills that adults can develop through their involvement in early childhood services include:

· being knowledgeable about children’s learning processes and what parents can do to support these processes,

· understanding the value and principles of positive approaches to interacting with children, including approaches to behaviour management,

· being knowledgeable about children’s basic health and nutrition needs,

· having confidence in themselves as parents,

· being able to advocate for their child with external organisations, know how to find out about support services and seek support where this is needed, and

· having appreciation of the powerful role parents play in the education of their children. (Whalley & the Pen Green Centre Team, 2001). 

Parent/whänau led services are voluntary community-based organisations where parents take responsibility and initiative for running the service and the education programme. These services are potentially in a strong position to support the development of parenting skills. One service, playcentre, has parent education as one of its prime goals. In the 2003 NZCER national survey, playcentre parents were more likely to say their involvement in their child’s early childhood education centre had given them a better understanding of their child and his/her progress (67 percent compared with 44 percent of kindergarten parents and 18 percent of education and care centre parents), and that their involvement had benefited their child (72 percent compared with 56 percent of kindergarten parents, and 21 percent of education and care centre parents). 

In this chapter, we analyse parent/whänau led service quality in relation to the outcome of developing parenting skills from two angles. First, we analyse service level data. Second, we analyse individual level data. 

Outcome indicator

Service level

The indicator for the outcome Parents further develop parenting skills and knowledge of child learning and development was derived from two service profile items and the parent group discussion. The items were parent take-up of ECE training, and their experience in the early childhood education setting, and parents’ views of whether and how the centre helps them develop parenting skills and knowledge of child development and learning. Attitudinal shifts that have been attributed to involvement in early childhood education centres, e.g. confidence, appreciation of the power of the parental role, and willingness to advocate for children, were captured in the individual parent educator profiles which are analysed at an individual rather than service level. 

Sub indicators were:

· the percentage of parents studying for an ECE qualification. Study for an ECE qualification should be directly relevant to the outcome since it is primarily focused on theory and practice of teaching and learning in an ECE setting.

· the percentage of parents working regularly in the programme as educators. Such regular work indicates participants are having experience in working alongside others in an education setting, which should contribute to gaining knowledge of child learning and development.

· a rating of the extent to which the centre helps parents develop parenting skills and knowledge of child development and learning. This rating was derived from the parent group discussion of service values and aims, the benefits of the service for parents, the role of parents in the service and the role of parents who were not actively involved in the service. 

Each item was given a maximum possible score of 2 according to the following criteria.

Studying for an ECE qualification: 75 percent of parents
 or more - score 2, 50 percent to 74 percent - score 1.5, 25 percent to 49 percent - score 1, 1 percent to 24 percent score - 0.5;

Working as educators in the programme: 75 percent of parents
 or more - score 2, 50 percent to 74 percent - score 1.5, 25 percent to 49 percent - score 1, 1 percent to 24 percent score - 0.5;

Parents’ views of parenting skills and knowledge of children’s development and learning: Information from the discussions was rated on three aspects: 

· the ECE centre as a place where parents learn about children’s learning and development and how they can support learning processes, and are given opportunity and support to use their knowledge in working with children (maximum rating 2 points); 

· the ECE centre as a support for parents in relation to bringing up their children, including providing access to services for children and families, advice on issues of concern to parents (maximum rating 1 point); and

· the ECE centre as a place where parents gain confidence in their role as parents and appreciate their role in the education of their children (maximum rating 1 point). 

The total possible score for this item was 4. The score for each centre was divided by two to provide a maximum of 2, so that this item was given equal weight to the items Working as educators in the programme and Studying for an ECE qualification. 

 Ratings for each item were added with a total maximum rating of 6. The range of scores was 0.75 to 5.5. 

Three groups were evident:

Very strong: a rating of 4 or more. Seven centres had this rating: six playcentres and one playgroup.

Strong: a rating of 3 to 3.5. Six centres had this rating: three köhanga reo, and one playcentre, one playgroup, and one Pasifika centre.

Less strong: a rating of less than 3. Fifteen centres had this rating: seven playgroups, four Pasifika centres, 3 köhanga reo, and one playcentre. 

Direct contributing factors

Three rating scale items and field researcher observations were treated as direct contributing factors since these gauged the extent to which adults worked positively together within the centre, worked purposefully as a team to provide the education programme, and whether they shared accurate child development and learning knowledge in relation to children’s activities. 

Indirect contributing factors

The following possible indirect contributing factors were analysed:

· service support for parent involvement in children’s learning;

· service welcome and induction;

· having a person overall responsible for parent training and professional development;

· adult:child ratios; 

· employment of paid supervisor; 

· external organisation support, and

· relationships with external agencies providing parents with support. 

Playcentre

Six of the eight playcentres in this study had ratings of “very strong” on this outcome indicator, one was rated as “strong” and one was rated as “less strong”. 

Direct contributing factors

The “very strong” playcentres had higher scores for the quality of their adult interaction, adult team work, and there was more discussion of child development and learning observed. The two playcentres that had high scores for adults drawing on each other’s knowledge of child development were both in the “very strong” group.
 

Positive adult interactions, sharing child development knowledge, team work and development of parenting skills in playcentres

	Direct contributing factors
	Very strong playcentres (6)
	Strong playcentre (1)
	Less strong playcentre (1)

	Adults interact respectfully and positively with each other
	5 rated “much like/very much like”, 1 rated “somewhat like”


	Rated “very little like” 
	Rated “somewhat like”

	Adults work as a team to provide the education programme
	5 rated “much like/very much like”, 1 rated “somewhat like”


	Rated “very little like”
	Rated “somewhat like”

	Adults draw on each other’s knowledge of child development
	1 rated “much like”, 1 rated “somewhat like” , 4 rated “very little like”


	1 rated “very little like”
	1 rated “very little like”

	Field researcher notes about types and quality of parent discussion of child development and learning
	· Little discussion, but specific time for discussion with supervisor at end of session about children and examples of what activities can be done with children

· Useful accurate information shared about stages of babies’ language development and how to support language, discussion of materials to support education programme

· Supervisor explaining positive approaches to working with children

· Parents discussing their observations of children, own interactions, information about autism and benefits of mainstreaming

· Association support person discussing how babies “talk”, importance of adult responsiveness to babies and how adults can respond, importance of including babies as active participants in the centre, and encouraging a parent to attend a training course

· Formal session at start of programme to discuss how individual children’s learning and interactions can be supported
	· Description of own children only. No suggestions about handling issues of toddler not sleeping when parent finding this a problem. 
	· Minimum description of own children only. Little interaction between adults. 


The “very strong” playcentres had a greater depth and quality of parent discussions about child development and learning than the “strong” and “less strong” playcentres. They discussed individual children, child observations and developmental information, approaches to extending and supporting children’s learning, and resources to support learning. In one playcentre the association support person who visited once a month played a very constructive role, moving quietly to talk to parents. She was very knowledgeable and did not have distractions of her own children or being an educator on the session. Parent discussion in the “strong” and “less strong” playcentres was focused on their own children, particularly eating and sleeping patterns. 

Indirect contributing factors

The “very strong” playcentres described the playcentre education programme, especially workshops, and working together as a team, as the main ways of supporting parent involvement in children’s learning, while the “strong” and “less strong” playcentres described people learning from each other within the playcentre setting. 

The “very strong” playcentres had an education officer or education team with responsibility for adult learning who took a systematic approach and sought to involve every family. This seemed to be working well to encourage uptake of formal learning opportunities compared with the “strong” and “less strong” playcentres where communication about adult learning was not perceived to be effective. In one of these playcentres there was no person responsible. 

All but one of the “very strong” playcentres had a prepared induction programme or information pack and emphasised the importance of being friendly and encouraging to new parents. The systems in the “strong” and “less strong” playcentres were either not working effectively or focused on operational issues.

Playcentre support for parent involvement in children’s learning, induction, leadership and development of parenting skills

	Indirect contributing factors
	Very strong centres (6)
	Strong centre (1)
	Less strong centre (1)

	How playcentre supports parent involvement in children’s learning
	All 6 centres mentioned aspects of the playcentre education programme, especially workshops. (One playcentre was concerned at loss of interest in these currently). In addition, 5 playcentres mentioned some other features:

· Encouragement offered by members

· Team work, mentoring and valuing each contribution, library resources

· all parents doing observations, high adult:child ratios, people knowing each other and feeling comfortable

· being able to bring ideas from courses back into practice, motivation to be involved in learning – when playcentre was licence-exempt parents had to put energy into fundraising and this detracted from other forms of involvement. Now playcentre is licensed and receiving sufficient funding.

· Parents involved in planning for their child, library, supervisor role model, informal talk


	Supervisor shows parents what to do
	Emergent leadership is “grown” with parents becoming supervisors, parents support each other and learn from writing applications etc

	Induction processes
	· 5 designated people and informal induction programme over three days, covering playcentre operation, introduction to Te Whäriki and training opportunities
· emphasis on welcoming parents and ensuring child is made to feel special

· emphasis on being friendly and remembering names, offering information in small bites, 3 free visits. Designated information officer

· emphasis on being friendly, 3 free visits, introductory talk, welcome pack and booklet, new people are telephoned after first day

· 3 free visits, information talk, induction booklet

· welcome pack, new people are telephoned after first day, 


	Leadership does not encourage involvement of new people
	Education officer explains playcentre operation and rules

	Responsibility for adult learning
	· Education team and association responsible, motivate people, seek ideas for workshops, rewards for completion

· President works with association person who provides individual input on courses available

· Team and education officer – individual strengths encouraged

· Education officer

· Education officer organises workshops, encourages attendance

· Designated person on 2 year position, works with association 
	No-one responsible. “President doesn’t get the information to people in time”
	Education officer responsible but “can’t and doesn’t see all parents”.


Adult: child ratios were similar, and low (around 1:1) in all eight playcentres. There were no clear distinctions between the three groups on this indicator for other indirect contributing factors to the outcome of support for parenting. The exception was that the ‘very strong” playcentres were likely to have contact with their local marae. 

Table 51 Ratio of parent educators to children, paid supervisor, relationships with external agencies and development of parenting skills in playcentres 

	Indirect contributing factors
	Very strong centres (6)
	Strong centre (1)
	Less strong centre (1)

	Paid supervisor
	4 yes (1 of these had a duty team of parents working with the supervisor on an equal basis, and 1 employed a supervisor for only 1 of the 2 sessions) 

2 no 


	Yes
	Yes

	External organisation support
	All had wide range of advice and support mainly from association, except an isolated playcentre which marked that it received only qualification training from the association. (3 wanted more advice and support – 1 to resolve a playground issue with MOE, 1 more association liaison officers, and 1 advice on DOPs).


	Wide range of advice and support from association (wanted advice on team work, positive role modelling to encourage office bearers, and advice on education programme). 


	Wide range of advice and support from association (had had substantial support in past) 

	Relationships with family agencies
	All playcentres had visits from health professionals to check the children’s health. 1 playcentre invited health professionals to work with children and parents in the session on a regular basis. 1 had a referral process for dealing with health issues. 

4 playcentres understood welfare services available in area, 2 also had information leaflets about them and 1 of these said referrals were made to the playcentre. 2 playcentres (both rural, 1 isolated) had no welfare services in their area. 5 had a referral process for dealing with concerns, 1 did not.

5 playcentres had contact with their local marae:

· centre kuia from marae, members join cultural experiences; 

· join cultural events; 

· visit the marae; 

· kaumatua visits the playcentre; 

· members attend noho marae. 

1 playcentre had no contact. 
	Had visits from health professionals to check children’s health, health professionals talk to parents and whänau on a regular basis, referral process for health issues.

Understood welfare services available in area, had information leaflets about them.

No referral process for dealing with concerns

No contact with local marae. 
	Had visits from health professionals to check children’s health, health professionals talk to parents and whänau on a regular basis.

Had information leaflets about welfare services. 1 Had a referral process for dealing with concerns

No contact with local marae but association has bicultural officer. 


The “strong” and “less strong” playcentres had health professionals talking to parents and children on a regular basis whereas only one of the six “very strong” playcentres had this happening. All playcentres, except two rural playcentres which did not have local welfare services understood welfare services in their area and some had information leaflets about them. 

Overall, the “very strong” playcentres received a wider range of support from external organisations in addition to association support, and they shared resources, training and professional development with other ECE services when these were in their locality. The “less strong” playcentre had a competitive relationship with a local kindergarten and no sharing of resources or training. 

Table 52 External relationships and support and development of parenting skills

	Indirect contributing factors
	Very strong centres (6)
	Strong centres (1)
	Less strong centres (1)

	External support
	All playcentres had association support

4 playcentres also had other support from external organisations (e.g. REAP, a college of education, a university, local marae, health services) 


	Association support
	Association support

	Sharing with other local ECE services
	3 playcentres had no other local ECE services 

3 playcentres shared resources, training and professional development with others
	Shared training and professional development
	Some competition with kindergarten


Contextual factors

“The “strong” and “less strong” playcentres were each under financial pressure, compared with only two of the six “very strong” playcentres.

Summary: playcentres

Direct contributing factors

In the “very strong” playcentres compared with the “strong” and “less strong” playcentres:

· adults interacted respectfully and positively, responded to each other’s situation and offered support, and worked as a team within the education programme, and

· adults had meaningful discussions about individual children, adult approaches to extending and supporting learning, and learning resources.

Indirect contributing factors

The “very strong” playcentres:

· placed emphasis on external education courses/support and parents working as a team as key to parent learning,

· tended to have a prepared induction programme and effective systems for welcoming and induction,

· had an education officer or education team responsible for adult learning to encourage all parents to participate in learning opportunities,

· had a wider network of external support in addition to association support, and

· had closer relationships with local marae.

Contextual factors

The “very strong” playcentres were less likely to be under financial pressure.

Playgroups

One of the eight playgroups in this study had a rating of “strong” on this outcome indicator, and the other seven were rated as “less strong”. It is hard to draw conclusions about factors contributing to differences between the playgroups since only one playgroup was performing at a “strong” level, and this was a community language playgroup where relevant ratings on the item Adults draw on each other’s knowledge of child development were not able to be made because the field researcher did not speak the community language. 

Direct contributing factors

The three rating scale items and field researchers observations are described below. The field researcher notes showed that for at least half of the playgroups there was much discussion between parents about their children that did not go much beyond description. There were missed opportunities where parents seeming to be seeking help were not offered useful suggestions. 

Positive adult interactions, sharing child development knowledge, team work and parenting skills in playgroups

	Direct contributing factors
	Strong playgroup (1)
	Less strong playgroups (7)

	Adults interact respectfully and positively with each other


	1 rated “very much like”
	4 “very much like”, 2 “much like”, 1 “somewhat like” 

	Adults work as a team to provide the education programme


	1 rated “very much like”
	2 “very much like”, 1 “much like”, 3 “somewhat like”, 1 not rated

	Adults draw on each other’s knowledge of child development*


	Not rated
	3 rated “much like”, 3 rated “somewhat like”, 1 not rated

	Field researcher notes about types and quality of parent discussion of child development and learning
	Not rated
	· Discussions of feeding infants, how to extend older children at home, school aged children learning to read, birthing experiences.

· Many discussions between parents, e.g. baby not thriving, separation from family, breast versus bottle feeding, child’s position in family and what this means for behaviour, eating and sleeping. Comments: “surface level discussion about children and their habits but not about learning and development”. 

· Many discussions between parents, e.g. about separation, positive impact of kindergarten on a child, what children are doing, eating patterns, concerns about sleeping. Comments: “Some parents seeking advice which was not forthcoming. Children’s learning not a focus”. 

· Two parents discussed child’s behaviour – “It’s probably normal for his age”. Diversion suggested to a parent having problems – “Yeah, I know all that but it doesn’t help when he’s going mad”.

· Parents learning from supervisor and copying her lead.

· Parents observing supervisor. Parents watching how supervisor interacts with children and following.


Indirect contributing factors

The “strong” playgroup had a paid supervisor who took an active role in supporting parent participation and learning. 

Table 53 Playgroup support for parent involvement in children’s learning, induction, leadership and development of parenting skills

	Indirect contributing factors
	Strong playgroup (1)
	Less strong playgroup (7)

	How playgroup supports parent involvement in children’s learning
	Teacher plays strong role in encouraging active involvement in educational activities with children and explaining why this involvement is important
	In 6 playgroups parents said they learn from each other. 

In 1 playgroup, parents get handouts of the language teaching that is done so they can follow up at home. Parents are learning with children. 



	Induction processes
	Information sheet about expectations, funding, and cost is being prepared following committee suggestion. The playgroup parents are welcoming and friendly.
	Six playgroups had informal induction processes and a “welcoming” atmosphere. In one of these all parents are asked to do a job after 3 visits. 

In the 7th playgroup there is an information pack and a committee member is available to show new parents around and explain the format of the session.



	Responsibility for adult learning
	Teacher is responsible. Questionnaire for new parents about what parents want and expect. Parents are able to take books and videos home and teacher encourages them to sing songs and do activities at home. 
	In 3 playgroups no-one is responsible and nothing is organised. 

In 3 playgroups “everyone” is responsible. In 1 of these playgroups information about courses is available but these are too far away for people to attend. 

In the 7th playgroup, committee members are responsible for adult learning as an administrative responsibility. 


In the “strong” playgroup the teacher played an active role in encouraging parent involvement in children’s learning. 

For example she would say “Okay, everybody, now we are going to sing and you all have to come and do this”. Otherwise everyone will sit back and be shy.

She would also emphasise the importance of parents doing activities with their babies and encourage parents to take resources home. She focused on parents as educators. 

In most of the “less strong” playgroups there was no clear leadership related to adult learning. In one playgroup the teacher provided some activities with respect to language teaching that parents could do at home

The “strong” playgroup had similar adult:child ratios as the “less strong” (overall, 1:1). It was less likely to have dealings with health or welfare agencies. Contact with the local marae occurred only for the two puna. 

Ratio of parent educators to children, paid supervisor, relationships with external agencies and development of parenting skills in playgroups 

	Indirect contributing factors
	Strong playgroup (1)
	Less strong playgroups (7)

	Paid supervisor
	Yes
	3 yes

4 no



	External organisation support
	Range* of support and advice from MOE (would like support to establish a strong committee).
	· Two said they had no support from external organisations. (One of these would like support for curriculum and ideas for craft activities, the other would like MOE advice on the education programme and activities and general community support). 

· Four had a range* of support and advice from MOE. One also had church support, one had learning centre and church support (would like financial support and adult education opportunities), and one had Group Special Education and playcentre support (would like parenting programmes, support for helping parents value ECE, policy advice). 

· One stated “ECD comes in for occasional chat” (would like management advice). 



	Relationships with family agencies
	Shares resources and mutual support with licensed ECE service.

No contact with health services.

Understands welfare services available.

No referral processes for dealing with concerns.

No contact with local marae.
	Five playgroups had no contact with other ECE services. One had social contact and contact with kindergarten its children attended. One had support from a playcentre.

Two playgroups had no contact with health services. In 5 playgroups, health professionals visit the playgroup regularly or if requested to check children’s health. GPs, Plunket or welfare organisations refer children to 2 playgroups.

Three playgroups had no relationships with welfare services, 4 understood welfare services available, 1 of these had information leaflets and another is visited by welfare organisations who talk to parents. None had referral processes for dealing with concerns.

Five playgroups had no contact with local marae and iwi. Two playgroups (puna) did have contact, including kaumatua coming to the puna. 


*
“Range of advice” from MOE included professional development, professional advice and support, educational resources, management advice and support, financial advice and support.

The “strong” playgroup had support and advice from MOE and did not want any further pedagogical advice. Some of the “less strong” playgroups rated themselves as having no or very superficial external advice and support. The “strong” playgroup had a beneficial relationship of sharing resources and mutual support with a licensed ECE service, while the “less strong” playgroups had no or limited contact with ECE services. These point to the “strong” playgroup having greater external advice and support related to pedagogy than the “less strong” playgroups. 

Contextual factors

The “strong and “less strong” groups were not different from each other on contextual factors.

Summary

Direct contributing factors

In the “strong” playgroup:

· The teacher encouraged parent involvement in the playgroup programme, emphasising the value of adults doing activities with babies at the playgroup and at home, and providing resources to take home.

In the “less strong” playgroups:

· There was little depth of good discussion about children’s learning and development and missed opportunities for offering ideas and support to parents who seemed to be seeking this. 

Indirect contributing factors

In the “strong” playgroup:

· The teacher had leadership responsibility for adult learning.

· Resources and mutual support were shared with a licensed ECE service.

In the “less strong” playgroups:

· There tended to be no clear leadership responsibility for adult learning.

· In one playgroup, courses were too far away for interested parents to attend. 

 The “strong” and “less strong” playgroups:

· Wanted more advice and support in a range of areas relevant to their individual needs - policy/ governance/ management (4), curriculum and programme activities (2), adult education/ parenting programmes (2), community support (1).

Köhanga reo

Three of six köhanga reo in this study had a rating of “strong” on this outcome indicator, and the other three were rated as “less strong”. 

Direct contributing factors

All the köhanga reo had high ratings on the adult interaction rating scale items. In the “strong” köhanga reo adults drew on each other’s knowledge of te reo and cultural interactions. In two of the “less strong” köhanga reo, adults tended not to talk together so closely. 

Table 54  Positive adult interactions, sharing child development knowledge, team work and parenting skills in köhanga reo 

	Direct contributing factors
	Strong köhanga reo (3) 
	Less strong köhanga reo (3) 

	Adults interact respectfully and positively with each other


	3 rated “much like/ very much like” 
	3 rated “much like/ very much like”

	Adults work as a team to provide the education programme 


	3 rated “much like/ very much like”
	3 rated “much like/ very much like”

	Adults draw on each other’s knowledge of child development
	3 rated “much like”
	1 rated “very much like”, 2 rated “not at all like” 



	Field researcher notes about types and quality of parent discussion of child development and learning
	Experienced adults are role models in respect to te reo and cultural interactions (3). Noted in 1 that the “lack of fluency in te reo means they can only go so far”
	· Kaiako explains that planning is done in relation to Te Whäriki, experienced adults are role models, supporting kaimahi when working together in the programme.

· Staff plan programme together although this is sporadic.

· Not observed/ parents are shy.


Indirect contributing factors

One of the “less strong” köhanga reo attributed difficulties in supporting parents to be involved in children’s learning to whänau paid work or apathy. The two “strong” köhanga reo and the other “less strong” köhanga reo that responded to this question involved parents by trying to get their understanding of the education programme or provided resources to take home. One also paid course fees. On the whole, there were no clear differences between the two groups of köhanga reo. 

 Köhanga reo support for parent involvement in children’s learning, induction, leadership and development of parenting skills

	Indirect contributing factors
	Strong köhanga reo (3)
	Less strong köhanga reo (3) 

	How köhanga reo supports parent involvement in children’s learning
	· Parents are told about the theme of the term at whänau hui, interest and encouragement is given to new parents

· Parents welcomed, take books and flash cards home, parents encouraged and fees paid to do te reo classes, first aid.

· No response 


	· Te reo books and mahi kainga to take home, plan for individual children

· Köhanga tries but some times whänau are unable or cannot be bothered

· No response

	Induction processes
	· Formal induction, booklet provided, “wairua” is important

· Parents encouraged to come to the köhanga to talk about kaupapa, and attend whänau hui

· Encouragement
	· Formal induction process, enrolment package, tono (programme), whänau hui, whakamarama tuatahi, phone calls whänau hui, panui (invitation) sent out, questions encouraged

· No response



	Responsibility for adult learning
	· Kaimahi for learning environment, whänau overall responsible

· Whänau, purapura

· No response
	· Whänau

· Matua (kaiako)

· Kaiako & whänau


The “strong” köhanga reo tended to have broader external relationships with other köhanga reo, through their purapura, and were slightly more likely to be marae-based. They had a somewhat higher adult: child ratio, but still low at 1:3. 

Ratio of parent educators to children, paid supervisor, relationships with external agencies and development of parenting skills in köhanga reo 

	Indirect contributing factors
	Strong köhanga reo (3) 
	Less strong köhanga reo (3) 

	Ratio parent educators working with children to total adults interacting with children
	1:4

3:5

1:5

Overall 1:3
	0:3

6:9

1:5

Overall 1:2



	Paid supervisor
	Yes (3)
	Yes (3)



	External organisation support
	· TKRNT, purapura, professional development provider, GSE (whänau need continual upskilling) 

· TKRNT, purapura (would like behaviour management, child development and administration support)

· TKRNT, purapura (would like ideas for encouraging whänau participation)


	· TKRNT (would like management, policy and charter support)

· TKRNT, purapura, MOE, community centre

· TKRNT (would like charter and policy support)

	Relationships with external agencies/ organisations
	Social contact and workshops with ECE services (1); share training or professional development and social contact with köhanga (purapura) (1); social contacts only (1)

Health professional visit to check the children’s health (3), köhanga reo makes referrals to health services (2), health professional visit to talk to parents (2).

Understands welfare services available, has information leaflets, welfare services give talks to parents, welfare services refer children (2), referral process for concerns (2)


	Shares resources and social contact with köhanga (2), limited contact (1) 

Health professionals visit to talk to parents on a regular basis (1); health professionals check children’s health (2) 

Understands welfare services available (2); have information leaflets and make referrals (1), no referral processes (1) 

	Relationships with marae and iwi
	Contact with local marae and iwi (3) join cultural experiences (3), köhanga is marae based (2), have a member on marae committee and on iwi board (1)
	Contact with local marae and iwi (3) Regularly visits marae (3), join cultural experiences (3), have a member on marae committee (3), regularly visit iwi (1) kaumatua visit the köhanga


* 
“Range of advice” from MOE included professional development, professional advice and support, educational resources, management advice and support, financial advice and support.

Contextual factors

The “strong” köhanga reo tended to have parents with incomes under $30,000. Two of the “strong” köhanga reo had a higher percentage of under-twos than others. A possible reason for stronger development of parenting skills in these two köhanga reo may be a higher level of commitment of parents of babies and toddlers to be involved in the education programme. It may also indicate that these parents wanted their children to be immersed in the kaupapa of köhanga reo from a young age. 

Table 55  Contextual factors and development of parenting skills in köhanga reo 

	Contextual factors
	Strong köhanga reo (3)
	Less strong köhanga reo (3)

	Parental income
	2 under $30k, 1 wide range
	2 wide range



	Proportion of under-twos
	56

33

19
	19

14

25



	Location
	Rural (2)

Urban (1)
	Rural (2)

Urban (1)


Summary: development of parenting skills in köhanga reo

Direct contributing factors

In the “strong köhanga reo:

· adults drew on each other’s knowledge of child development, and

· experienced kaiako were role models in respect of te reo and cultural interactions. 

Indirect contributing factors

The “strong” köhanga reo tended to 

· provide somewhat more support for parent involvement in their children’s learning,

· share training and professional development through their purapura, 

· be marae based, and 

· had slightly more contact with health professionals. 

Contextual factors

 The “strong” köhanga reo tended to have:

· parents with incomes under $30,000;

· a higher percentage of children aged under two. 

Pasifika centres

One of the six Pasifika centres in this study had a rating of “very strong” on this outcome indicator, one had a rating of “strong”, and four had a rating of “less strong”. 

Direct contributing factors

The richest discussion of child development and learning occurred in the centre that was in the “strong” group. Otherwise, there was little difference in the direct contributing factors among the three groups of centres. 

Table 56 Positive adult interactions, sharing child development knowledge, team work and parenting skills in Pasifika centres 

	Direct contributing factors
	Very strong Pasifika centre (1)
	Strong Pasifika centre (1)
	Less strong Pasifika centres (4)

	Adults interact respectfully and positively with each other


	Rated “very much like”
	Rated “very much like”
	2 “very much like”

2 “much like”

	Adults work as a team to provide the education programme


	Rated “very much like”
	Rated “very much like”
	4 “much like”

	Adults draw on each other’s knowledge of child development


	Rated “somewhat like”
	Rated “somewhat like”
	1 rated “much like”, 1 rated “somewhat like”, 2 rated “very little like”

	Field researcher notes about types and quality of parent discussion of child development and learning
	Parent and grandparent discuss own children who like to be “busy”, parents talk about what children are doing and “can do”.
	Supervisor is experienced and knowledgeable. Shares perspectives on individual children with parents at tea break, purposely monitors play of under-twos with over-twos in outside area and discusses observations with parents. 
	· Parent discusses physical size of son in relation to other children. No other discussion heard.

· Teacher discusses anecdotes of learning and children’s progress with parents, teachers talk about children. 

· Not observed.

· Some incidental sharing about children’s experiences. 


Indirect contributing factors

The “very strong” and “strong” Pasifika centres placed an emphasis on parents having opportunities to participate in training and professional development, and supported parents in their study and work with children. In these centres, parents were required to attend with their children. 

None of the centres had formal induction processes but helped parents feel welcome. In all centres the supervisor was responsible for adult learning, but in two of the “less strong” centres the supervisor had some barriers to undertaking this role. 

Table 57 Pasifika centre support for parent involvement in children’s learning, induction, leadership and development of parenting skills

	Indirect contributing factors
	Very strong Pasifika centres 
	Strong Pasifika centre
	Less strong Pasifika centres (4 centres)

	How playgroup supports parent involvement in children’s learning
	Two parents are in training for an ECE qualification and provide support for each other. Parents work together in the programme and participate in professional development/workshops.
	Professional development, resource books and experienced people working with parents. Centre has a new policy about working with parents. 
	· Workshops have been planned (not yet happening). Information on how parents can help, meeting about under-twos.

· Trained teachers and the qualities of their manner, habits and language provide role models through interactions with children. Workshops, parent evenings.

· Parents are made welcome. Everyone helps each other.

· Teacher aide visits parents. Parents are encouraged to document in daily activity diary if they notice children’s interests. Workshops and readings 



	Induction processes
	Parents made welcome. No formal induction. Parents are required to stay with their children. 
	Parents made welcome. No formal induction. Parents required to stay with under twos. 
	Parents made welcome. No formal induction. In two centres, most parents working.



	Responsibility for adult learning
	Supervisor responsible for adult learning. 
	Qualified palagi teacher and staff in training for ECE qualification responsible for adult learning.
	· Fluent supervisors responsible for adult learning (4 centres). However, in one, the supervisor is coping with administrative requirements and would like more time for professional leadership. In another, the “younger” supervisor has to work hard to prove herself.


The “very strong” centre had the lowest ratios of parent educators to children. There were no clear differences related to external support and advice, and contact with other early childhood education centres. 

Table 58 Ratio of parent educators to children, paid supervisor, relationships with external agencies and development of parenting skills in Pasifika centres

	Indirect contributing factors
	Very strong Pasifika centres (1) 
	Strong Pasifika centre (1)
	Less strong Pasifika centres (4)

	Ratio parent educators working with children to total adults interacting with children
	8:10 (1:1)
	3:10 (1:3)
	2:8 (1:4)

1:6

3:3 (1:1)

2:4 (1:2)

Overall 1:3



	Paid supervisor
	No (but volunteer supervisor)
	Yes
	Yes (3)

No (1 – but volunteer supervisor)



	External organisation support
	Range of support from MOE, PIECCA, church, professional development provider, REAP. (Would like advice on educating parents about important of ECE and children not staying home to watch TV).
	Range of support from MOE and PIECCA, professional development provider, kindergarten association. (Would like training for teacher aides).
	· Range of support from MOE, church. (Would like information about other organisations and services they provide, changes in ECE policy).

· Range of support from MOE, playcentre association, PIECCA, church, professional development provider, Pacific ECE organisation. (Would like more funding to ease the cost, Pacific ECE co-ordinators to be employed in MOE and visit regularly). 

· Range of support from MOE, mentor. (Would like professional development, being kept up to date with children’s learning, parent education especially on health and safety and behaviour management).

· College of education and Pacific community. (Would support to help parents understand value of centre’s work with children, parent education workshops, parent understanding children’s learning starts at birth, follow-up of children’s progress). 



	Relationships with family agencies
	Shares resources, information, training, professional development, and specialist support with ECE service and there is some competition.

Centre makes referrals to health services, health professionals visit to check the children’s health.

Understands welfare services available, has leaflets, representatives give talks to parents, welfare services refer children. Has no referral process for concerns. 

No contact with local marae or iwi.
	Shares resources, information, training, professional development, and specialist support with ECE services.

Health professional visit to check the children’s health.

Understands welfare services available, has leaflets, has a referral process for concerns.

No contact with local marae or iwi. 
	Shares resources, information, training, with ECE services (4). One of these also shared and professional development, two shared specialist support and one had social contacts.

One had social contacts only. One linked with Pacific centres regionally.

In the 4 centres, health professionals visit regularly or if requested to check children’s health. In 1 centre, health professionals visit to talk to parents on a regular basis. 

Understands welfare services available (3), 1 of these had information leaflets and welfare services make referrals, and representatives sometimes gave talks to parents in another. None had referral processes for concerns

No contact with local marae or iwi (3). Joins cultural experiences (1)


*
“Range of advice” from MOE included professional development, professional advice and support, educational resources, management advice and support, financial advice and support.

Contextual factors

The “very strong” and “strong Pasifika centres had a higher percentage of children under two, and parents were required to stay with them. 

Pasifika centre contextual factors and development of parenting skills

	Contextual factors
	Very strong centres (1)
	Strong centres (1)
	Less strong centres (4)

	Percentage under two
	73
	50
	28

11

26

None


Summary

Direct contributing factors

The “strong” Pasifika centre had:

· greater depth of discussion about children, with observations of children discussed in relation to what children can do. 

Individual level

The individual level indicator for this outcome was a rating of each parent’s view of the parenting skills and knowledge of child learning and development they felt they had learnt from involvement in the ECE service. This rating was done at an individual rather than service level because of the wide variability in response rate to the parent profiles which would have skewed results if these had been aggregated at centre level. 

Outcome indicator

We categorised those responses that directly related to child development and learning and parenting skills, as follows:

Child development and children’s learning Fifty-four parents wrote that they had learnt about child development and children’s learning. 

Normal stages of development. Know what to expect and when to be concerned.

Children learn through play. It’s good for children to initiate play.

Understanding play and creativity.

How parents can support, encourage and extend children’s learning Thirty-seven parents wrote about what they could do to actively encourage learning.

Allowing space for children to create and work things out for themselves, to gain independence. Assisting when above is proving frustrating.

Encouraging children to complete task, extend play, talk to children about the activity, ask child to describe the activity.

Getting down to child’s level. Focusing on child’s strengths and interests.

Respecting child’s opinion.

Learned how to help children experiment with art work.

Activities Thirty-six parents wrote about ideas for activities they could use at home and how to make resources.

Making resources – playdough, finger paint.

Cooking for babies. 

Tactile experiences, moving to music.

Early childhood education curriculum and working in ECE centre This category was about learning how to provide an education programme in an ECE centre, but is included under this outcome because the knowledge gained is seen as directly relevant to understanding more about children and therefore parenting. Thirty-one parents wrote that they learnt about the ECE curriculum, assessment and planning. 

Observing children in play and being part of a team. Transfer ideas for activities into the programme.

Writing observations for planning.

Learning to focus not just on own child.

 Behaviour management Twenty-nine parents wrote that they had learned how to positively deal with behaviour issues. These focused on not physically punishing the child, and using discussion, distraction and reasoning.
A new way to discipline, distract, take them away, korero. 

Strategies for dealing with inappropriate behaviour and positive guidance

My grandson was hitting everyone. At [centre] they use “gentle hand” and it works.

Knowledge of how to deal with behaviour in the centre and using it [with] my children at home. Try my best not to hit children or smack. It will take a time, but I will get there. 

Improved communication skills Twenty-seven parents wrote about enhanced communication and interactions with children. 

Improved interaction and communication with preschoolers.

Communicating with children on their own level.

Parenting skills Twenty-two parents wrote about enhanced parenting skills. Most comments were general except from four parents who described having greater confidence as parents and one parent who described valuing ECE more.

Parents are the first and best educator.

Gained confidence as a parent.

Importance of ECE groups, especially where parents and children learn together.

We divided the parents who filled in the profile into three groups on the basis of their responses to this question.

Less strong group. Parents marked that they did not learn new skills and knowledge, left the item blank or did not specify skills and knowledge directly related to parenting. There were 114 parents in this category (38 percent of parents responding). 

Strong group. Parents did learn skills and knowledge but their response fell into only one of the above categories. There were 105 parents in this category, 35 percent of the parents responding.

Very strong group. The parents’ responses fell into more than one of the above categories. There were 82 parents in this category (27 percent of the parents responding). 

Direct contributing factors

The following were treated as direct contributing factors to this outcome of gaining knowledge related to parenting skills from ECE experience:

· level of ECE qualifications,

· total years of early childhood education work experience,

· whether the parent was studying for an early childhood education qualification,

· involvement in early childhood education professional development, and 

· the kind of involvement parents had within the early childhood education centre.

These items were thought to directly relate to parenting skills since they would offer opportunities to learn about children’s learning and development and experience working with different children and other adults in a group setting. 

The group that has gained most from their involvement in early childhood education show a higher involvement in early childhood education training, and in working with children at their child’s early childhood education centre. 

The numbers in the table do not add up to the number in each category because not all parents answered all questions.

 Qualifications, ECE work experience, professional development and involvement in ECE centre and development of parenting skills and knowledge

	Factors
	Very strong parent group (n=74)
	Strong parent group (n=86)
	Less strong parent group (n=98)

	Percentage with completed ECE, köhanga reo or playcentre qualification* 
	36
	27
	32

	Percentage with higher levels** of completed courses of ECE study
	43
	29
	18

	Percentage with beginning levels*** of completed courses of ECE study
	44
	29
	27

	Percentage with no ECE qualification or completed courses
	18
	35
	44

	Percentage studying for an ECE qualification
	37
	20
	17

	Percentage with no formal qualification
	13
	17
	21

	Average years of ECE work experience
	2.2

sd=3.63
	2.2

sd=3.74
	1.2

sd=2.86

	Percentage involved in professional development
	54
	39
	25

	Percentage involved in working with children
	91
	87
	62

	Percentage involved in assessment, planning and evaluation
	57
	47
	27


*
“Top level ECE qualifications” are Whakapakari, Playcentre National Certificate, NZ Playcentre Federation Inc Certificate, Playcentre Federation Association Certificate, PIECCA Diploma, PIEC Diploma, Bachelor of Education (Teaching ECE), Higher Diploma of Teaching (ECE), Advanced Diploma of Teaching (ECE), Diploma of Teaching (ECE), and Equivalence to Diploma of Teaching (ECE).

**
“Higher level courses of ECE study” are Te Ara Tuatahi, Te Ara Tuarua, Playcentre Part 3, Playcentre Part 2, Playcentre Course 4, Playcentre Course 3, ECE qualification of 100 or more licensing points, and National Certificate in ECE Level 5.

*** 
“Beginning level courses of ECE study” are Ara hiko, Playcentre Course 2, and Playcentre Course 1.

The “very strong” parent group had a higher percentage of parents with ECE qualifications and completed courses at beginning and higher levels, and a higher percentage studying for an ECE qualification. The “less strong” parent group had a higher percentage of parents with no ECE qualification or completed course, with no formal qualifications and with lower average years of ECE paid and volunteer work experience. The relationship between parents studying for an ECE qualification and the strength of development of parenting skills and knowledge was statistically significant (p=.01).

The “very strong” parent group had a higher percentage of parents involved in professional development, followed by the “strong group” and the “less strong” group. 

A higher percentage of the “very strong” parent group, followed by the “strong” parent group, were involved in working directly with the children in the education programme and in assessment, planning and evaluation. 

The “less strong” parent group had fewer years ECE experience than the “strong” and “very strong” groups. 

The “very strong” group showed signs of involvement in other unpaid and paid community work, and health and social service work experience. There was a higher proportion of playcentre parents among the “very strong” group in terms of gaining parenting skills from their involvement in their child’s ECE centre. This is consistent with the strong emphasis placed on parent education within the playcentre philosophy. Köhanga reo parents were more likely not to report parenting skills gained from their involvement in their child’s ECE centre.

Table 59  Years of relevant (non-ECE) work experience, centre support for professional development and training and development of parenting skills and knowledge

	Factors
	Very strong parent group (n=74)
	Strong parent group (n=86)
	Less strong parent group (n=98)

	Average years of education work experience 
	1.31

sd=3.12
	1.81

sd=3.61
	0.94

sd=2.75

	Health and social service work experience
	1.57

sd=3.65
	0.59

sd=2.12
	0.61

sd=2.43

	Community work experience
	3.01

sd=4.83
	2.69

sd=4.58
	1.91

sd=4.19

	Percentage of playcentre respondents
	39
	29
	30

	Percentage of Pasifika respondents
	25
	36
	32

	Percentage of playgroup respondents
	19
	40
	37

	Percentage of köhanga reo respondents
	11
	22
	64


The most frequent type of centre support for studying for an ECE qualification for all parents was discussion/study group (12 percent), payment of course fees (11 percent), mentoring (9 percent), repayment of travel costs (8 percent), free childcare (6 percent), and payment of childcare costs (4 percent). A higher percentage of the parents who gained most from their involvement, in the “very strong” parent group were supported by their centre in one of these ways, though the overall proportions are not high. 

Centre support for qualification training and development of parenting skills and knowledge

	Factors
	Very strong parent group (n=74)
%
	Strong parent group 
(n=86)
%
	Less strong parent group (n=98)
%

	Discussion/study group
	18
	8
	11

	Payment of course fees
	14
	11
	9

	Mentoring
	15
	8
	6

	Repayment of travel costs
	14
	7
	4

	Free childcare
	8
	7
	4

	Payment of childcare costs
	10
	2
	2


The most frequent type of support for professional development for all parents responding was payment of course fees (23 percent), discussion/study group (21 percent), mentoring (15 percent), repayment of travel costs (15 percent), free childcare (14 percent), and payment of childcare costs (9 percent). A higher percentage of the “very strong” parent group had support through mentoring. A higher percentage of the “very strong” and “strong” parent groups had support for childcare either through free childcare or payment of childcare costs. 

Table 60 Centre support for professional development and development of parenting skills and knowledge

	Factors
	Very strong parent group 
(n=74) 
%
	Strong parent group 
(n=86)
%
	Less strong parent group
(n=98)
%

	Payment of course fees
	27
	23
	18

	Discussion/study group
	24
	20
	18

	Mentoring
	24
	13
	10

	Repayment of travel costs
	22
	19
	6

	Free childcare
	11
	22
	9

	Payment of childcare costs
	17
	8
	4


Summary

A key contributing factor in supporting parents and whänau to develop parenting skills was the quality and depth of informal discussion about children and learning that occurred amongst parents and staff or co-ordinators. This discussion was more likely to occur at the beginning and end of session if adults were all engaged in the education programme and focusing on children. There were many missed opportunities for offering ideas and support to parents in most playgroups. Playgroup parents valued being socially connected with other adults, and knowing that “someone else is in the same boat”, but in order for parents to develop parenting skills from their participation, the playgroup needed input from people with knowledge and experience of children’s development and learning. The level of discussion could be lifted through a knowledgeable and experienced professional support person or co-ordinator visiting the centre and talking with parents.

In most centres in the study, adult team work and adult interactions were positive. Where these relationships and ways of working were poor, there were problems in supporting adults to learn.

The stronger centres placed emphasis on adult education opportunities and encouraged take-up of opportunities through a formal induction programme, and having a person/s responsible for adult learning. Playcentres provided good examples of how this could work in practice, with well organised induction programmes emphasising the playcentre philosophy of adults as first teachers and a range of playcentre courses in which adults were encouraged to participate at their appropriate level. Where there were teachers/ supervisors in stronger centres, they encouraged parents to do activities at home with their children.

A depth and range of external professional support from a range of organisations was associated with adults developing parenting skills. Sharing resources, training and professional development with local ECE services also helped centres to support adult learning. Many playgroups and Pasifika centres and some köhanga reo and playcentres wanted more external support to suit their needs. 

Pasifika centres and köhanga reo tended to be stronger in respect to this outcome if they had higher percentages of under twos, perhaps reflecting parents’ commitment to being involved in the education of their very young children. 

At an individual level, 62 percent of the parents responding gave examples of what they had learnt from their involvement in early childhood education that supported their parenting. Study through beginning and higher level ECE courses and parent involvement in the education programme and assessment, planning and evaluation were prime contributors to the outcome for individual parents. Beginning and higher level courses may not be accessible to playgroup and Pasifika parents since only playcentre and köhanga reo provide such specific recognised courses for parents. In addition, köhanga reo courses are particularly focused on te reo and tikanga rather than ECE per se, and this may account for the lower proportion of köhanga reo parents noting some learning for them in relation to parenting skills. 

A higher percentage of parents who were very strong on the outcome indicator participated in professional development. They also tended to be more likely to be supported by their centre to participate in training and professional development, either through mentoring or discussions, or financially. 

More of the parents who gained most from their involvement in terms of parenting skills also had more years of experience in community work and health and social services. This experience could have contributed to their higher levels on this outcome, or their higher levels could have enabled them to make a contribution to these types of work (or a mix). 

A much higher percentage of playcentre parents were in the “very strong group” on this outcome, a finding that is reflective of the high level of support and commitment provided through playcentre for parent education.

8. Social support 

Parents are actively involved in the ECE centre providing social support for each other

A community has been defined as a relatively stable network of relationships among a group of people who have common interests, a network from which they draw support, friendship and a sense of identity or connectedness greater than that provided in a family alone. From a societal perspective, it is communities (and families) that create and preserve social cohesion (Biddulph, Biddulph, & Biddulph, 2003, p. 15). 

The scoping report for this study found potential for parent and whänau-led services to build a socially supportive network of adults. Parents may get to know each other well and build up a more diverse social network of adults. Enduring friendships can be made because of involvement in running the centre and putting different people together in new ways. The ECE centre may give parents an entrée into their local community, into new networks. These networks may grow and reform in ways that are helpful for community cohesion. Jack and Jordan’s (1999) synthesis of UK and US research shows that incidences of abuse and neglect are associated with families lacking mutually supportive relationships and social support. Social support for families is increasingly important in an urbanised society where there is high mobility and many families do not have the support of extended family or whänau. 

Outcome indicator

Sub-indicators for the outcome Parents are actively involved in the ECE centre providing social support for each other were:

· the percentage of parents working regularly in the programme as educators. 
This percentage was calculated in relation to the number of families using the centre. Working regularly in the programme as an educator, with other parents, also provides opportunity for social contact, and potentially, social support. “Higher level” centres were categorised as those where 40 percent or more of families worked regularly in the programme as educators.

· the level of adults working as a team and interacting respectfully and positively. 
The average of two quality rating scale items Adults interact respectfully and positively with each other and Adults work as a team to provide the education programme was used to rate centres as “higher level” (average rating of 4 or 5 indicating that these interactions occurred often or always) or “less strong”. 

· a rating of the extent to which the centre contributes to social support for parents. 

This rating was derived from the parent group discussion of how their ECE centre contributes to community. The contributions that were identified included: provision of a local meeting place where adults with responsibility for care of young children could meet together in a social network and provide mutual support; contributing to development of a sense of belonging through, for example, offering opportunity to interact with others of the same cultural group, and opportunity to develop friendships with others in a similar situation; offering a service to families who might otherwise be isolated, such as immigrant families, teenage parents; and building community identity through contributing to other community organisations and events such as taking part in cultural festivals or fundraising for the local school. Where one or more of these contributions was identified, the centre was categorised as “higher level”. 

The “stronger” centres were those with three “higher level” ratings. Fourteen centres were categorised as “stronger”, and 14 as “less strong”. The “stronger” centres were five playcentres, five playgroups, two Pasifika centres and two köhanga reo. The “less strong” centres were three playcentres, three playgroups, four Pasifika centres, and four köhanga reo. 

Direct contributing factors

The direct contributing factors for this outcome from our data were: 

· adults having a clear aim for social support. 

This was derived from parent discussion of what their centre really values and aims to achieve, and the benefits for parents and whänau not actively involved in the programme. Examples include: parents developing supportive relationships and friendships; parents having opportunity to learn alongside their children; and parents having a community to which they feel they belong and contribute (this may be a cultural community). Values and benefits were rated as “social support and benefits for parents” if centre parents identified such aims and benefits for themselves, not just benefits for their child or their own learning in relation to their child. 

· comfortable provision for parents. 

The quality rating scale item There is comfortable provision for parents, including parents with babies and toddlers was used to categorise centres as “good” (a rating of 4 or 5 indicating that the description is much like or very much like the centre), “satisfactory” (a rating of 3 indicating the description is somewhat like the centre) or “poor” (a rating of 2 or 1 indicating the description is little like the centre). This item reflects the adequacy of the physical environment for parents catering for babies and toddlers, the adequacy of adult furniture and practices that are supportive of parents as adults with their own needs.

· how the centre welcomes and inducts families
This was derived from parent discussion of how this occurs. Examples included: overtures made to new parents in the locality, a follow up telephone call made to new parents after a first visit to the centre, the centre designating a person or persons to look after a new person, and parents being told how they might participate, but were also able to “take their time” to become involved. Centres were categorised as a “welcoming environment” if most or all of these actions were described.

· Sharing of leadership responsibilities through the centre 
This was derived from parent discussions of leadership and the role of parents. Centres were categorised as “shared responsibilities” if parents were active participants and contributed to the different aspects of running the centre (e.g. governance; education programme; financial support e.g. through fundraising, contribution of services; and administration), and if parents conveyed that they felt volunteer workload was fairly distributed. There was an acceptance in these centres that people have commitments at different times in their lives inhibiting their involvement (e.g. a new baby) and that parents are sometimes shy about being involved. 

Indirect contributing factor

The indirect contributing factor from our data was a rating of the level of other community organisations in the local community. This was derived from the service profile indicating what health services, welfare services and other community organisations were available in the community. Centres had a “wide range” if there were different types of service in each category locally available to support families. An example of a centre with a “limited range” was one where there was no health service in the area except the school dental clinic, no local welfare services, and no community organisations except churches and sports clubs. 

However, there was no difference between groups within each ECE type on this factor. We have therefore not reported it separately within the description for each ECE type.

Playcentre

Five playcentres were categorised as “stronger” and three as “less strong” on this outcome. 

Direct contributing factors

The “stronger” playcentres provided welcoming environments, good provision for parents at the playcentre itself, and shared leadership responsibilities. 

Playcentre values, provision for parents, induction, leadership responsibilities and social support

	Direct contributing factors
	Stronger playcentres (5)
	Less strong playcentres (3)

	Values and aims
	Social support and benefits for parents (5)
	Social support and benefits for parents (2)

Aims and benefits mainly for child (1)

	Provision for parents
	Good (4)

Not rated (1)
	Satisfactory (1)

Poor (2)

	Welcome and induction
	Welcoming environment (5)
	Welcoming environment (1)

Less strong welcoming environment (2)

	Leadership responsibilities
	Shared responsibilities (5)
	Shared responsibilities (1)

Leadership not shared equitably (2)


The “stronger” playcentres emphasised social support for parents as a playcentre value and aimed to build good interpersonal relationships among adults. 

The playcentre values whanaungatanga – developing relationships between parents, children, all. Supporting and caring for each other. 

Playcentre is giving a place for a teenage mum. 

In the “less strong” playcentres that did not rate so well on sharing leadership, there was some resentment either that parents were excluded from doing things they wanted to do, or that parents were not pulling their weight. 

Contextual factors

The two isolated playcentres were in the “stronger” group. Parents in these playcentres said the playcentre was a meeting place for them and the hub of the community. The “stronger” playcentres tended to have support from other external organisations as well as their playcentre association. 

Table 61 Contextual factors and playcentre parent social support

	Contextual factors
	Stronger playcentres (5)
	Less strong playcentres (3)

	Isolation
	Yes (2)

No (3)
	No (3)

	External support
	Association and other organisations (4)

Association (1)
	Association (3)


Summary

Direct contributing factors

The “stronger” playcentres:

· had a common aim for parents to support each other as well as children,

· aimed to build good interpersonal relationships among adults,

· had comfortable provision for parents and a welcoming environment,

· shared leadership responsibilities so the burden did not fall on a few, or people were excluded from taking on leadership responsibilities.

Contextual factors

The only two isolated playcentres were “stronger”. The “stronger” playcentres had a wider network of external support than the “less strong” playcentres.

Playgroups

Five playgroups were in the “stronger” group for encouraging mutual social support among their parents, and three were in the “less strong” group. 

Parents from all the playgroups in this study said they valued social support for parents and this was a prime aim. For example, parents in an isolated playgroup told the field researcher they really wanted her to know this about their playgroup:

· the fellowship of other women;

· the importance of social interactions for adults and children;

· friendships that can be lifelong for children in their area;

· their strong sense of belonging; and 

· the need for regular support. 

One of these parents said “this is the only time we see other females”. Parents in a community language playgroup spoke of the importance for them of meeting socially with others from the same culture. They loved the opportunity to get together, catch up with each other and talk their own language. In other playgroups, parents spoke of their isolation as parents and their longing for adult conversation. Playgroup offered adult company. 

There were no differences among the direct contributing factors for the “stronger” and “less strong” playgroups.

Playgroup values, provision for parents, induction, leadership responsibilities and social support

	Direct contributing factors
	Stronger playgroups (5) 
	Less strong playgroups (3)

	Values and aims
	Social support and benefits for parents (5)
	Social support and benefits for parents (3)

	Provision for parents
	Good (4)


	Good (2)

Satisfactory (1)

	Welcome and induction
	 Welcoming environment (5)
	Welcoming environment (3)

	Leadership responsibilities
	Shared responsibilities (5)
	Shared responsibilities (1)

Teacher and committee largely responsible (1)


Contextual factors

The only isolated playgroup was categorised as “stronger”.

Summary

A prime aim of all playgroups was social support for adults. There were no factors distinguishing the “stronger” and “less strong” playgroups on this outcome. A clear theme was that playgroups play a vital role in contributing to the wellbeing of parents, and in isolated communities may be the only point of contact with adults outside the immediate family. Playgroup may provide contact with services not available in the community.

Köhanga reo

Two köhanga reo were rated as “stronger” and four as “less strong” on this outcome. All köhanga reo valued whänau participating in the köhanga reo and taking leadership responsibility within the köhanga reo. This was seen as part of the köhanga reo kaupapa. There were no differences between the two groups in relation to the direct contributing factors. 

Table 62 Köhanga reo values, provision for parents, induction, leadership responsibilities and social support

	Direct contributing factors
	Stronger köhanga reo (2)
	Less strong köhanga reo (4) 

	Values and aims
	Cultural and social support and benefits for parents (2)
	Cultural and social support and benefit for parents (4)

	Provision for parents
	Good (2)
	Good (4)

	Welcome and induction
	Welcoming environment (5)
	Welcoming environment (3)

No response (1)

	Leadership responsibilities
	Whänau responsible (2)
	Whänau responsible (4)


Contextual factors

The “stronger” köhanga reo were both rural and marae based. 

Table 63 Contextual factors and köhanga reo parent social support

	Contextual factors
	Stronger köhanga reo (2)
	Less strong köhanga reo (4) 

	Rurality
	Rural (2) and isolated (1)
	Urban (3)

Isolated (1)

	Marae based 
	Yes (2)
	Yes (1)

No (3)


Summary

The “stronger” köhanga reo were both rural and marae based.

Pasifika centres

Two Pasifika centres were rated as “stronger” and four as “less strong” on this outcome.

All the Pasifika centres valued parents participating in the centre with other families and members of their own Pacific cultural group. A prime aim was teaching and learning the Pacific culture and language, and incorporating spiritual values. This was seen as beneficial for parents and children. 

The “stronger” Pasifika centres had comfortable provision for parents. These centres had ensured a place with adult sized furniture for adults to sit comfortably even where buildings were not built to accommodate this.

Two of the “less strong” centres placed reliance on supervisors for leadership. These were both new centres. 

Table 64 Pasifika centre values, provision for parents, induction, leadership responsibilities and social support

	Direct contributing factors
	Stronger (2) 
	Less strong (4) 

	Values and aims
	Social support and benefits for parents (2)
	Social support aims and benefits for parents (4)

	Provision for parents
	Good (1)

Satisfactory (1)
	Good (2)

Poor (2)

	Welcome and induction
	Welcoming environment (2)
	Welcoming environment (4)

	Leadership responsibilities
	Shared responsibilities (2)
	Shared responsibilities (2)

Leadership not shared equitably (2)


Contextual factors

The stronger Pasifika centres in terms of their encouragement of mutual social support provided sessional immersion education, and were license-exempt. The latter requires a high level of parental input.

Table 65 Licensing status, programme focus, operation and Pasifika parent social support

	Contextual factors
	Stronger Pasifika centres (2)
	Less strong Pasifika centres (4)

	Licence exempt
	Yes (2)
	No (4)

	Programme focus
	Immersion (2)
	Bilingual (3)

Immersion (1)

	Operation
	Sessional (2)
	Sessional (1)

Full day (3)


Summary

Direct contributing factors

The “stronger” Pasifika centres:

· had comfortable provision for parents and fanau consistent with their commitment to parents and fanau;

· shared leadership responsibilities.

Contextual factors

The “stronger” Pasifika centres were licence-exempt, sessional and immersion.

Overall summary

Most centres in the study aimed to support parents as well as children. But the centres that were “stronger” in terms of mutual social support for parents made sure there was comfortable provision for adults as well as children and shared leadership responsibilities. They offered opportunity for parents to participate regularly, and were mainly sessional centres. A higher proportion of licence-exempt centres and playcentres were “stronger” on this outcome.

Rural centres were more likely to emphasise strong social support. 

9. Parental participation in ECE supports their involvement in voluntary or paid work beyond the ECE centre

Parent/whänau led services can also benefit parents/whänau, and their communities, when parents take up roles and responsibilities within the centre their child attends. NZCER’s 2003 national survey of early childhood education services allows comparison of parental involvement and gains between teacher-led services and playcentres.
 Playcentre parents had the highest levels of involvement in their centre (98 percent, compared with 83 percent of kindergarten parents responding, and 33 percent of education and care centre parents). They had high levels of involvement in training and professional development (78 percent, compared with l percent of parents in the teacher-led services), management (64 percent, compared with 22 percent of kindergarten parents, and 6 percent of education and care centre parents), and administration (56 percent compared with 9 percent of kindergarten parents, and 5 percent of education and care centre parents). These higher levels of involvement showed in higher proportions identifying gains from their involvement in: 

· training, qualifications, or skills they could use elsewhere (62 percent compared with 7 percent of kindergarten parents, and 5 percent of education and care centre parents), and 

· confidence in their abilities or skills (66 percent compared with 14 percent of kindergarten parents, and 6 percent of education and care centre parents).

Here we focus on the study sample’s parent/whänau perceptions of their use elsewhere of the skills and knowledge they have learnt or enhanced through participation in their child’s ECE centre. Examples of such uses described by parents/whänau include teaching and teacher aide work, participation in community committees and school boards of trustees (including holding positions of responsibility), community liaison work, sports coaching, and using cultural skills and knowledge in paid employment. 

Outcome indicator

The indicator for the outcome Parental participation in early childhood education supports their involvement in voluntary or paid work beyond the ECE centre was derived from two sources of evidence. 

1
Discussions about how parents have used their early childhood education experiences to contribute to voluntary or paid work. These were: 
· Discussions with parents as a group regarding their perceptions of how their ECE centre and the people involved in it contribute to the wider community, and; 

· Discussions with the supervisor/kaiako/team leader/people knowledgeable about the educational programme, about how parents have used their experiences in early childhood to contribute to community work or service, and how parents have used their training within the early childhood centre in other voluntary or paid work.

· Information from the discussions was collated for all four service types. Responses from both discussions were assigned a maximum of two points for each of these three aspects:

· the extent to which parents contributed as a group to community services,

· mention of individuals who were in paid work as a result of their participation in the early childhood centre, and 

· mention of individuals who were undertaking community work as a result of their participation in the early childhood centre.

· Using this process, each centre could be assigned a maximum of six points. Out of the 28 centres, three were rated as “very strong” (4-6 points), three were rated as “strong” (3 points), and 22 were rated “less strong” (2 points or less). 

2. Individual profile information about how parents use skills and knowledge gained through participation in early childhood education in voluntary or paid work

Information from the parent educator profiles was used to calculate the percentage of parents in each centre (from those responding), who had used/were using their skills and knowledge in voluntary or paid work. Three distinct groupings emerged. One grouping of nine centres that scored 57 percent or more was rated as “very strong”; another grouping of five centres scored exactly 50 percent and were rated as “strong”. Fourteen centres that scored 40 percent or less were rated as “less strong”. 

Three centres were rated “very strong” on both these sources. Fifteen had different pairs of combinations of “very strong”, “strong”, or “less strong”. All the centres that scored these combinations were rated “strong”. The ten centres rated “less strong” on both these sources were rated “less strong” on the overall indicator for this outcome.

The three “very strong” centres were all playcentres. The 15 strong centres comprised 5 playcentres, 3 playgroups, 3 köhanga reo, and 4 Pasifika centres. The 10 “less strong” centres comprised 5 playgroups, 3 köhanga reo, and 2 Pasifika centres.

Playcentres

Playcentre parents reported a wide range of paid and unpaid work where they used the skills learned within the centre. This included teaching (including at other playcentres), working with special needs children, sports coaching, working in a Toy Library, church and youth group work, and community health and safety committees. Three playcentres were rated “very strong’ on this outcome and five playcentres were rated “strong”, and none were rated “less strong.” 

Direct contributing factors

The ‘very strong’ playcentres in terms of parent use of their ECE participation for voluntary and paid work tended to have somewhat more parent involvement in professional development, including facilitation and training within the centre itself, and a somewhat higher proportion of parents reporting that they had learned new skills. 

Table 66 Centre contribution, training, professional development, and learning of new skills in playcentres

	Direct contributing factors
	Very strong centres (3)
	Strong centres (5) 

	Centre contribution to parents taking up unpaid and paid work
	Individual support and connection (3) 

bridge to the community (2) 

skills and knowledge for unpaid and paid work (1)


	Individual support and connection (5) 

bridge to the community (5) 

skills for unpaid and paid work (1) 

	Parents in training for ECE, playcentre or köhanga reo qualification
	· 57% in playcentre courses (31 \% course 1, 8% each in courses 2, 3, & 4)

· 90% in playcentre training (48% course 1, 26% course 2, 10% course 3, 6% course 4)

· 33% playcentre training (course levels not listed
	· 43% playcentre training (29% course 1, 14% course 2)

· 14 courses, average 2 attending 

· 18% course 1 only

· 30% playcentre training (3% course 1, 17% course 2, 3% course 3, 7% course 4)

	Parent involvement in professional development

	In two centres 10 parents went to 2 and 3 hour courses on centre development and planning

In one centre parent involvement not reported.


	In 3 centres no professional development reported. 

In one centre 14 parents involved; in one centre 34 families involved in a range of courses.

	Range of parent involvement in ECE service 
	Parents involved in all areas including facilitating & leading in training, and language and culture.


	Parents involved in all areas except facilitating & leading in training, and language and culture

	New skills learned by parents 
	New skills reported by 81%, 76%, and 72% of parents responding.

Average: 76%
	New skills reported by 92%, 73%, 67%, 50%, and 44% of parents responding.

Average: 65%


Contextual factors

“Very strong” playcentres tended to be larger, not experiencing financial pressure, able to leave their equipment out, have daily sessions, and cater for middle-income families. 

Table 67 Contextual factors in playcentres

	Contextual factors
	Very strong centres (3)
	Strong centres (5)

	Total roll
	Rolls are higher in these centres: 52, 43, and 35 children. Average:43. 
	Rolls are lower 7, 19, 22, 30, 31

	SES of families
	All 3 cater for families with incomes of $30,000-$69,999 and one also includes parents with incomes below $30,000
	Two centres cater for families with incomes of $30,000-$69,999; one centre reports wide range (no set amounts); two centres have families with incomes below $30,000



	Sessional days per week
	Two centres provide 5 sessions per week, one centre provides 4 sessions per week
	One centre provides 5 sessions per week, one centre 3 per week; 2 centres 2 per week; one centre 1 per week.



	Financial pressure
	No financial pressure (2)

Pressure due to mortgage and levy (1)
	Financial pressure (4) 

no financial pressure (1)



	Able to leave out equipment
	All 3 centres can leave equipment out 


	3 centres can leave out equipment, two unable to leave out equipment


Playgroups 

Playgroups (including community language groups and puna) are less formal services, operating less frequently than playcentres. Parents value the social support they provide for one another. Playgroup parents reported involvement in local school events, and participation in community, cultural and local body events. Although a high percentage of parents reported learning new skills as a result of participating with their children in the playgroup, very few reported that these had also helped them in other paid or unpaid work. Two playgroups and one puna were rated as “strong” on this indicator, and four playgroups and one puna were rated “less strong”.

Direct contributing factors

A somewhat higher proportion of parents reported learning new skills as a result of their involvement in playgroups and puna that were rated “strong’ for this outcome. Their centres also tended to have more parental involvement in professional development and training. 

Centre contribution, training, professional development, learning of new skills in playgroups

	Direct contributing factors
	Strong centres (3)
	Less strong centres (5)

	Centre contribution to parents taking up unpaid and paid work
	Individual support and connection (3)

One also provides a bridge to their community and wider community in a planned way. 

One puna also provides links to local kura. 


	Individual support and connection (5) 

a bridge to their local community and services (1) 

	Parents in training for ECE qualification
	In one playgroup 1 parent is in playcentre training. 

In the other group there are no parents in training. 

In a puna 3 parents/whänau in training.
	In one playgroup, 2 parents in training. 

In the 3 other playgroups: no parents in training. 

In the puna, 4 parents/whänau in training.



	Parent involvement in professional development
	In one playgroup 2 parents are taking courses, in the other no parents are taking courses. 

In the puna some parents/whänau have been involved in first aid and child protection courses.


	Four playgroups have no parents taking part in professional development. 

In the puna parents/ whänau have been involved in resource workshops and MOE training.

	Range of parent involvement in ECE service 
	In playgroups and puna parents/ whänau involved in most areas including training. 
	In playgroups parents involved in most areas except training. In puna parents/ whänau involved in teaching and learning, setting up.



	New skills learned by parents 
	88% and 75% of parents in the 2 playgroups reported new skills. In puna 75% of parents/ whänau reported new skills. Average: 79%
	80%; 78%; 63%, and 40% of parents reported new skills. In puna 67% of parents/ whänau learned new skills. Average: 66%


Contextual factors

The stronger playgroups and puna tended to have paid staff (who could act as mentors) and a wider range of external support. These were the only two contextual factors to show differences. 

Table 68 Contextual factors in playgroups and puna

	Contextual factors
	Strong centres (3)
	Less strong centres (5)

	Paid staff
	Two centres have paid staff to help plan, prepare, set up for the session. The puna has no paid staff.


	One centre has a paid person; three centres and the puna have no paid staff

	External support
	Three centres have external support from: MOE, Community Centre , Cultural associations and Church. The puna has external support from MOE, is based at a community centre/Trust facilities.
	Three centres have MOE support, one has no external support. The puna has MOE, GSE support and a PPP project has funded parents to set up service


Köhanga reo 

In köhanga reo parents/whänau are supported through training for Whakapakari (through Ara hiko, te ara tuatahi and te ara tuarua). Parents can proceed through selected modules or short courses. Skills learned in these courses are ones which can be used beyond the centre. These courses include management, learning and teaching, child development, and language and cultural skills. Uses of these skills mentioned by köhanga reo whänau included teaching (paid and unpaid), and community involvement such as marae committees, wänanga and cultural groups. Three kohanga were rated as “strong” and three kohanga were rated as “less strong” on this indicator.

Direct contributing factors

“Strong” köhanga reo involved parents/whänau in a wider range of professional development and roles. Higher proportions of parents/whänau at these centres reported learning new skills as a result of their involvement. 

Table 69 Centre contribution, training, professional development, learning of new skills in köhanga reo 

	Direct contributing factors
	Strong centres (3)
	Less strong centres (3)

	Centre contribution to parents taking up paid and unpaid work
	2 provide individual support and connection and a bridge to Mäori communities


	3 provide individual support and connection and a bridge to Mäori communities

	Parents in training for ECE qualification
	7 parents in training, 

2 parents in training 

no parents in training. 


	7 parents in training, 

1 parent in training, 

no parents in training

	Parent involvement in professional development
	Parents/whänau involved in a range of child-centred professional development, te reo courses, special education and strategic planning


	Parents/whänau involved in more narrow focus of professional development:: te reo, resource making and first aid

	Range of parent involvement in ECE service 
	Parents/whänau involved in a wide range of tasks: teaching and learning, employing staff, training, building repairs. 
	Parents/ whänau involved mainly in language and cultural support, fundraising and social events.



	Parents reporting new skills learned
	100% (2)

50% (1) 

average: 83%
	60% (2)

20% (1)

average: 47%


Contextual factors

“Strong” köhanga reo tend to have higher proportions of parents regularly involved in the programme, more external support, and somewhat less financial pressure. They are slightly more likely to be marae-based.

Contextual factors in köhanga reo

	Contextual factors
	Strong centres (3)
	Less strong centres (3)

	Location
	Marae-based (2) 

Trust owned property (1)
	Marae-based (1) 

Trust owned property (2)

	Percentage of regular involvement of parents in the programme
	89%, 63%, none

Average 51%
	16% (2), none

Average 11%

	Financial pressure
	No financial pressure (2)

Some financial pressure (1)
	Financial pressure (2)

No financial pressure (1)

	External support
	All receive Trust support (kaupapa kaimahi). Three kohanga report support from GSE, MOE and purapura (cluster) support


	All receive Trust support (kaupapa kaimahi). One kohanga reports support from MOE:

two köhanga report no external support. 




Pasifika centres

The main examples of how new skills were used elsewhere were in church committees, and within parents’ ethnic and cultural family networks and associations. Four Pasifika centres were rated as “strong” and two Pasifika centres as “less strong”.

Direct contributing factors

The “strong” Pasifika centres had more parents in training for early childhood education qualifications, and a wider range of parent involvement in professional development and centre roles. Higher proportions of parents said they had gained new skills. 

Centre contribution, training, professional development, learning of new skills in Pasifika centres

	Direct contributing factors
	Strong centres (4)
	Less strong centres (2)

	Centre contribution to parents taking up unpaid/paid work
	Two centres provide individual support & connection, a bridge to community, and skills and knowledge. Two centres provide individual support and a bridge to community and wider community


	Two centres provide individual support & connection and a bridge to community.

	Parents in training for ECE qualifications


	4: 2: 1; 0 in training 
	1; 0 in training 

	Parent involvement in professional development
	Parents/whänau involved in a range of professional development: learning and teaching of children, child development, literacy, and resource development


	No professional development in one centre, one professional development workshop reported in the other 

	Range of parent involvement in ECE service 
	Parents were involved in a wide range of tasks: child-focused tasks, administration & management, financial, employment, training, and fundraising activities


	Parents involved in a more limited way: mainly child-focused tasks and fundraising activities

	Parents reporting learning of new skills
	50%, 73%, 78% and 100% 

Average: 75%
	38%, 50% 

Average: 44%


Contextual factors

“Strong” centres tended to be immersion services rather than bilingual, have fewer under-twos, and not recently licensed. 

Table 70 Contextual factors in Pasifika centres

	Contextual factors
	Strong centres (4)
	Less strong centres (2)

	Licensed status
	Two centres are license- exempt playgroups, one has a provisional license, one has been licensed for 5 years


	Both very recently licensed and in new premises (3 months, 3 weeks)

	Number of under 2s catered for in the service
	73%, 26%, 11%, 0%. 

Average: 28%


	50%, 28% . average: 39%

	Immersion or bilingual service
	Immersion (3) 

Trilingual (1)
	Bilingual (2)




Overall summary

· The centres where parents were more likely to use skills and knowledge gained through their participation in their child’s early childhood education service for other work (paid or unpaid)were, not surprisingly, those where high proportions of parents said they had gained new skills, which put an emphasis on parents training for qualifications or taking part in professional development, and which offered parents a wider range of roles within the centre. This was a common pattern across all service types. The service that emphasised these three things most was playcentre. 

· The contextual factors that may make it easier for parent/whänau led services to offer these opportunities to parents to gain skills did differ somewhat for each kind of service. Stronger köhanga reo and playgroups were more likely to be using more than one source of external support. Stronger köhanga reo and playcentres were less likely to experience financial pressure. Having paid staff made a positive difference for playgroups with regard to the passing on of skills useful in other contexts. Immersion programmes, and not currently coping with the transition to licensed status seemed to support the stronger Pasfika centres in regard to providing parents with opportunities to expand their skills. 

10. Children learn and understand te reo and tikanga Mäori and develop a sense of their Mäori identity

The first kaupapa statement of the köhanga reo movement is that the learning of te reo Mäori will be in a total immersion environment. Total immersion is defined as “korero Mäori i nga wa katoa i roto i te köhanga reo”
 (Te Korowai, 1995:3)
 and includes tikanga and ahuatanga Mäori.
 The children would be placed with their elders and acquire their cultural values, traditions and world-view through the medium of the Mäori language. For köhanga reo, the acquisition of tikanga Mäori is closely interwoven with the acquisition of te reo Mäori. 

Hohepa (1990) and Royal Tangaere (1997) found in their studies that the children in te köhanga reo acquired social patterns of interaction particularly in cultural situations or activities through the usage of Mäori language. They both gave ‘mihimihi’ as one of the examples they observed. This was a cultural activity where children began learning the correct protocol and patterns for speechmaking every morning to internalise values of belonging and whanaungatanga and also in preparation for adulthood and formal speech making or whaikorero.

Elinor Ochs (cited in Schieffelin & Ochs 1986) looked at the language development of Samoan children. She concluded that by using language in cultural settings children also learnt to socialise, and thus acquire the values of that culture. Correct interpretation of language, both verbal and non-verbal, enabled children to gain knowledge of their place in the family and in their culture. Language was the tool necessary for social interaction and the glue for socialisation. 

Outcome Indicator

The indicator for the outcome “Children learn and understand te reo and tikanga Mäori and develop a sense of identity” was the total score for nine early childhood education quality rating scale items that are particularly important for te reo and tikanga Mäori practices. Ratings on these items in the six köhanga reo and two puna in this study focused on the level of te reo and tikanga Mäori evident in the observations. 

These items are 
· Adults model and encourage children to use positive reinforcement, explanation and encouragement as guidance/discipline techniques; 

· Adults model/guide children within the context of centre activities

· Adults encourage/ foster children’s language development

· Children support and co-operate with one another in language and actions

· Children display emergent leadership/leadership skills

· Tikanga Mäori and te reo Mäori is evident

· There is evidence of recognition/acceptance of the cultures of the children at the centre

· Children engage in child-initiated creative play

· Stories are read/told/shared

Cultural practices

Tikanga Mäori practices were observed in the six köhanga and two puna, with some variation in type and frequency. Karakia, mihimihi, waiata and whanaungatanga practices were observed in all six köhanga reo and one puna, and karakia and whanaungatanga in the other puna. Adults prompted, supported, encouraged and guided children in tikanga practices such as morning and afternoon karakia, mihimihi sessions, karakia before eating, removing their shoes, and demonstrating caring and respect for others (manaaki tangata). Babies were observed placing their hands together in readiness for karakia before eating food. Both puna also carried out discipline techniques and set clear limits. 
Te reo Mäori

Adults and children

In the köhanga reo adults encouraged the use of te reo Mäori throughout the day through karakia, mihimihi, the use of traditional stories about the surrounding environment, moteatea (traditional waiata), reading books, children’s self care skills, welcoming other adults and children to köhanga, during play activities and in general conversation. One of the puna encouraged the acquisition of the child’s language and promoted the meaningful use of te reo Mäori. The adults in this puna sang with the children, read stories, played imaginative games encouraged the children to describe their activities and supported children in karakia and new vocabulary. In the bilingual puna the use of te reo and tikanga was encouraged and reinforced.

Children and children

Children were observed sustaining conversation with other children during play sessions, when they were describing actions or events, singing waiata in te reo, and encouraging other children to “korero Mäori” when they spoke English. All waiata were in te reo and children supported and co-operated with one another in their actions and language. Creative play initiated by children reflected Mäori culture. Te reo Mäori was used and children initiated singing waiata while playing, children told or read stories to other children, and children acted out cultural stories such as Tangaroa during water play; Tama nui te Ra, the sun crossing the sky; and building waka to paddle in. In the bilingual puna the children spoke Mäori part of the day; however they chose to speak English most of the time.

Whanaungatanga

Older children interacted with younger children (tuakana: teina) by comforting, caring for and guiding them and negotiating the sharing of play equipment. In one köhanga an older child was observed using her own initiative and settling a new 18 month old by taking her outside to play. Without being asked, another child was observed wiping a younger child’s nose and then looking for the rubbish bag to dispose of the tissue. There was evidence of praising by both adults and children, who would always thank the child who led the karakia. Encouragement from adults was accompanied by smiles and hugs. Fighting and inappropriate interactions were infrequent during the 16 visits. Only two disagreements were observed and these were resolved by the kaiako and children. 

All six köhanga reo were observed encouraging children to take a leading role in cultural activities such as karakia, mihimihi and waiata. At times children would volunteer to lead the entire köhanga in these activities and initiate the direction of the activity. Children in all the köhanga reo were also observed saying their ‘pepeha’ or recitation which identifies their place in their whänau, hapu and iwi. Knowing their pepeha strengthened their sense of belonging and cultural identity. 

In the English medium puna the under-two-year olds received support from older children and were included in activities. Occasionally children in the bilingual puna displayed emergent leadership skills by taking charge of an activity, showing other children how to participate in waiata and karakia activities. Older children, tuakana, took charge of the younger children, teina, during mealtimes and guided them on appropriate table manners.

Resources and environment

Mäori culture was physically evident in the eight köhanga and puna. Posters, songs and chants on the walls were in te reo Mäori; books, puzzles, games, graphic designs, and signs reflected the Mäori culture. Kaumatua, parents and kaiako sharing aspects of the culture with the children through waiata, karakia and visits to the local marae were also evident. The English medium puna shared premises, and their display of things Mäori was limited to one corner of the hall. Resources were readily accessible to children in all but one service

Overall rating

The nine items reflect the elements of te reo Mäori, tikanga Mäori and whanaungatanga. They are indicators of the children’s engagement in Mäori language and culture; the adults’ Mäori language interactions with the children; the adults’ culturally driven interactions with the children in karakia, mihimihi and waiata; and the children’s cultural and language engagement with each other. 

All köhanga reo would be expected to have strengths in these items as the purpose of te köhanga reo was the revitalisation of the Mäori language, culture, values and beliefs. 

Both puna were licence-exempt playgroups, and supported through the Ministry of Education’s ‘Promoting Participation Programme’. One puna saw te reo and tikanga Mäori as an important goal and the programme was bilingual. The other puna had minimal parts of the day focusing on te reo although tikanga was practised in some cultural activities such as karakia before eating, the singing of waiata, and whanaungatanga or caring for and co-operating with one another. The main goals articulated by the parents in this puna were children acquiring socialisation skills and preparation for school. 

Two items Adults model and encourage children to use positive reinforcement, explanation and encouragement as guidance/discipline techniques and Adults model/guide children within the context of the centre activity were combined and counted as one item in calculating centres’ average score for this outcome indicator as both focused on modelling, encouraging and guiding children in cultural activities. The total possible score for all the items was 80. 

The scores for the six köhanga and two puna ranged from 54.5 (68 percent) to 74 (93 percent) and three distinct groupings were evident. Those with a rating of 90 percent or more were categorised as “stronger”; those with ratings between 80 to 89 percent as “strong”; and those with ratings less than 79 percent, “less strong”. 

Three köhanga reo were rated “stronger”, two were rated “ strong” and one as “less strong”. The puna that had chosen to be bilingual (Mäori and English), was rated “strong” and the puna where the medium was predominantly English, “less strong”.

Direct contributing factors

These included te reo Mäori fluency of parents and paid staff, the participation of parents and kaumätua, the presence of adults with köhanga reo qualifications, and the availability of adequate te reo language resources.

Indirect contributing factors

These included centre values, early childhood education qualifications, professional development, early childhood education experience, köhanga experience, external support, adult:child ratio, and group size. 

Te Köhanga Reo

Parent educator fluency & regular programme participation

Thirty profiles were returned out of a possible 94. These are likely to be parents who were more involved with their köhanga reo. However, only three parents reported that they were fluent in te reo Mäori. Six each could sustain a conversation with children in te reo Mäori, or initiate and participate in all appropriate cultural practices. Fourteen of the 30 could speak basic sentences in te reo Mäori, 12 could give instructions to children, and eight could initiate and take part in a range of appropriate Mäori cultural practices. There were no differences in parental fluency levels between the three groups in terms of their rating on the overall indicator for the quality of children’s te reo and tikanga opportunities. Nor where there any differences when we used kaiako reports of the number of whänau in their köhanga reo who were able to speak Mäori. The range was from 15 percent, in a “stronger” köhanga reo, to 88 percent, the “less strong” köhanga reo. 

However, though the “less strong” köhanga reo had similar proportions of parents who could speak te reo, no parents were involved in its programme on a regular basis. Two of the three “stronger” köhanga reo had some regular parental involvement (83 and 38 percent), as did one of the “strong” köhanga reo (75 percent). The ratio of parents and adults involved in language and cultural support did not however favour the “stronger” group. 

Kaiako fluency

Kaiako fluency in te reo did differ between the three groups. All the köhanga reo had similar ratios of paid staff to children (1:5), so the higher proportion of fluent speakers or those who could speak te reo for long periods among the paid staff distinguishes the stronger and strong köhanga reo from the one that was less strong in supporting children’s te reo and tikanga. However, there was no difference in relation to the proportion of staff who could hold a sustained conversation in te reo Mäori with children, or in the ability to initiate and participate in Mäori cultural activities. 

Paid staff language fluency and Mäori language and culture quality

	Direct contributing factors
	Stronger (n=3)
	 Strong (n=2)
	Less strong (n=1)

	Proportion able to speak te reo Mäori fluently/for long periods
	2:4 
3:8 

3:5 

Overall: 1:2
	3:4 
1:3

Overall: 1:2


	0:4

Overall: 0



	Able to hold a sustained conversation in te reo Mäori with children
	2:4 
4:8 

3:5 

Overall: 1:1.9


	4:4 

1:3

Overall: 1:4


	2:4 

Overall: 1:2


	Able to initiate and participate in all or a range of appropriate Mäori cultural practices
	3:4 
4:8 

4:5 

Overall: 1: 1.5
	3:4 

1:3

Overall: 1:1.8
	2:4

Overall: 1:2


Kaumatua involvement

Kaumatua are considered the repositories of language and cultural knowledge for te iwi Mäori. The “stronger” köhanga reo had kaumatua, or those close to this status, involved in the programme. 

Table 71 Involvement of kaumätua 

	Direct contributing factors
	Stronger
	 Strong
	Less strong

	Kaumätua:child ratio during observations
	0:22 – Two kaiako were approaching ‘kaumatua status
3: 47 (1:16) (3 paid kaiako were kaumatua)

2: 21 (1:10)

Overall: 1:18
	0:21 
1: 12

Overall: 1:33


	0:21

Overall: 0:21


Qualifications that are köhanga relevant have a high emphasis on te reo and tikanga Mäori. Stronger köhanga reo tended to have more staff and more parents with these qualifications, higher proportions of parents in training to gain these qualifications, and more whänau attending professional development, including kura reo and purapura wänanga. 

Relevant qualifications, training and professional development

	Direct contributing factors
	Stronger
	 Strong
	Less strong

	Ratio of Köhanga relevant qualifications to children (Tohu Whakapakari for kaiako

and Te Ara Tuarua for semi fluent kaimahi)
	Kaiako qualifications (Whakapakari & TA2)

2 & 0 - 2: 22 (1:11)
3 & 1 - 4:41 (1:10)

1 & 2 - 3: 12 (1:4)


	Kaiako qualifications (Whakapakari & TA2)

0:4
0:3
	Kaiako qualifications (Whakapakari & TA2)

0:4



	Ratio of qualified parents to children. (Köhanga relevant qualifications -TA1, TA2, te reo)


	0:22 
3:41 (1:14)

7:21 (1:3)


	0:21
0:12 
	0:21

	Ratio of those training for Köhanga relevant qualification to children


	6:22 (1:3.5)
13:41 (1:3)

0:21 
	0:21
2:12 (1:6)
	0:21



	Professional development

no. courses & no. whänau
	3 courses: 8 whänau
2 courses: 5 whänau

3 courses: 18 whänau
	1 course : 1 whänau
3 courses: 20 whänau
	1 course : 1 whänau




Stronger köhanga reo also tended to have better te reo Mäori language resources. 

Table 72 Te reo Mäori language resources, parent involvement in language and culture

	Direct contributing factors
	Stronger
	 Strong
	Less strong

	te reo Mäori language resources
	Very good (2)

Good (1)
	One köhanga had very good resources and the other was ‘poor’
	The köhanga had a satisfactory range of te reo resources




Indirect contributing factors

The “stronger” köhanga reo were more likely to operate all the time in te reo Mäori. In the less strong one, children as well as whänau were using English for a small proportion of the time, particularly when children were being left or collected. The kaiako in the “less strong” köhanga reo had much less experience in köhanga reo than those in the “strong” and “stronger” köhanga reo. 

Programme focus, köhanga reo experience, relations with marae and iwi

	Indirect contributing factors
	Stronger
	 Strong
	Less strong

	Values according to tikanga and whanaungatanga
	All 3 köhanga reo were immersed in te reo and tikanga Mäori and cultural practices

In one of these köhanga whänau spoke some English
	1 köhanga reo was immersed in te reo and tikanga Mäori and cultural practices

1 köhanga reo was immersed in te reo 90% of the time as some whänau spoke English
	köhanga reo was immersed in te reo 90% of the time, as the children spoke a lot of English



	Length of köhanga reo experience
	2 staff : 13 years

2 staff : 2.5 years or less

3 staff: 13 years

2 staff : 7.5 years

3 staff: 2.5 years or less

1 staff : 13 years

2 staff: 7.5 years

2 staff: 2.5 years

Average: 7.4 years
	2 staff: 7.5 years

2 staff: 2.5 years or less

2 staff: 2.5 years or less

Average: 6.7 years
	2 staff: 2.5 years or less

Average: 2.5 years or less


While there was no difference between the groups in terms of the support their köhanga gave them for their professional development, the “stronger” group was more likely to have staff who had early childhood education qualifications, and a slightly longer experience in other early childhood education. 

Staff ECE qualifications, experience and professional development

	Indirect contributing factors
	Stronger
	 Strong
	Less strong

	ECE qualifications
	2 staff – early childhood Equivalency

No early childhood qualification

1 staff - BEd EC


	Both köhanga had no staff with early childhood qualifications
	No early childhood qualifications



	Length of ECE experience
	1 staff – 0.5 years 

1 staff – 2.5 years

1 staff – 13 years

2 staff – 2.5 years or less

1 staff – 13 years
3 staff – 2.5 years 

4 staff – 0.5 years 

Average= 3.3 years
	1 staff – 2.5 years 

1 staff – 0.5 years 

1 staff – 2.5 years 

1 staff – 7.5 years 
1 staff – 2.5 years 

3 staff 0.5 years 

Average: 2.4 years 


	1 staff – 2.5 years 

1 staff - < 1 year 

Average: 1.7 years


While all the köhanga received support from the Te Köhanga Reo National Trust, the stronger ones were also more likely to receive support from their local purapura, be sited on marae and receive support from iwi, and have contact with non Mäori community groups or sources of professional development. 

Table 73 External support received

	Indirect contributing factors
	Stronger
	 Strong
	Less strong

	Purapura
	All köhanga received support. 


	One köhanga received support 
	Did not receive support



	Relations with marae, iwi
	Two of the three köhanga are sited on a marae, receive support from iwi, and participate in marae activities
	One of the two köhanga

is sited on a marae, receive support from iwi, and participates in marae activities


	No contact with local marae or iwi

	Contact with non Mäori community groups
	Professional Development courses (2)

GSE (2)

Health (1)

Community centre, library, WINZ, Fire Dept, Auditor (1 each)
	No contact
	No contact




All six köhanga reo had ratios that were better than the licence minimum and Rate Two Funding requirement. The “stronger” ones used age groupings more than the köhanga reo in the other two groups. 

Context

Only one contextual factor that differentiated the three categories of köhanga reo. Two of the ‘stronger’ köhanga were receiving Rate Two or ‘Quality’ funding and the third had not applied for this funding even though it qualified. The strong and less strong köhanga reo were receiving Rate One funding. 

Summary: Te Köhanga Reo

The köhanga reo that rated “stronger” on the quality rating items that were particularly relevant to opportunities for children to learn te reo and tikanga were more likely to have:

· kaiako who are fluent in te reo 

· one or more kaumatua present in the programme 

· kaiako with the Tohu Whakapakari qualifications or in their final year of training 

· whänau who attended wänanga which made a positive contribution to language and culture; and

· very good or satisfactory te reo Mäori resources. 

They were also more likely to 

· operate with total immersion in te reo Mäori

· have kaiako with longer experience in köhanga and early childhood education; 

· support from their purapura, and 

· engagement with other sources of relevant professional development and community resources. 

Puna 

One puna was categorised as “strong” (with a score of 66, or 83%) and the other as “less strong” (with a score of 47.5, or 59%). 

Direct contributing factors

While the “strong” puna had somewhat lower regular parent educator involvement, most of those who were involved were fluent te reo speakers, with confidence in Mäori cultural practice. These 3 were the only whänau in these two puna who could speak te reo Mäori. This puna had made a commitment to provide bilingual education. Neither puna employed paid staff. 

Table 74 Parent educator language fluency and Mäori language and culture quality

	Direct contributing factors
	 Strong
	Less Strong

	Parent educators daily involvement in each of the puna


	parent daily involvement 

4/9 whänau (48%)
	parent daily involvement

15/25 whänau (60%)

	Able to speak te reo Mäori fluently


	3
	0

	Able to hold a sustained conversation in te reo Mäori with children


	3
	0

	Able to initiate and participate in all appropriate Mäori cultural practices
	3
	0


Both puna had access to kaumatua. In the bilingual puna the co-ordinator was also a kaumatua, and actively involved in the daily programme as their kaiako. The “strong” puna had a lower kaumatua:child ratio.

Table 75 Involvement of kaumätua in the köhanga reo

	Direct contributing factors
	Strong
	Less Strong

	Kaumätua:child ratio during observations
	3:30 – 1:10
	1:35


The strong puna had very good resources and a higher level of parents involved in language and culture support to children in line with their programme focus of providing a bilingual programme.

Table 76 Te reo Mäori language resources, parent involvement in language and culture

	Direct contributing factors
	Strong
	Less Strong

	te reo Mäori language resources


	Very good
	Poor

	Ratio of parent educators involved in language and cultural support to children
	3:30 (1:10)
	2:35 (1:17)


Indirect contributing factors

The “strong” puna had a bilingual programme, and observed cultural practices such as karakia, mihimihi, waiata and whanaungatanga. The focus of the other puna was on readiness for school and their children gaining socialisation skills. Some cultural practices were also observed such as waiata and karakia before eating.

The strong puna had one kaiako who had a relevant ECE qualification (B. Ed); the less strong had none. Length of experience in ECE was similar across the two puna. There were no differences between the two in terms of parent/whänau ECE qualifications. The stronger puna had parents involved in a somewhat wider range of courses, but both had reasonable numbers taking part in the courses. 

Table 77 Kaiako/kaimahi/kaiawhina ECE relevant qualifications, training and professional development related to te reo and tikanga Mäori

	Indirect contributing factors
	Strong
	Less Strong

	EC relevant Qualifications for kaiako 
	1 B Ed degree


	0

	Professional development

number courses : no. whänau
	4 courses: 30 whänau attended

First aid, Building blocks, Child protection, ECD
	2 courses :28 whänau attended

Resources day was attended by all parents, administration workshop was attended by 3 whänau.


Both puna were also supported by a Ministry of Education staff member who had an early childhood diploma qualification, and there was little difference between the two in terms of other support they received from external sources. Initially their Ministry of Education support came from Early Childhood Development under the Promoting Participation Programme.

Table 78 External support received by puna

	Indirect contributing factors
	Strong
	Less Strong

	Ministry of Education
	Yes
	Yes

	Community Trust 
	-
	Yes

	School
	Yes
	-

	Relations with Marae/ iwi
	unsure
	No

	Other
	GSE; Participation Programme
	Participation Programme


The less strong puna had a better adult to child ratio than the strong one. Both met their playgroup requirement to have at least parents from at least half the children’s families attending. Both had mixed groupings. 

Table 79 Ratio and grouping 

	Indirect contributing factors
	Strong
	Less Strong

	Ratio adults to children
	4: 30 (1:7)
	15:35 (1:2)

	Groupings
	Mixed
	Mixed. No under twos present


Context

Both puna were licensed exempt playgroups although the bilingual puna was waiting for their building to be completed, and would then apply for a licence. The contextual factor which differentiated between the two puna was that the strong puna focused on a bilingual programme in te reo Mäori, and the other puna was English medium, focusing on school readiness and the children’s socialisation skills.

Summary

The “strong” puna as compared with the “less strong” puna had: 

Direct contributions

· kaiako who were fluent in te reo and had a depth of tikanga Mäori,

· a kaiako with an early childhood degree,

· a higher kaumatua:child ratio during the programme, 

· whänau who regularly attended a variety of wänanga, 

· a higher ratio of parent educators involved in language and cultural support for children, and 

· very good te reo Mäori resources.

Indirect contributions

· values based on te reo, tikanga Mäori and whanaungatanga, providing an immersion education. 

Overall summary

Of the eight köhanga and puna, five köhanga reo and one puna were “stronger” or “strong” in supporting the outcome Children learn and understand te reo and tikanga Mäori and develop a sense of identity. They all had fluent staff, with relevant qualifications or in their final year of training for those qualifications. There was slightly more kaumatua involvement and whänau participation in wänanga in the stronger ones, longer staff experience in köhanga or early childhood education, and more support from purapura, and their local community or other early childhood education professionals. 
Table 80 Overall summary of “stronger” and “strong” köhanga and puna 

	Contributing Factors
	Stronger (3)
	Strong (3)

	Direct contributing factors
	
	

	Fluency in te reo Mäori or able to speak for long periods
	3 
	3 

	Qualification or in final year of training
	3 
	3 

	Kaumatua involvement
	3 
	2 

	Many whänau attend wänanga
	3
	2 

	Very good or satisfactory resources
	3 
	2 

	Indirect contributing factors
	
	

	Values based on te reo, tikanga and whanaungatanga
	3 
	3 

	Staff average of around 7 years köhanga reo experience
	3 
	2

	Support from purapura or local community
	3 (100%)
	2 (66%)


The services in the “strong” category had some of the factors and by maintaining and building on the other factors could potentially improve their rating in the outcome Children learn and understand te reo and tikanga Mäori and develop a sense of identity”.

May and Hill (2004) named five key factors to ensure language revitalisation in Mäori medium education. These were the wider school environment, teachers, instructional design, home-school relationships, and wider language education policy. Within their outline of what was important in teachers, they identified the importance of teacher fluency in te reo Mäori, training and ongoing learning, and language learning/teaching strategies. In the ‘home-school relationships’ factor they stated that strong community support and strong parental involvement were extremely important.

These factors are consistent with the patterns found here, but, further, underline the essential ingredient of fluent and trained kaiako. It may be that this is even more important in a context where parental fluency in te reo Mäori was low, even in the stronger köhanga reo. A commitment to full immersion was also important in distinguishing the stronger and strong köhanga reo and puna, from the less strong in terms of their ability to support children to learn and understand te reo and tikanga Mäori, and develop a sense of identity. 

11. Support for Mäori parents’ te reo, tikanga Mäori, and cultural identity 

Te Köhanga Reo National Trust’s guiding Charter for all köhanga reo has as its second kaupapa statement the importance of all parents being involved not only in the management of the köhanga but also in their children’s learning and development in te reo and tikanga Mäori. The goal of all köhanga reo is to provide language and cultural learning opportunities for parents to achieve this. 

May and Hill (2004) saw strong parental involvement in immersion settings as an important factor in the revitalisation of te reo. Baker (2003) stated that a strong commitment to a minority language can foster confidence and identity, as well as a more positive attitude to learning. 

In this chapter, we look first at factors and their role in supporting this outcome in relation to the six köhanga reo and two puna in the study, and then look at them at the individual parent level. 

Outcome indicator – service level

The indicator for the outcome Parents’ te reo, tikanga Mäori, and cultural identity was derived from four sub indicators:

The language fluency levels of parents 

Forty one parents out of a total of 131 whänau completed the Mäori language rating scale. The parents individually rated their own te reo Mäori fluency in these areas: 

· their ability to speak Mäori,

· their ability to understand Mäori in any situation, and 

· their ability to write in their own language.

The percentage of fluent parents in relation to the number of responses per köhanga/puna was averaged across these three aspects of fluency in te reo to obtain an overall percentage of fluent parents per köhanga/puna. 

The range of parental fluency was 60 percent to 12 percent. The centres were categorised as “strong” (47 percent and above; three köhanga) and “less strong” (30 percent and below; three köhanga and two puna). 

The ability of parents to sustain conversation in Mäori with children and with adults was also considered. The cut off point was 50 percent and above for ‘strong’ köhanga/puna and 49 percent and below for ‘less strong’ köhanga/puna. The same groupings were obtained. 

The ability of parents to initiate and participate in Mäori cultural practices 

Parents individually rated their ability to initiate and participate in cultural practices. The two ratings “Can initiate and participate in a range of” and “ in all cultural practices” were used to categorise the köhanga/puna for this sub-indicator. Köhanga/puna that had at least half their responding parents saying they could either initiate and participate in a range of, or in all, cultural practices were categorised as “strong” (three köhanga and one puna), and the rest as “less strong”.

Parents benefit from te köhanga reo in learning and maintaining the language and culture 

Parent/whänau discussions were used to rate the köhanga reo and puna according to the benefits that the parents reported in learning and maintaining the Mäori language and culture. A maximum of three points was allocated to each service. One point was awarded to each of these benefits for parents: 

· Language, 

· Culture, and 

· social/cultural connections with other adult speakers of te reo Mäori. 

Four köhanga and one puna scored the maximum of three points, one köhanga scored two points and one köhanga and one puna scored one point. The five that scored the maximum were rated “strong”, and the remaining three as “less strong” for this sub indicator.

The percentage of parents/whänau with new skills and knowledge related to language and culture

Parents in the köhanga and puna were asked whether they had learned new skills and knowledge related to language and culture in the parent/whänau profile. All the parents of two köhanga said they had; these were rated “stronger”. The three köhanga and one puna with scores of 50 to 80 percent were rated as “strong”, and the köhanga where only 20 percent of parents thought they had gained new skills in relation to Mäori language and culture as “less strong”. One puna had a high proportion of parents who said they had gained new skills and knowledge, but none were related to language and culture. This was also categorised as “less strong” on this sub-indicator. 

Overall rating

To determine the köhanga/puna ratings on the outcome indicator, the ratings across the four sub-indicators were collated. The ratings fell into three groupings. Köhanga/puna were rated “stronger” if they scored “strong” on all four sub-indicators. Köhanga/puna that scored strong on three of the four sub-indicators were rated “strong” and köhanga/puna that scored “strong” on two or fewer of the four sub-indicators were rated “less strong”.

Table 81 Groupings of köhanga reo and puna on indicator Support for parental te reo and tikanga
	Stronger
	Strong
	Less strong

	2 köhanga reo
	1 köhanga reo

1 puna
	3 köhanga reo 

1 puna


Direct contributing factors

These are:

· The percentage of parents with köhanga or early childhood qualifications

· The take up of training and professional development related to te reo and tikanga Mäori

-
The percentage of parents in training for qualifications

-
The percentage of parents attending wänanga related to language and culture

-
The percentage of parents involved in training and professional development related to language and culture

-
Nature of professional development and willingness of parents to be involved

· Cultural values and practice

-
Service values, aims for parents and whänau

-
Strengthening cultural values and language for children

-
Parent involvement in language and cultural support

-
Parent involvement in children’s learning (te reo and tikanga focus)

-
The proportion of parents regularly working in the programme with children as educators

· Ratio of kaumatua in relation to families

-
Role of kaumatua

-
Involvement and contribution of kaumatua

Indirect contributing factors

The indirect contributing factors are:

· Service welcome and induction of new parents

· Level of staff fluency in te reo Mäori

· Ability of staff to initiate and participate in cultural practices

· Proportion of whänau who can speak Mäori

· Leadership responsibility for adult learning

Te Köhanga Reo – service level

Two köhanga were rated as “stronger”, one as “strong” and three as “less strong” in terms of their support for parents’ te reo, tikanga, and Mäori identity. 

Direct contributing factors

There was little difference between the three groups in terms of the number of parents with Te Köhanga Reo qualifications. 

Table 82 Parents with Te Köhanga Reo qualifications and support for parents’ te reo and tikanga Mäori

	Direct contributing factors
	Stronger (2)
	Strong (1)
	Less strong (3)

	Whakapakari
	0
	0
	0

	Te Ara Tuarua
	0
	0
	0

	Te Ara Tuatahi

	1
	0
	2


There was greater take-up of training and professional development related to te reo and tikanga Mäori among parents in the less strong köhanga reo, indicating that the köhanga reo whänau were aware of their need to actively support parents to gain fluency and confidence through formal classes.

Take up of training and development and support for parents’ te reo and tikanga Mäori

	Direct contributing factors
	Stronger (2)
	Strong (1)
	Less strong (3) 

	Parents in training for a köhanga qualification
	No parents in training

1 parent in training
	No parents in training
	No parents in training

2 parents in training

1 parent in training



	Parents attending wänanga related to te reo and tikanga Mäori
	1 whänau attended te reo 

1 whänau attended te reo 

 
	5 whänau attended te reo & 3 attended cultural wänanga 


	2 whänau attended te reo

& 18 attended cultural wänanga 

2 whänau attended te reo

& 3 attended cultural wänanga 

8 whänau attended te reo

5 whänau attended cultural wänanga 



	Percent parents in training and professional development
	5% (1/18)

5% (1/18)
	44% (8/18)
	100% (20/8)

15% (5/33)

100% (13/12 )



	Nature of professional development and willingness of parents to participate
	Te reo 

Very low willingness (5%)

Te reo 

Very low willingness (5%)
	te reo 

willing (44%)
	te reo & cultural,

high willingness (100%)

te reo & culture, 

low willingness (15%)

te reo & culture, 

high willingness (100%)


There was somewhat greater regular parent participation in the programme in the “stronger” köhanga reo – though the proportions are not high. This is consistent with fluent parents being more confident about their participation in the immersion environment. The “stronger” köhanga reo also had more focus on parents using te reo at home with their children. 

Cultural values and practice and support for parents’ te reo and tikanga Mäori

	Direct contributing factors
	Stronger (2)
	 Strong (1)
	Less strong (3) 

	Service values aims for parents & whänau
	Te reo, tikanga, whänau staff relations, whanaungatanga 

Te reo, tikanga, whänau 
	te reo, tikanga, whanaungatanga 
	te reo, tikanga, whänaungatanga, identity 

te reo, tikanga, äwhina 

te reo, tikanga, atmosphere, environment 



	Strengthening cultural values and language
	Köhanga encouraged parents to strengthen te reo 

Parents were speaking te reo all the time at home
	The whole whänau were involved in learning tikanga. The köhanga encouraged the whänau


	 The parents were learning te reo. They were much more confident and speak as much as they can. 

The köhanga helped parents to try harder to speak te reo.

Parents were learning the culture.



	Parent involvement in language and cultural support
	2 parent
5 parents - Majority of parents were fluent.

 
	2 parents


	No parents

3 parents 

1 parent

	Parent involvement in children’s learning (te reo and tikanga Mäori)
	Parents were involved in programme activities. They took te reo books home, participated in te reo classes.

The köhanga had new words displayed on a whiteboard, sent home regular newsletters which gave parents ways of participating in their children’s learning, spend time in köhanga, attended te reo classes


	Te reo books were available for parents to read to their children, Parents learned from the kaiako speaking te reo to the children.
	Parents learned te reo by learning waiata. Parents participated in köhanga training.

The köhanga had great difficulty involving parents. They felt that the parents’ lifestyle was distracting. They had two parents involved regularly out of 33 whänau.

Parents are encouraged to speak Mäori at home.

	Percentage parents regularly working in programme with children
	6% (1parent/16 whänau) 

11% (2parents/18 whänau) 
	11% (2 parents/18 whänau)
	0% (0 parents/ 18 whänau)

6% (2parents/ 33 whänau) 

8% (1parent/ 12 whänau)


The three köhanga that were “less strong” for the level of parental language fluency and cultural practices all have kaumatua involved giving advice, guidance and as a cultural expert. One of these köhanga had three kaumatua who were kaiako with the Tohu Whakapakari. 

Kaumatua role and support for parents’ te reo and tikanga Mäori

	Direct contributing factors
	Stronger (2)
	 strong (1)
	Less strong (3) 

	Ratio of kaumatua in relation to whänau
	Neither had kaumatua involvement
	No kaumatua involvement
	1:8 

3:33 (1:11)

2:12 (1: 6)

	Role, involvement and contribution of kaumatua in relation to whänau
	None
	None
	All three köhanga said that kaumatua role was advice, guidance, cultural expert, working with whänau. 


The two ‘stronger’ and the one ‘strong’ köhanga would have liked kaumatua to be involved in their programme, and one had only recently lost theirs through death. 

All the köhanga in the study welcomed new parents at their whänau hui. Five köhanga have an induction on the kaupapa of te köhanga reo for new parents. Four köhanga encouraged new whänau to stay and settle their child. There were no differences here in relation to the three groups. 

Table 83 Köhanga reo welcome and induction

	Direct contributing factors
	Stronger (2)
	 strong (1)
	Less strong (3) 

	Welcoming & inducting new whänau
	Both köhanga had an Induction process, an information booklet Parents were encouraged to stay and settle their child and were expected to attend the monthly whänau hui. 


	Parents were encouraged to stay and settle their child and were expected to attend the monthly whänau hui, The köhanga provided a panui for parents.
	Parents discuss kaupapa with new parents, mihi/ welcome new parents, Parents are expected to attend the monthly whänau hui and parents encouraged to stay and settle the children

Parents are interviewed, they attend a whänau hui and there is an induction into the kaupapa 

The köhanga provided an information booklet, interviewed the new parents, and an induction process into the kaupapa & teaching followed. All parents were expected to attend the monthly whänau hui


Indirect contributing factors

All köhanga except one had kaiako who were fluent or could speak te reo Mäori for long periods. The köhanga reo with no fluent staff member did have one staff who could sustain a conversation in te reo with adults. This particular köhanga also had a high number of parents fluent in te reo Mäori. All the köhanga reo also had staff with high levels of confidence in cultural practices. There were no differences between the three groups in relation to staff fluency in te reo, or their knowledge of culture. 

There were clear differences related to the proportion of whänau who could speak te reo. 

Table 84  Whänau fluency in te reo and support for parents’ te reo and tikanga Mäori

	Indirect contributing factor
	Stronger (2)
	Strong (1)
	Less strong (3)

	Proportion of whänau who can speak Mäori
	16:16 (100%)

16:18 (89%)
	11:18 (61%)
	3:18 (17%)

5: 33 (15%)

7: 12 (58%)


Leadership roles for adult learning were generally seen as shared among whänau. 

Table 85 Leadership responsibility for adult learning and support for parents’ te reo and tikanga Mäori

	Indirect contributing factor
	Stronger (2)
	Strong (1)
	Less strong (3)

	Overall leadership responsibility for adults’ learning
	 Whänau

 Whänau                  
	one parent
	Whänau

Not answered

Whänau, purapura


Summary for köhanga reo

All the köhanga reo in this study had staff who were fluent in te reo Mäori. The factors analysed here show responses to different levels of parent fluency, rather than seeming to contribute to those levels of fluency. Köhanga reo where parents have low fluency levels were taking active responsibility to support them improve their fluency. They had higher participation in training or wänanga related to language and culture. These köhanga saw lack of te reo Mäori as a barrier to participating and encouraged parents to attend te reo classes, spend time in the köhanga reo with their children, attend wänanga, or enrol in a köhanga relevant training programme. They also had kaumatua to support and advise them. 

The two ‘stronger’ köhanga had a high proportion of whänau who could speak te reo. Their support was focused more on encouraging them to speaking the language at home with their children. Whänau taking part in the köhanga programme also had the opportunity to use te reo with each other.

Puna 

One puna was rated “strong” and the other “less strong”, in relation to support for Mäori parents’ te reo, tikanga, and identity. 

Direct contributing factors

There were no differences between the two puna in relation to the direct contributing factors. Parental involvement in wänanga and training related to te reo and tikanga was absent. Both puna held workshops but these focused mainly on early childhood and first aid

Table 86 Parents with relevant Mäori qualifications and support for puna parents’ te reo and tikanga Mäori

	Direct contributing factors
	Strong
	Less strong

	Parents with relevant Mäori qualifications
	Nil
	Nil

	Parents in training for a köhanga qualification
	Nil
	Nil

	Parents attending wänanga related to te reo and tikanga Mäori
	Nil
	Nil

	Percent parents in training and professional development
	0%
	0%

	Nature of professional development and willingness of parents to participate
	Very low priority for language and cultural practices courses
	Very low priority for language and cultural practices courses


The strong puna was bilingual and put somewhat more emphasis on the use of te reo and tikanga. 

Table 87 Cultural values and practice and support for puna parents’ te reo and tikanga Mäori

	Direct contributing factors
	Strong
	Less strong

	Service values aims for parents & whänau
	The parents named te reo, tikanga, and the children being ready for kura as their main values
	The parents said their children’s socialisation skills, their being able to socialise with other Mäori parents and their children being ready for school were important

	Strengthening cultural values and language
	Through kapa haka, waiata, te reo, role modelling, learning to mihi, 
	Karakia in Mäori, Mäori activities, waiata, books, speaking te reo

	Parent involvement in language and cultural support
	2 parents/ 9 whänau

1:5
	3 parents/ 25 whänau

1:8

	Parent involvement in children’s learning (te reo and tikanga Mäori)
	The parents practiced manaaki tangata, whanaungatanga, te reo, aroha, and tikanga with their children 
	Parents are involved but not focused on specifically on te reo and tikanga Mäori

	Percentage parents regularly working in programme with children
	44% (4 parents/9 whänau)
	60% (15 parents / 25whänau)


While the less strong puna had a higher proportion of parents regularly involved with their children’s programme, only a fifth of those regularly attending had the language and cultural ability to be involved in language and cultural support.

Both puna had four kaumatua present each day. In the ‘strong’ puna two of the voluntary workers were kaumatua who had te reo. The parents commented that one in particular nurtured the wairua of the tamariki and whänau, said karakia, and felt that “that’s what our people need”. The ‘less strong’ puna recorded that they had four kaumatua in their service profile, but during the whänau discussions the parents said that they did not have any. At the time of the fieldworker’s observations no kaumatua were present.

Table 88 Kaumatua and support for puna parents’ te reo and tikanga Mäori

	Direct contributing factors
	Strong
	Less strong

	Ratio of kaumatua in relation to children
	4:30 (1:7)
	4:35 (1:9) 



	Role, involvement and contribution of kaumatua in relation to whänau
	Advice and guidance, cultural expertise, working with the children every puna day
	Advice and guidance, cultural expertise, working with the children every puna day


Indirect contributing factors

Both puna had expressed the importance of settling new parents. However the fieldworker observed that the parents in the ‘less strong’ puna tended to stay for the entire session and participate in the children’s programme whereas the parents from the ‘strong’ puna tended to settle their children and leave. This ‘strong’ puna was also close to licensing their new premises, removing some of the responsibility from the parents’ role. 

Table 89 Service welcome and induction and support for puna parents’ te reo and tikanga Mäori

	Indirect contributing factor
	Strong
	Less strong

	Welcoming & inducting new whänau
	Enrolment form, parents can stay, welcomed, given programme information. 

Settling in period.
	Talk to them and leave them to settle, introduce parents to others. Big smiles, big kia ora, good hug, talk with them until they feel comfortable


There were no paid staff in either puna. The stronger puna had a voluntary co-ordinator with a B Ed degree in early childhood education. She was also a kaumatua, fluent in te reo and had long experience in early childhood education, including köhanga reo. The other puna’s co-ordinator was an early childhood staff member from the Ministry of Education, whom the parents valued for her advice and support. 

The three whänau who could speak te reo in the ‘strong’ puna were also the voluntary workers. They attended every puna playgroup session and were the main adults working with the children. 

Proportion of families who can speak Mäori and support for puna parents’ te reo and tikanga Mäori

	Indirect contributing factor
	Strong
	Less strong

	Proportion of whänau who can speak Mäori to total number of children
	3 :30 (1:10)
	0


The strong puna had a designated person who took responsibility for adult learning. 

Table 90 Leadership responsibility for adult learning and support for puna parents’ te reo and tikanga Mäori

	Indirect contributing factor
	Strong
	Less strong

	Overall leadership responsibility for adults’ learning
	Unclear although on observation it was the co-ordinator of the puna and not the Ministry who guided the parents in setting up weekly programmes, knowing the stages the tamariki are at and organising workshops.
	Everybody.

All parents have turns teaching children, singing songs, and sharing ideas for the day. They have a six month plan.


Both puna were visited by the Ministry of Education early childhood co-ordinator, who also organised and guided the puna on workshops. The ‘strong’ puna was also gaining knowledge including curriculum, personnel issues, and regulations, from the Ministry of Education co-ordinator in regular meetings in preparation for the licensing of their new building. 

Summary for puna

The puna that was strong in terms of the fluency levels of its parents was bilingual, with an emphasis on te reo Mäori and tikanga. It had fluent volunteers who took responsibility for adult learning, active kaumatua involvement, and parents were able to play more of a role in their children’s learning in te reo. It was close to being licensed, and there appeared to be somewhat less parental involvement as a result, though parental confidence in the kaumatua who ran the programme was also high. 
Individual level

The individual level indicator for this outcome was a rating of each parent’s view of whether they thought they had learnt te reo and tikanga Mäori knowledge and skills as a result of being involved in their köhanga reo or puna. This rating was done at an individual rather than a service level because of the wide variability in response rate to the parent profiles which would have skewed the results if these had been aggregated at a centre level. 

Outcome indicator

We categorised individual responses on open-ended questions from the parent profiles that directly related to gaining, maintaining and deepening parents’ te reo and tikanga Mäori, including whanaungatanga. Eighteen out of 49 parents (37 percent) made specific references to this outcome indicator. Their responses are grouped as follows:

Learning te reo and tikanga Mäori: 

Sixteen parents wrote about how they were encouraged to learn te reo and tikanga Mäori by participating in the köhanga reo or puna. They had appreciated participating in korero Mäori, waiata, powhiri, köhanga reo kaupapa, and te kawa o te marae. Five wrote that their te reo was at a basic level, they had known very little, they had picked up Mäori words, phrases and waiata, and had improved their own level as well as helping the children to learn. 

Helping children to learn te reo and tikanga Mäori: 

Four parents wrote that they had learned approaches to helping children learn te reo and tikanga Mäori. They had learned why and how to speak te reo to the tamariki, created cultural resources for tamariki to use at the köhanga, and had learned about the strands of Te Whäriki in relation to children’s te reo and tikanga Mäori learning.

Whanaungatanga: Seven parents wrote that working and sharing with whänau in köhanga reo and puna contributed to their sense of whanaungatanga.

We divided the parents who filled in the profile into two groups on the basis of their responses to this question.

More learning group. Parents marked that they did learn new skills and knowledge specifically relating to te reo and tikanga Mäori. There were 18 parents in this group.

No/less learning group. Parents marked that they did not learn new skills and knowledge, left the item blank, or did not specify skills and knowledge specifically related to gaining, maintaining or deepening te reo and tikanga Mäori skills and knowledge. There were 31 parents in this group.

Direct contributing factors

The group of parents who had learnt more from their köhanga reo or puna involvement had lower levels of fluency in te reo, but higher levels of moderate speaking ability (they could speak in Mäori using different words for short periods). Perhaps those that were fluent and in the “no/less learning” group did not see the köhanga reo and puna as settings where they could learn new te reo for themselves. 

The group of parents who thought they had learnt something from their köhanga reo or puna experience had higher self-ratings for their initiation and participation in Mäori cultural practices. 

Mäori language fluency levels and tikanga Mäori levels 

	Direct contributing factors
	More learning group of parents
(n=18)
%
	No/less strong group of parents 
(n=31)
%

	Can speak Mäori for long periods/ can speak fluent Mäori
	6 
	26

	Can speak in Mäori using different words for short periods 
	28
	3

	Can say a few words/speak a few basic sentences in Mäori
	56
	58

	Not speaking yet
	Nil
	6

	Can initiate and participate in a range of/all appropriate Mäori cultural practices
	56
	35

	Can initiate a few Mäori cultural practices
	28
	19

	Can participate in some Mäori cultural practices but not initiate them
	11
	16

	Cannot initiate or participate in any Mäori cultural practices
	None
	16


The number of parents with completed early childhood qualifications (including Whakapakari) was negligible (one parent only had a completed qualification). Few were studying for an ECE qualification (four parents in all, three from the group that had more learning). Participation in professional development did not distinguish between the groups with 56 percent of the stronger group and 58 percent of the less strong group undertaking no professional development in the last 12 months. 

The group of parents who had learnt more had a higher percentage undertaking language and culture courses. They had a higher percentage with completed köhanga reo courses, although the number of parents having completed these courses was low (four parents). They also had a higher average length of köhanga reo or puna experience. This would give them more time in the köhanga reo or puna to use te reo and tikanga Mäori with others. 

Table 91 Language and culture wänanaga, completed köhanga reo courses and köhanga reo and puna experience 

	Direct contributing factors
	Stronger group of parents (n=18)


	Less strong group of parents (n=31)



	Percent with Te ara tuatahi
	17
	Nil

	Percent with Ara hiko
	6
	Nil

	Language and culture wänanga
	39
	19

	Köhanga reo and puna average years experience
	2.6
	1.4


Indirect contributing factors

Köhanga reo parents were equally likely to be in either the group that had learnt something from their experience in relation to strengthening their reo or tikanga. Puna parents were more likely to be in the group that had learnt less in this respect. This fits with there being more parents in the puna that did not have an immersion focus. 

Table 92 Centre type and support for professional development in language and culture 

	Indirect contributing factors
	Stronger group of parents (n=18)


	Less strong group of parents (n=31)



	Type of centre (köhanga reo or puna)
	45 percent of parents from köhanga reo

9 percent of parents from puna
	55 percent of parents from köhanga reo

91 percent of parents from puna

	Centre support for professional development in language and culture
	39 percent of parents supported by their centres
	19 percent of parents supported by their centres


Overall summary

Of the eight köhanga and puna two köhanga reo were “stronger”; one köhanga and one puna were “strong” and three köhanga and one puna were “less strong” in the level of fluency of parents, and their identification of benefits related to te reo and tikanga that had come from their involvement in the köhanga reo or puna. 

For the köhanga reo, the factors we identified as potentially contributing, seemed more to identify responses to existing levels of parent fluency. The “less strong” köhanga reo had the greatest parent involvement in formal training and professional development, and kaumatua involvement. Levels of parent involvement in formal training and professional development were almost non-existent in both puna. It seemed that parental fluency and gains were more likely for puna where the programme was bilingual, emphasised te reo and tikanga, and volunteers were fluent. 

Looking at the contribution that köhanga reo and puna could make from the perspective of parents, we found consistent patterns: that those who identified some learning related to te reo or tikanga were less likely to be fluent speakers, participated more in professional development or training related to te reo and tikanga, and had support from their köhanga reo or puna for this. 

12. Children learn and maintain their community language and culture

Language and culture are intrinsic to cultural identity. The goal of children learning and maintaining their community language and culture through their early childhood education service is to strengthen their identity and community by teaching values, traditions, beliefs and concepts that are grounded in the culture of the community. 

Children’s language learning has been identified as involving four areas of skill: listening, speaking, reading and writing. According to Foster-Cohen (2003), adapted from Ashworth & Wakefield (1994), an optimal language curriculum in an early childhood education setting would include these skills interwoven into everyday activities, and language would be used as a means of communication with children learning through play, games, make believe, story-telling and games. 

She described three main groups of children coming to a community language early childhood centre (ECC). While the task of learning language is different for each child depending on their home and other language experience, “the fundamentals of effective early childhood language programmes are the same in all these cases”.

· The language used at home is the same as the language spoken in the early childhood centre. “The task facing these children is to expand their use of the ECC language as they learn and expand their intellectual and social horizons.” If the centre is bilingual in the community language and English, these children will be learning English for the first time.

· The languages used at home are the community language and English. Children will be bilingual and continuing their first language acquisition of the community language at the ECC. If the centre is bilingual in English and the community language, these children will also be supported in their learning of English.

· The language used at home is English and children are learning the community language only in the ECC. These children are second language users.

Outcome indicator

The indicator for the outcome Children learn and maintain their community language and culture was the combined ratings for four quality rating scale items. Field researcher notes accompanying the ratings were checked to ascertain that these items did include a strong community language dimension. Taken as a cluster, these items capture elements of children’s play and interactions indicative of children’s engagement in their community language and culture, adult interactions that foster and extend the children’s community language and culture, and aspects of the environment that reflect the children’s community culture and values. 

The items were:

· Adults encourage/foster children’s language development: the extent of meaningful adult language with babies, toddlers and children about situations, events and activities, use of new vocabulary, adults modelling effective language strategies such as extending sentences and asking a mix of question types, and stimulating language to encourage children’s responses. The field researcher notes showed that the community language/s were used in all eight centres but to different extents. In three Pasifika centres and one community language playgroup, the community language was spoken most of the time. Two of the other three Pasifika centres were bilingual (in two Pacific languages, and in English and the Pacific language respectively) and the third was multilingual (in two Pacific languages and English). In one community language playgroup, the community language was spoken by the teacher, and parents mainly spoke English. 

· There is evidence of recognition of the cultures of children at the centre: the extent to which resources and practices reflected the community culture/s, language/s, values and beliefs of the children at the centre. Examples of indicators of affirmation of a culture include children learning and singing their home songs and chants, pictures, books, puzzles and resources representing the child’s ethnic group, parents and elders sharing aspects of their culture with children, and newsletters and other written material in the community language. 

· Children engage in child-initiated creative play: creative play over a wide range of activities, e.g. story-telling, singing, pretend play, making music. Field researcher notes indicated whether this creative play embodied the community language and culture of the children in the centre, e.g. constructing a fale in a Pasifika centre, wearing national costumes and dancing to home music, and pretend play involving home customs. 

· Stories are read/told/shared: the extent of adults reading or sharing stories in the community language, adults’ active encouragement for children to join in when story-telling is going on and adults making connections between the child’s world and the story. Children are observed sharing stories related to the community language and culture. 

We did not weight any item as being more influential than others since each was a gauge of a different and important aspect of providing children with opportunities to learn and maintain their community language and culture. Each of the four items was rated out of 5 on two occasions. Therefore, the total maximum rating for the whole cluster of items was 40. 

A prime goal of each of the six Pasifika centres in the study is to use their own Pacific language and cultural values within the education programme in order to create opportunities to maintain and promote Pacific languages and cultural values for the children and families. Underpinning the philosophy of Pasifika early childhood education settings is "doing it the Pacific way", following the protocols specific to the child's culture within the programme so it is reflected in the centre environment. 

A prime goal of each of the two community language playgroups in the study is for children to learn and maintain their own community language in a setting where cultural values and traditions are expressed and affirmed. 

Consistent with the primacy of these goals, we decided on a high cut-off point in relation to the indicator since we would expect all these centres to have strengths on these aspects. We wanted to be able to differentiate between those that were particularly strong in promoting community language and cultural values, and children’s incorporation of language and culture within their play, and those that did not rate so highly on these aspects. The chosen cut-off point was a total overall score of 32 (80 percent of a possible 40 total score). The range of scores was 25 to 35.

Using this cut-off point, three Pasifika centres were rated as strong in promoting their Pacific language and culture and three as less strong. Nevertheless, none of the six Pasifika centres were rated low or very low on the indicator items during any of the observations. 

One community language playgroup was rated as “strong” and the other as “less strong” in promoting its community language and culture. However, the two items Adults encourage/foster children’s language development and There is evidence of the recognition of the cultures of children at the centre were both rated very high for each of these two community language playgroups. 

In the “strong” playgroup, the teacher led group activities focused on language and culture and provided opportunities for children to engage in free play activities. Children came from a variety of cultures, but had a common community language. Ratings for this community language playgroup for Child initiated creative play were adjusted up because of the high incidence of creative cultural play (although this was not always child-initiated). It had higher ratings than the “less strong” playgroup on this indicator item. It also had higher ratings than the “less strong” playgroup on the indicator item Stories are read/told/shared. 

In the other, the focus was on children becoming familiar with the community language through teacher directed activities, with each child being asked to respond to the teacher’s questions in turn. Parents sat in with their children so they could learn too and reinforce language at home. The programme was structured with an introductory session, greetings, songs and rhymes, a “tuition” session, and an activity related to the tuition topic. After a morning tea break, craft activities were held with parents assisting with activities, followed by tidy up and songs to finish. In this playgroup there was no opportunity for child initiated creative play since activities were teacher-directed.

Pasifika centres

Direct contributing factors

The direct contributing factors for this outcome from our data were:

· language resources;

· parent involvement in language and cultural support;

· involvement of elders in the programme; and 

· parent educator and staff language fluency and ability to initiate and participate in cultural activities.

The “strong” and “less strong” Pasifika centres had different patterns in relation to the factors that were treated as directly contributing to centre ability to achieve this outcome. 

Table 93 Pacific language resources, parent involvement in language and cultural support and Pacific language and culture quality 

	Direct contributing factors
	Strong centres
	Less strong centres 

	Pacific language resources 
	Two rated language resources as “good”, and 1 as “very good”.
	One rated language resources as “poor”, 1 as “satisfactory” and 1 as “very good.” This latter centre was close to being categorised as “very strong” on the indicator.



	Ratio of parent educators involved in language and cultural support to children
	14:32 (1:2); 

9:38 (1:4); 

2:15 (1:7)

Overall 1:4
	4:30 (1:7);

3:25 (1:8);

2:48 (1:24)

Overall 1:13



	Ratio of adults (staff and parent educators) involved in language and cultural support to children
	14:32 (1:2);

10:38 (1:4);

2:15 (1:7)

Overall 1:4
	4:25 (1:6);

4:30 (1:7);

4:48 (1:12)

Overall 1:8


The stronger centres were more likely to have good or very good quality Pacific language resources and high ratios of parents and staff involved in language and cultural support with children. 

Table 94 Involvement of elders in the education programme and Pacific language and culture quality

	Direct contributing factors
	Strong centres
	Less strong centres

	Average elder:child ratios during observations
	2:9 (1:4)

1:23 (A paid staff member was an elder)

None: 9

Overall 1:11
	2:20 (1:10)

1:26

None: 24

Overall 1:23


Elder involvement in the education programme varied among the “strong” group, but overall there was more elder involvement in the “strong” group than in the “less strong” group. One “strong” centre had a high ratio of elders to children on each observation, and another had constant involvement of an elder at each session since an elder was a paid staff member. But the other centre in the “strong” grouping had no elders present. In the group that was less strong on the outcome indicator there were fewer elders in proportion to children being involved in the programme, e.g. in one centre on one observation elders were present but working on the grounds rather than directly with the children. 

While there were differences between the two groups in terms of elder:child involvement in the education programme, all six centres reported that elders were involved in providing cultural expertise, as well as a range of other activities, including making resources, writing Pacific legends and working in the programme with the children using the language. In a “strong” centre elders led seminars for parents. 

Language fluency

We focused on three language and culture items to identify levels of language fluency and cultural practice. These were self ratings by parent educators and supervisors/teachers of their ability to:

· speak the Pacific language fluently;

· hold a sustained conversation with children in the Pacific language and introduce new ideas and thoughts; and

· initiate and participate in all appropriate Pacific cultural practices.

Table 3 gives the ratio of adult educators
 who rated themselves as able to undertake these activities to the centre’s licensed number of children. It also summarises these ratios of each centre as “higher level” if the ratio of adults able to undertake each activity to children was 1:5 or better, or “lower level” if it was poorer. 1:5 was chosen as the regulated ratio of adults to children under two years in licensed centres. Note that not all parent educators or children participate all the time, so actual ratios are likely to be different. 

Parent educator language fluency and Pacific language and culture quality

	Direct contributing factors 
	Strong centres 
	Less strong centres 

	Ratio of parent educators to children for each of the 3 centres in each category


	Ratio of parent educators to children 
	Ratio of parent educators to children

	Able to speak Pacific language fluently
	15:32 (1:2); 

9:38 (1:4); 

3:15 (1:5) 

Overall 1:3

Levels: 3 higher
	6:25* (1:4); 

7:30 (1:4); 

2:48 (1:24) 

Overall 1:7

Levels: 2 higher, 1 lower 



	Able to hold a sustained conversation in Pacific language with children
	9:32 (1:4); 

2:15 (1:8); 

4:38 (1:10) 

Overall 1:6

Levels: 1 higher, 2 lower
	5:30 (1:6); 

3:25* (1:8) 

4:48 (1:12) 

Overall 1:8

Levels: 3 lower



	Able to initiate and participate in all appropriate Pacific cultural practices
	13:32 (1:2); 

10:38 (1:4); 

1:15 

Overall 1:4

Levels: 2 higher, 1 lower
	6:30 (1:5); 

3:25* (1:8); 

4:48 (1:12)

Overall 1:10

Levels: 2 higher, 1 lower 


* Centre has over twos only. This centre used English and two Pacific languages in its programme.

Overall, the “strong centres” had higher levels of three factors that were likely to have helped them to provide good input to support children’s language acquisition. They had higher levels and numbers of parent educators with language fluency and ability to initiate and participate in Pacific cultural practices, as well as higher levels of involvement of parent educators in providing language and cultural support to children. 

One issue was the low number of adults in all but one centre who rated themselves “able to hold a sustained conversation in Pacific language with children”. This would affect both adult language fluency and their ability to use the community language to scaffold and co-construct learning with children. 

Indirect contributing factors

The following indirect contributing factors showed different patterns in the two groups. 

· programme focus (immersion or bilingual/multilingual);

· regular parent involvement in the programme;

· external cultural support; and

· training and professional development

Programme focus, parental involvement in programme, external cultural support, training and professional development and Pacific language and culture quality

	Indirect contributing factors
	Strong centres
	Less strong centres 

	Programme focus
	All 3 immersion in one Pacific language
	All 3 bilingual or multi-lingual. Two centres taught in English as well as a Pacific language/s



	Percentage of regular parent involvement in the programme
	Two high level of regular parent involvement, one no regular parent involvement but 1 supervisor and 7 Pacific parent educators were employed 


	One moderate level of parent involvement, two lower level of parent involvement 

	External support from cultural association
	Two centres had support from an external cultural organisation and received training and support for Pacific language and culture.

The third was not associated with an external organisation but a Pacific mentor provided professional development and support for language and culture
	Two centres had support from an external cultural organisation and received training and support for Pacific language and culture. The third was not receiving support. 


The “strong” centres were all immersion centres in a single Pacific language. Teaching in a single Pacific language is likely to reinforce that language and culture. One “less strong” centre used two Pacific languages and English in the programme. Only one of its teachers spoke all three languages used. 

We categorised a high level of parent involvement as 40 percent or more of parents regularly involved in the programme, moderate as 25 percent to 39 percent, and low as less than 25 percent. The “strong” centres had a high level of parent involvement or large number of Pacific parents employed as teachers to work with children. The “less strong” centres had lower levels of involvement and no or few Pacific staff. 

Only one centre was not receiving external support from a cultural organisation, and it was in the “less strong” group. 

Training and professional development uptake and the ratios of parent educators and staff with an early childhood education qualification were compared for the two groups of centres. Qualifications are completed ECE qualifications, namely Whakapakari, Playcentre National Certificate, NZ Playcentre Federation Inc Certificate, Playcentre Federation Association Certificate, PIECCA Diploma, PIEC Diploma or a registerable ECE teacher qualification.

Training, professional development and qualifications and Pasific language and culture quality

	Indirect contributing factors
	Strong centres
	Less strong centres

	Training
	All 3 centres had people (1, 2 and 3 respectively) in training for a Diploma of Teaching (ECE). 
	No training occurring in 2 centres, 1 centre had 4 people in training for a Diploma of Teaching (ECE).

	Professional development 
	All 3 centres took part in a range of professional development activities involving 6 to 15 participants from the centre over the previous 12 months. 
	One centre reported doing no professional development in the previous 12 months, one centre reported one person attending a 2 hour course, and one centre reported having meetings and a workshop (number of participants not specified).



	ECE qualifications of parent educators for each of the three centres in each category
	Ratio parent educators with ECE qualification to children

8:38 (1:5) 

2:32 (1:16) 

1:15 

Overall 1:8 
	Ratio parent educators with completed ECE qualification to children

2:48 (1:24) 

1:25 

None: 30

Overall 1:34 



	ECE qualifications of staff
	Ratio staff with completed ECE qualification to children

1:38 

1:32 

N/A (no paid staff)

Overall 1:35
	Ratio staff with completed ECE qualification to children

1:48 

3:25 (1:8) 

2:30 (1:15)

Overall 1:17



	ECE qualifications of all adults working in the programme
	Ratio adults with completed ECE qualification to children

9:38 (1:4) 

3:32 (1:10) 

1:15

Overall 1:7 
	Ratio adults with completed ECE qualification to children

3:48 (1:16) 

4:25 (1:6) 

2:30 (1:15) 

Overall 1:11


The “strong” centres all had people in training for an ECE qualification, compared with only one centre in the “less strong” group. All three “strong” centres involved a number of people in professional development and reported that they gained insights, new ideas and programme approaches from this, compared with only one centre in the “less strong” group. The training and professional development was not specifically about the Pacific language and culture. 

Although the “strong” group overall had a lower ratio of staff with completed ECE qualifications to children, the ratio of all adults (staff and parent educators) with completed ECE qualifications to children was higher. 

Other structural features of quality: group size and adult:child ratios were calculated from the two observations carried out by the field researcher in each centre. The average adult:child ratio and average group size for each of the three centres in each category are set out below.

Ratios and group size and Pacific language and culture quality

	Indirect contributing factors
	Strong centres 
	Less strong centres

	Average ratios and group size for each of the three centres in each category


	Average adult:child ratio

1:1

1:4

1:3

Overall average adult:child ratio: 1:3
	Average group size

11 children

23 children

9 children

Overall average group size: 14 children
	Average adult:child ratio

1:1

1:3

1:7*

Overall average adult:child ratio: 1:4
	Average group size

21 children

20 children

24 children

Overall average group size: 22 children


* Centre had over twos only

The “strong” group overall had a slightly higher adult:child ratio than the “less strong” group. However, one of the “less strong” centres had over twos only and it was therefore reasonable for it to have lower adult:child ratios than the other five centres. The ratio of this centre affected the overall ratio for the “less strong” group. All centres with under twos had reasonable adult:child ratios of 1:4 or less. 

Two centres that were “strong” on the outcome indicator had small group sizes. The third had a larger number of children, but also a very high number of adults with an early childhood education qualification. As a group, the centres that were less strong on the indicator had larger group sizes
. Wylie, Thompson, and Kerslake Hendricks (1996) have pointed out the value of considering interrelationships between ratios, group size and qualifications, since high levels of qualifications may help offset ratios and group size. This may have been happening for the centre in the “strong” group with higher group size. 

Table 95 Parent educator years of ECE experience
 and language and culture quality

	Indirect contributing factors
	Strong centres
	Less strong centres

	Average years of ECE experience
	1 year

2.4 years

2.6 years

Overall average 2 years
	1.4 years

.8 years

None

Overall average 0.7 years


The “strong” group had more years of ECE experience on average. Supervisors in all five centres where there were paid staff had at least five years ECE experience. 

Context

Licensing status was the only contextual factor that differentiated between the “strong” and “less strong” groups. 

Table 96 Pasifika centre licensing status and community language and culture quality

	Contextual factor 
	Strong centres
	Less strong centres

	Licensing status for the three centres in each category
	Two licence-exempt, 1 had been licensed a long time
	Two newly licensed (3 months or less), 1 provisional licence


The three centres that were “less strong” were all licensed but they were either newly licensed (3 months or less) or provisionally licensed. The staff stated that they were still coping with new Ministry of Education requirements, financial changes, a different way of operating or were preparing for Ministry of Education visits. These activities were preoccupying them at the time of the research and may have contributed to a lesser emphasis on the programme itself.

Summary: Pasifika centres

The “strong” Pasifika centres compared with the “less strong” centres had:

· adults who were fluent in the Pacific language directly contributing cultural and language support. The “strong” centres were all immersion, while the “less strong” centres were bilingual or multilingual. 

· more elder involvement in the learning programme;

· better language resources;

· higher level of regular parent involvement in the programme;

· greater range and take-up of professional development;

· higher ratio of adults with ECE qualifications to children;

· slightly higher overall adult:child ratios;

· smaller group sizes; 

· slightly more years of ECE experience on average; and

· were not newly licensed/provisionally licensed. 

All Pasifika centres received external support for language and culture and this factor did not differentiate between the groups. 

Community language playgroups

Direct contributing factors

The “strong” community language playgroup had higher levels on factors that were treated as directly contributing to this outcome. These were comparable to the higher levels on these factors that were found for the “strong” Pasifika centres. The “strong” community language playgroup had more parent educators who were fluent in the community language and more adults to children were providing cultural and language support than in the “less strong” playgroup. 

Table 97 Parent educator language fluency and community language and culture quality 

	Direct contributing factors
	Strong playgroup
	Less strong playgroup

	Parent educator community language fluency 
	Almost all parents fluent in the community language and language spoken at home


	Most parents not fluent in the community language and most do not speak language at home

	Teacher community language fluency
	Fluent in the written and spoken community language 
	Fluent in the written and spoken community language


We did not ask parent educators and teachers in the community language playgroups to fill in the language rating scale. However, parents told us in interview about parent fluency levels. In the “strong” community language playgroup, most parents were fluent speakers of the community language, using the language at home and enjoying the opportunity to meet with others and use their own language at playgroup. In the “less strong” community language playgroup, parents said there was little community language spoken in their homes, parents were generally not fluent and parents wanted their children to learn and understand the language. Parents said they also wanted to learn the language themselves. 

Table 98 Community language resources, adult involvement in language and cultural support and community language and culture quality 

	Direct contributing factors
	Strong playgroup
	Less strong playgroup

	Community language resources 


	 “Good”.
	“Satisfactory.” 

	Ratio of parent educators involved in language and cultural support to children


	4:29 (1:7) 


	4:40 (1:10)



	Teacher involvement in language and cultural support
	Teacher takes leadership role
	Teacher takes leadership role 


The “strong” community language playgroup rated its language resources as slightly better and the ratio of parent educators involved in language and cultural support to children was slightly higher than the “less strong” group. However, these differences were very small and the number of children attending the centre that was “less strong” was much fewer on any one occasion than the enrolled number. There were 12 and 13 children respectively attending this playgroup during our observations. 

In each community language playgroup the paid teacher played a strong role in language teaching and leading the programme of cultural activities. 

Involvement of elders (grandparents) in the education programme and community language and culture quality

	Direct contributing factor
	Strong playgroup
	Less strong playgroup

	Average elder:child ratio during observations
	None
	1:11


Only the “less strong” playgroup had involvement of a grandparent on our two half days of observation. However, while there were no grandparents present when we did the observations at the “strong” playgroup, the parents who were interviewed said grandparents do attend when they have opportunity to do so. 

Indirect contributing factors

Table 99 Programme focus, parent involvement and external support and community language and culture quality

	Indirect contributing factors
	Strong playgroup
	Less strong playgroup

	Programme focus
	Adults spoke community language all the time
	Community language spoken by teacher and some English by parents who were not fluent



	Percentage of regular parent involvement in the programme


	High level of involvement
	Lower level of involvement

	External support from cultural association
	Support from Department of Ethnic Affairs
	Support from cultural organisation, New Immigrants Centre workshop


In both community language playgroups, the teacher spoke to the children in the community language throughout the session. In the “strong” playgroup, parents talked and sang with children mainly in the community language. In the “less strong” playgroup, parents sat in on the teaching session, which was structured into periods where formal language teaching occurred. Parents took an active role only during morning tea and “craft time” when they helped the children. They used mainly English language during this time. Parents in this playgroup were second language learners of their community language.

In the “strong” playgroup there was a higher level of parent involvement, with all families except one regularly working in the education programme with the children. In the “less strong” playgroup only 10 out of 28 families undertook this work on a regular basis. 

The “strong” playgroup received language and culture support from a government agency. The “less strong” playgroup was attached to a cultural organisation and received support from it. 

 Training, professional development and qualifications and community language and culture quality

	Indirect contributing factors
	Strong playgroup
	Less strong playgroup

	Training
	1 parent educator in training for a Diploma of teaching (ECE)


	None

	Ratio parent educators with ECE qualification to children 


	1:29
	None: 40 

	Ratio staff with ECE qualification to children 


	None: 29
	1:40

	Professional development
	MOE (ECD) workshops
	MOE (ECD) workshops
New Immigrants Centre workshop


In the “strong” playgroup a parent educator was studying for a Diploma of Teaching (ECE) and another held an ECE qualification. The teacher in the “less strong” playgroup held an overseas teaching qualification and an NZQA ECE Level 5 certificate. Participants from both playgroups attended MOE (formerly ECD) workshops and both spoke with enthusiasm of the immediate advice and hands on useful support they had received from a former ECD co-ordinator.

Table 100  Ratios and group size and community language and culture quality

	Indirect contributing factors
	Strong playgroup 
	Less strong playgroup 

	Average ratio and group size for each of the playgroups in each category
	Average adult:child ratio

1:1
	Average group size

10
	Average adult:child ratio

1:1
	Average group size

13


Both the “strong” and “less strong” playgroup had very high adult:child ratios (1:1). The “strong playgroup had a slightly smaller average group size and an ECE qualified parent educator which could have contributed to higher programme quality. 

Both had similar average years of ECE experience: 0.8 years and 0.5 years respectively. 

Context

The two community language playgroups were the same with respect to contextual variables except for three areas. The “strong” playgroup had a higher proportion of under twos (48 percent) compared with 10 percent in the “less strong” playgroup. This could help explain the high level of parent involvement in the programme since parents attended with their babies and toddlers. The “strong” playgroup also shared resources with a licensed centre, whereas the “less strong” playgroup had no contact with other ECE services. This contact may have provided another source of external support for the education programme. The “strong” playgroup shared its premises whereas the “less strong” playgroup had exclusive rights to its premises.

Summary: community language groups

The “strong” community language playgroup compared with the “less strong” playgroup had:

· a higher ratio of parent educators who were fluent in the community language directly contributing cultural and language support to children. The community language for most parents in the “strong” playgroup was their first language, while parents in the “less strong” community language playgroup were learning the community language as a second language alongside their children. 

· better language resources;

· higher level of regular parent involvement in the learning programme;

· slightly smaller group sizes;

· slightly higher levels of training for an ECE qualification;

· external contact with a licensed ECE centre with which it shared resources.

In both playgroups the fluent paid teacher played a key role in planning and leading the education programme and both made use of the Ministry of Education’s (formerly ECD) professional development courses. Both had very high adult:child ratios. Both received external support for language and culture. 

Overall summary

The centres in this study that were “strong” in supporting children’s community language and culture had:

· adults with language and cultural knowledge directly contributing to the programme and working with children. This finding is consistent with Ball and Pence’s (2001) finding that involvement of elders and community resource people in a teacher education programme in First Nations communities was one of the features of its success in generating cultural understanding and enabling cultural knowledge to be used alongside child development concepts to create the programme. 

· good quality language resources;

· a high take-up of professional development and training towards an ECE qualification. This was not specifically about language and culture, but generated ideas and insight about teaching and learning.

All centres in the study except one had access to external support from a cultural association or government agency so this feature did not differentiate between the “strong” and “less strong” groups. We did not investigate the quality of the external support. 

The “strong” Pasifika centres were all immersion centres, while those that were “less strong” were bilingual or multilingual. Foster-Cohen (2003), who reviewed bilingualism and second language learning in early childhood education, concluded that what is most important in teaching children a new language or helping them maintain and extend their own language is the language fluency of adults talking to the children. Children pick up the language of those who are providing language input. 

. . . children can go beyond the input to a certain extent, but will also mirror back the language of the input, including features which native speakers of the languages concerned would consider errors (Foster-Cohen, 2003, no pagination in report). 

Both the “strong” Pasifika centres and the “strong” community language playgroup in the study had a higher level of fluent community language speakers and implemented the programme in their own community language. 

All centres had good adult:child ratios but the “strong” centres on the outcome indicator tended to have smaller group sizes and slightly higher adult:child ratios. 

The “strong” Pasifika centres had a higher average level of parent educators’ ECE experience.

Finally, being licence-exempt or licensed was not a distinguishing factor, but the Pasifika centres that were in the “less strong” category were either newly licensed or provisionally licensed and coping with Ministry of Education requirements and changed systems. 

13. Parent community language & identity

The Ministry of Social Development (Ministry of Social Development, 2004) includes cultural identity and social connectedness as two of the ten outcome domains of social wellbeing that the Ministry intends to monitor annually. One of the indicators of social wellbeing within the cultural identity domain is language retention. The Ministry of Social Development notes that the ability to speak the language of one’s own ethnic group is an indicator of the ability to pass on that language, including culture and traditions, to succeeding generations. Census statistics from 2001 show a wide variation in the proportion of people who can speak their first language. In Pacific language groups, 40 percent or fewer of those born in New Zealand can speak their first language. The Tongan and Samoan groups are the strongest in relation to speaking their first language. People in the older age groups are also more likely to be able to speak their first language.

Social connectedness is described as a domain of wellbeing that includes people establishing and maintaining relationships that provide support and a sense that they belong to the wider community. People working together in voluntary groups and other organisations, such as early childhood education centres, contribute to this domain. 

The primary focus of Pacific Islands early childhood groups, formerly known as Pacific Islands early childhood language groups (PILGs), is “the maintenance and fostering of Pacific Islands language and cultural values” (Robinson, 2002, p.8). 

Taumoefolau, Starks, Bell and Davis (Taumoefolau, Starks, Bell, & Davis, 2004) have researched “Pasifika” language maintenance in Manukau City, South Auckland. They asked members of the Samoan, Tongan, Cook Islands and Niuean communities who they thought should have responsibility for language maintenance in their ethnic communities. All of the Pacific ethnic groups except the Cook Islands reported that the family should be responsible. The Cook Islands group reported that community and then family should be responsible. Where Pasifika early childhood education centres are considered part of the extended family networks it is appropriate that they maintain the community language of the families involved. Centres are also serving as places where younger, New Zealand born parents can gain or maintain their community language.

Although Taumoefolau et al develop school-based strategies for the maintenance of Pasifika languages, these approaches could apply equally to early childhood education. The key to language acquisition is input and the quality of it. Fluency and competency of Pasifika teachers in the Pasifika languages is crucial. As far as possible, the programme should be an immersion one in the relevant Pasifika language. 

Aoga amata (Samoan language nests) were set up to ensure New Zealand-born Samoans could learn their language and culture from an early age (Utumapa, 1998). In her study of Auckland aoga amata, Utumapu found that parental involvement in them increased their commitment to maintain their own community language and culture.

The main purposes for community language playgroups are cultural enrichment and the maintenance of the community language of the children and parents. In some instances, parents are not speakers of the community language themselves. However, they want the opportunity to learn it for their children and themselves. Social connectedness, connecting with other adults with similar goals, appears to be important for those parents who participate.

In this chapter we look at the factors associated with different levels of quality in terms of centre support for parents gaining knowledge of their community language and cultural identity, for the six Pasifika centres and two community language playgroups in this study. We start by looking at the service level, and then move to gains for individuals. 

Outcome indicator – service level

The indicator for this outcome Parents gain, maintain and deepen their knowledge of their community language and a sense of their cultural identity was derived from four sub-indicators. 

The language fluency levels of parents 

In Pasifika centres parents individually rated their fluency in their Pacific language in these areas:

·  their ability to speak;

· their ability to sustain conversations with both children and with adults; 

· their levels of understanding;

·  and their ability to write in their languages. 

· We averaged fluency levels across these four questions.
 The six centres ranged from having 92 percent of their responding parents fluent in their community language, to 44 percent. Centres fell into two distinct groups. They were categorised as “strong” if they had language fluency in 77 percent or more of their responding parents, and “less strong” if they had 71 percent or fewer. 

Parents in the two community language playgroups were not asked to rate their language fluency
 but parents in one community language playgroup said most of their parents were fluent and spoke their language at home. Parents in the other community language playgroup said most were not fluent, and many came to the playgroup to learn alongside their child. 

Three Pasifika centres and one community language playgroup were rated as “strong” on this sub-indicator, and three Pasifika centres and one community playgroup were rated “less strong”.

Parent ability to initiate and participate in cultural practices

Parents individually rated their ability to initiate and participate in cultural practices. The percentage of parents able to participate in cultural practices was used to categorise the centres for this sub-indicator. Pasifika centres again fell into two distinct groups. Those that had 78 percent or more of (responding) parents with ability to initiate and participate in cultural practices were rated “strong” (4 centres). Centres that scored 67 percent and below were rated “less strong” (2 centres). 

Parents in the community language playgroups were not asked to rate themselves on the parent profile on their ability to initiate and participate in cultural practices. From field notes and observations in both centres, however, it was noted that the paid co-ordinators in both community language playgroups initiated participation in cultural practices. In the centre where parents were fluent they were also able to participate culturally and support the co-ordinator’s initiatives. Conversely, in the centre with less fluent parents, parents were less able to initiate and participate in cultural practices. 

In total, for this sub-indicator, five centres were rated as “strong” and three centres were rated as “less strong”.

Parents learn and maintain their language and culture

The parent discussion was used to rate centres according to reported benefits in parents learning and maintaining culture and language. Centres were allocated a maximum of three points, one point for each benefit mentioned: 

· language, 

· culture, and 

· social and cultural connection with other adult speakers of the language. 

Seven centres – five Pasifika centres and the two community playgroups scored the maximum three points, receiving a “strong” rating, and one Pasifika centre scored two points, receiving a “less strong” rating.

Percentage of parents with new skills and knowledge related to language and culture

In the parent profiles parents were asked if they had learned new skills and knowledge from being involved in their child’s early childhood centre. They fell into two distinct groups. Five centres that had at least one third of their (responding) parents reporting new skills and knowledge related to language and culture were rated “strong”. Three Pasifika centres and the two community playgroups were in this group. Three Pasifika centres that had one fifth or fewer of (responding) parents reporting new skills and knowledge related to language and culture were rated as “less strong”. 

Overall rating

Centre ratings across the four sub-indicators were collated. Centres were rated as “strong” on the indicator if they were rated “strong” on three or four sub-indicators (four Pasifika centres and one community language playgroup). Centres that were rated with two or fewer “strong” ratings on the sub-indicators were rated “less strong” on the outcome indicator (two Pasifika centres and one community language playgroup). 

Direct contributing factors

The direct contributing factors for this outcome from our data were: 

· parent involvement in children’s learning (including barriers and practices which facilitate participation); 

· the role of elders in parents gaining and maintaining language and cultural skills; and

·  the ways in which parents strengthen cultural values and language for their children. 

Evidence for this set of factors comes from the parent discussions and observations. 

Indirect contributing factors

· the values, aims of the centre for language and culture which parents support;

· the ways in which parents are welcomed and inducted into the centre;

· parent involvement in language and culture;

· level of fluency in language and culture of paid staff;

· leadership responsibility for adult learning;

· proportion of families who speak their community language; and

· percentage of parent educators with Pasifika early childhood education qualifications (Pasifika centres only).

Pasifika centres – service level

The Pasifika centres that were strong in terms of supporting parents in their community language and culture tended to have more parent involvement in children’s learning, and more direct and frequent elder involvement in the programme. It is likely that while this involvement of parents and elders supports parental fluency, it also draws on it, and the confidence to be involved that it allows. Links with other networks were similar for both the strong and less strong centres. 

Parent involvement, role of elders and strengthening culture and language in Pasifika centres

	Direct contributing factors
	Strong centres (4)
	Less strong centres (2)

	Parent involvement in children’s learning 
	· Newly opened centre still building up parent involvement but parents welcome to stay.

· Parents required to stay and rely on supervisor who has language/skills/mana to encourage them. Parents go there because of supervisor.

· Parents use this centre as childcare while working. Parents receive learning stories and written assessments in the Pacific language so parents can discuss child’s progress with the teachers in their language.

· Parents rostered for full immersion programme and are all fluent speakers.


	· Newly opened centre, supervisor still setting up ways to involve parents, intended that fluent Pasifika staff in training will encourage more parents to be involved.

· Parents are welcome to attend but do not always feel confident about their role. Parents need a lot of encouragement and support from supervisor.

	The role of elders in parents gaining skills


	· Elders led seminars for parents in language and culture.

· Elders wrote legends for the parents and children.


· Elders involved in providing cultural expertise and a range of activities (2 centres).



	· Elders were involved in food preparation.

· Elders involved in maintenance and cultural input every 3 months.

	Parents strengthen culture and language
	· Parents retain their own language and links to the church and Pacific community networks.

· Parents rely on supervisor/elder and other fluent parents to apply their new skills at the centre and at home.

· Parents retain their own language and links to church and other Pacific community networks. Parents asked to use their own language at home with the children.

· Parents remain part of the wider institution’s activities and community where their languages are spoken.
	· Parents remain linked to church and Pacific community networks, parent support not fully established yet.

· Parents linked to playgroup and Pacific Trust. 


Indirect contributing factors

The strong centres tended to be more focused on community language maintenance and culture. Supervisors are more likely to be fluent, and take responsibility for adult learning. There was a higher level of parental involvement in cultural and language support activities in these centres, though the proportion of families who can speak the community language (estimated by supervisors) was similar for both the strong and less strong centres. 

Table 101 Indirect contributing factors and Pasifika centre support for parents’ community language and culture

	Indirect contributing factors
	Strong centres (4)
	Less strong centres (2)

	Centre values and aims in language and culture for parents
	Maintain Pasifika language and culture including Christian values (4)


	Pasifika languages and culture valued; 

also see role as preparing children for school: fluent in both English and their own Pasifika language (2)



	Centre welcome and induction
	Parents are made very welcome and are usually already known through other Pasifika community networks. No formal induction (4)


	Parents are made to feel very welcome. No formal induction. (2)

	Level of parent involvement in culture and language support (percentage)
	82 %, 78 % 67% 50% 

average: 69%
	50%, 20% 

average: 35%



	Level of paid staff fluency
	· Two fluent supervisors, one training in second Pasifika language (1)

· Fluent supervisors (2 centres);

· Fluent (unpaid) supervisor


	· Supervisor not fluent, 

· Two supervisors fluent, only one fluent in the second Pacific language

	Leadership responsibility for adult learning
	· Strong fluent supervisors responsible for adult learning (4). 

· Strong community profile and support. (3).
	· Supervisor responsible for adult learning, backed by fluent staff

· Younger supervisor working to establish confidence with elders

	Proportion of families who can speak their community language
	96%, 89%, 68%, 67% 

average: 80%


	100%, 92%

average: 96%

	Percentage of parent educators with Pasifika early childhood education qualifications

	· One paid staff member (1)

· None (3)
	· None (2)


Contextual factors

The contextual factors which differentiated between the two groups were: 

· licensing status, 

· the type of language programme (immersion or bilingual) and, 

· whether the centres were sessional or all day services.

Pasifika centres that were strong in terms of supporting their parents’ community language and culture tended to provide immersion education, to not be dealing with the transition to being licensed, and operate on a sessional basis. 

Table 102 Licensing status, type of language programme and length of session in Pasifika centres

	Contextual factors
	Strong centres (4)
	Less strong centres (2)

	Licensing status
	Two licence-exempt centres

Two licensed centres (three months and 3 years)


	Both centres licensed, one for 3 weeks only, the other provisionally licensed going for full licensing at time of case study



	Type of language programme: immersion or bilingual


	Full immersion centres (4)

- includes one using two closely related Pacific languages
	One Pacific bilingual and English (trilingual).

One bilingual Pasifika/English

	Operation: sessional or full-day
	Sessional (3)

Full day (1)
	full-day (2)


Summary for Pasifika centres

The “strong” centres tended to have

· a wider range of parental involvement in their child’s learning, 

· fluent elders directly involved with the education programme, providing skills, knowledge and cultural leadership for parents and families,

· a high level of parent involvement in culture and language support,

· paid staff who were fluent speakers, 

· strong, fluent supervisors providing leadership for adult learning, and

· were immersion and sessional centres.

Community language playgroups – service level

Direct contributing factors

Parents were more confident about joining the learning activities in the strong community language playgroup. There were more activities for parents to take home and use with children. In this centre, there appears to have been some more (though infrequent) direct involvement by grandparents in the learning programme. 

Parent involvement, role of elders and strengthening culture and language in community language playgroups

	Direct contributing factors
	Strong centre
	Less strong centre 

	Parent involvement in children’s learning 
	Parents join in all activities, are fluent speakers and their ideas are taken on board by paid co-ordinator and put into action. 

Main barrier: only one session per week


	Not all parents fluent and some hesitate to join in. Ideas sought from parents. 

Main barrier: only 2 sessions per week

	The role of elders in parents gaining skills


	Grandparents come when they are in New Zealand and take part. Grandparents in home countries send donations to the playgroup.
	Elders are involved in staging performances and events in the community to get higher profile for the playgroup.



	Parents strengthen culture and language
	Parents take home videos and books for follow up at home. Keeping the group going is important to parents.
	One parent has attended workshop at New Immigrants Centre for teaching in community language. Parents can take home worksheets for children


Indirect contributing factors

Parents in the strong playgroup were more likely to be fluent speakers, and to use the language to support one another, share different traditions, and discuss differences between their language use. There was no difference between the two playgroups in terms of the level of parent involvement in language and culture support. 

Indirect contributing factors and Pasifika centre support for parents’ community language and culture

	Indirect contributing factors
	Strong centre
	Less strong centre

	Centre values and aims in language and culture for parents
	Centre affirms and maintains the community language and parents are committed to these values and aims.

Parents from different countries discuss vocabulary and pronunciation differences and share customs and traditions.


	Centre affirms community language for fluent and non-fluent parents and promotes their language and identity fostering goodwill in the wider community.

	Centre welcome and induction
	Parents made very welcome. Every session starts with welcome song to greet everyone individually. Parents can talk or seek advice on any topic including settling in NZ and learning new ways of child rearing.


	Parents are given a booklet about the centre and its expectations of every parent. They are put on a roster to help with the running of the group including providing ideas for the co-ordinator.

	Parent involvement in language and culture support
	Just over 40 percent of parents involved in language and culture support


	Fifty percent of parents involved in language and culture support.

	Level of paid staff fluency

	No data collected 


	No data collected

	Leadership responsibility for adult learning
	Teacher (paid) and parents responsible for leadership in adult learning.


	Paid teacher does teaching and preparation and parents expected to be back up. 

	Proportion of families who can speak their community language
	72 percent of families are fluent in the main language and a further 7 percent are fluent in a related community language used in the centre.
	community language probably the second language in most homes


Contextual factors

The two community playgroups were the same with respect to contextual variables except that the stronger one had all parents regularly involved, and of children under two years old. This may reflect the importance they placed on maintenance of their language, from as early an age as possible. 

Contextual factors and support for parental language and culture

	Contextual factors
	Strong centre
%
	Less strong centre
%

	Percentage regular involvement of parents
	100
	36

	Percentage of children under 2
	48
	10


Summary: community language playgroups

The “strong” community language playgroup had 

· more parents who were fluent speakers of the community language, 

· full parent involvement, 

· more take-home activities for parents and children to do at home together, and

· a higher percentage of children under 2 attending.

In the “less strong” community language playgroup more parents were learning the community language as a second language and so were more likely to be gaining their language rather than maintaining it. Because they were less regularly involved, they had fewer opportunities to use the playgroup to support their community language and culture.

Individual level

The individual level indicator for this outcome was a rating of each parent’s view of the language and cultural knowledge and skills they felt they had learned as a result of being involved in their Pasifika centre or community language playgroup. This rating was done at an individual rather than a service level because of the wide variability in response rate to the parent profiles which would have skewed the results if these had been aggregated at a centre level.

Outcome indicator

We categorised individual responses on open-ended questions from the parent profiles that directly related to gaining, maintaining and deepening parents’ community languages and culture including cultural identity. Twenty out of 65 parents (31 percent) made specific references to this outcome indicator. Their responses are grouped as follows:

Helping children to learn their community language: Twelve parents wrote that they had learned new methods and approaches to foster the children’s community language. They were now able to do this through songs, games, talking with their children and using appropriate vocabulary, knowing what resources to use, understanding how children’s community language fluency develops, and how they respond to these approaches.

Encouraging the learning of their community language and culture: Six parents wrote about how they were encouraged and could encourage other parents to learn and maintain their community language and culture by participating in the community language playgroup or Pasifika centre.

Sharing their cultural knowledge and making language and cultural connections with other parents: Five parents wrote about the value of getting together with other parents and teachers who speak the same language. They continue to share experiences and knowledge about their different customs, traditions and beliefs so that connections are maintained, and their cultural identity is affirmed.

We divided the parents who filled in the profile into two groups on the basis of their responses to this question.

Strong group. Parents marked that they did learn new skills and knowledge specifically relating to community language and culture. There were 20 parents in this group.

Less strong group. Parents marked that they did not learn new skills and knowledge, left the item blank, or did not specify skills and knowledge specifically related to gaining, maintaining or deepening their community language and cultural skills and knowledge. There were 45 parents in this group.

Direct contributing factors

The difference in the average years of experience in Pasifika early childhood education between the “strong” and “less strong” groups of parents was less than 1 percent. The number of parents with early childhood qualifications (including PIECCA Diploma or the PIEC Diploma) was negligible (one parent) and the difference between the low numbers of parents studying for early childhood qualifications was also less than 1 percent. The level of parent involvement in language and cultural support showed little difference between the two groups of parents (just over 2 percent).

Involvement in language and cultural support activities at their child’s centre did not distinguish the “strong” and “less strong” groups. However, the strong group of parents did show a wider range of involvement at their child’s centre, particularly in working with other adults and children. This would give them more opportunity to use their language and culture with other parents and elders, particularly those who are fluent and knowledgeable. The wider range also suggested more sense of ownership of the centre, though the proportions for those involved in training and professional development and management are not high for either group. 

Parental involvement in Pasifika centres and community language playgroups 

	Types of involvement
	Strong group of parents 
(n=20)
%
	Less strong group of parents 
(n=45)
%

	Working on duty with children
	83
	39

	Language and cultural support
	60 
	62 

	Setting up and cleaning up
	75 
	69 

	Purchase of equipment and resources
	40 
	24 

	Management
	25 
	16 

	Training and professional development
	25 
	16 

	Fundraising
	75 
	48 

	Working bees
	60 
	40 


Indirect contributing factors

Table 103 Centre type and support for parental professional development in language and culture

	Indirect contributing factors
	Strong group of parents (20)
	Less strong group of parents (45)

	Type of centre (Pasifika or community language group)
	22 percent of parents from Pasifika centres

67 percent of parents from community language groups 


	78 percent of parents from Pasifika centres

33 percent of parents from community language groups

	Centre support for professional development in language and culture
	Two parents supported by their centres.
	No parents supported by their centres.


Overall summary

Parental fluency and parental involvement in the community language development of their children appear to be key to their own language maintenance and development. Centres that are stronger in supporting this have a greater communal level of fluency, through both paid staff, other parents, and elder involvement. There may be some ‘virtuous’ cycles at work, with fluency encouraging confidence, and therefore involvement in their child’s language early childhood education centre. This would also support immersion programmes. However, for parents who lack fluency, the cycle is negative, since the very lack of fluency can make it more difficult for them to participate, and have the opportunities for adult and child interactions that would improve their fluency. It would seem from the comparisons made in this chapter that this negative cycle does not just affect individuals, but also centres. Strong fluency attracts the fluent (parents, elders, and paid staff), but weaker fluency may not. 

14. Factors contributing to outcomes

In this chapter, we examine the patterns of strength of the different parent and whänau-led service types in achieving outcomes for children, parents and community, and relate these to the service aspirations and goals. We examine relationships between the outcomes, and contributing factors.  

Patterns of strength for service types

Only one of the 28 parent/ whänau-led centres in the study, a playcentre, was stronger on all four outcomes for children and all applicable outcomes for parents. A community language playgroup, a licence-exempt Pasifika centre, a köhanga reo and two other playcentres had strengths on most applicable outcomes. These centres had features that contributed to outcomes: particularly an emphasis on adult professional development, qualified parent educators and teachers, and very strong parent involvement in the education programme. The köhanga reo, community language playgroup and Pasifika centre all had adults who were fluent in their language. Adults were enthusiastic about learning (adults and children’s), they shared goals and values, and they seemed to enjoy being together. 

At the other end of the quality spectrum in terms of the outcomes focused on in this study, there were some centres of each service type that showed few strengths. These centres often had distractions that were making it hard for them to operate well. The greatest distraction in a Pasifika centre was the challenge of becoming licensed and meeting playground standards. A playcentre had a divided parent body and was beginning to address long-standing issues with a newly appointed supervisor. Most playgroups operated in isolation from in-depth external support. Some of these centres did have qualified and experienced people within their group but were diverted by wider pressures.

There were distinctive service patterns of strength that related to the goals of the service. These are summarised for each type.

Patterns of strength for playcentres in this study

Aims of playcentre

Playcentre parents in this study were seeking learning and development outcomes for children and learning and support outcomes for parents. 

These two prime playcentre goals were reflected in the patterns of strength for playcentres in this study. In general, they were making a significant contribution to the development of parenting skills, and to community outcomes (parents using their playcentre experience and training to take up voluntary and paid work in the community and social support). The contribution of playcentres to these outcomes was the most extensive of the parent and whänau-led services in this study. 

Table 104 Playcentre patterns of strength*

	Outcome for children
	Outcomes for parents and community

	
	Children learning
	Socialisation
	Inclusion of children with special needs
	Connection between home and centre
	Parenting skills
	Social support
	Voluntary and paid work skills
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* The shaded areas show that these playcentres were rated as stronger on the outcome indicator

Playcentre parents in the study were most likely to gain parenting skills through their involvement Playcentre parents in the study were most likely to gain parenting skills through their involvement. Sixty-eight percent (56) reported gains, and this was more likely to be across a range of areas
, including adults’ role in encouraging learning. 

Fifty-two percent of playcentre parents (59) stated that they used the skills/knowledge in other paid or voluntary work. These were predominantly management, financial, administration or facilitation skills gained through taking on a playcentre position (such as treasurer, president, secretary, education officer), or educational skills that drew on their playcentre qualifications and experience. Examples of their use were in community work such as teaching at Sunday school, Toy Library duty, youth group work, and committee work, and paid employment in other educational settings such as working with children with special needs, working for the playcentre association, and facilitating education courses.

Parents participating in the group interview also said they gained social support through meeting others in their playcentre. In an isolated location, the playcentre provided a venue.

Most playcentres were rated highly in respect to the quality of their education programme and interactions between adults and children. They did especially well in respect to the quality and amount of educational resources, and of equipment and activities that encourage fine and gross motor skills. Generally, children were able to complete activities, and select their own activities. Adults were responsive, participated with children in activities and play, and used positive explanation and reinforcement to guide children. In most the environment was inclusive of all children. Some playcentres were especially inclusive of children with special needs, providing opportunity for parents of these children to work directly with specialists to assess their own child and plan the Individual Education Programme, and for these parents to lead the implementation of their child’s IEP within the playcentre. These items were consistent with the importance placed by participants on child-initiated play and spontaneity, and for the uniqueness of each child to be recognised in the education programme.

Items on which the playcentres in the study tended to be rated less highly were about:

· interactions between adults and children in which adults extend or scaffold children’s thinking and learning dispositions (and this way develop them);

· evidence of tikanga Mäori and te reo Mäori, and evidence of acceptance of the diversity of the children at the playcentre.

Not surprisingly, given the active engagement of playcentre parents as educators, most playcentres had good connections between home and playcentre in the interests of children’s learning and development. Most playcentres were rated highly with respect to parents following up at home on children’s interests and experiences and approaches to teaching and learning derived from the playcentre, the education programme building on children’s home experiences, and the playcentre helping parents to support and extend children’s learning.

Themes: playcentre

Several themes and issues emerged from the material on playcentres gathered for this study:

The strengths of playcentre in development of parenting skills, playcentre members using their experience and training in other voluntary and community work, and aspects of the quality of the education programme were linked directly to the aspirations of playcentres to promote children’s learning and parent learning and support. The association infrastructure of training and professional support was vital in supporting these two goals. 

Playcentre members said they learnt through playcentre courses and professional support, and through being mentored by others and working alongside “expert” and experienced parent educators. This was facilitated by having a good uptake of training opportunities, a reasonably large pool of parents and stability of families participating in the education programme. In some playcentres in this study, which had a much more limited pool of parents and some transient families, achieving the balanced mix of parents was difficult. Perhaps ways are needed to support playcentres through temporary staffing if this is needed or to provide incentives for experienced playcentre members to “stay on” in some capacity.

The patterns of strength on the ratings of quality used in this study indicate that in general playcentres are providing good educational resources, and range of activities and equipment, and adults are responsive and positive. Areas where playcentres in this study may need greater support are in interacting with children to scaffold thinking and learning dispositions, and support for te reo and tikanga and cultural diversity. Hill, Reid and Stover (2000) also suggest there are challenges in ensuring playcentre practices value the diversity of cultures in New Zealand communities, while children and parents continue to feel secure in their own cultures. 

In some playcentres, the association provided early identification of special needs and facilitated access to support. Parents were able to take a lead role in implementing their own child’s IEP and working directly with the specialists within the centre. This example suggests ways in which parents in parent and whänau-led services can be supported to access and use external support in the interests of their child. It may require a co-ordinator to facilitate such access, which some parent and whänau-led services do not have. 

Barriers to involvement raised by parents in this study have also been raised by playcentres in other NZCER/TKRNT projects (Evaluation of the initial uses and impact of Equity Funding and Locality-based evaluation of Pathways to the Future – Ngä Huarahi Arataki). The evidence is clear that family and other commitments make it hard for some parents to participate fully in all aspects of the playcentre, and that high levels of volunteer workload is a barrier to involvement. 

Patterns of strength for playgroups in this study

Aims of playgroups

Playgroup and puna parents in this study were mainly interested in children having opportunity to socialise and play with other children, and in parents having a chance to meet other parents and make friends. Immersion in te reo Mäori was a predominant focus in one of the puna. 

Parents from the two community language playgroups in the study wanted their children and themselves to be together learning and using their community language and culture. This was the main reason for being set up—they were not seeking outcomes beyond these. Parents did not expect the community language playgroup to meet all their needs: parents tended to take their children to other ECE centres for general early childhood education experiences. 

Playgroups

Parents from general playgroups described their role as being responsible for the children, supporting each other and socialising together. The main contribution of playgroups to outcomes was in the social support they offered. 

General playgroup patterns of strength*

	Outcome for children
	Outcomes for parents and community

	
	Children learning
	Socialisation
	Inclusion of children with special needs
	Connection between home and centre
	Parenting skills
	Social Support
	Voluntary and paid work skills

	A
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	B
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	C
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	D
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


* The shaded areas show that these playgroups were rated as stronger on the outcome indicator

Seventy-two percent of parents (44) said they learned about running the playgroup and activities for children, and some learned about how to work with children from playgroup. 

However, learning parenting skills and having good connections between playgroup and home to support children’s learning were not strong outcomes of playgroup participation. This is probably because opportunities for adult learning about children’s development and learning and how to support and extend children’s learning were limited. 

We used the same rating criteria as we did for licensed parent and whänau-led services, on the basis that it is in children’s interests to participate in good quality provision that enhances their learning and development. None of the playgroups were in the stronger group on the overall indicator of quality.

Field researcher ratings of the quality of the education programme and interactions between adults and children to support and extend children’s learning were generally moderate or low. The items these playgroups did best on and where none were rated low were Children support and co-operate with one another in language and actions, Adults are responsive to children, and The environment is inclusive of all children. These items fit well with the goals that parents expressed for playgroup. 

Parents from three playgroups identified the following as barriers to providing the quality of environment and level of participation they would like:

· having to travel to workshops and holding them at night (“They should be coming to us”) and “lack of educated visitors—people who know a lot about early childhood education” – isolated playgroup;

· insufficient funding and night time meetings—urban playgroup;

· parents “just sitting around”, cost of the rent and time – urban playgroup.

Puna

One of the two puna in this study was offering a strong environment for children to learn te reo and tikanga Mäori. This puna with high ratings was bilingual, had more fluent speakers with confidence in cultural practices, and placed priority in its kaupapa on te reo and tikanga Mäori. The second puna emphasised readiness for school and socialisation, and was English medium. Consistent with its goals, this puna was contributing to other outcomes for children, parents and community, but not te reo and tikanga Mäori.

Table 105 Puna playgroup patterns of strength*

	Outcome for children
	Outcomes for parents and community
	Language and culture outcomes

	
	Children learning
	Socialis-ation
	Inclusion of children with special needs
	Connection between home and centre
	Parenting Skills
	Social Support
	Voluntary and paid work skills
	Te reo and tikanga (children)
	Te reo and tikanga (parents)

	A
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	B
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


* The shaded areas show that these puna  were rated as stronger on the outcome indicator

Seventy percent of puna parents (7) stated that they learned new skills/knowledge from their involvement. These were about children’s activities, playgroup organisation, and in a puna that was aiming to become licensed and chartered, the process of licensing and chartering. Only one parent was using skills learned from puna—this was in a Ministry of Education Promoting Participation Project.

Inclusion of children with special needs, parenting skills and having good connections between playgroup and home to support children’s learning were not strong outcomes of puna participation. In one puna, a co-ordinator held a Diploma of Teaching (ECE). While some parents had taken part in mainly Ministry of Education workshops in the last 12 months, puna parents wanted better quality advice and support.

Field researcher ratings of interactions between adults and children to support and extend children’s learning and children taking the initiative in learning situations were generally moderate or low. The items these playgroups did not do so well on were Adults ask open-ended questions that encourage children to choose their answers, Adults add complexity and challenge for children, Children work on problems and experiment with solutions, Children show emergent leadership and Children are encouraged to explore mathematical ideas and symbols. They both were rated very highly on Adults are responsive to children, Children are allowed to complete activities, and Non-sex stereotyped play is observed.  

Access to professional advice was the main barrier identified by puna parents to providing the kind of environment they would like to provide. 

Community language playgroups 

Both the community language playgroups were providing a learning environment where the children’s community language was predominantly used and their own culture was strongly evident within the curriculum. The stronger of the two community language playgroups in respect to the use of the community language within the playgroup environment was a playgroup where parents were all mainly fluent in the community language.
Community language playgroup patterns of strength*

	Outcome for children
	Outcomes for parents and community
	Language and culture outcomes

	
	Children learning
	Socialis-ation
	Inclusion of children with special needs
	Connection between home and centre
	Parenting Skills
	Social Support
	Voluntary and paid work skills
	Community language (children)
	Community language (parents)

	A
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	B
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


* The shaded areas show that these community language playgroups were rated as stronger on the outcome indicator

At an individual level, a high percentage of community language playgroup parents (67 percent) described benefits from participation in playgroup related to their language and culture: these were learning new methods of fostering children’s community language, encouragement to learn and maintain their language, and sharing their knowledge and making cultural connections with other parents. 

Parents from one of the playgroups tended to be second language learners of their community language, and were learning alongside their children. 

Maintaining and promoting the community language was the prime reason for the establishment of these playgroups and the emphasis on this within the education programme, and the benefits identified by parents showed they were making a good contribution to this primary goal. 

In addition, one of the playgroups was doing well on a range of other outcomes for children, and for parents.

The supervisor from one of the community language playgroups would like a greater level of professional support comparable to that offered by the former ECD. Both employed a teacher.

Themes: playgroup

Several themes and issues emerged from the material on playgroups.

Parent support for isolated families, families with babies and toddlers and families from cultures outside of New Zealand was a valuable contribution being made by some playgroups. 

The key issue with respect to playgroup was their need for professional support. All the playgroups in this study wanted better support than they were currently receiving, particularly “hands on”, from experienced and educationally knowledgeable people, carried out in their own playgroup. Playgroups tended not to be strong in overall rating of the quality of their education programme, except those with a paid teacher. Appropriate, ongoing and timely professional support could help lift levels of quality and offer opportunities for parent learning and support. 

The fluent teachers played a key role with respect to educational leadership in teaching the language and culture and encouraging parent participation in the community language playgroups and in teaching te reo and tikanga Mäori in one of the puna. In a community language playgroup and puna, parents were not themselves fluent and were learning the language alongside their children. Parents in one community language playgroup would like to have better funding to pay for the teacher to hold a longer session. 

Patterns of strength for köhanga reo

Kaupapa of köhanga reo

Te reo, tikanga Mäori and whanaungatanga were the kaupapa of köhanga reo. Parents wanted te reo and tikanga Mäori learning for their children and themselves. This role was a clear and dominant purpose.

The predominant strength of köhanga reo in this study was in children’s learning of te reo and tikanga Mäori, socialisation outcomes for children and inclusion of children with special needs. These three aspects fit with the köhanga reo kaupapa. Köhanga reo were rated highly on the items Children learn to socialise and care for each other and Inclusion of children with special needs. These items are related to the concept of “whanaungatanga”. “Whanaungatanga” draws on the importance of whakapapa or genealogical ties and the collective responsibility that this cultural pedagogy expects. All children are seen as important members of the whänau, including babies and children with special needs.

Items on which köhanga reo in the study tended to be rated less highly were about the education programme, especially:

· Children work on problems and experiment with solutions;

· Stories are read, told and shared;

· Children are encouraged to explore mathematical ideas and symbols;

· Children engage in child initiated creative play; and

· There is evidence of opportunities for children to write. 

The two köhanga reo where these items were rated highest had parents and kaiako holding an early childhood education teaching qualification. Two held Equivalency to the Diploma of Teaching (ECE) and one held a BEd Teaching (ECE). None of the parents and kaiako in the other köhanga reo who filled in the questionnaires marked that they held an early childhood education teaching qualification.

Another item where ratings were somewhat lower was “Children co-construct learning with other children.”

Köhanga patterns of strength*

	Outcome for children
	Outcomes for parents and community
	Language and culture outcomes

	Centre Type
	Children learning
	Socialis-ation
	Inclusion of children with special needs
	Connection between home and centre
	Parenting skills
	Social support
	Voluntary and paid work skills
	Te reo and tikanga
(children)
	Te reo and tikanga
(Parents)

	A
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	B
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	C
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	D
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	E
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	F
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


* The shaded areas show that these köhanga reo were rated as stronger on the outcome indicator

Köhanga reo, especially those with parents who had predominantly moderate te reo language ability (but were not fluent) and limited ability, were also making a contribution to adult learning of te reo and tikanga Mäori. 

Sixty percent of köhanga reo parents (18) responding to the questionnaire said that they learned new skills/knowledge through being involved in the köhanga reo. Forty-one percent (13) of these said they gained higher levels of te reo and tikanga Mäori knowledge. Other learning was mainly related to management—facilitation, financial and management skills. Some of those participating in the education programme stated they learned about working with children and positive approaches to discipline. 

Forty-three percent of parents said that they had used skills/knowledge learned from köhanga reo in volunteer or paid work, mainly drawing on their competence in respect to te reo and tikanga Mäori, or management skills. Examples of work gained by köhanga reo parents and based on their köhanga reo experience were as a Plunket kaiäwhina for Mäori children, teaching te reo in a mainstream school, as itinerant teacher Mäori, and teaching te reo groups. Voluntary work included an after school programme, therapeutic horse riding, and work for a church.

Köhanga reo parents were less likely than parents from other parent and whänau-led services to report parenting skills gained from their involvement in their child’s ECE centre. This is not surprising since te reo and tikanga Mäori were the main focus of wänanga, and kaiako and kaimahi, sometimes with a small group of parents and kaumatua, tended to be responsible for the education programme in these köhanga reo. Limited parent and whänau involvement in the education programme is a reflection of the reality that many parents in köhanga reo are not able to participate with the children on a regular basis during the day because of work commitments or limited competency in te reo Mäori, making them feel whakamä or embarrassed. Parent and whänau involvement was primarily through whänau management and decision making, participation in kura reo and other wänanga, language and cultural support, and supporting the köhanga reo in ways such as fundraising and working bees. Nevertheless, five of the six köhanga reo in the study had current kaiako who began their career as a kaiäwhina or parent volunteer and assisted in the mokopuna learning programme and/or the kitchen. For example, in a rural köhanga reo, the kaiako and three kaiäwhina were parents. Another employed two kaiako who were parents of past children attending the köhanga reo and two kaiäwhina who were parents of current children, and had a roster of parents participating at least once a week. Parents were often the pool of relievers when staff were away sick, on leave or attending wänanga. Some kaiäwhina had very little or no te reo Mäori but learned through being immersed in the language, and through being enrolled in köhanga reo training programmes such as Te Ara Tuatahi or Te Ara Tuarua.

Themes: köhanga reo

Several themes and issues emerged on the material for köhanga reo gathered for this study.

The patterns of strength of köhanga reo in this study indicate that generally köhanga reo were doing well on children’s learning of te reo and tikanga Mäori, socialisation outcomes for children and inclusion of children with special needs. These three aspects fit with the köhanga reo kaupapa and link to the concept of whanaungatanga. 

Having some adults with high levels of language fluency seemed to matter. Fluency and cultural knowledge enables adults to contribute to the complexity of language that is spoken, children’s language learning and good quality cultural interactions. Kaumatua cultural support and advice was making a valued contribution in some köhanga reo. 

Some köhanga reo parents were learning te reo and tikanga Mäori alongside their children. 

A key issue for köhanga reo is recruiting and retaining fluent speakers to work in the köhanga reo education programme, if parent and whänau fluency levels are limited or fluent parents and whänau are unable to participate, which many said they were not. 

Patterns of strength for Pasifika services

Aims of Pasifika services

Pacific parents wanted their community language and culture used and maintained for themselves and for their children. They wanted early childhood education outcomes, especially learning and socialisation opportunities, and preparation for school. All mentioned the central role of spiritual values in their child’s learning. Some also wanted their child “to be good in English as well”. Their needs and expectations were somewhat wider than those of other parents. We found a similar wide range of expectations of Pacific parents responding to questionnaires in the locality-based evaluation of Pathways to the Future—Ngä Huarahi Arataki. 

In general, consistent with their philosophy and goals, the main strengths of Pasifika centres in this study were in maintaining and strengthening their Pacific language and culture and in providing an education programme for children. They were also making a contribution to parents developing skills and knowledge that were being used in other paid or voluntary work. 

Pasifika patterns of strength*

	Outcome for children
	Outcomes for parents and community

	Pasifika
	Children learning
	Socialis-ation
	Inclusion of children with special needs
	Connection between home and centre
	Parenting skills
	Social support
	Voluntary and paid work skills
	Pacific language
(Children)
	Pacific language
(Parents)

	A
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	B
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	C
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	D
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	E
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	F
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


* The shaded areas show that these Pasifika centre were rated as stronger on the outcome indicator

All Pasifika centres were contributing to children learning their Pacific language and culture, with the three immersion Pasifika centres making stronger contributions probably because the language was being spoken all the time. Most parents interviewed felt great pride that they now hear their children speak in their own Pacific language and sing Pacific songs and chants. 

At an individual level, 22 percent of parents (12) responding to the parent questionnaire from Pasifika centres said they benefited from their involvement in respect to language learning and making cultural connections. Thirty-six Pacific parents (65 percent) stated they were learning about child learning and development and behaviour management through their involvement. A few were also learning management and communication skills through their work in the centre.

Fifty-five percent (31) marked they used their skills/knowledge in other volunteer paid work, but many did not say how. Examples where these were specified were mainly about drawing on management, administration or financial skills for example, working with a church youth group, preparing a financial statement for a Trust, and developing good relationships “with the community that I’m serving”. 

A strength of most Pasifika centres was the good quality of their education resources and environment, and responsive interactions between adults and children. Less time was spent in adults scaffolding learning through asking open-ended questions, adults adding complexity, and children being able to work on problems themselves and experiment with solutions.

Themes: Pasifika centres

Several themes and issues emerged from material on Pasifika centres gathered for this study. 

Parents had a range of aspirations for use and maintenance of their Pacific language and culture, and good early childhood education and preparation for school for their children. Their patterns of strength tended to reflect these aspirations, although those that were stronger in respect to teaching and learning the Pacific language were immersion centres. There may be value in researching how to strengthen language learning in bilingual settings.

The patterns of strength on the ratings of quality used in this study indicate that in general these Pasifika centres have good quality education resources and environment, and responsive interactions between adults and children. Areas where Pasifika centres in this study may need greater support is in interacting with children to scaffold thinking and learning dispositions.

All the Pasifika centres had a supervisor, although some were unpaid. The supervisor’s qualifications and standing in the Pacific community make a key contribution to programme quality. These attract parents.
One of the Pasifika playgroups found insufficient funding was a barrier to increasing the number of sessions. Becoming or being newly licensed detracts from parents having time for the education programme, since they have to give their energies, and considerable time and attention to policy development, serious fund-raising activities or preparations for licensing.
Patterns of relationship between outcomes

There were overlaps between centres that were in the stronger group on different outcomes that suggested a relationship between these outcomes. 

Centres that were stronger for the outcome Children learn socialisation and caring attributes tended also to be stronger for the outcome Children develop knowledge, understanding, skills, learning dispositions, in line with Te Whäriki. Ten of 15 centres rated as stronger with respect to the former were also rated as stronger with respect to the latter (75 percent overlap). However, children’s socialisation and caring attributes are a subset of the broader outcome, so overlap would be expected. 

Only five of twelve centres (42 percent) that were rated as stronger with respect to inclusion of children with special needs were also rated as having stronger connections with home related to children’s learning. This was much fewer than might be expected for centres catering for children with special needs, since close working relationships between parents and ECE centre are needed to enable responsiveness to the child’s needs and to support any individual programme or approach. MacArthur, Purdue and Ballard (2003) noted that 

teamwork [between parents, teachers and other professionals] is widely recognised as a necessary element of effective support for children with disabilities and their families, providing a foundation for the sharing of the curriculum and specialist knowledge (p.148). 

We would have expected a closer linkage between the outcome Children develop socialisation and caring attributes and inclusion of children with special needs. Köhanga reo were consistently strong on both these outcomes but five of seven other centres with children with special needs were not at a high level in respect to supporting children’s socialisation and caring attributes. This may have been because two of the socialisation rating scale items were weighted towards children taking initiative, showing leadership and co-constructing learning with others. These are more cognitively challenging interactions and may be harder for adults to support. 

There were relationships between development of parenting skills and the following outcomes:

· Parents providing social support for each other (69 percent overlap). Finding ways to boost parenting skills can also bring social support and friendship through parents sharing experiences and their common commitment to children. The centres that were stronger on providing social support but less strong on development of parenting skill were largely playgroups, where development of parenting skills was not a prime goal, but social support was.

· Children developing knowledge, understanding, skills, learning dispositions, in line with Te Whäriki (77 percent overlap). This connection makes sense in centres where parents are the educators and have participated in training and professional development that is directly relevant to their roles both as parents and educators.  

· Connection between home and centre (69 percent overlap). 

· Use of skills in voluntary and paid work (77 per cent overlap). The benefits of parents using skills and knowledge they have learned through participation in the parent/whänau led early childhood education centre in volunteer or paid work was especially strong in playcentre. But not all the roles and responsibilities undertaken by parents within parent and whänau-led centres are related to parenting or child learning, and parents reported that they gained skills and knowledge in many areas, including facilitation skills, organising events, financial management, administration skills, and general confidence that the parent has a worthwhile contribution to make.   

The community language playgroup and Pasifika centres that were stronger on social support were also stronger in respect to their community language and culture for themselves and their children. Having common interests and goals for their child and themselves with respect to the home language and early childhood education, and the experience of being with and enjoying others from their home culture and relating from a basis of shared cultural understanding was a source of social support. Connecting with other adults with similar goals may underline the links between stronger performance on outcomes supporting parent community language and culture, parenting skills development, and social support. 

Contributing factors

Some factors stood out in having a consistent relationship to the quality outcomes for the centres in this study. 

Outcomes for children

Some structural features of quality contributing to outcomes for children paralleled those found in much research evidence (Munton et al., 2002; Smith et al., 2000) relating to early childhood education services generally, whether teacher-led or parent and whänau-led, i.e:

· ECE, playcentre or köhanga reo qualifications held by adults working in the education programme. The stronger centres had a higher ratio of educators with completed qualifications to children. Parents in playcentre and köhanga reo were advantaged in being able to access their own relevant courses and study towards a qualification. 

· access and participation in professional development, wänanga and courses, and to professional advice. The stronger centres had more adults participating in a wider range of professional development that offered greater depth. Access to a range of external advice and support was also a feature, and those catering well for children with special needs had closer relationships with health and welfare organisations. Parents in some playgroups had no or limited opportunities for professional development and were very keen to have ongoing opportunities to have workshops or hands on professional advice and support.

· good curriculum resources and equipment. The stronger centres with respect to children’s learning environment quality, support for te reo and Mäori cultural identity, and for community language and cultural identity had good resources. Adults in some of these centres contributed by making cultural resources for the centre. 

Table 106 Contributing factors and outcomes for children: Qualifications, professional development and resources

	Factor
	Learning in line with 
Te Whäriki
	Socialisation
	Special needs
	Connection with home
	Te reo and tikanga 
Mäori
	Community language and culture

	Adult qualifications and training 
	Yes
	Yes
	
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Professional development/ wänanga
	Yes (playcentre and köhanga reo)
	
	
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Range of  external advice and support
	Yes
	
	
	
	Yes
	

	Closer relationships with health and welfare organisations
	
	
	Yes
	
	
	

	Quality of curriculum resources and equipment
	Yes
	
	
	
	Yes
	Yes


Other contributing factors to outcomes for children seemed to reflect aspects of the special nature or goals of the parent and whänau-led services in this study, i.e.

· participation of parents in the education programme, and of kaumatua in immersion programmes. What helped children benefit in respect to learning outcomes was adults making a contribution to the education programme on a regular basis. It was especially important in köhanga reo, Pasifika centres and community language playgroups that adults with language and cultural fluency worked directly with children. 

· the ECE experience of adults working with children as educators. The stronger centres tended to have a longer average early childhood education experience among their adults working with children. Experience may be especially important in centres where store is placed on mentoring new parents.

· fluent and qualified adults in köhanga reo, puna, Pasifika centres and community language playgroups. A commitment to full immersion was a distinguishing feature of the stronger Pasifika centres. (Köhanga reo were all immersion). 

Table 107 Contributing factors and outcomes for children: Parent involvement, ECE experience, adult fluency and community language use

	Factor
	Learning in line with 
Te Whäriki
	Socialisation
	Special needs
	Connection with home
	Te reo and tikanga 
Mäori
	Community language and culture

	Parents working regularly in the programme
	Yes
	
	
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Families involved in assessment, planning and evaluation
	
	
	Yes
	Yes
	
	

	Longer average ECE experience
	Yes
	Yes
	
	
	Yes
	Yes

	Higher levels of adult language fluency 
	
	
	
	
	Yes
	Yes

	Immersion
	
	
	
	
	Yes
	Yes


Another structural feature of quality, adult:child ratios, did not distinguish in this study between the stronger and less strong centres, probably because all these parent/whänau led centres had very high adult:child ratios in comparison with teacher-led services and international standards for staffing (OECD, 2002). Nor was group size (measured here as the number of children actually attending when we did the observations) associated with the outcomes. Group sizes for these parent/whänau led centres were on the low to moderate end. Only one centre, a playgroup, had a large number of children attending. 

Adult interactions and pedagogical approach

There were some aspects of adults’ talk about their own pedagogical approach that seemed to be associated with outcomes for children and that were consistent with recent research (Siraj-Blatchford, et al., 2002) that emphasises the importance of the child as an active participant in learning and of adult support for this to occur. 

Adults in the stronger centres in providing opportunities for children’s learning emphasised being responsive to children and taking positive approaches to encouraging children. They said they started at the child’s level of interest and supported children to play an active role in learning. Adult encouragement and provision of opportunities for children to take responsibility and care for others was especially strong in the centres that supported children to develop socialisation and caring attributes and included children with special needs. Adults said they used explanation and emphasised a positive approach to behaviour management. Those in the less strong centres were more likely to say they managed behaviour through rules and use of warnings, and to “show children how” to do activities. 

One of the Ministry of Education funded Centres of Innovation has shown how adult:child interactions can be enhanced through parent educators analysing these interactions within their own playcentre, and following an action research cycle (including professional development) (Mitchell et al., 2004). The NZCER and TKRNT rating scale used in this study provided a tool for observation and analysis in this action research, helping to focus adults directly on the child, the interactions within the centre and the playcentre environment. Similarly Whalley et al. (2001) described how parents were supported to recognise children’s “deep level learning” through using the Leuven Involvement scale to judge how involved a child is in a learning situation. 

Outcomes for parents

Parents gained from their participation in parent/whänau led centres if the centre supported parents in training and professional development, often through having a designated leader for adult learning. Leadership was undertaken in different ways, ranging from an experienced fluent supervisor in a Pasifika centre encouraging parents to be involved, to an education officer or education team responsible for adult learning in playcentres, to a kaiako modelling te reo and cultural interactions in a köhanga reo. 

Adult discussions about children’s learning could support development of parenting skills. These were often informal, such as the discussions occurring about children before, during and after the session. A greater depth and quality of discussions about children was associated with centres providing stronger support to develop parenting skills. We observed missed opportunities in some playgroup discussions where parents seeming to be seeking advice or wanting to discuss their child were not offered useful suggestions. These discussions could be strengthened and make a stronger contribution to parent learning by having a qualified co-ordinator working in the education programme on a regular basis (perhaps monthly). This is a model used by at least one playcentre association in the study with good effect on the quality of discussion about children.

Centres that had regular parent involvement in their programmes and facilitating professional development could also offer parents more support. 

Table 108 Factors contributing to outcomes for parents 

	Factor
	Support to develop parenting skills
	Social support for parents
	Parent use of skills learned at the ECE centre in other work
	Support for* centre-home learning connections
	Te reo and tikanga Mäori
	Community language and culture (Pasifika and community language)

	Leadership for adult learning
	Yes 
	
	
	Yes 
	Yes
	Yes 

	More parents in training and professional development 
	Yes 
	
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes (Pasifika only)

	Parents involved in centre
	
	
	Yes.
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Greater depth and quality of adult discussion about children
	Yes 
	
	
	
	
	Yes (but not assessed for community language group)

	Higher levels of adult language fluency 
	
	
	
	
	Yes
	Yes 

	Immersion
	
	
	
	
	Yes
	Yes


* Included as an outcome for parents and outcome for children

Contextual factors

The main contextual factors contributing to the outcomes were service type factors. The goals and emphases of the different centres contributed to differences in patterns of strength and the kinds of support that could be helpful for parent/whänau centres to achieve quality outcomes. 

The less strong playcentres on some outcomes seemed to have pressures that made it harder for them to operate. The less strong playcentres in supporting parenting skills and use of skills in other work tended to rate themselves as under financial pressure; and the less strong playcentres in respect to children’s learning environment quality tended to be unable to leave equipment out. Reducing these pressures may be a solution. The NZCER and TKRNT evaluation of Equity Funding has found that where it was used to cut back requirements to provide voluntary labour for routine tasks, and for training, parent and child participation in programmes increased. 

External support and access to workshops and professional development and advice contributed to learning programme quality and parenting outcomes in playgroups. All playgroups wanted more advice and support in a range of areas relevant to their needs. 

The stronger Pasifika centres were more likely to be licence-exempt or not recently licensed, and sessional. Newly licensed centres in the study were coping with new regulatory requirements, sometimes with little advice and support since they did not have an umbrella organisation to help them. The participation of parents in the education programme seemed to fall away when these centres became licensed, yet parental and elder participation in the programme and in training and professional development opportunities was a very positive feature of the stronger Pasifika centres. 

Köhanga reo that were marae based, had more external support and good relationships with health services were stronger with respect to parenting outcomes. A commitment to full immersion was important in distinguishing the stronger köhanga reo from the less strong in terms of their ability to support children to learn and understand te reo and tikanga Mäori. Fluent and trained kaiako are an essential ingredient especially in köhanga reo where levels of parental fluency are low. Köhanga reo appear to be playing an important role in supporting and developing Mäori parents who are not fluent in te reo Mäori gain confidence and greater fluency. 

The different service types have their own goals, and the patterns of strengths in relation to the quality outcomes included in this report reflect that. It does seem easier for parent/whänau led centres to meet a range of outcomes for both children and parents if those participating do share a common purpose, and their centre can provide them with opportunities that include both parents and children. 

Issues and implications

In this final chapter we emphasise the caveats to this study. We then analyse what it means to be a parent and whänau-led service, and address the three research questions:

· How does the learning and development that happens for adults impact on the learning and development for their children?

· How does children’s learning impact on the learning and development of the adults?

· What is the interaction between the learning processes happening in services and the home context? 

Finally, we identify some factors that could be strengthened through external support, specific professional development and parents having greater awareness of their role and influence. 

Caveats

A number of caveats need to be remembered:

· The study cannot establish causal relations (if a centre were to do x, outcome y would result). Rather it suggested patterns of association between factors, which are non statistical and descriptive.
· We are comparing small numbers within each type of parent/whänau led centre, and thus there is the likelihood that some of the differences we find (or lack of difference) may simply be due to chance, and the particular centres that comprise the sample. That is why patterns that were found across types, and patterns that are consistent with other relevant studies are important in this analysis, since they are likely to be indicating relationships between factors and outcomes that would be found with much larger samples.

· For some centres, low response rates for the parent educator questionnaire suggest that these may be the most involved parents only. In addition, there was a recruitment problem in the Pasifika centres, making it arguable whether their practice may have been different from other Pasifika centres. 

· The subset of the same rating scale items was used for more than one indicator of outcomes of children learning. This did mean that there would be likely to be linkages between performance on those different outcomes where indicators overlapped.    

· For these reasons, it would take further research with a larger sample to come to firmer conclusions about patterns of association. The study can be regarded as contributing to broader understanding of quality and good practice in parent and whänau-led services, and put together with other information, help inform practice and policy, particularly in regard to parent and whänau professional development and training, and support for their role in parent/whänau led services.

What does it mean to be a parent and whänau-led service?

The clearest hallmark that was evident from this study was that parents using these services emphasised the importance of their own involvement in, or gain from, the service. For some, this means full involvement in the educational programme. For others, it means learning from others, either through a growing involvement in the programme itself, or in specific programmes and support provided as part of the service. These gains for parents were not just seen as gains for individuals, but for their communities. This was particularly the case for services whose very reason for being is to ensure the life of te reo or another community language, and the tikanga or values of a particular culture, through their use in family as well as community life. 

In the scoping report for this study, we suggested one of the distinctions between teacher-led and parent and whänau-led services is whether paid staff or parents and whänau provide the education programme. We found this was not always true. In licensed Pasifika centres and köhanga reo, paid kaiako/supervisors were largely responsible for the children’s education programme, with parents and whänau participating to different degrees. Paid teachers also played an educational leadership role in community language playgroups. 

The commitment of each of these services to maintaining, strengthening and passing on their own language and culture was one main reason why staff were providing the education programme for children. The köhanga reo commitment is to total immersion in te reo Mäori and köhanga reo daily operations. But many whänau in this study were not fluent; they were learning alongside their children and through attendance at wänanga and kura reo. By learning te reo Mäori themselves, they were also in a position to contribute to their own child’s learning. We saw the same situation in a community language playgroup where many parents who were New Zealand born did not know their community language. The teacher’s role was to teach the language to both children and parents. In licensed Pasifika centres, having an early childhood qualified teacher who was fluent in the Pacific language was common. Here too, parents who were not fluent themselves could learn the language with their children and also learn about child development. 

There were roles for paid staff in some playcentres and playgroups too, with staff working alongside parent educators. In playcentre, one role was sometimes to boost the pool of qualified teachers so that the playcentre reached regulatory standards. 

It did seem easier for parent and whänau-led services to meet a range of outcomes for both children and parents if those participating shared a common purpose and their centre provided them with opportunities for both parents and children. 
Parent and whänau-led service aspirations and goals extend beyond providing learning opportunities for children and are distinctive for each type. We found these service goals and aspirations were linked to where services put their energies, and tended to be associated with outcomes in those areas. 

· Playcentres were especially strong on contributing to parent learning and support and providing social support. This in turn linked to parents acquiring knowledge, skills and dispositions that they used in other volunteer and community work. 

· Te reo and tikanga Mäori learning for children and adults, was the key contribution that köhanga reo were making. 

· Playgroups were providing social support for families, including for parents without wider social support networks. 

· Community language playgroups had a distinctive role in helping children learn their community language and culture, in supporting cultural connections and identity, and sometimes in helping parents to learn their community language for the first time. 

· In Pasifika centres, strengths were in maintaining and strengthening the Pacific language and culture, offering cultural and social support, and parent education. 

The relation between parent and children’s learning

The three research questions that framed this study also focus on this role of parent/whänau led centres to support parents’ learning and children’s learning through interactions between them, and between the home and centre contexts. We return to them now. 

How does the learning and development that happens for adults impact on the learning and development for their children? 

Parent learning and development gained through the parent/whänau led service did make a contribution to the overall quality of the ECE service education programme where parents and whänau were the educators. Parents did gain useful knowledge and practical ideas that they could also use at home; cultural identity was supported where this was a focus for centres; some gained confidence to support their child in other educational settings; and their involvement could create links with other families that supported children outside the centre as well as in it. 

The rating of the quality of the education programme and interactions within parent/whänau led services tended to be higher overall where adults who were responsible for the education programme were in training and held playcentre, köhanga reo or ECE qualifications, and where the adults were accessing relevant professional development and support through the service. Parent groups where a higher proportion had participated in such formal learning opportunities and where parents said they learned from other adults providing “good role models”, tended to be more aware of processes to encourage and sustain children’s thinking and the value of taking a positive approach to behaviour management. Having these insights into teaching and learning were features of services that were rated higher in observations of overall quality. Adult learning opportunities provided by the centre contributed to these insights. Many parents who reported that they learned from involvement in their ECE centre reported on understanding more about child development and learning, about how to support and extend children’s learning, about activities to interest children and behaviour management. We do not have direct evidence about the positive impact for children, but these gains for early childhood education quality and for parents’ home practices are likely to be positively related to children’s learning. 

Self-report measures showed parents also thought the learning and development they gained through their participation in their service was having an impact on the learning and development of their children. Parents who gained insights and understanding about how children develop and their role in supporting, encouraging and extending children’s learning, and who were supported to practise within the centre were able to use their knowledge and experience with their own children at home and with other children. Some parents found their children were happier because they were more actively engaged when activities that had been used in the centre were introduced at home, and managing behaviour positively reduced stress levels for the whole family.

It is now well accepted that human wellbeing depends on many factors, but among indigenous peoples the world over, cultural identity is considered to be a critical prerequisite. (Durie, 2003)
Parents’ language and culture learning had very positive spin-offs for children, with parents better able to guide and encourage their children in their language learning because they were learning too. Parents’ own cultural identity was strengthened, parents were able to practice their own tikanga and traditions, and in turn felt pride in their children’s efforts and reinforced their children’s cultural belonging. The services that did this well made a pathway to the cultural objectives that parents and whänau valued. 

In köhanga reo, children gained access to te ao Maori, with strong whänau support and guidance. For parents who were from a culture outside New Zealand, belonging to a community language playgroup or Pasifika centre helped reduce the sense of isolation and difference parents experienced when cultural norms and values are different. They were also able to offer their children access to their own language, culture and cultural organisations. 

Some parents described attitudinal changes, especially greater confidence in themselves as parents, and an appreciation of the importance of their role in their child’s education. This has potential to contribute to parents being more assertive as advocates for their child, better equipped to help with transition to other education settings, to work with specialists, and to gain the health and social services they need for their child. 

When parents became involved in the centre, they became part of a community with children and other adults, linked together through common goals and often developing mutual friendships with other families that endured outside the setting itself. At the 1998 international conference, “The city of the possible”, held in Naples, Bruner (1998) spoke about the admiration in which he held Gian Battista Vico and Vico’s recognition of ways in which human beings both live in reality and create the reality in which they live. Childhood is one arena, he argued, in which we can make it possible to create a world. He reflected on views coming through the conference that “having a sense of place, knowing where you are, somehow helps you develop a sense of your own personal identity, your uniqueness, as well as your place in the world”. The parents’ descriptions of the worlds created in these parent/whänau led services that had high levels of parent involvement and friendships between families suggested they contributed to “a sense of place” for parents and children. These ideas link to Te Whäriki’s strand of belonging, and principles that “The wider world of family and community are an integral part of the curriculum” and that “Children learn through responsive and reciprocal relationships with people, places and things.” 

How does children’s learning impact on the learning and development of the adults?

Parents involved in parent/whänau led centres could identify the part they had played through their involvement, and this encouraged their own continued learning. In immersion services, children’s learning in the language spurred adults to make the effort themselves. 

Parents viewed children’s learning very positively, gaining a sense of pride from seeing children learn in a parent and whänau-led service. This was partly because every parent likes their child to learn, but also where communal responsibility was held for children, parents knew their contribution and those of others had supported the learning. Parents had first to notice the learning and development and then to recognise the part they and others had played in relation to it. The processes that enabled children’s learning to become noticeable seemed to be associated with parents developing greater understanding of how children learn, being involved in the education programme where they could see what was happening, seeing children in relation to each other, and working alongside others who could mentor and support them. 

Parents who noticed their child’s learning and recognised their own role were also likely to continue to play an active role in respect to learning and development. When things worked well, such as a parent who described the value of a “no hitting” policy in respect to children alongside learning new ways of managing behaviour, she was reinforced by seeing the impact on the child’s behaviour and was therefore more likely to continue these approaches. 

In some immersion services, parents were spurred to learn the language because they saw their own children learning and wanted to keep up with them. The children’s learning encouraged parents to participate in the programme alongside their child and attend language workshops and wänanga. There was a lovely sense of adults and children learning together. 

There was confirmation to parents from seeing children’s learning and development that the values and aspirations parents had for their children were being realised. 

What is the interaction between the learning processes happening in services and the home context?

One of the goals of the government’s strategic plan for early childhood education (Ministry of Education, 2002) is to promote collaborative relationships, in recognition that “Children’s interests and development are fostered if well-being of their family is supported; if their family, culture, knowledge and community are respected; and if there is a strong connection and consistency among all aspects of the child’s world.” The Desirable Objectives and Practices have a range of requirements for management and educators to work in partnership with parents/guardians and whänau, and to communicate and consult with them. There is evidence of positive effects for children, families and the education programme that come when parents and teachers work together in the interests of children (Mitchell, 2003; Whalley & the Pen Green Centre Team, 2001). Siraj-Blatchford (2004) found a range of activities that parents undertake at home have a positive educational effect. These activities include reading to children, library visits, painting, drawing, playing with letters and numbers, and teaching songs and poems. 

The interactions between learning processes in home and ECE service seemed to vary according to service type, to be related to the aspirations and goals of the services, and to the nature of parent and whänau involvement. 

Some parents were following up at home on children’s centre experiences and interests, providing some of the same activities at home that interested their child in the centre, taking home resources from the centre for children, and adopting approaches to teaching and learning from the centre that worked well. They were taking consistent positive approaches to behaviour management in both settings.  

I try reading to N at home now. She used to not want to sit still, then I saw her reading while at morning tea. I do that at home and now she listens.

If J has been painting at playcentre that’s what he wants to do at home. It’s the same with dough, library books, tapes, videos.

A lot of parents sing the songs at home and in other early childhood settings. They take videos and books home.

Some parents identified experiences that were not readily available at home and provided these in the centre. 

They’re off farms so you don’t have to have a lot of outside play. Imaginative play is what they like.

The children can do different things at the playgroup than at home. There’s tents and climbing equipment to use.

There was sometimes greater tolerance of messy play in the centre than would be permitted at home.

Some of the conversational exchanges and interactions in parent/whänau led centres drew from parents’ knowledge of their child’s interests and experiences at home, which parents knew and could respond to, because the parent was also participating in both settings. Home interests and experiences were also being used in assessment and planning at the centre, and parents were contributing resources and ideas from home. 

The connection between learning processes at home and in the centre did not happen automatically: parents being encouraged and contributing to the education programme on a regular basis, combined with take-up of good professional support for parents as learners contributed to centre-home connections to support children’s learning in general. Support for professional development and training was also key, with usually a person designated as responsible for adult learning. There was a depth and quality of discussion about child development and learning in centres that were making strong connections and the discussion was well informed.

In those centres where there seemed to be few interactions between learning processes at home and in the centre, parents had little or no involvement in the education programme, or were unwilling to be involved, although they may have contributed to other aspects of the management and operation of the centre. These centre parents identified barriers to involvement as:

· their own work commitments making it hard for people to participate;

· parents attending “not because they want to be there but because it’s all that’s available” (so that parents may have been physically present, but had little interest in making a contribution);

· being whakamä about limited te reo Mäori in köhanga reo and puna; and 

· having a large centre - “too many children” for supervisors/kaiako to know parents well and for parents to make a contribution to the education programme, rather than simply take responsibility for their own children. 

Cultural learning was occurring at both service and home for children participating in köhanga reo, Pasifika centres and community language playgroups. Children learned karakia, waiata, songs, chants, dance and language from the service and took these home, and also vice versa. Parents participating alongside the children in the service, use and enjoy their language and culture and can reinforce the learning at home. 

Parents described the friendships that occurred through involvement in the service, including participation in parent learning, and the relationships that extended through interactions outside the service that also contributed to home ECE centre connectedness.

Friendships developed through playcentre means that those who are on session tell other parents what the children have been doing outside the playcentre, even if a child’s parent is not there. 

Support for quality 

The study identified some factors that seemed to contribute to the outcomes that each service was seeking and that could be strengthened through external support, specific professional development initiatives, and parents having greater awareness of their role and influence. 

The data from the study services and findings from other relevant New Zealand research show varying levels of these. They would seem to be useful aspects to be considered in policy and service work aimed at raising quality in parent/whänau led services. 

In general, all centres aimed to support children to learn and develop. Building support for those factors that were associated in our analysis and in other studies with higher levels of observed quality could augment learning environment quality in parent/whänau led services. 

· Finding ways to boost the levels of ECE, playcentre or köhanga reo qualification training held by adults working in the education programme and opportunities for professional support and advice are key. 

· Very small centre size tended to be a limiting factor, perhaps because of the small pool of parents on which to draw. Perhaps ways are needed to support small centres through temporary staffing or a mobile staffing reserve if this is needed to achieve a balanced mix of educators. Access to a greater range of expertise would help them.

· Incentives for experienced and qualified adults to stay on in some capacity after their own children have left could assist centres to retain these people as educators working in the education programme, especially in centres with many transient families or those of small size. Qualifications and experience tended to be associated with higher quality ratings. 

· Good quality and adequacy of curriculum resources contributed to higher ratings of learning environment quality – some centres, especially licence-exempt playgroups did not provide these and would benefit from having access to them. The Ministry of Education Play to Learn newsletters provide useful ideas about equipment and resources, many of which are inexpensive and home-made, and ideas for activities. Playgroup parents in this study would like more of these ideas, alongside a professional support person to work with them directly. Some would like support to purchase resources. Other options (not mentioned by parents) are provision of a mobile resource service with a qualified co-ordinator to regularly visit centres, similar to the mobile kindergarten concept, and expansion of the Correspondence School early childhood education service to offer curriculum resource advice and professional support. 

· In some playcentres, the association provided early identification of special needs and facilitated access to special needs support. But most parent/whänau led services do not have such help and may benefit from a co-ordinator to facilitate access to special needs support. The issue this could address especially for some playgroups and Pasifika centres is their lack of information about what is the meaning of “special needs” and how to go about getting support for children with these needs.

Playcentres have a sound infrastructure, with associations providing very extensive professional advice and support including their own playcentre specific training. This contributes to adult learning for their work with children in the playcentre setting, and at home as parents. 

Our analysis indicated that the playcentres that were stronger with respect to quality combined association support with support from other external organisations, had more experienced and qualified association personnel providing them with advice, and shared training and professional development with other ECE services. This raises questions about how well the association infrastructure is itself supported through funding, resources and advice. 

Main issues with respect to training raised by playcentre participants were financial. Funding for the Playcentre Education Diploma is about a third of its EFT value (Playcentre Federation Charter), and other adult education is funded by playcentre associations from levies on playcentres, which in turn come out of playcentres’ bulk funding. This reduces the amount of bulk funding available to playcentres and increases the need for playcentres to fundraise and undertake most tasks voluntarily. 

Parents in half the playcentres in this study said the high level of volunteer work was problematic. Similar volunteer workload pressures in playcentres were found in the scoping phase for this report, and two recent evaluations by the authors: An evaluation of initial uses and impact of Equity Funding (Mitchell, Royal Tangaere, Mara, & Wylie, in publication) and in a Locality-based evaluation of Pathways to the Future – Ngä Huarahi Arataki – phase 1 – baseline report (in draft).

The findings from the Equity Funding evaluation suggest one way of helping to reduce volunteer workload is through providing extra funding that playcentres can choose to spend on some aspects that would otherwise have to be done voluntarily or for which fundraising would have to be undertaken. Another support would be for the playcentre association education courses, which contribute so much to outcomes for parents and children, to be fully funded.

Playgroups were largely reliant on the Ministry of Education for workshops, with a few parents also accessing training courses from external providers. The two community language playgroups, a puna and a general playgroup employed teachers to take responsibility for the education programme, but other playgroups were run entirely by the parent group. The greatest need identified by playgroup parents was to have regular access to good quality professional support and workshops, in the community where the playgroup was located. The Evaluation of two ECD services (Mitchell & Mara, 2001) highlighted the benefits to playgroup parents of “hands-on” sessions with ECD staff members who were qualified teachers, and the hunger of parents for helpful resources to support them in the education programme. Mitchell & Mara noted that

The work ECD is able to undertake in a few visits every year does not provide opportunities for realising the full potential of trained teachers offering action-based learning within an early childhood education programme (p.xi). 

The level of support for adult learning for those who needed it could be lifted through a knowledgeable, ECE qualified and experienced professional support person or co-ordinator making regular and frequent visits to work with playgroup parents, participating alongside adults in the education programme (much as experienced adults mentor and provide role models for less experienced adults in playcentres), making suggestions and offering professional development and training. 

Some playgroups employing a qualified teacher and wanting to extend their sessions had financial pressures.

A very large playgroup (90 families) in this study had lower ratings of quality seemingly because of the difficulty of establishing close, reciprocal relationships (this finding is consistent with research evidence on the importance of small group size e.g. Smith, et al., 2000). Regulations for playgroups could provide a maximum centre size, with perhaps assistance for very large groups to operate as two groups. 

Pasifika centres that were stronger in supporting language maintenance and development and the quality of their education programme also had a greater uptake of training and professional development, good quality language resources and adults with cultural knowledge and expertise directly contributing to the programme. Although there are a number of Pacific early childhood associations to offer professional support for Pacific centres, these are not umbrella organisations like the NZ Playcentre Association and the Te Köhanga Reo National Trust and purapura, and access for such support was not always available. Finding ways to address issues of uneven access to professional support is a challenge especially for Pasifika centres and playgroups.
The greatest pressures for Pasifika centres were supporting staff to become qualified in licensed centres and coping with requirements of becoming licensed or newly licensed. Licensing requirements seemed to detract from being able to put energy into the education programme and adult learning. Pacific participants in the Evaluation of two ECD services (Mitchell & Mara, 2001) project also highlighted the high workload they incurred in the licensing process and their need for more help in this respect.

Some Pacific parents said they liked the Pacific Islands early childhood group because flexibility of attendance is accepted. They did not feel pressures to come if prevented by family responsibilities. This raises issues about whether the funding based on attendance rules of licensed services are causing barriers for some parents. 

Köhanga reo fluency levels were a key factor in meeting the goals of köhanga reo for te reo and tikanga Mäori learning for adults and children and an active role for kaumätua and fluent kaiako and whänau was vital. Many whänau in köhanga reo were not fluent in te reo and had limited knowledge of tikanga Mäori. The köhanga reo movement had a network of wänanga and training courses which supported the whänau, including kaiako and parents, in learning or strengthening their te reo as well as in the curriculum, administration and management. Purapura (cluster of köhanga reo) support was active for four of the six köhanga in the study and these Purapura provided an avenue for whänau to meet regularly, share ideas and resources and organise wänanga on areas which met their immediate needs. Te Köhanga Reo National Trust also organised kura reo and Te Whäriki wänanga. However the greatest issue was the declining number of kaiako and kaiäwhina with a high level of te reo coupled with a Tohu Whakapakari. Finding ways to recruit and retain competent fluent speakers of te reo Mäori is necessary.

The kaiako and parents saw te reo, tikanga and whanaungatanga as the priority for their children’s learning. Parents who could not participate in the programme alongside their children or in wänanga felt that needing to work, personal commitments or their lack of te reo competency made participation difficult. Whänau members who were not learning te reo alongside their children were usually also less able to support their children’s learning by participating in the programme, on trips, or speaking Maori at home. A focus on whänau based learning wänanga for parents enables them to gain deeper appreciation of the kaupapa of köhanga reo and their responsibility to their children, köhanga reo, whänau, hapu and iwi. In addition, where whänau involvement in the köhanga reo monthly hui was limited, a few parents and staff carried the responsibility for decision making and management. This placed a double burden on them, as these same people usually had to focus on the education programme as well

The process quality ratings indicated a need for training and professional development or wänanga on curriculum areas. Education Review Office reviews now focus on curriculum delivery and are also indicating that köhanga reo need ongoing support in assessment, planning and curriculum implementation. Parent participation in assessment and planning is also key. 

Professional development

As a general comment, while the observed interactions and strategies reported by parents and whänau included both “socially related interactions”
 of encouragement and responsiveness, there were much fewer “cognitive interactions” (Siraj-Blatchford, Sylva, Muttock, Gilden, & Bell, 2002,p.143–144) of extending, discussing, modelling, and playing. The Effective Provision of Pre-School Education [EPPE] project (Siraj-Blatchford et al., 2002) showed that adult:child interactions involving some level of sustained shared thinking interactions (involving scaffolding
, extending, discussing, modelling, and playing) may be especially valuable in terms of children’s cognitive learning. Open-ended questioning is also associated with better cognitive achievement. The centrality of adult:child interactions for long-term outcomes was also a feature of the Competent Children study where open-ended questioning, adults joining children in their play, adults guiding children in centre activities, and adults being responsive to children appear to have long-term benefits. (Wylie & Thompson, 2003). Claxton and Carr (2004) describe “potentiating” (powerful) environments as “those that not only invite the expression of certain dispositions, but actively ‘stretch’ them and thus develop them” (Claxton & Carr, 2004, p.92). 

Observational evidence suggested that some of the richer conversational exchanges and positive responsive interactions in parent/whänau led centres draw from the knowledge that parents have of their child’s interests and experiences at home. These included parents basing their conversations on shared memories, quick responsiveness to their own child’s non-verbal cues, and parents affording babies and toddlers opportunities for risk taking and independence. Parents having greater awareness of the value of such exchanges, interactions and opportunities and how to develop them further could contribute to quality in these services. 

Support for positive behaviour management would be valuable in those playgroups where parents were keen for practical guidance, and were tending to manage behaviour through use of warnings, physical removal and rules. 

These aspects could well be a focus for professional development and support for parent/whänau led centres. 

Further research

A fruitful area for further research would be language learning in community language playgroups, köhanga reo and Pasifika centres. What approaches to teaching and learning can strengthen language and literacy learning for parents as well as children in these services? 

It would be useful to consider the role that might be played by ICT in providing professional support for playgroups and isolated centres, in connecting centres with others, and in providing access to websites. Broadband access in the schools sector has enabled rural schools taking part in pilots for project PROBE to participate in broadband-enabled two-way video-conferencing that allowed advanced subjects to be taught where no local teacher was available. Perhaps a pilot project linking a qualified co-ordinator with a group of playgroups through local school broadband access could be developed and evaluated. Or broadband access in playgroup settings could enable a co-ordinator to observe the setting in action, and advise and respond to parents during and at the end of a session. 

A further research project to evaluate the impact of any policy changes made as a result of the review of parent/whänau-led services should be undertaken. It would be useful to consider the same outcomes studied in this evaluation for comparison, and, ideally, return to the same centres and groups.
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Appendix A: Characteristics of the sample services 

Table 109 Characteristics of the eight playcentres

	Location
	Funding rate and EQ Index
	Roll
	Operation
	Supervision arrangements

	Rural, South Island
	Rate 1

EQI 3 


	9 over 2s, 3 under 2s
	Two sessions per week
	Supervisor-led

All 11 families regularly work in the programme 

	Rural, South Island
	Rate 1
	28 over 2s, 7 under 2s
	Four sessions per week
	Supervisor-led

All families work in at least 3 sessions per term

	Isolated, North Island. Isolation index 2.05
	Rate 1
	16 over twos, 3 under 2s
	One session per week
	Group supervision

All 19 families regularly work in the programme 

	Isolated, North Island. Isolation index 1.74
	Rate 1
	5 over 2s, 2 under 2s
	Two sessions per week
	Group supervision

All 6 families regularly work in the programme 

	Urban, North Island
	Rate 1

EQI 2
	15 over 2s, 17 under 2s
	Three sessions per week
	Team supervision and paid supervisor

17 of the 20 families regularly work in the programme

	Urban, North Island
	Rate 1

EQI 4 
	34 over 2s, 18 under 2s
	Five sessions per week
	Team supervision

All 33 families regularly work in the programme

	Urban, South Island
	Rate 1
	20 over 2s,

10 under 2s
	Five sessions per week
	Supervisor-led

All families regularly work in the programme

	Urban, North Island
	Rate 2
	32 over 2s, 11 under 2s
	Five sessions per week
	Supervisor-led. All 31 families regularly work in the programme


Characteristics of the six köhanga reo

	Location
	Funding rate and EQ Index
	Roll
	Operation
	Supervision arrangements

	Urban

Marae based

Two köhanga reo on one site
	Rate 2

EQI–1

Language and culture


	Tuakana köhanga

3 under 2s

25 over 2s

Teina köhanga

19 over 2s
	6 hours/day

Mon–Fri

46–50 weeks

6 hours/day

Mon–Fri

46–50 weeks
	Seven paid kaiako. Three of these are kaumätua who are qualified as kaiako.

None of the 33 families work regularly in the programme

	Urban


	Rate 1

EQI–1

Language and culture
	4 under 2s

17 over 2s
	6 hours/day

Mon–Fri

41–45 weeks
	Four paid kaiako. 

16 of 18 families work regularly in the programme 

	Urban
	Rate 1

Equity Funding

Language & culture
	4 under 2s

17 over 2s
	9.5 hours/day

Mon–Fri

 41–45 weeks
	Four paid kaiako.

No parents work regularly in the programme. 

	Urban
	Rate 1

Equity Funding

Language & culture
	4 under 2s

17 over 2s
	9.5 hours/day

Mon–Fri

 41–45 weeks
	Four paid kaiako.

Two of these kaiako are parents. No other parents work regularly in the programme.

	Provincial

Marae-based

Iwi-based

Two köhanga
	Rate 1

Equity Funding

EQ I–3.1

Isolation 1.7

Language & culture
	Tuakana köhanga 

14 over 2s

Teina köhanga

5 under 2s

3 over 2s
	6 hours/day

Mon–Fri

 41–45 weeks
	Five paid kaiako. 

2 kaumatua and 2 of 12 parents work regularly in the programme

	Rural

Marae-based

Iwi-based
	Rate 1

Equity Funding

EQ I–3.1

Isolation 1.7

Language & culture
	4 under 2s

8 over 2s
	6 hours/day

Mon–Fri

36–40 weeks
	Three kaiako are also parents. 5 of 8 families work regularly in the programme.


Characteristics of the eight playgroups

	Location
	Type
	Roll
	Operation
	Supervision arrangements

	Urban North Island
	Community Language
	36 over 2s, 4 under 2s 
	Two sessions per week
	1 paid parent teacher, and 10 out of 28 families regularly work as educators

	Urban North Island
	Community Language
	15 over 2s, 14 under 2s
	One session per week
	1 paid supervisor and all 25 families regularly work as educators

	Urban North Island
	Playgroup
	19 over 2s, 6 under 2s
	One session per week
	No paid supervisor, 4 out of 13 parents regularly work in the programme

	Provincial North Island


	Playgroup
	34 over 2s, 22 under 2s
	Three sessions per week
	No paid supervisor, all children with a family member regularly work in the programme

	Rural South Island
	Playgroup
	9 over 2s, 4 under 2s
	One session per week
	No paid supervisor, 5 out of 8 families regularly work in the programme

	Urban South island
	Playgroup
	53 over 2s, 37 under 2s
	One session per week
	1 paid supervisor. All families work in the programme

	Urban North Island
	Puna
	35 total roll
	Three sessions per week
	No paid supervisor.

15 out of 25 parents regularly work in the programme 

	Semi-rural North Island
	Puna
	24 over 2s, 6 under 2s
	Three sessions per week
	Paid co-ordinator. 

4 out of 18 families regularly work in the programme


Characteristics of the six Pasifika group/centre case studies

	Location
	Funding rate, EQ Index and type
	Roll number
	Operation
	Supervision arrangements

	Urban
	Newly licensed centre

(3 weeks)

EQ 
	24 Under 2’s

24 Over 2’s


	Whole day, 6 hours per day; 5 days per week, 30 hours per week
	Paid supervisor and 4 teachers

17 out of 48 families regularly work in the programme

	Urban 

	Newly licensed centre 

(3 months)

EQ 


	15 under 2’s

39 over 2’s (up to 30 in each session)
	Sessional, 2 sessions per day (3 hours); 5 days per week, 30 hours per week
	Paid supervisor and 4 teachers

7 families regularly work in the programme 

	Urban 
	Playgroup
	32 (mixed ages)
	3 morning sessions per week (Mon, Wed, Fri)
	Unpaid supervisor works with 4 year olds

All 25 families regularly work in the programme and are responsible for the 1–2 years group and the 2–3 years group

	Urban 
	Licensed for 3 years

EQ 
	4 under 2’s

34 over 2’s
	Whole day, 7 hours per day; 5 days per week, 35 hours per week
	Paid supervisor and 4 teachers

	Urban 

South Island
	Playgroup – working towards licensing
	4 under 2’s

11 over 2’s
	3 hour morning session; 5 sessions per week, 15 hours per week
	No paid staff

4 out of 10 families regularly work in the programme

	Urban 
	Final stages of full licensing
	25 over 2’s
	Whole day, 8 hours per day; 5 days per week, 40 hours per week
	Paid supervisor and 3 teachers


Process Quality Rating Scale

NZCER/Te Köhanga Reo National Trust centre/service rating scale

1.
Early Childhood Service: ___________________________________________

3.
Date: __________________________________
4.
Time of Day:
a) AM
b) PM

5. Visit No. _______________________________

Weather: _______________________________
Researcher: _________________________

(count after half an hour at the centre)

6. _____
Parent/whänau educators working with children as part of the education programme

7. _____
Paid supervisor/kaiako/co-ordinator working with children as part of the education programme

8. _____
Kaumätua/grandparents

9. _____
Others/visitors

10. _____
Total number of adults (excluding field researcher)

11. _____
Total number of girls present

12. _____
Total number of boys present

13. _____
Total number of children present (11 + 12)

14. _____
Total number of adults interacting with children

15. _____
Total number of adults non-contact with children

16. _____
Total number of adults interacting with only one-two children (e.g. own child, special needs child)

Observations

	

	

	

	


Special Circumstances?

	

	

	

	


Rating scale

Guidelines FOR ADMINISTRATION OF RATING SCALE

The Centre Rating reflects what is observed throughout an entire session or day. For this reason, it is best to wait until the end of the session/day before deciding your final rating for each variable. You will need to check on children’s ethnicity before you do the rating of item 9.

Cover Sheet: Fill in all details in the space provided.


TOTAL NUMBER OF ADULTS PRESENT: Count the total number of adults present who are responsible for children. Visitors, for example, would not be included in this count.  


TOTAL NUMBER OF CHILDREN PRESENT: It can sometimes be difficult to count exact numbers. Count all of the children who are there after you have been at the early childhood service for half an hour. If an educator takes the roll during your visit, ask him/her for their count, to check against yours. 


RESPONSIBLE ADULT-CHILD RATIO: This can be calculated after the visit.

Observations/Special Circumstances: If relevant, add notes that might provide some background to what was observed on that particular day. Include, for example, the presence of visitors, a greater than average number of children absent due to illness, odd weather conditions (e.g. very hot/very cold) or anything else out of the ordinary. This information will not be coded.

The Rating Scale: All variables are rated on a 1 to 5 rating scale:

1
=
not all like/never
2
=
very little like/hardly ever
3
=
somewhat like/sometimes

4 
= 
much like/often
5 
= 
very much like/always

ELABORATION:

The 1 to 5 ratings are used to rate whether or not the characteristics described in the main heading describe what is observed at the early childhood service: 


1
=
This description is not at all like this early childhood service. What is being described never happened during the visit.


2
=
This description is very little like this early childhood service. What is being described hardly ever (once or twice) happened during the visit.


3
=
This description is somewhat like this early childhood service. What is being described sometimes happened during the visit.


4
=
This description is much like this early childhood service. What is being described happened often, i.e. on a regular basis throughout the visit.  


5
=
This description is very much like this early childhood service. Most of what is described happened all the time during the visit.

At the end of the visit, all variables should have a rating. There should be no double ratings (e.g. 4 - 5).

A
Adult: Child Interactions

1
Adults are responsive to children

1 Adults ignore children's requests and are oblivious to their needs. Adults insist on child participation even when the child shows resistance.

5
Adults greet children individually on arrival. They encourage children and parents to farewell each other when parents leave the centre. Adults respond quickly and directly to children. Adults provide support, focused attention, physical proximity and verbal encouragement as appropriate. Adults respond to infant and toddler cues, e.g., through matching facial expression, body language and verbally. Adults show active interest and enjoyment of children. Adults respect children’s need to take their own time e.g. allow children time to finish what they are saying before responding. Adults are alert to signs of stress in children's behaviour, and guide children in expressing their emotions. Adults show genuine concern for children. They talk about stressful situations occurring for children and reflect emotions and feelings. Adults give their full attention to the children and the task. Awhi tëtahi i tëtahi; adults comfort the mokopuna when he/she is upset and unable to resolve the situation.

2
Adults model - and encourage children to use - positive reinforcement, explanation and encouragement as guidance/discipline techniques 

1
Adults consistently do three or more of the following when guidance or discipline is needed: blame, threaten, use harsh language, belittle or degrade children, place children in solitary confinement, immobilise them, deprive them of food, drink, warmth, shelter or protection.
5
Adults set clear limits. They guide or discipline using modelling, reinforcement, explanation or encouragement. Adults explain the reasons why the actions of an infant or toddler are inappropriate. Adults explain the reactions of other children and verbalise what the infants and toddlers need to do. Children are provided with opportunities to develop social skills such as cooperating, helping, negotiating and talking to solve interpersonal problems Tuakana/teina care and support is encouraged and reinforced. Adults support children in being assertive while rationalising and talking through conflict. Adults support children to take on the viewpoint of others. He tapu te tangata – adults discourage the belittling of one another and focus on manaaki tangata – looking after each other as the whänau unit. Adults praise and use positive body language to encourage and reinforce tikanga.

3
Adults model/guide children within the context of centre activities

1
Children are left to choose all of their own activities, with little or no guidance or feedback from the adults.

5 Adults move among the children to encourage involvement with materials and activities.  They interact with children by asking questions that guide and provoke thinking, adults challenge mokopuna to find solutions; adults explain cultural situations to the mokopuna; offering suggestions, and adding more complex ideas. Adults allow infants and toddlers the time they need to explore and experiment within the environment and also with materials. Adults allow toddlers and children time and opportunities to dress themselves. They offer active guidance and encouragement in activities that are appropriate for individual children, and the centre philosophy and cultural context, e.g. köhanga reo in relation to mihimihi, karakia, waiata, tuakana/teina. As appropriate, adults prepare the environment and encourage children to learn through experiences such as active exploration and interaction with other adults, other children and materials. Adults create interests for infants and toddlers that encourage their involvement.

4 
Adults ask open-ended questions that encourage children to choose their own answers

1
No open-ended questions are heard. Frequent use of instructional reo.
5
Adults take advantage of many opportunities to extend children's thinking by asking open-ended questions which encourage creative thinking. Adults offer opportunities for children to come up with a range of different answers, to encourage thinking and creativity. Open-ended questioning connects with children’s interests. The questioning helps sustain and encourage conversations and extends ideas/concepts.

5 
Adults encourage/foster children’s language development*

1
Very limited language is used. There is little active listening. Adults talk at children. There is little opportunity for children to contribute to conversations with adults. Adults direct and instruct children.

5
Adults participate in verbal turn-taking with infants and toddlers. Adults tell stories about everyday activities. Adults use meaningful language to explain and describe activity, including when they are carrying an infant or toddler. Adults model effective language strategies (e.g. they extend children’s sentences, ask a mix of question types) for accessing meaningful information and ideas. Adults interact with the mokopuna through stimulating conversation – korerorero. Adults discuss situations, events and activities and encourage responses. They incorporate new vocabulary – ngä kupu hou.

6
Adults participate with children in activities and play

1
Adults monitor children’s play but rarely or never join in. Adults stand. Adults are detached and aloof.
5
Adults sit with infants and toddlers on the floor, if appropriate, and become involved in their interests. Adults allow infants and toddlers to take the lead in play episodes. They respond to verbal cues and gestures from infants and toddlers by describing what is happening. Adults facilitate social interactions e.g. by introducing children and adults and by facilitating friendships. Adults join in children’s activities (both individual and group), offer materials or information to facilitate play and learning around a particular interest. Adults may enter into role plays with children and continue their interests throughout the session. 
7
Adults add complexity and challenges for children*

1
No sustained conversations with children are heard. Adult-created children’s worksheets are evident. Television is regularly used to occupy children.

5 
Adults encourage children to initiate activities and extend these activities by e.g. scaffolding, co-constructing learning, extending, discussion, modeling, or playing (Tuakana/teina concept). Adults encourage the mokopuna to lead cultural activities such as mihimihi, karakia, waiata. Adults acknowledge mokopuna for initiating leadership in cultural activities. Sustained adult-child conversations and joint problem solving are commonplace. Adults ask questions to encourage children to solve problems and persevere. Adults pose challenges that are appropriate for those children present. Adults suggest new strategies. 

B
Adult: Adult Interactions

8
Adults interact respectfully and positively with each other

1
Whänau and volunteers are not incorporated into activities. Adults are not greeted. Adults ignore or are abrupt with other adults. Adults/kaiako do not support each other, e.g. through positive comment.

5
Whänau and volunteers are fully included in activities, yet a wish to be an observer is respected. Friendly communication among adults is observed. Adults respond to one another’s situations and offer support. Adults do not talk negatively about each other. All adults treat each other with respect and are positive towards each other – Manaaki tangata, He tapu te tangata. Kaumatua are present in the köhanga and are acknowledged.  Kaumatua actively participate in strengthening and extending te reo Mäori with adult learners. Adults are seen practising tuakana/teina support. Adults speak te reo Mäori in köhanga and puna. Adults greet parents and visitors as they arrive and help them feel they belong.  Adults/whänau tell parents how the day has gone for the child.  Adults acknowledge others’ leaving and say goodbye.

9
Adults draw on each other’s knowledge of child development

1
No discussion of children’s learning and development.  

5
Adults/whänau share accurate child development knowledge in relation to children’s actions.  Adults/whänau share ways to strengthen children’s learning and development. 

10
Adults work as a team to provide the education programme*

1
There is little communication between adults about the education programme. Gaps in knowledge of how things work are evident. Some adults sit alone with no contact from other adults. Adults do not support one another in the programme or when dealing with challenging behaviour.

5
Adults participate confidently in daily routines and planned activities. Kaumatua contribute advice and support. Adults are acknowledged for their different contributions - awhi tetahi, tetahi. Adults listen to one another and work purposefully together to provide a coherent education programme. Adults resolve issues together. They support and look out for each other in the learning environment.

C
Child: adult interactions

11
Children participate in interactions with adults other than their own parents/whänau*
1 Children do not have easy access to adults other than their own parents. Children seldom initiate interactions with adults other than their own parents/whänau.

5 Children interact with adults other than their own parents/whänau. Children initiate contact with adults to enlist their help and try out or share their ideas. They may tell adults what they specifically need from them. Children tell adults, other than their parents, about their experiences and ideas.

D
Child: Child interactions

12
Children support and co-operate with one another in language and actions

1
Children regularly tease, bully, push, snatch toys/equipment, fight with, threaten and/or in other ways unsettle other children. There is no co-operation among children.

5 Infants and toddlers have access to older children at times. Children are seen to share, extend comfort to other children, offer to help or in other ways support and co-operate with each other – manaaki tangata. Children use negotiating skills to solve interpersonal problems. No fighting, teasing, name-calling or other verbal or physical aggression is evident. Mokopuna are seen comforting other children when they are upset, hugging and praising other children.

13
Children co-construct learning with other children*

1 Children are excluded from play by other children. Children monopolise a learning experience. Children forcefully take over situations from other children.

5 Children initiate learning experiences and encourage other children to participate. Children ask enquiring questions of other children. Children act as prompts to other children for culturally appropriate behaviour within a specific context. Children assist and co-operate in finding solutions together. Children scaffold and co-construct learning with other children (tuakana/teina). Children model appropriate behaviour to other children. Children praise one another. Children contribute to the learning of others through collaboration. Younger children are regularly included in the activities of older children.

14
Children display emergent leadership/leadership skills*

1
Children’s initiatives are quashed by other children. Some children do not allow other children to act in a leadership role. 

5
Children lead familiar activities with confidence. Children use their initiative to look out for, guide or support other children (Tuakana/teina & Manaaki Tangata). Children contribute ideas in a learning experience. Children act as advocates for others. Children display respect for other children, e.g. actively listen and participate during mihimihi. Children show respect for adults and particularly elders. Mokopuna lead karakia, mihimihi or waiata. Toddlers initiate karakia before kai. Children take responsibility for an activity.

E
Education programme

15
Tikanga Mäori (culture) and/or te reo Mäori (language) is evident 

1
There is no evidence of tikanga or te reo Mäori.

5 
Mäori language and culture form an essential part of the regular programme. Waiata, mihi, and other language activities occur regularly. Infants and toddlers hear te reo in their programme. Adults awhi amongst themselves, and mokopuna do it for each other. Resources and practices reflect Mäori culture, language, values and beliefs. There are books with Mäori legends and Mäori characters, posters, toys, puzzles and murals reflecting positive Mäori images. Customs such as sharing food with visitors are incorporated into the programme; culturally inappropriate practices (such as sitting on tables where food is handled) are never seen. Te reo Mäori is spoken at all times by adults.

16
Non sex-stereotyped play among children is observed

1
Boys and girls always play separately, the two never mix.

5
Infants and toddlers are encouraged to sample a range of activities, equipment and resources. There is a good balance of boys and girls in different activities: climbing equipment, cooking, carpentry, family corner. Stereotypical groupings are rare, e.g. boys in one corner, girls in another. Role-play is not sex-stereotyped e.g. both boys and girls assume roles such as doctor, police officer, firefighter, nurse. However, mokopuna may demonstrate traditional cultural roles in tikanga Maori practices in köhanga reo.

17
There is evidence of recognition/acceptance of the cultures of children at the early childhood service. The ethnicity of the children at the early childhood service is taken into account and their cultures are represented.

1
There is no evidence of recognition/acceptance of the cultures of the children at this early childhood service.

5 Resources and practices reflect the culture, language, values and beliefs of the children at the early childhood service (e.g. pictures, clothes, books, puzzles, toys, foods, items from other cultures available in family area, dolls representing different ethnic groups). Customs from other cultures are incorporated into the programme; culturally inappropriate practices are discouraged. Resources representing varying cultures and ethnic backgrounds are available. Adults extend children's experiences to include knowledge of other cultures.  Adults encourage respect, acceptance and appreciation of differences and similarities amongst cultures. Indicators of affirmation of cultures within the community include values and customs being supported, parents/whänau invited to share aspects of their culture with other children, welcome notices and newsletter items in other languages.

There is evidence that the family and culture of each child is respected e.g. children in köhanga reo know their whakapapa, children are encouraged to share happenings and objects from home, parents and family are welcomed and encouraged to participate in the programme.

18
There is evidence that the setting is inclusive of all children.

1
The programme is not tailored to the interests, knowledge and abilities of each child.  Infants and toddlers are excluded from the outdoor area. Some children are observed to be excluded from play and activities, and adults make no effort to challenge this. Belittling or discriminatory language is not addressed or is reinforced by adults. Adults talk about children when they are present.

5 Adults give equitable attention to infants, toddlers and young children. Adults make positive comments to children that reinforce the child and their relationships with others. Adults address discriminatory behaviour and negative attitudes e.g. if child is excluded from play, if children compare themselves with others in a way that is belittling, if children stereotype others. Young children are encouraged to be assertive and to stand up for themselves and others. Children are encouraged to play together, co-operate and support each other. There are appropriate activities for different age groups, indoors and outdoors. There are opportunities for age groups to mix, and to have time apart. Adults help children to connect to others. All children, including babies, are greeted during mihimihi. Adults acknowledge the child’s whakapapa – Mana Tangata. All children have access to activities. Specialist or extra assistance is provided when a need for this is identified.

19
Children display purposeful involvement in learning episodes*


1 Children flit from one activity to another with no concentration on activities or interactions.

5 Children concentrate for sustained periods of time in learning episodes on their own and with others. Children persevere in the face of challenges. They display personal satisfaction in their work e.g. exclaim, show work to others, repeat an activity. Children are not distracted from their interest because of their absorption in the learning episode. Children are purposeful in their involvement with equipment and materials.

20 
Children are encouraged to explore mathematical ideas and symbols

1
No mathematical ideas or representation through symbols is observed.

5 Adults use a range of mathematical ideas and language with infants, toddlers and young children. Adults pick up on children’s mathematical ideas and extend them. Tasks are meaningful to the child and enjoyable. Adults encourage children to use mathematics for a variety of purposes, e.g. classifying, exploring quantity, counting, timing, patterning – tukutuku, kowhaiwhai, labelling, e.g. in köhanga reo, kaiako use place values of numbers, e.g. units such as tens and ones. Using spatial words – raro, runga, waho, roto, waenganui, muri, mua, nui, iti, roa, poto, konei, kona, kora, koatu ra. Sorting and labelling.

21 
Children are allowed to complete activities

1
Children must finish all activities when adults dictate. There is a regimented, inflexible schedule.

5
Children have control over when activities are to be completed. Routines for infants and toddlers, such as nappy changes, do not cut across learning episodes. Adults respect the needs of different children to be creative or complete activities according to their own schedules. Adults prepare children by reminding them that a group activity or regular routine is about to occur. 
22 
Children can select their own activities from a variety of learning areas 

1
There is an extremely limited range of activities for the children to choose from - less than three at most times.

5
Infants and toddlers have access to a range of sensory rich (rather than over-stimulating) materials, including natural materials. Children can self-select from a wide range of available activities. Some activities are set up or changed from session to session to attract attention and stimulate interest. Learning areas provide different opportunities for children to develop their skills, including gross and fine motor activities, cognitive-language activities, creative activities (artwork, collage etc), science and nature activities, music activities, cultural activities and possibly others.

23 
Children work on problems and experiment with solutions

1
Children are not observed doing any problem-solving. 

5 Infants and toddlers are given time and space to explore the environment and experiment with materials safely. Adults sit with children and support their investigations. Experimentation and problem-solving are observed, e.g., children demonstrating "if this/then that" logic, weighing alternatives, reasoning, comparing data, and sequencing events.  Children are observed resolving social and physical world problems together.

24 
Children engage in child-initiated creative play


(e.g. storytelling, singing, pretend play, drama, making music)

1
No creative play whatsoever is observed.

5 Infants and toddlers are encouraged to play games and create surprises. Frequent creative play is observed, over a wide range of activities, e.g. story-telling, singing, pretend play, making music. Drama is done by both boys and girls. Adults encourage creative play and extend it, (e.g., in köhanga reo mokopuna are encouraged to tell their own stories, re-telling past events or stories). 

25
Stories are read/told/shared

1
No stories are read, told or shared during the observation period.

5
Both children and adults share stories/books. Infants and toddlers can access books to look at. They share books, stories and rhymes with adults. Children are observed (either together or alone) reading or sharing stories. Story-sharing sessions, including infants and toddlers, occur at least once during the observation period and more than one story is shared. Children are actively encouraged to join in when the story-telling is going on, e.g., to ask and answer questions about the story. Adults make connections between the children’s world and the story and move beyond the story to ask for thoughts about characters, behaviour and motivation. Stories may be told through songs and dance.

26 
There is evidence of children's creativity and artwork

1
There is absolutely no evidence of children's artwork or creativity in the early childhood service.

5
Paintings, collage, drawing, print-making, weaving, carving, constructing, cutting and stitching are being done during a large proportion of the session and by many children. Artwork and creativity  are visible on walls, at or just above children's eye level. The artwork of infants and toddlers is displayed at levels where they can see it. Artwork shows no evidence of children following adult templates - `child's hand did the work'. There are a variety of creative activities observed such as pretend play, carpentry, story-telling, drama, dancing and music-making.

27
The centre is a "print-saturated" environment

1
There is no evidence of print whatsoever: no books, no posters, no other forms of writing. 

5 The early childhood service is very print focused and encourages print awareness. Children are encouraged to listen to and read stories, look at books, and be aware of print in use. Print is visible on a variety of surfaces (e.g., posters, packets, charts, containers etc.) and at different heights and is attractively displayed. Much of the print is child-focused. Print is visible at children's eye-level or just above. A range of books is readily accessible to children of all ages.

28 
There is evidence of opportunities for children to write*

1 No writing materials are accessible to children. Adults never write down what children say. Adults may pressure children to write when the child has no interest. Writing is an isolated activity and unrelated to the context of the child.

5
Children are encouraged to explore thoughts, experiences and ideas through using symbols. A range of writing materials is readily accessible to children e.g. pencils, felt tip pens, ink pens. Children have access to paper appropriate to a writing task e.g. A4 or telephone pads. Children are observed to engage in writing or pretend writing. Adults write down what children say when interest is shown. Adults emphasise the purpose of writing to communicate with others. Children are encouraged and praised for writing their own name. Children’s writing is displayed for others to see.

F
Resources

29 
There are enough age appropriate toys/books/equipment (resources) to avoid problems of waiting, competing, and fighting for scarce resources

1
There are very few resources and children are constantly fighting over those that are available.

5
A very good variety of accessible resources, both indoors and out, including appropriate resources for infants and toddlers (e.g., treasure baskets, materials for heuristic play, low mirrors and pictures at floor level, books, natural objects, balls, sensory experiences).  No competing or waiting is seen. The equipment/materials are attractively presented to avoid clutter and provide easy access for children.

30 
Equipment and activities encourage fine motor skills development

1
There are no fine motor equipment or activities seen whatsoever.

5
There is a wide range of equipment and materials that encourage fine motor skills available. Items such as scissors, manipulative materials, Lego, Duplo, blocks, pegboards, threading, weaving, tukutuku are available and easily accessible by children.  Infants and toddlers have access to safe equipment and activities that encourage fine motor skills, such as posting boxes.  Materials are of a safe and appropriate size for the younger children.  Equipment is well-maintained, e.g., all puzzle pieces are available, there appear to be no missing parts.  

31 
Equipment and activities encourage gross motor skills development

1
There are no gross motor equipment or activities seen whatsoever.

5 There is a wide range of equipment and materials that encourage gross motor skills available. Equipment and materials that encourage large muscle coordination are available, e.g. balls, riding toys, climbing frames; opportunities for balancing, jumping etc – as well as for köhanga reo – haka, poi, ti rakau titi torea. Equipment is easily accessible by children and well-maintained, e.g. climbing frames have no broken edges, balls are pumped up.

32
Provision of space for children to explore the physical world*

1 Space for toddlers and children is limited.  Infants and toddlers are confined indoors.

5
Space for children is generous, with varied surfaces, levels and slopes, including equipment for climbing, sliding and swinging. There is easy access from indoors to outdoors, and toddlers and young children move freely between the two (weather permitting). The space is safe for all ages. There is space for seclusion, a retreat. Natural materials and creatures are available for the children to observe and explore appropriately.

33 
A balance of safety and freedom is achieved to ensure access to equipment, materials and learning episodes
1
There is little or no regard for safety. There are unreasonable constraints on what children, particularly infants and toddlers, are allowed to do.

5
Infants and toddlers participation in activities is encouraged while keeping their safety in mind. Infants and toddlers have access to a range of safe, sensory rich experiences.  Equipment is presented in a simple way to avoid over-stimulation. Some equipment and furniture is to scale for infants and toddlers, so the environment fits them.
34 
There is comfortable provision for parents, including parents with babies and toddlers*

1
The early childhood education service has minimal provision, both interpersonal and practical, for the needs of parents, including parents of babies and toddlers.

5
Other parents/ caregivers offer to take responsibility for the child(ren) while the parent has a break (e.g., or a cup of tea or to spend time with an older child). There are comfortable facilities for nappy changing, toileting, infant sleeping, breast and bottle-feeding. There is comfortable adult seating. There is space to park pushchairs. Appropriate tikanga is shared with parents with regards to feeding, nappy changing toileting and sleeping infants.

Characteristics of parents/whänau taking part in the survey

Table 110 Response rates, gender and age

	Type
	Response
(n)
	Percent of families* responding
	Percent female
	Most common age
	Age range

	Playcentre
	113
	65
	97
	31-40 years
	21-50 years

	Köhanga reo
	30
	33
	77
	31-40 years
	>20 – 50 years

	Pasifika centre
	56
	31
	86
	31-40 years
	21-70 years

	Playgroup
	61
	26
	97
	31-40 years
	21-80 years

	Total
	263
	38
	92
	31-40 years
	>20-80 years


* 
We had to estimate the number of families for 2 playcentres, 2 playgroups, 3 Pasifika centres and 3 köhanga reo as the total children (not families) only was provided. For every 25 children we subtracted 5 to estimate the number of families on the basis that some families have more than one child. We may have overestimated the number of families. 

Table 111 Ethnicity of parents 

	
	Playcentre
(n=113)
%
	Köhanga reo
(n=30)
%
	Pasifika centre
(n=56)
%
	Playgroup
(n=61)
%

	Päkehä
	79
	20
	1
	53

	Mäori
	14
	80
	1
	23

	Samoan
	
	3
	70
	3

	Tongan
	
	
	5
	2

	Tokelauan
	
	
	11
	

	Cook Islands Mäori
	2
	
	11
	5

	Niuean
	
	
	
	

	Chinese
	1
	3
	
	13

	Indian
	1
	
	
	

	Other
	8
	3
	
	10


Table 112 Nature of parent involvement 

	Activity
	Playcentre
(n=113)
%
	Köhanga
(n=30)
%
	Pasifika
(n=56)
%
	Playgroup
(n=61)
%
	Total
(n=260)
%

	Setting up/cleaning up
	97
	47
	67
	88
	83

	Work with children on duty
	95
	50
	73
	67
	79

	Fundraising
	63
	33
	59
	54
	57

	Preparation of resources
	68
	30
	45
	31
	50

	Working bees
	64
	37
	43
	38
	50

	Social events
	62
	20
	46
	48
	50

	Assessment, evaluation and planning
	62
	23
	27
	30
	42

	Training/Professional development
	62
	20
	20
	10
	36

	Management
	47
	40
	18
	27
	35

	Language and cultural support
	21
	27
	61
	34
	34

	Administration
	45
	40
	16
	26
	34

	Purchasing resources
	33
	27
	29
	30
	30

	Building repairs / maintenance
	42
	20
	9
	13
	25

	Finance
	15
	13
	11
	12
	13

	Employing staff
	19
	20
	4
	5
	12

	Facilitating training
	15
	13
	9
	5
	11


Characteristics of kaiako/ supervisors

Table 113 Sample size, gender and age of kaiako/supervisors

	Type
	Response
(n=50)


	Percent of kaiako/sup.s responding
	Percent female
	Most common age
	Age range

	Playcentre
	13
	100
	100
	31-40 years
	21-50 years

	Köhanga reo
	27
	92
	85
	41-50 years
	>20 – 70 years

	Pasifika centre
	8
	100
	100
	51-60 years
	31-70 years

	Playgroup
	2
	67
	100
	21-40 years
	21-40 years


Table 114 Ethnicity* of kaiako/supervisors 

	
	Playcentre
(n=13)
	Köhanga reo
(n =23)
	Pasifika centre
(n =8)
	Playgroup
(n=2)

	Päkehä
	12
	1
	1
	1

	Mäori
	3
	26
	
	

	Samoan
	
	
	4
	

	Cook Islands Mäori
	
	
	3
	

	Niuean
	
	1
	
	

	Asian
	
	
	
	1


* Some respondents marked more than one ethnic group.

Table 115 Nature of supervisor/kaiako paid work

	Activity
	Playcentre
(n=13)
%
	Köhanga
(n=23)
%
	Pasifika
(n=8)
%
	Playgroup
(n=2)
%
	Total

	Work with children as supervisor/ kaiako
	92
	93
	63
	100
	83

	Assessment, evaluation and planning
	85
	82
	50
	100
	74

	Preparation of resources
	69
	93
	50
	100
	65

	Setting up/cleaning up
	77
	85
	50
	50
	65

	Training/Professional development
	69
	82
	50
	0
	57

	Management
	54
	44
	38
	50
	49

	Language and cultural support
	39
	93
	50
	50
	44

	Administration
	46
	41
	38
	50
	44

	Facilitating training
	62
	19
	25
	0
	44

	Purchasing resources
	23
	44
	50
	100
	39

	Employing staff
	0
	22
	38
	0
	13

	Finance
	0
	19
	13
	0
	4

	Other
	15
	7
	0
	0
	2


Characteristics of playcentre   association staff

Table 116 Gender and age of association staff (n=30)

	Percent female
	Most common age
	Age range

	97
	31-40 years
	31-60 years


Table 117 Ethnicity of association staff (n=30)

	Päkehä
%
	Mäori
%
	Other European 
%
	Other
%

	87
	17
	7
	3


Table 118 Nature of association staff work (n=30)

	Activity
	%

	Administration
	80

	Management
	80

	Participating in professional development
	80

	Facilitating training
	70

	Participating in training
	67

	Employing staff
	67

	Social events
	53

	Buying equipment/resources
	30

	Facilitating professional development
	37

	Property maintenance
	27

	Finance 
	27

	Language and culture support
	17

	Other
	47


Table 119  Qualifications of association staff

	Qualification
	(n=30)
%

	Playcentre National Certificate
	13

	Playcentre Federation Association Certificate 
	10

	Playcentre Part 3
	13

	Playcentre Part 2
	13

	Playcentre Part 1
	20

	Playcentre Course 4
	33

	Playcentre Course 3
	13

	Playcentre Course 2
	3

	Playcentre Course 1
	10

	Other playcentre
	3

	100 ECE licensing points or more
	13

	Diploma Teaching (ECE)
	10

	BEd Tchg (ECE)
	7

	Undergraduate diploma/certificate
	10

	Bachelors degree
	17

	Postgraduate degree/diploma
	3

	Other 
	23


Framework for analysis 

Introduction

This outline of the way in which we analysed the data collected for the Quality in parent/whänau led early childhood education services research project was informed by discussion with the Ministry of Education. 

The parameters for this outline were: 

1.  The analysis should allow readers to 

a) 
gain an understanding of the factors that were associated with different levels of quality in the services studied, to feed into the Ministry of Education’s work on its investment in support for particular factors (or clusters of them), related to its priorities for outcomes; and

b) 
gain this understanding for kinds of service, as well as across services.

2. The 9 aspects of quality that were analysed are these:

Major outcome area 1 – children’s learning


1.
the achievement of programme quality for children's learning, related to Te Whäriki

2.
language and cultural maintenance and revitalisation 

3.
connectedness between service and home in support of children’s learning

4. development of children’s social and caring skills with each other

5.
inclusion of children with special needs

Major outcome 2 – gains for parents

the achievement of outcomes for parents that the government is interested in

6.
support for parenting, 

7.
active social membership

8.
language and cultural maintenance and revitalisation, 

Major outcome 3 - the achievement of social cohesion/social capital

We have reworded these aspects of quality as outcomes in the tables that conclude this framework. We have split the language and cultural maintenance and revitalisation aspects into two, one focused on te reo Mäori and tikanga, and one on heritage language and culture. This gives a total of 11outcomes. All services could be analysed in relation to the outcome of te reo Mäori and tikanga for children, because of the bicultural dimension to Te Whäriki. 

3.
The analysis is relevant to the data collected (all data instruments were discussed with the Ministry of Education and feedback incorporated before use)

Model for analysis

The model that makes the most sense to the researchers given the parameters above is one that shows likely paths of contribution. 

Causal relationships are very difficult to establish with naturalistic social data using the methods developed for physical data that can be controlled. Longitudinal studies can show paths of prior experiences and resources. Cross-sectional studies, like this one, can show associations, and point to likely paths of influence or contribution. 

This study is a qualitative one, with a small sample. The value of this approach is that we can collect a lot of data on individual services, and collect indicators of outcomes through observational and interview material. 

The model categorised into two groups the factors that, on the basis of existing research, anecdotal evidence, or policy support, may be related to ‘performance’ on the quality indicators. One group seems likely to make a direct contribution; the other, to make an indirect contribution, or to influence the level/nature of the factors that may be making a direct contribution. 

In the tables that follow, we have described the factors that seem to us to fall into either of these two groups in relation to a specific outcome, and described the indictors we have of the outcome. 

We used a common set of ‘contextual’ factors for each of the 9 aspects. (If included in the tables, these would be placed in the ‘indirect’ factors column). These contextual factors may be particularly relevant for understanding differences in quality in parent/whänau led services.

Contextual factors 

total roll (service profile q1a)

socio-economic status of families served (service profile q 7)

isolation (Ministry of Education info)

financial pressure (service profile q 18a)

able to leave equipment out (service profile q 32a)

whether employ paid staff member (service profile q 26a)

% families regular involvement (service profile q 20)

whether service is 


- full day 


- sessional – up to 2 a week 


- more than 2 a week  (service profile qs 8a & b)

proportion of children under-2 (service profile 1b/1a)

external support exists (service profile q 27a)

other local ECE services exist (service profile q 35a)

We undertook the analysis by 

A Within each service type – each quality aspect separately

1.
Within each service type, we sorted the individual services we had gathered information on into two groups (possibly three groups with services for whom we have 8 examples) in relation to their ‘performance’ on the indications of quality. One group will be stronger; the other, less strong. Though we used what information we could to get a balance within each service type in setting up the sample, we could not guarantee that within our sample, we had examples of both stronger and less strong. 

2.
We described the cut-off points for the groups, so that it is clear how we made the decision. 

3. One research team member sorted the individual services in relation to their ‘performance’ on a given quality aspect (e.g. support for parenting), and another then checked that sorting before we began the analysis of what is related to different performance. 

4.
Where we had two contrasting groups of different performance, we could then compare the two groups in relation to 

a)
their levels of the factors that we have termed contributing, most likely to directly influence the level of the indicator of the outcome

b)
their levels of the factors that we have termed indirect inputs

c)
their levels of the contextual factors (this set is common for all 9 quality aspects). 

If we did not find two contrasting groups, but found, for example, that all the individual services in the study were performing at a high quality level, then we analysed a-c in terms of whether there were different patterns of factors within that still gave similar ‘results’ in terms of performance on the indicator of an outcome. 

This analysis was done by looking at each factor one by one (e.g., do we find that services rated as providing high quality in terms of children’s learning have a higher proportion of parents involved in education etc than ones that are rated as providing low quality) by collating the levels of a factor for each group, and then comparing them to see if there were differences related to groups. 

This built up into a picture of differences and similarities for the two groups, allowing both specific factors and related factors that seem related to differences in quality to emerge. 

For some of the parent outcomes, we also analysed by outcomes for individual parents, as well as by outcomes at a service level, to get as full a picture as possible. Here individual service information is used to provide a factor relating to level of support.

5.
Summarising the patterns found across all 9 aspects for each service type, and across service types. 

B  Relating outcomes to each other 

The next stage of analysis was to look at the relationships between outcomes for children, outcomes for parents, and outcomes for social capital. This was derived from looking at the patterns found in A5. This analysis included whether services that score well on indicators for one set of outcomes also score well on the other two sets of outcomes. Other relevant research was used here also to see if our findings were consistent with that research, and to identify areas where more work might be needed. 

The 9 outcomes, and the factors related to them

In the tables that follow, unfortunately the table format gives the impression that a group of factors in one column have been lined up with a group in the adjacent column – that is not the intention. There is no necessary connection between such groups. The questionnaires, profiles and interview schedules can be obtained from NZCER on request.

1. 
Children gain knowledge, understanding, skills, dispositions (in line with Te Whäriki)

Indirect contributions

	 (
	Contributions (
	Indicators of outcome 
	Outcome

	Ratio:

a) 
proportion of adults interacting w/ chn  (quality rating, 14/13)

b) 
proportion of parents working w/ chn (QR, 6/13)

Group size:

Total children (QR, 13)

Qualifications

Parent educators

% parent educators with top level ece qualif (parent profile)

% parent educators with no ece qualif (parent profile)

% parent educators in training (parent profile)

% parent educators with no formal qualification (parent profile)

Paid staff

% with top level ece quals 

% no ece quals

% school level quals/no formal quals

ECE experience

Average years ece work for parent educators (parent profile 1a)

Average years ece work for paid staff (staff profile 2a)

Parent participation

Participation of parents in teaching/learning

% parents involved in education, assessment/evaluation, training & professional development

Frequency meeting supervisor and other staff/parents (superviser profile, q 13)

Rates of pay
Supervisor pay rate (supervisor profile, q 11)

Children

Roll stability (service profile 2)

Regularity of attendance (service profile q6)

Ratio boys/girls (quality rating 12/11)

Association support:

% of association staff with top level ECE qualification

average years assocn staff ECE experience
	Quality rating – average of items 

F 29-33 (resources and space)

Answers to parent group discussion 1, q 14–20 – teaching strategies /actions – looked at as a group, to gauge high level of knowledge about processes of good practice vs low level

Parent group discussion 1, qs 5-12 on support for parent involvement in children’s learning – looked at as a group, to gauge high level of knowledge about how to support parents to be involved and support vs low level

Adequacy of learning resources (average of service profile 33 b, c, d, e)
	Quality rating – average of items below used to divide services into high quality and low quality

A1–7 (Adult:child interactions)

B8–10 (Adult:adult interactions)

C11 (Chn participate in interactions with other than own parents)

D12–13 (Child:child interactions)

E 19–28 (Education programme)
	Children gain knowledge, understanding, skills, dispositions (in line with Te Whäriki)


2. 
Children learn and understand te reo and tikanga Mäori and develop a sense of cultural identity 

Indirect contributions

	 (
	Contributions (
	Indicators of outcome 
	Outcome – children

	Values

What service values, aims for children (Parent discussion 1, Qs 1 and 2, emphasis given to te reo and tikanga)

ECE Qualifications
Parent educators

% parent educators with top level ece qual (parent profile)

% parent educators with no ece qual

(parent profile)

% parent educators in ece training (Parent profile, q 4)

Paid staff

Paid staff - % with top level ece quals 

% no ece quals

% school level quals/no formal quals

% paid staff in ece training (Kaiako profile q 5)

Professional development

% parents involved in training & professional development and support for this (parent profile Q5 & 6)

% paid staff involved in training & professional development and support for this (kaiako profile Q6 & 7)

ECE experience

Average years ece work for parent educators (parent profile 1a)

Average years ece work for paid staff (staff profile 2a)

Köhanga experience

Average for parent educators and paid staff

External support

Training and support for te reo and tikanga Mäori (Service profile, q 28, a)

Whakapakiri training (q 28, c)

Qs –30 for any information on te reo and tikanga Mäori

Relations with marae, iwi
(service profile 45 & 46)

Ratio:

a)Proportion of adults interacting w/ chn (quality rating, 14/13)

b) Proportion of parents working w/ chn (QR, 

6/13)

Group size: Total children (QR, 13)


	Mäori language fluency

Parent educators

% parent educators with te reo Mäori (Parent profile Q16-20)

fluent

some

little or no te reo Mäori

% parent educators with tikanga Mäori (Parent profile, q 21)

Paid staff

% paid staff with te reo Mäori (kaiako profile Q16-20)

a) fluent

b) some

c) little or no te reo Mäori

% paid staff with tikanga Mäori (Kaiako profile, q 21)

Kaumatua

Percentage of kaumatua working with children 

(QR 8/13)

Role of kaumatua (Group discussion 1, Q 23)

Köhanga qualifications

Parent educators

% parent educators with TKR qualification (parent profile, q 3)

Whakapakari

TA2

TA1

Paid staff

% with TKR qualification (kaiako profile Q4)

Whakapakari

TA2

TA1

Take up of training and professional development related to te reo and tikanga Mäori

% parent educators in training (parent profile Q4)

Whakapakari

TA2

TA2

Paid staff - % in training (kaiako profile Q5)

TKR

TA2

TA 1

Example of professional development that made positive contribution to language and culture (kaiako group discussion 2, q 21) 

Percent parents attending köhanga wänanga related to language and culture (Service profile, q 24) 

Language resources

Adequacy of language resources Service profile, q 33 f

Educational practice

How encourage children to look after and respect one another, encourage responsibility for environment, behaviour rules, and how strengthen cultural values and language

(Parent discussion 1, qs 17- 21)
	Quality rating – overall average for the following 8 items:

A2 Adults model and encourage children to use positive reinforcement (focus on manaaki tangata)

A3 Adults model/guide children (focus on active guidance and encouragement cultural activities)

A 7 Adults add complexity and challenges for children (Focus on encourage and acknowledge children for leading cultural activities)

B8 Adults interact respectfully

D 14 Children display emergent leadership

E 15 Tikanga Mäori and te reo Mäori evident

E 17 Evidence of recognition/acceptance of cultures of children

E 18 Setting is inclusive

Also field research observations from E24 chn engage in child initiated creative play in te reo and from E25 stories are told/shared in te reo


	Children learn and understand te reo and tikanga Mäori and develop a sense of cultural identity




3.
Children learn and maintain their heritage language and culture (Pasifika services and community language playgroups)

Indirect contributions

	 (
	Contributions (
	Indicators of outcome (
	Outcome – children 

	Values

What does your service really value?

Importance of language and culture (Parent discussion 1, qs1 and 2)

role of elders in the service (Parent discussion 1, q23)

Qualifications: parents/unpaid educators

% parent educators with top level ece qualif (parent profile q3d)

% parent educators with no ece qualif (parent profile q 3 a-d)

% parent educators in training (parent profile q4)

% parent educators with no formal qualification (parent profile q3 e)

% parent educators with Pasifika qualifications (parent profile q3 c)

Qualifications: Paid staff 

% with top level ece quals (supervisor profile q4, s-z)

% no ece quals (supervisor profile q4 a-z)

% school level quals/no formal quals (supervisor profile q4, other a)

% with Pasifika qualifications (supervisor profile q4, p-r)

Years ece experience

For pasifika centres:

Average years Pasifika early childhood education work for parent educators (Parent profile q1c)

Years of Pasifika early childhood education work for paid staff (supervisor profile q2c)

Average years total early childhood education work for parent educators (Parent profile q1a)

Average years total early childhood education work for paid staff (supervisor profile q2a)

External support

Help from external cultural association (service profile q27 d & e and q28b)

Adult:child ratio

Ratio of adults interacting w/ children (quality rating, 14/13)

Group size: Total children (Quality Rating, q 13)
	Language fluency

Level of parent educators fluency in heritage language

(parent profile, language rating q16-20)

    a) fluent

…b) some fluency

…c) little/no fluency

Level of supervisor fluency in heritage language

  (supervisor profile, language rating q16-20)

   a) fluent

…b) some fluency

…c) little/no fluency 

Elders

Ratio of elders: children (Rating scale, q 8/q13)

Service profile q22, a-d, involvement of elders

Cultural knowledge & practice

Level of parent educators’ cultural knowledge (parent profile, language rating q21)

Level of supervisor’s cultural knowledge (supervisor profile, language rating q 21)

Support for language use

Service profile q31-33f language support and resources

Service profile q23,24 training or PD if includes culture & language

Parent contribution to language and cultural support (parent profile q7)


Supervisor/ paid work in language and cultural support (supervisor profile q8 d)

How parents are strengthening the culture and language of chn (Parent discussion q21)


	Quality rating scale– average of items 

A3 Adults model,guide within the context of the centre/group

A5 Adults foster/encourage language development in the heritage language

E17  Evidence of/recognition of cultures ethnicity of children

E18 Evidence setting is inclusive

Also field research observations from E24 chn engage in child initiated creative play in the heritage language, and from E25 stories are told/shared in the heritage language


	Children learn and maintain their heritage language and culture (Pasifika services and community language playgroups)


4.
There is good connection between ECE service and children’s homes that supports children’s learning

	Indirect contributions (
	Contributions (
	Indicators
	Outcome

	Values/atmosphere

Aims, perceived benefits – anything stated about home/service connectedness  (Discussion 1, qs 1-4)

Service welcome and induction (Discussion1, q 22)

Parent involvement as educators:

Percentage of families who regularly work as educators in service (Service profile q 20 divided by q 19)

Adult learning:

Responsibility for adult learning (Discussion 1, q 25; association discussion q 5)

External support for professional development and professional support about ece (Service profile, q 28, d, e; association discussion qs 11 and 12)

Percent of parents studying for ece qualification (Service profile, q 23/q19)

Percent of parents participating in professional development (Service profile, q 24/q 19).

Amount of child participation

Regularity of attendance (Service profile q 6)

Roll stability (Service profile, q 2)
	Quality rating – average of items 

B8 Adults interact positively with each other

B9 Adults draw on each other’s knowledge of child development

B10 Adults work as a team to provide the education programme
	How parent knowledge of their own children is used in the education programme and how experiences are followed up at home. (Discussion 1, Q 29, 30, 31)

Planning for individual children – rated for taking on board parent knowledge of own child in this process (Discussion 2, q 5)

How service assists parents to be strongly involved in supporting and extending children’s learning (Parent discussion 1, Q 5).
	There is good connection between ECE service and children’s homes that supports children’s learning


5.
Children learn to socialise and care for each other

	Indirect contributions (
	Contributions (
	Indicators 
	Outcome – children

	Organisation of service - babies, toddlers and children educated together (Service profile, q 13)

Quality rating F 34. Comfortable provision for parents

Ratio:

a) total no. adults interacting w/ chn (quality rating, 14/13)

Group size: Total children (QR, 13)

Qualifications

% parent educators with top level ece qualif (parent profile)

% parent educators with no ece qualif (parent profile)

% parent educators in training (parent profile)

% parent educators with no formal qualification (parent profile)

Paid staff - % with top level ece quals 

% no ece quals

% school level quals/no formal quals

Experience

Average years ece work for parent educators

Average years ece work for paid staff

Roll characteristics

Roll stability (profile2)

Regularity of attendance (profile q6)

Ratio boys/girls (quality rating 12/11)

External support:

% of association staff with top level ECE qualification 

average years assoc staff ECE experience 

Professional support officer responsible for centre 
	 Quality ratings:

A 1 – adults are responsive

A 2 – Adults model and encourage use of positive reinforcement

A 3 – adults model/guide chn 

A 6 adults participate with children

A7 Adults add complexity & challenge for children

B8 adults interact respectfully and positively 

E 18 – setting is inclusive

Field researcher observations of adults over-attentive (playcentre only)

Discussion 1 – q 17 How service encourages children to look after and respect one another


	Quality ratings:

D 12 - chn support and co-operate with one another

D13 – chn co-construct learning

D 14 – chn display emergent leadership

E 16 – non-sex stereotyped play


	Children learn to socialise and care for each other


6.
Children with special needs are fully included

	Indirect contributions (
	Direct contributions (
	Indicators 
	Outcome – children

	External support

Discussion 2. Qs 16, 17, 18, 20 – assistance for chn with special needs.

Qs 19 – number of chn for whom assistance is needed but is not being obtained.

Access to health services (Profile, q 38)

Rels with health services (Profile, q 39, 40)

Access to welfare services (profile q 42)

Relationships with welfare services (Profile, qs 43,44)
	Discussion 1. Q 29. How parent knowledge of their children is used in the education programme 

Discussion 2. Q 5. How centre plans for every child’s interests and abilities within the programme

Discussion 1 – q 17 How service encourages children to look after and respect one another


	Quality rating: E18 Setting is inclusive

Discussion 2, Q 13. Do you have children with special needs? 

Q 14 Kind of barriers identified that may prevent centre accepting chn with special needs


	Children with special needs are fully included

	Service welcome and induction (Discussion 1, q 22).
	Quality ratings:

A 1-adults are responsive

A 2 – Adults model and encourage use of positive reinforcement

A 3 – adults model/guide chn 

A 6 adults participate with chn

B adults interact respectfully and positively 
	
	


GAINS FOR PARENTS

7.
Parents gain parenting skills and knowledge of child learning and development

	Indirect contributions (
	Direct Contributions (
	Indicators  
	Outcome – parents

	SERVICE LEVEL

Service support for parent involvement in children’s learning (discussion 1, q5)
	Quality ratings: B8 and B 10 (adult interaction and working together)
	% parents studying for ece qualification (Service profile, q 23/19)
	Parents gain parenting skills and knowledge of child learning and development

	Service welcome & induction (discussion 1, q 22)

Someone responsible for parent training (discussion 1, 25)
	Field researcher observations of adult discussion of child development/children and quality rating B9 - adults draw on each others knowledge of child development
	% parents working regularly as educators (Service profile 20/19)
	

	Ratio parent educators working with children to all adults (quality rating 6/14)
	
	Service values, what service is aiming to achieve, role of parents, benefits for parents  (Parent discussion 1, qs 1-4)
	

	Employment of paid supervisor (profile 26)
	
	
	

	External organisation support (profile 28 c, d, e, f, g)

Service has good relations/processes with agencies providing support for parents and children (service profile)
	
	
	

	INDIVIDUAL LEVEL 

(Parent profile)
	
	
	

	
	ECE quals level (Parent profile, q 3)
	Parent view of new skills and knowledge related to parenting learnt from involvement in ece service 

(Parent profile, Q 10)
	

	Total years other related experience
	Total years ece work (Parent profile, q 1 a)
	
	

	Service support for studying for qualification
	Studying for qualification (Parent profile, q 4)
	
	

	Service support for professional development 
	Involvement in ece professional development (Parent profile, q 5) 
	
	

	
	Kind of involvement in ece service ((Parent profile q 7 – working with children, assessment, evaluation and planning 
	
	


8.
Parents are actively involved in the ece service providing social support for each other

	Indirect contributions (
	Direct contributions (
	Indicators of outcome
	Outcome – for parents

	Level of other community organisations in local community (few/many) (service profile 47)


	Values and roles

What service values (Discussion 1, q 1) - adults having a clear common aim for selves as well as children 

Role of parents and whänau (Discussion 1, q 3)

What service aims to achieve – benefits for parents/whänau (Discussion 1, q 2)

Benefits for parents and whänau who are not actively involved in education programme (Discussion 1, q 4) 

Welcoming, inclusive environment

Comfortable provision for parents (Quality rating F34)

How welcome and induct (Discussion 1 q 22)

Leadership responsibilities are balanced (discussion 1, q 24-28)
	Percent families work in programme (Service profile, q 20/19)

Quality rating B10 Adults work as a team

Quality rating B8. Adults interact respectfully and positively

How does service contribute to community – related to parents emphasis on social support for each other (Discussion 1, q 32)


	Parents are actively involved in the ece service & in providing social support for each other


9.
Parents gain, maintain or deepen their knowledge of te reo and tikanga Mäori and sense of cultural identity (köhanga and puna)
Indirect contributions

	 (
	Contributions (
	Indicators of outcome 
	Outcome – parents

	SERVICE LEVEL

Service welcome and induction (Parent discussion 1, q 22)

Level of paid staff’s fluency in te reo Mäori (kaiako profile Q16-20)

a) fluent

b) some fluency

c) little/no fluency

Level of paid staff’s tikanga Mäori (Kaiako profile, q 21)

Number of families who can speak Mäori (Service profile, q 1 f)

Who takes on leadership responsibility for adult learning (Discussion 1, q 25)

INDIVIDUAL LEVEL

Total years work in köhanga reo/puna (Parent profile 1b and 1c)

Service support for studying for a köhanga qualification (Parent profile, q 4)

Service support for professional development in te reo and tikanga Mäori (Parent profile, q 6) 

Ratio of kaumatua in relation to families 

(Service profile, q 22/19)

Role of kaumatua (Group discussion 1, Q 23)

Involvement and contribution of kaumatua (Service profile, q 22. Emphasis including working with whänau)
	Köhanga qualifications

% parent educators with TKR qualification (parent profile, q 3)

Whakapakari

TA2

TA1

Take up of training and professional development related to te reo and tikanga Mäori

% parent educators in training for köhanga qualification (parent profile  Q4)

Whakapakari

TA2

TA1

Percent parents attending wänanga related to language and culture (Service profile, q 23 and 24)

% parents involved in training & professional development related to language and culture and support for this (parent profile Q5 & 6)

Field researcher notes and kaiako discussion to interpret nature of professional development and willingness of parents to be involved. 

Cultural values and practice

What service values, aims for parents and whänau (Parent discussion 1, Qs 1 and 2, emphasis given to te reo and tikanga)

Role of parents and benefits for parents (Parent discussion 1, Qs 3 and 4, emphasis given to te reo and tikanga)

How strengthen cultural values and language for children (Parent discussion, q 21)

Parent involvement in language and cultural support (Parent profile, q 7)

Parent involvement in children’s learning

Focus on involvement in te reo and tikanga learning (Parent discussion, q 5-9)

Percent families regularly work in the programme with children as educators

(Service profile, q 20/19)

Kaumatua

Ratio of kaumatua in relation to families 

(Service profile, q 22/19)

Role of kaumatua (Group discussion 1, Q 23)

Involvement and contribution of kaumatua (Service profile, q 22. Emphasis including working with whänau)

Köhanga reo qualification level (Parent profile, q 3a)

Studying for köhanga reo qualification (Parent profile, q 4)

Participation in professional development/wänanga (Parent profile, q 5)


	Mäori language fluency

Parent educators level of fluency in te reo Mäori (Parent profile Q16-20)

a) fluent

b) some fluency

c) little/no fluency

l

Tikanga levels

Levels of parent educators tikanga Mäori (Parent profile, q 21)

% parents who learned new skills related to language and culture (Parent profile, q 10)

Learned new skills

Te reo and tikanga Mäori (Parent profile q 10)

Mäori language fluency levels (Parent profile, qs 16-20)

Tikanga Mäori levels (Parent profile, q 21)


	Parents gain, maintain or deepen their knowledge of te reo and tikanga Mäori and sense of cultural identity (köhanga and puna)




10. 
Parents gain, maintain and deepen their knowledge of their heritage language and a sense of their cultural identity (Pasifika languages and cultures and heritage language playgroups)

Indirect contributions

	 (
	Contributions (
	Indicators of outcome 
	Outcome – parents

	SERVICE LEVEL

What service, values, aims for parents (parent discussion qs 1 and 2 where language and culture is given emphasis).

Service welcome and induction(parent discussion q22)

Heritage language mentioned in relation to parental involvement in education, assessment and evaluation (parent profile q5, 6)

Level of paid staff fluency in their heritage language (supervisor profile, language survey q16-20)

Who takes on leadership responsibility for adult learning (parent discussion, q25)

Proportion of families who can speak their heritage language (service profile q1,g)

(for Pasifika services)

Percentage of parent educators with Pasifika early childhood education qualifications (parent profile q3c)

INDIVIDUAL LEVEL

Service support for ece PD related to language and culture (parent profile q6)

Role of parents and benefits for parents (parent discussion q 3 and 4 where emphasis given to language and culture)


	Parent involvement in chn’s learning (parent discussion q5-9)

Cultural values and practices

Role of elders in parents gaining language and cultural knowledge, (parent discussion q23)

Role of parents and benefits for parents (parent discussion q 3 and 4 where emphasis given to language and culture)

How do parents strengthen cultural values and language for chn? (parent discussion, q21)

Percentage of parent educators with new skills related to language and culture (parent profile q10) and (parent discussion q24 in terms of language and culture)

Total years work in Pasifika or heritage language ece service (parent profile q1c)

For Pasifika service parents

Pasifika ec qualification (parent profile q3c)

Studying for a Pasifika qualification (parent profile q4)

Involvement in ece PD related to language and culture (parent profile q5)

Involvement in culture and language support (parent profile q7)
	Fluency levels of parents 

Level of parent educators’ fluency in their heritage language (parent profile, language rating q16-20)

   a) fluent

   b) some fluency

   c) little/no fluency 

Level of parent educator cultural knowledge and practice (parent profile, language rating q21)

Learned new skills

If new skills, learning relate to culture and language (Parent profile, q10)
	Parents gain, maintain and deepen their knowledge of their heritage language and a sense of their cultural identity (Pasifika languages and cultures)

Parents gain, maintain and extend their knowledge and skills in respect of passing on their heritage language and culture


11.
Parental participation in ece supports their involvement in other voluntary/paid work or service

	Indirect contributions (
	Direct contributions (
	Indicators 
	Outcome – community

	Contextual factors only
	See contributing to community as part of role (Discussion 1, q 33)

Factors that help contribute to community/ factors that make it difficult (Discussion 1, q 33)
	Discussion 1, q 32

Perceptions of contribution to wider community
	Parental participation in ece supports their involvement in other voluntary/paid work or service

	
	What are you aiming to achieve? Benefits for community? Benefits for parents/whänau? (Discussion 1, q 2)
	How parents have used experiences to contribute to community (Discussion 2. Q 22)

How parents have used training in other voluntary or paid work (Discussion 2, q 23) 

% parents and staff who have used skills and knowledge gained through service in voluntary or paid work (Supervisor/kaiako profile, q 15, parent educator profile, q 10).
	


Appendix B: Outcome summaries by centre type

Playcentres 

Children’s learning environment quality

Direct Contributing factors

In comparison with the “less strong” playcentres, the “stronger” playcentres with respect to the outcome Children develop knowledge understanding, skills, and learning dispositions, in line with Te Whäriki:

· had good quality and adequacy of curriculum resources and indoor and outdoor space; 

· had very positive and respectful interactions with other adults and worked well as a team; and

· tended to be analytical about how they could scaffold children’s learning.

Indirect contributing factors

The “stronger” playcentres:

· tended to have a higher ratio of adults with ECE qualifications to children and/or parent educators in training for an ECE qualification;

· more experienced staff (although all staff had over 5 years ECE experience);

· paid higher hourly rates where supervisors were employed; 

· had a high percentage of families working regularly in the programme;

· had a high percentage of families involved in assessment, planning and evaluation; and

· had undertaken professional development involving many families in the last 12 months.

Contextual factors

The “stronger” playcentres

· had a higher percentage of under twos;

· combined association support with support from other external organisations; 

· had more experienced and qualified association personnel providing them with advice; and

· shared training and professional development with other ECE services where these were in the area.

The “less strong” playcentres were more often rural and unable to leave equipment out.

Children develop socialisation and caring attributes

Direct contributing factors

The “stronger” playcentres with respect to the outcome Children develop socialisation and caring attributes:

· encouraged children to resolve conflict and difficulties themselves, and emphasised children taking responsibility for others.

Indirect contributing factors

The “stronger” playcentres: 

· had slightly lower adult child ratios and larger group sizes, which were however within parameters of adult:child ratios and group size that are favourable for productive adult:child interactions.

· Had paid staff, who had somewhat longer ECE experience

· Had parent educators who had somewhat longer experience, and

· A higher proportion of parent educators without formal qualifications themselves. 

Contextual factors

· The “stronger” playcentres:

· serviced low income families;

· were under financial pressure; and 

· shared professional development and training with local ECE centres.

Children with special needs are fully included

Direct contributing factors

The “stronger” playcentres:

· had respectful and positive relationships amongst adults;

· had higher levels of responsive adult:child interactions;

· consciously involved parents in planning for their own child. 

Indirect contributing factors

The “stronger” playcentres: 

· were mostly accessing special needs support, with two of these using association services for this support; 

· seemed to have greater awareness of the kind of help they would like for special needs children;

· provided access to GSE for parents through the playcentre;

· had closer linkages with welfare services and referral processes for dealing with welfare concerns, and some had referral processes for dealing with health concerns. Welfare services also referred children to one of the stronger centres.

Good connection between the ECE centre and home that supports children’s learning

Direct contributing factors

The “stronger” playcentres had:

· positive and respectful adult:adult interactions and worked well as a team to provide the education programme;

· a greater depth and quality of parent discussions about child development and learning.

Indirect contributing factors
The “stronger” playcentres:

· were encouraging of new parents to be involved in the education programme;

· had a high percentage of parents working regularly in the programme;

· took a systematic approach to adult learning, including having designated people responsible for adult learning 

· tended to have a higher percentage of parents studying for an ECE qualification.

Support to develop parenting skills

Direct contributing factors

In the “very strong” playcentres compared with the “strong” and “less strong” playcentres:

· adults interacted respectfully and positively, responded to each other’s situation and offered support, and worked as a team within the education programme, and

· adults had meaningful discussions about individual children, adult approaches to extending and supporting learning, and learning resources.

Indirect contributing factors

The “very strong” playcentres:

· placed emphasis on external education courses/support and parents working as a team as key to parent learning,

· tended to have a prepared induction programme and effective systems for welcoming and induction,

· had an education officer or education team responsible for adult learning to encourage all parents to participate in learning opportunities,

· had a wider network of external support in addition to association support, and

· had closer relationships with local marae.

Contextual factors

The “very strong” playcentres were less likely to be under financial pressure.

Social support for adults

Direct contributing factors

The “stronger” playcentres:

· had a common aim for parents to support each other as well as children;

· aimed to build good interpersonal relationships among adults;

· had comfortable provision for parents and a welcoming environment;

· shared leadership responsibilities so the burden did not fall on a few or people were excluded from taking on leadership responsibilities.

Contextual factors

The only two isolated playcentres were “stronger”. The “stronger” playcentres had a wider network of external support than the “less strong” playcentres.

Parent use of skills in other work

Playcentre parents reported a wide range of paid and unpaid work where they used the skills learned within the centre. This included teaching (including at other playcentres), working with special needs children, sports coaching, working in a Toy Library, church and youth group work, and community health and safety committees. Three playcentres were rated “very strong’ on this outcome and five playcentres were rated “strong”, and none were rated “less strong.” 

The ‘very strong’ playcentres in terms of parent use of their ECE participation for voluntary and paid work tended to have somewhat more parent involvement in professional development, including facilitation and training within the centre itself, and a somewhat higher proportion of parents reporting that they had learned new skills. “Very strong” playcentres tended to be larger, not experiencing financial pressure, able to leave their equipment out, have daily sessions, and cater for middle-income families. 

Playgroups 

Children’s learning environment quality

Contributing factors

Features that seemed to contribute to quality in the “stronger” playgroups with respect to the outcome Children develop knowledge understanding, skills, and learning dispositions, in line with Te Whäriki were that these playgroups:

· had good quality curriculum resources and equipment (field researcher rating); 

· tended to have very positive and respectful interactions amongst adults and adults worked well as a team; and

· emphasised a positive environment, interesting resources and activities, and adult interactions to encourage and sustain children’s learning; and

· parents said they learned from the teacher or external professional advisor, resources and MOE courses.

While all but one of the playgroups rated their curriculum resources as good, field researcher ratings of quality of curriculum resources for the “less strong” playgroups were all lower, except for one.  

Indirect contributing factors

The “stronger” playgroups:

· had moderate roll sizes, neither very large (40 or more) or small (13). 

· tended to have a somewhat higher ratio of adults with a completed ECE, playcentre or köhanga reo qualification to children working in the education programme;

· fewer parent educators with no formal qualifications;

· parents participating in professional development;

· lesser average years of ECE experience;

· a higher percentage of parents participating with the children on a regular basis; and 

· had more stable rolls (less than half leave before they go to school and regular attendance for most children). 

Contextual factors

The “stronger” playgroups:

· had a higher percentage of under twos;

· were mostly able to leave equipment out;

· tended to combined MOE support with other external support;

· tended to employ paid teachers; and

· were all immersion playgroups (puna or community language). 

Children develop socialisation and caring attributes

Contributing factors

The “stronger” playgroups:

· asked and encouraged children to share, and modelled sharing and respectful relationships, and

· tended to have slightly higher average ratings on process quality rating scale items associated with adults responding to and extending children’s thinking, and encouraging children to contribute actively to their own and others’ learning,

Indirect contributing factors

The “stronger” playgroups: 

· had stable rolls and tended to have regular attendance for most, 

· each had some parent educators with completed ECE qualifications, and 

· had a higher average length of parent educator experience in early childhood education. 

Children with special needs are fully included

The only playgroup that stated that it had children with special needs had indirect factors that probably contributed to making access for children available. 

Indirect contributing factors

The “stronger” playgroup:

· had established connections with specialist services through the co-ordinator who “understood the system”;

· had relationships with health and welfare services, and accepted referrals from welfare services. 

Direct contributing factors

The “stronger playgroup had:

· positive and respectful adult:adult interactions and worked well as a team to provide the education programme.

Indirect contributing factors

The “stronger” playgroup:

· had a strong emphasis on parents as educators,

· all families worked regularly as educators in the programme,

· had a designated person responsible for adult learning,

· had parents attending professional development.

· support from MOE for professional development, and

· professional advice and support from MOE about ECE.

Children learn and understand te reo and tikanga Mäori and develop a sense of their Mäori identity

The “strong” puna as compared with the “less strong” puna had: 

Direct contributions

· kaiako who were fluent in te reo and had a depth of tikanga Mäori,

· a kaiako with an early childhood degree,

· a higher kaumatua:child ratio during the programme, 

· whänau who regularly attended a variety of wänanga, 

· a higher ratio of parent educators involved in language and cultural support for children, and 

· very good te reo Mäori resources.

Indirect contributions

· values based on te reo, tikanga Mäori and whanaungatanga, providing an immersion education. 

Support for Mäori parents’ te reo, tikanga Mäori, and cultural identity

The strong puna compared with the less strong puna: 

Direct contributions

· was bilingual;

· put somewhat more emphasis on use of te reo and tikanga Mäori. 

Indirect contributions

· had a voluntary fluent co-ordinator with an ECE qualification;

· had active fluent kaumätua and volunteer involvement;

· was close to being licensed and had lesser involvement of parents but confidence in the co-ordinator who ran the programme.

Children learn and maintain their community language and culture

The “strong” community language playgroup compared with the “less strong” playgroup had:

· a higher ratio of parent educators who were fluent in the community language directly contributing cultural and language support to children. The community language for most parents in the “strong” playgroup was their first language, while parents in the “less strong” community language playgroup were learning the community language as a second language alongside their children. 

· better language resources;

· higher level of regular parent involvement in the learning programme;

· slightly smaller group sizes;

· slightly higher levels of training for an ECE qualification;

· external contact with a licensed ECE centre with which it shared resources.

Parent community language & identity

The “strong” community language playgroup had 

· more parents who were fluent speakers of the community language, 

· full parent involvement, 

· more take-home activities for parents and children to do at home together, and

· a higher percentage of children under 2 attending.

In the “less strong” community language playgroup more parents were learning the community language as a second language and so were more likely to be gaining their language rather than maintaining it. Because they were less regularly involved, they had fewer opportunities to use the playgroup to support their community language and culture.

Support to develop parenting skills

In the “strong” playgroup:

· The teacher encouraged parent involvement in the playgroup programme, emphasising the value of adults doing activities with babies at the playgroup and at home, and providing resources to take home.

In the “less strong” playgroups:

· There was little depth of good discussion about children’s learning and development and missed opportunities for offering ideas and support to parents who seemed to be seeking this. 

Indirect contributing factors

In the “strong” playgroup:

· The teacher had leadership responsibility for adult learning.

· Resources and mutual support were shared with a licensed ECE service.

In the “less strong” playgroups:

· There tended to be no clear leadership responsibility for adult learning.

· In one playgroup, courses were too far away for interested parents to attend. 

 The “strong” and “less strong” playgroups:

· Wanted more advice and support in a range of areas relevant to their individual needs - policy/ governance/ management (4), curriculum and programme activities (2), adult education/ parenting programmes (2), community support (1).

Social support for adults

A prime aim of all playgroups was social support for adults. There were no factors distinguishing the “stronger” and “less strong” playgroups on this outcome. A clear theme was that playgroups play a vital role in contributing to the wellbeing of parents, and in isolated communities may be the only point of contact with adults outside the immediate family. Playgroup may provide contact with services not available in the community.

Parent use of skills in other work

A somewhat higher proportion of parents reported learning new skills as a result of their involvement in playgroups and puna that were rated “strong’ for this outcome. Their centres also tended to have more parental involvement in professional development and training. The stronger playgroups and puna tended to have paid staff (who could act as mentors) and a wider range of external support. These were the only two contextual factors to show differences. 

Direct contributing factors

In comparison with “less strong” köhanga reo, the “stronger” köhanga reo with respect to the outcome Children develop knowledge understanding, skills, and learning dispositions, in line with Te Whäriki had:

· good or very good quality and adequacy of curriculum resources and equipment; 

· adequate indoor and outdoor space; and

· tended to take positive approaches to encouraging children, starting at the child’s level or interest and to use explanation and examples for behaviour matters. The “less strong” köhanga reo tended to use rules and warnings for addressing behaviour issues. 

· Few köhanga reo gave much support for parents’ involvement in children’s learning except for two “less strong” köhanga reo providing language resources to take away. 

Indirect contributing factors

The “stronger” köhanga reo:

· had köhanga reo or ECE qualified adults working with children; 

· had adults in training for a köhanga reo or ECE qualification;

· were more involved in a range of professional development courses; 

· had more experienced staff; and

· had a higher percentage of families having regular involvement in the education programme and in assessment, planning and evaluation.

Contextual factors

The “stronger” köhanga reo were of moderate size (20-25 children).

Children develop socialisation and caring attributes

All köhanga reo were rated highly on the outcome Children develop socialisation and caring attributes. The outcome is consistent with the emphasis within these köhanga reo on manäki tangata, awhi tëtahi i tëtahi (comfort mokopuna when upset), and tuakana teina relationships. 

Children with special needs are fully included

All köhanga reo except one said they had children with special needs. Two of the “stronger” köhanga reo received specialist support for health issues and one was waiting for support for behavioural issues. 

Good connection between the ECE centre and home that supports children’s learning

There were fewer factors distinguishing the “stronger” from “less strong” köhanga reo in terms of their contribution to the home-centre connections to support children’s learning. 

Indirect contributing factors
The “stronger” köhanga reo had:

· Some parent educators working regularly in the education programme;

· a range of support for professional development;

· a wider range of professional support about ECE; and 

· many parents participating in workshops.

Children learn and understand te reo and tikanga Mäori and develop a sense of their Mäori identity

The köhanga reo that rated “stronger” on the quality rating items that were particularly relevant to opportunities for children to learn te reo and tikanga were more likely to have:

· kaiako who are fluent in te reo 

· one or more kaumatua present in the programme 

· kaiako with the Tohu Whakapakari qualifications or in their final year of training 

· whänau who attended wänanga which made a positive contribution to language and culture; and

· very good or satisfactory te reo Mäori resources. 

They were also more likely to 

· operate with total immersion in te reo Mäori

· have kaiako with longer experience in köhanga and early childhood education; 

· support from their purapura, and 

· engagement with other sources of relevant professional development and community resources. 

Support for parents’ te reo, tikanga Mäori, and cultural identity

 Of the eight köhanga and puna two köhanga reo were “stronger”; one köhanga and one puna were “strong” and three köhanga and one puna were “less strong” in the level of fluency of parents, and their identification of benefits related to te reo and tikanga that had come from their involvement in the köhanga reo or puna. 

For the köhanga reo, the factors we identified as potentially contributing, seemed more to identify responses to existing levels of parent fluency. The “less strong” köhanga reo had the greatest parent involvement in formal training and professional development, and kaumatua involvement. Levels of parent involvement in formal training and professional development were almost non-existent in both puna. It seemed that parental fluency and gains were more likely for puna where the programme was bilingual, emphasised te reo and tikanga, and volunteers were fluent. 

Looking at the contribution that köhanga reo and puna could make from the perspective of parents, we found consistent patterns: that those who identified some learning related to te reo or tikanga were less likely to be fluent speakers, participated more in professional development or training related to te reo and tikanga, and had support from their köhanga reo or puna for this.

Support to develop parenting skills

Direct contributing factors

In the “strong köhanga reo:

· adults drew on each other’s knowledge of te reo and cultural interactions; and

· experienced kaiako modelled te reo and cultural interactions and these were observed closely by kaimahi and whänau.

Indirect contributing factors

The “strong” köhanga reo:

· shared training and professional development with local ECE services or köhanga reo, as well as having social contact;

· had a broader relationship with health services, including making referrals and health professionals talking to parents;

· were mostly marae based.

Contextual factors

 The “strong” köhanga reo tended to have:

· parents with incomes under $30,000;

· a higher percentage of under twos than others. 

Social support 

The key difference between the “stronger” and “less strong” köhanga reo on this outcome were contextual. The “stronger” köhanga reo were both rural and marae based.

Parent use of skills in other work

“Strong” köhanga reo involved parents/whänau in a wider range of professional development and roles. Higher proportions of parents/whänau at these centres reported learning new skills as a result of their involvement. “Strong” köhanga reo tend to have higher proportions of parents regularly involved in the programme, more external support, and somewhat less financial pressure. They are slightly more likely to be marae-based.

Pasifika centres

Pasifika centres and children’s learning environment quality

Contributing factors

The “stronger” Pasifika centres with respect to the outcome Children develop knowledge understanding, skills, and learning dispositions:

· had good quality and adequacy of curriculum resources and indoor and outdoor space; 

· tended to emphasise children playing an active role in learning; and

· encouraged parents and showed them ways to be involved in the education programme..

Indirect contributing factors

The “stronger” Pasifika centres:

· tended to have parent educators in training for an ECE qualification;

· more experienced parent educators; 

· higher ratios of adults interacting with children; and

· a higher percentage of parent educators regularly working on duty in the education programme.

The “less strong” Pasifika centre had a higher ratio of girls to boys during the observations.

Contextual factors

The “stronger” Pasifika centres

· had children over two and under two years;

· tended to have a wider range of external professional ad cultural support; and

· had stronger links with other ECE services.

Children develop socialisation and caring attributes

Directly Contributing factors

The “stronger” Pasifika centres: 

· had high ratings on process quality rating scale items associated with adults responding to and extending children’s thinking, and encouraging children to contribute actively to their own and others’ learning, and 

· had good provision for parents including parents of babies and toddlers. 

Indirect contributing factors

The stronger Pasifika centres that employed paid staff were more likely to have all their staff with ECE qualifications. However, they had fewer parent educators with completed ECE qualifications. 

Contextual factors

The “stronger” Pasifika centres:

· had a higher percentages of families contributing regularly to the education programme,

· were sessional centres, and

· were more likely to be licence-exempt.

Provision for parents and being sessional may have encouraged more regular parental involvement in these Pasifika centres.

Children with special needs are fully included

Contributing factors

The “stronger” Pasifika centres 

· did not identify barriers to accepting special needs children. The less strong centres did not identify barriers but were unsure about what the term “special needs” means and who it refers to;

· involved parents in developing the programme and one had a stronger planning process; 

· had high levels of responsive adult:child interactions.

Contextual factors

· One of the two “stronger” Pasifika centres had families with a higher income level than all others.

Good connection between the ECE centre and home that supports children’s learning

Direct contributing factors

The “stronger” Pasifika centres had:

· positive and respectful adult:adult interactions and worked well as a team to provide the education programme.

Indirect contributing factors

The “stronger” Pasifika centres:

· required parents to stay with their children, 

· had a high percentage of families working regularly as educators in the education programme,

· had some parents studying for an ECE qualification, and

· many parents participating in professional development.

Contextual factors

The “stronger” Pasifika centres were immersion and licence-exempt.

 Children learn and maintain their community language and culture

The “strong” Pasifika centres compared with the “less strong” centres had:

· adults who were fluent in the Pacific language directly contributing cultural and language support. The “strong” centres were all immersion, while the “less strong” centres were bilingual or multilingual. 

· more elder involvement in the learning programme;

· better language resources;

· higher level of regular parent involvement in the programme;

· greater range and take-up of professional development;

· higher ratio of adults with ECE qualifications to children;

· slightly higher overall adult:child ratios;

· smaller group sizes; 

· slightly more years of ECE experience on average; and

· were not newly licensed/provisionally licensed. 

Parent community language & identity

The “strong” centres tended to have

· a wider range of parental involvement in their child’s learning, 

· fluent elders directly involved with the education programme, providing skills, knowledge and cultural leadership for parents and families,

· a high level of parent involvement in culture and language support,

· paid staff who were fluent speakers, 

· strong, fluent supervisors providing leadership for adult learning, and

· were immersion and sessional centres.

Support to develop parenting skills

Direct contributing factors

The “very strong” and “strong” Pasifika centres had:

· greater depth of discussion about children, with observations of children discussed in relation to what children can do. 

Indirect contributing factors

The “very strong” and “strong” Pasifika centres had:

· an emphasis on parents having opportunity to participate in training and professional development;

· a high ratio of parent educators to adults interacting with children during observations.

In all centres the supervisor and/or staff were responsible for adult learning, but in two “less strong” centres, the supervisor faced some barriers in undertaking this role. 

Contextual factors

The “very strong” and “strong” Pasifika centres had a higher percentage of under-twos and were required to stay with them. 

Social support

Direct contributing factors

The “stronger” Pasifika centres:

· had comfortable provision for parents and fanau consistent with their commitment to parents and fanau;

· shared leadership responsibilities.

Contextual factors

The “stronger” Pasifika centres were licence-exempt, sessional and immersion.

Parent use of skills in other work

The “strong” Pasifika centres had more parents in training for early childhood education qualifications, and a wider range of parent involvement in professional development and centre roles. Higher proportions of parents said they had gained new skills. “Strong” centres tended to be immersion services rather than bilingual, have fewer under-twos, and not recently licensed. 
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� 	Mitchell, L., Royal Tangaere, A., Mara, D. & Wylie, C. (2005). Quality in parent/ whänau-led ECE services. Summary Report


� 	“Socially related interactions” include encouragement, physically caring for the child, social conversation which is not related to the activity, and behaviour management.


� 	Mitchell, L., Royal Tangaere, A., & Whitford, M. (2004). Investigating quality learning experiences in parent and whänau-led early childhood services. Scoping report. New Zealand Council for Educational Research/Te Köhanga Reo National Trust report to the Ministry of Education. 


� 	The methodology for this study, including the development of the rating scale, is described more fully in (Wylie, 2003). Reports and papers from the Competent Children study can be found on � HYPERLINK "http://www.nzcer.org.nz" ��www.nzcer.org.nz�  


� 	Kaiako and kaimahi in köhanga reo tended not to count köhanga reo experience as part of “total ECE experience”. In this table we have reported experience in köhanga reo and other parent and whänau-led services since this was greater than that reported for “total ECE experience”.


� 	Calculated as a proportion of the number of families served by the centre


� 	Calculated as a proportion of the number of families served by the centre


� 	This rating was based on observations of what was occurring during session time, when adults in the playcentres in this study were generally focused on the children rather than talking to each other and this was a reason for the generally low ratings.


� 	Included in the survey were a national sample of kindergartens, education and care centres, playcentres, home-based and hospital services. Playgroups and köhanga reo were not included. 


� 	Other gains are reported in the chapters focusing on other outcomes for parents. 


� 	Playcentre parents were more likely to be studying for a qualification than others, because this is a hallmark of playcentre participation. Most parents reported the different modules of the playcentre qualification as training for a qualification, but some referred to these as professional development because they were not studying towards a playcentre qualification. 


� 	In this köhanga, parents have recently become paid kaiako/educators. 


� 	“Korero Maori i nga wa katoa i roto i te köhanga reo” translated means “speak Maori all the time in the köhanga reo” and is the first of four kaupapa statements which laid the foundation for the movement.


� 	Te Korowai, 1995. Charter guidelines for the whänau of Te Köhanga Reo as well as the Charter agreement between Te Köhanga Reo National Trust and the Ministry of Education signed in 1995.


� 	‘Ahuatanga Maori’ a Maori way of interacting 


� 	The one year course for parents who have very little or no te reo Mäori and focused on strengthening parents’ confidence and competence in te reo and tikanga Mäori by involving the parents in the köhanga reo programme.


� 	Only five out of six centres employed supervisors/teachers and only three of these responded to questions about language fluency. Their data is not included here as it was incomplete and we could not compare across the two groups.


� 	All but one centre catered for under twos where very small group sizes are desirable. Smith’s � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite ExcludeAuth="1"><Author>Smith</Author><Year>1996</Year><RecNum>81</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>10</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Smith, A</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1996</YEAR><TITLE>The quality of childcare centres for infants in New Zealand. &quot;State of the Art&quot; Monograph No. 4</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Palmerston North</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Massey University, New Zealand Association for Research in Education</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(1996)� study of under two year-olds in New Zealand childcare centres found smaller group sizes (defined as 14 or less) to be related to the number of joint attention episodes between staff and children. 


� 	We estimated average years of experience by taking the midpoint for each “years of experience” category, e.g. average years for “up to one year is 0.5 years, for 1 to 5 years is 2.5 years etc. For the category “over 10 years” we estimated the average as 13 years.


� 	The number of parents rating themselves ranged from three to 18. Overall, around 30 percent of parents in the Pasifika centres rated themselves. It seems likely that responses were more likely to come from parents who were more involved in the centres.


� 	The community language playgroups were treated as part of the playgroup sample in this study and playgroup parents were not provided with the parent educator language and culture rating scale.


� 	The co-ordinators in the community playgroups were observed using their community language at all times but as the field researchers were not fluent in the community languages they were not rated. 


� 	e.g. child development and learning, how parents can support, encourage and extend children’s learning, ideas for activities with children, ECE curriculum and working in the centre, behaviour management, improved communication skills, and general “parenting skills” including confidence as a parent. 


� 	“Socially related interactions” include encouragement, physically caring for the child, social conversation which is not related to the activity, and behaviour management.


� 	Scaffolding is an interaction which requires the teacher to know the target child’s level of knowledge, and to stretch his or her abilities through a series of questions or comments in order to take the child to a higher level of knowledge than s/he would have had before (Siraj-Blatchford et al., 2002, p.143). 






