3.  FRAMEWORKS

A Framework for the Early Childhood Intervention

Teaching, learning and development

The ideas summarised in Figure 4 provided a basis for the early childhood interventions. The model shown draws on socio-cultural and co-constructionist ideas about development and learning (Rogoff, 1990; Valsiner, 1988). The view is that learning and development are co-constructed in the practices taking place in socialisation settings. Children construct ways of acting with significant
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people in these settings. These people function as socialisation agents, enabling learning to occur through their interactions and the zones of activity they provide. The child’s ways of constructing and the patterns of interaction or guidance provided within settings are ‘mutually constituted’ in that they are part of each other, hence the term co-construction (Valsiner, 1988). Thus, in this model, socialisation is seen as active in two senses. There is the sense conveyed in selecting, arranging and deploying activities, and there are the active processes of joint and personal constructions taking place within activities. 

Social practice is the element through which specific activities are selected, and deployed. Activities are at the core of the model and provide the primary unit of analysis. Activities are structured events involving participants. In these events participants’ actions are goal directed, and patterned in conventionalised but dynamic types of participation. A basic assumption about the nature of activities is that shared understandings about goals and ways of acting need to develop so that the activities become fully effective vehicles for development.

Family activities, such as reading stories with a child, reading the bible to children, singing an alphabet song, providing materials with which children draw and write, or story telling, take three forms. They occur as joint activities, as personal activities and as ambient activities. The latter are those in which the child is more peripherally involved as an observer. Each of these activities provide vehicles for learning and development systems to take place. This development occurs through processes which can be described with concepts such as scaffolding (Wood, 1998) and guided participation (Rogoff, 1990). These processes enable expertise, situated in the activities, to develop. 

Although the model was developed for understanding family centres, these essential elements can be applied to ‘secondary’ socialisation settings, that is, in centres beyond the home. Thus, early childhood teachers select, arrange and deploy particular activities which reflect the socialisation practices of education. Systems of development and learning take place in joint, personal and ambient activities; and classroom-based expertise is situated in these. Early childhood centres can be seen as having resources that can be used in guiding language and literacy. Their programmes reflect the nature and effectiveness of the available resources and the nature of the constraints on those resources. 

For the early childhood centres involved in the project this meant identifying activities that might enhance achievement at entry to school and development over the transition to school; with the aim of facilitating engagement at entry to school and higher achievement in school literacy at 6 years. In addition, the model directs attention to the role of teachers as socialisation agents and their use of particular tools such as curriculum documents and resources in creating channels for development. 

The nature of teaching 

There is a component that needs to be added to this framework; it concerns the nature of teaching. Teachers become experts in a professional domain, the professional community of teachers. Their expertise shares general properties with other forms of expertise in that teachers develop a knowledge base, strategies for meeting goals and ways of reflecting on and regulating their performance. Teachers’ expertise is more explicit than parents’, made so through deliberate training. Starting with that training, they acquire tools that amplify their effectiveness, such as a technical language and an explicit curriculum that specifies what is valued and what is expected. 

Their ideas, strategies and skills are dynamic and are constructed from a wide range of sources, starting with their initial training but continuing through their professional lives. Some of this is acquired in formal instruction, via deliberate professional training. But teachers acquire many of their skills in the manner of an apprentice (e.g., Lave & Wenger, 1991), through peripheral participation in the practices of their professional communities. Much of it, then, is acquired, practiced and modified in their everyday professional centres. 

At a general level, teachers have ideas about the nature of children’s development and appropriate forms of teaching and learning. Included here are beliefs about developmental goals and stages. Recently, there has been a resurgence of interest by educational researchers in teachers’ ideas. This interest contributes to what Olson and Bruner (1996) have described as new theorising about teaching and learning. Their claim is that knowing about teachers’ ideas and intentions will enable us to better account for processes of teaching and learning in classrooms. Teachers and learners bring ideas and intentions to classroom activities and these create channels for teaching and learning. 

A number of overarching frameworks or folk pedagogies that teachers can hold have been distinguished, reflecting the major traditions of thinking about the nature of learning and development (Case, 1996; Olson & Bruner, 1996). A special case of teachers’ understanding occurs in the ideas they have about learning and the nature of development in specific curriculum domains such as early literacy and beginning literacy instruction. Case (1996) argues that the ideas that teachers have within a domain reflect the more general frameworks they hold, and relationships with general frameworks can be plotted in the domain of early literacy too. For example, constructivist ideas tend to be associated with a view that children’s literacy development follows a predictable and unitary sequence because endogenous processes direct acquisition (e.g., Goodman, 1990). Other frameworks such as socio-cultural theorising are more likely to be associated with a view that literacy development can take multiple pathways which reflect the patterns of guidance and definitions of expertise associated with different communities (Clay, 1998; McNaughton, 1999). 

These general frameworks set parameters for and constrain what counts as significant teacher knowledge within specific professional communities. A constructivist view that adopts stage concepts focuses on the knowledge specified by a predictable developmental sequence. In contrast, a socio-cultural, co-constructivist view, the one adopted here, focuses on social activities in particular contexts of use. 

Three implications that are important to the intervention follow from this. The first is that early childhood centres can differ as socialisation settings for literacy and language. Dickinson and Smith (1994) describe major differences in the beliefs and practices of early childhood teachers. The differences can be examined as general orientations, associated with a range of provisions for language and literacy and consequent development. This is paralleled in local studies such as Claire MacLachlan-Smith and Alison St. George’s (2000) descriptions of differences in the degree to which kindergarten teachers saw their role as actively promoting or even teaching through specific language and literacy activities. 

The second implication is the presence of developmental diversity. The model predicts the existence of multiple sites for development. The diversity comes from the processes of co-construction. Children construct ways of using written language within patterns of socialisation beliefs and practices of early childhood teachers. The differences can be examined as general orientations, associated with a range of provisions for language and literacy and consequent development.
Development before school is characterised by a variety of forms of knowledge and strategies (Elster, 1994; Phillips, Norris & Mason, 1996), and there is evidence that different components of reading and writing at school can have different sets of developmental precursors (Snow, Barnes, Chandler, Goodman & Hemphill, 1991). Given the presence of co-construction in different sites it is not surprising that children arrive at school with quite varied profiles on measures of conventional school literacy such as letter identification, concepts about print, word recognition and writing vocabulary. Also, they arrive at early childhood centres and school with different forms of expertise in familiar activities. This adds to the arguments in chapter 1, that an educational programme should provide multiple sites for development for a broad profile of development to occur, which is at risk in a narrowly specified curriculum. 

One further implication is important to note concerning the relationships between development across settings. In this view of development there is no inherent reason why teaching and learning in early childhood centres should be qualitatively different from forms of teaching and learning in school settings, or vice versa. This is not to say that we might value differences in how teaching and learning occur and thus socialise children differently in the two centres. But this view of development is of processes at work across settings that may or may not be well matched. Early childhood in this respect is not simply a preparation for school, just as school is not simply an extension of early childhood. For literacy development, particular pathways can be made robust or vulnerable and learning and school forms of literacy can progress or be limited according to features of the settings.

The Early Childhood intervention 

Three closely related questions lay behind the rationale for the educational intervention for early childhood centres. The first was a developmental question. Can language and literacy development before school be linked to the development of conventional literacy at school? To put it in terms of the model, can social practices employed in early childhood centres create conditions for developing nascent expertise in school practices of literacy? If this is the case, then a second question arises. It is whether aspects of programmes can be identified that provide sites for language and literacy development before school, that in turn can contribute to the development of conventional literacy at school. Again, if this is so, it is possible to ask a third question. Whether having identified these sites and activities it is possible to augment social practices in the early childhood centres to enhance literacy achievement both at entry to school and after one year at school. 

There are two ways into these questions. The first is to identify practices as specified in the curriculum documents that create channels for development. The second is to review research evidence for expertise developing in those particular sorts of activities.

The curriculum and social practices

There is a national curriculum document that provides guidelines for practices in early childhood education. One of the five strands of Te Whaariki (Ministry of Education, 1996a) is communication, which has two specific goals within which the activities promoted by this project can be located. One is developing verbal communication skills for a range of purpose; and another goal is experiencing the stories and symbols of one’s own and others’ cultures. Expected learning outcomes for the first include developing increasingly complex communication ‘skills’ in a variety of contexts including through books, and in story telling. For the second, the expectations are that children will develop: ‘an understanding that symbols can be ‘read’ by others, familiarity with print in activities that have meaning and purpose for children, familiarity with an appropriate selection of stories and literature valued by cultures in the community and an expectation that words and books can amuse, delight, comfort, illuminate, inform and excite.’ (Ministry of Education, 1996a, p.78).

Examples of practice provided in the document include experiencing a wide range of stories and hearing and practising story telling, fostering on concepts about print and learning that text and illustrations carry the story. The examples also state that names are written and the written language of children’s culture is used.

What this means is that in terms of the forms of expertise valued by the curriculum there are sites where specific literacy activities occur and could perhaps be augmented.

Literacy activities and the development of expertise

The model (see Figure 4) assumes children develop expertise within particular activities in their families and in early childhood centres and, at least initially, these are situated within these activities. The search for sites for development then is a search for activities that have the properties that might meet the objectives of this project. That is, they needed to fit with and augment language and literacy practices for early childhood centres; and the expertise emerging in these activities would need to enable children to engage with instruction rapidly and successfully on entry to school. 

Descriptive and experimental studies in early childhood centres have identified activities that can enhance language and literacy that are related to development before school and are predictive of development at school. One set of studies has examined the effects of book reading on vocabulary development, listening comprehension and story schema, each domain having been shown to be related to literacy acquisition at school. 

Dickinson and Smith (1994) and Dickinson (2001a) identified three styles pre-school teachers adopted when reading to 3- and 4-year-olds from low-income English speaking families in the United States. One style was positively related to increased receptive vocabulary at the end of the kindergarten year (5 years old). It was analytic in nature, emphasising consideration of characters, encouraging predictions and personal connections, and analysing vocabulary. Another style, a didactic approach, that focussed on repeating, simple recall of items in the text and limited amounts of extended talk was related to lower vocabulary development. 

Similarly, it is possible to influence listening comprehension and understanding of text features (such as narrative or expository features) when reading to children. The style that Dickinson identified that was directly related to increased vocabulary, also was related to story comprehension (inferential and recall questions) and retelling stories. 

Neuman (1999) also examined reading books to children, in the context of a broad programme intervention for 3- to 4-year-olds in childcare centres serving ‘economically disadvantaged’ communities. At its core was the idea of flooding settings with books to read with children, and it included the training of teachers (in sessions totaling 10 hours) in specific storybook reading practices, concepts of emergent literacy, and ways of extending responses to stories. 

After 6 months the programme was found to have had an impact on children’s concepts about print, writing and knowledge of story structure, as well as their letter knowledge. It did not produce significant gains in receptive language.

Writing activities before school also emerge in these studies as significant vehicles for literacy development. In the home and school study (Dickinson & Tabors, 2001) a composite variable termed the quality of the curriculum incorporated a measure of the opportunities to write and the availability of tools, material and support for writing. This composite was significantly associated with children’s development in writing concepts, letter recognition, story and print concepts, knowledge of sounds in words and recognition of environmental print. It was also significantly associated with vocabulary growth, and narrative production (complexity and structure of story production from pictures). 

This wide influence is consistent with recent analyses of longitudinal descriptions of ‘Head Start’ children conducted by Whitehurst and his associates (Storch & Whitehurst, 2001). At 4 years of age writing emerged as one of three groups of ‘skills’ which independently predicted reading achievement in grade 2. Relationships between being able to write one’s name on entry to school and later reading and writing achievement have been documented by others (Blatchford, 1991; Snow et. al. 1991).

Clearly, these specific activities do not exist in a vacuum. One of the strengths of the programme of research reported by Dickinson and Tabors is that it suggests mutual facilitation between sites for development. For example, the analytic interactional style of extending language was not limited to book reading (Dickinson, 2001b). Language use across these sites complements and extends developmental processes. 

Several conclusions come from these studies. Firstly, the interaction styles and the dynamic properties of the activities provide the vehicle for specific forms of learning. Secondly, activities that have broad scope, for example reading to children, can provide a vehicle for children to develop a wide range of knowledge and skills within, both explicitly and implicitly. 

Studies such as the home and school study (Dickinson & Tabors, 2001) and the book flood reported by Neuman (1999) show that it is possible to build intervention programmes in early childhood centres, using specific activities, that enhance children’s development. Similarly, a literacy intervention in a high poverty area in Los Angeles with Latino immigrant families reported by Yaden, Tam, Massa, Brassell and Altamirano (2000) supports this conclusion. The language and literacy programme, in Spanish, showed significant gains in concepts about print, and in assessments of word, syllable and phoneme awareness in writing in Spanish. When children went to school the target children outperformed similar children in letter and sound identification in English.

However, Whitehurst and his colleagues (Whitehurst, Epstein, Angell, Payne, Crone & Fischel, 1994) have sounded a qualification. They have developed a book-reading programme with families that has been shown consistently to affect language outcomes, particularly receptive language. This programme was with 4-year-olds attending Head Start centres serving low-income communities. The experimental analysis examined interactive book reading at home and at pre-school, as well as a classroom based sound and letter awareness programme. After six months the school programme had an effect on writing and the print concepts, but not on language measures (receptive language and story retelling) and linguistic awareness.

Whitehurst et al. (1994) suggest that group sizes in early childhood centres such as Head Start may limit exposure to new and more complex language and may not be sufficient in the late pre-school years to support language acquisition. However, the group sizes in Dickinson and Smith’s (1994) descriptions were similar to those in Whitehurt’s study (i.e., 15 to 18 children), so the conclusion may say more about the limits on training than inherent obstacles to promoting language development through group settings.

Developmental sequences

In the presence of different literacy programmes, and hence different channels for development, we would not expect to find a simple unitary developmental progression for school forms of reading and writing generally. Hardly any developmental domain can be characterised this way.
 But there is a degree of consensus over the general picture, of how the components of reading and writing as conventional school-based print skills develop in the early years and over the transition to school, given the literacy practices of schools. The developmental profiles that currently exist lend further support to the identification of activities outlined above.

The general features can be illustrated by Whitehurst’s model (Whitehurst & Lonigan, 1998). Whitehurst distinguishes skills in two domains which he calls ‘inside out’ and ‘outside in’ skills. Inside out skills are those processes that help a reader to decode print into sound and sound into language. Outside in skills refer to the domain of language and knowledge. Both sets of skills shift in relative significance as platforms for further development as they intersect with the guidance and instruction available in family, early childhood centres, and early school settings. 

Outside in skills include conceptual knowledge (event knowledge) scripts, knowledge of narrative and expository text structure, and concepts about the meaning of print. These strongly predict early progress, enabling children to construct ideas about literacy and ways of using written language seen in emergent literacy. These skills also enable children to engage more effectively in teaching and teachers to teach them more effectively in early childhood and beginning school; in a sense, to be better synchronised. 

Three general groupings of inside out skills in the early years before school appear. These relate to print principles, writing and linguistic awareness. The development of knowledge and performance skills in each of these areas is related to initial decoding and reading accuracy in the beginning years at school. As the instructional press to develop decoding (‘inside out’) skills happens in formal instruction, these skills and the influences on them typically become strongly predictive of further progress. They mediate the ongoing effects of the ‘outside in’ skills. 

The language skills (including listening comprehension) reassert a special significance for further development as the decoding skills are solidified, as they become fluent and accurate. Language expertise becomes even more important after the initial press of instruction for inside out skills so that an extensive vocabulary, well-developed understanding of language attributes of texts, and school-related event knowledge intersect with the instructional press to comprehend texts.
There are other recent summaries of relationships between expertise on entry to school and achievement in reading over the first grades of schools. Snow, et al. (1998) underline the significance of language ability, especially when a broad range of attributes is used. Other predictive relationships include phonemic awareness although Snow et. al. make the point its predictive power is somewhat muted at entry because many children will rapidly acquire the understandings associated. Similarly, letter identification and concepts about print, phonological knowledge (Bryant, Bradley, MacLean, & Crossland, 1989; Goswami & Bryant, 1990) and phonological recoding (Stanovich, 1980; Tunmer & Chapman, 1997) have been consistently found to have strong relationships. Indeed, almost all components thought to be associated with literacy have been identified as predictive. From a socio-cultural co-constructivist view this is not surprising because different research studies will have been based in different channels of development which in turn determine what develops.

Predictive relationships: A note of caution

Research that shows correlations between early learners and later achievement provides some guidance as to the wide and complex range of expertise required to become literate, but it has limitations. This is because early differences that are predictive of later differences cannot establish with certainty causal relationships, reflecting the nature of correlational evidence. But there is a further problem. Research is limited to the degree that it does not include all possible components of expertise and may neglect important relationships that might be associated with later achievement. An example occurs in recent studies in New Zealand where path analyses which plot predictors of reading progress have not included early measures of writing skills (Tunmer, et al., 1998). 

There is an additional problem. Certainly, differences that predict later achievement can identify components that may be necessary for normal progress to occur or at least are necessary outcomes of learning to read and write. For example, there is little doubt that knowing the alphabetic principle is necessary for learning to read (Snow, et al., 1998) or that phonological recoding is important (Tunmer, et. al., 1998). However, these descriptions do not demonstrate what is sufficient for generalised progress. For example, intervention studies reviewed in chapter 1 showed how specific training in letter-sound associations did not necessarily generalise to text reading, writing or comprehension. Not taking heed of these two problems can lead to simplistic inoculation models of development, where a dose of instruction is assumed to guarantee immunity to low progress (McNaughton, 1995). 

Predicitve studies of components and achievement over time have other problems too. Knowing predictors of achievement will not lead directly to best practice. For example, knowing that a difference exists between high- and low-progress children on some early literacy measure, for example concepts about print, does not tell you either how or when to teach those concepts. Such decisions are dependent on research evidence about instructional conditions and optimal opportunities for learning. Ideally, a programme of research is needed which includes experimental intervention studies to provide analyses of the effects of varied instructional conditions (Foorman, et al., 1998). Different instructional programmes create different configurations of school literacy practices; hence they can shift around somewhat the relative contributions of the sets of skills for further development. 

Nevertheless, the developmental profiling reported here, together with the predictive information, and the experimental information provides support for augmenting literacy practices in early childhood centres. There are answers for each of the three questions posed earlier. The goal is to enhance achievement in literacy at entry to school and by the end of the first year of instruction. Given this, and with the theoretical framework discussed, it is possible to identify activities within the social practices of early childhood education that could contribute to children’s development over the transition to school and beyond. 

The Framework for the Primary Intervention

Learning

From a developmental point of view the primary school intervention adopts a similar co-constructive perspective to that outlined above. This perspective on learning has many implications for teachers and classroom practice. It clearly puts the onus on the teacher rather than the child to accelerate rates of progress and attain higher achievement. It demands that teachers accept and plan for multiple pathways to common outcomes (Clay, 1998; McNaughton, 1999) and highlights the complexity of both the learning environment and instructional process within a classroom. However, there are some differences between early childhood and primary school that arise out of the nature of the primary school curriculum and its more clearly defined tasks to be learned, and the pressure to achieve and to bridge the gaps that exist on entry to school. 
Social practices and the curriculum

McNaughton’s developmental model (see Figure 3) highlights the central importance of patterns of instruction that are established in developmental settings such as the classroom. Developing expertise is reflected in and develops through these interactions. In effect, in this model the patterns of instruction define the social practice itself. Thus, any recurring, patterned interaction in any setting, which reflects a group’s way of fulfilling goals, can develop into a social practice. Such practices can be idiosyncratic and unique to particular settings and do not necessarily reflect distinct literacy social practices evident in the wider community. Indeed, there is some indication that some school practices that are embodied in current approaches may develop idiosyncratic school-based expertise and social practices that differ from recognised community-wide social practices such as reading narratives (Phillips, 1997). 

School and family practices

There are important differences between development in the home and to some extent early childhood centres and that in school settings. The focus of socialisation necessarily shifts. It shifts from the development of just any, perhaps idiosyncratic, social practice (of literacy) to the development of more specific social practices—those that are deployed by broad groups of people in the wider community. These community-wide social practices and the ways of reading and writing associated with them are mandated through curriculum statements (Ministry of Education, 1994). Given a social practice perspective it is essential that patterns of instruction in classrooms increasingly reflect such practices. 

A central question for the primary intervention was how to define social practice involving language, both written or oral, which can simultaneously capture what needs to develop and can guide patterns of instruction to ensure all children can come to engage in the wider communities’ social practices. 

Social practice–The task to be learned

A co-construction view of learning was also applied to language and literacy itself. This view is grounded in socio-linguistic research of language practices in different language communities (Gumperz & Levinson, 1996; Hanks, 1996; Haviland, 1996). These linguists together with semiotic theorists (Gee, 1990; Vygotsky, 1962, 1978) indicate that the semantic structure signalled by speech or print is not synonymous with the semantic intent—the message (Harste, cited in Clay, 1979). This means there is no direct relationship between the text ‘What is said’ and ‘What is meant by what is said’ which implies that the meaning of an utterance does not lie in the words but is embedded in everyday living.  The meanings represented by the grammar are neither self-contained nor independent from the socio-cultural, psychological and physical world in which they are used in social practice (Hanks, 1996). Participants in everyday social practices are rarely aware of a set of presuppositions that are grounded in the social practice and constrain their interpretation of meaning 

Thus, from a social practice point of view the seat of meaning or interpretation is shifted away from the text (semantic structure) to the socio-cultural group and to the world of social practices (Freire & Macedo, 1987; Gee, 1990; Luke, 1992, 1993; Riegel, 1979; Scribner & Cole, 1981). Language and meaning are a way of thinking, feeling, and acting in a social practice. From this perspective literacy is not a process of going from print to sound to language, nor is it a two-part process of decoding and comprehending. 

Social practice—The Pressure to succeed

Despite the worldwide problem of underachievement in schools serving communities of ‘minority’ groups there is accumulating evidence that this should not be the case. Some evidence comes from early intervention Reading Recovery programmes which can accelerate the progress of the lowest progress learner from very different cultural and socio-linguistic backgrounds in a 1-1 setting after one year at school. These programmes can catch these children up to their peers making average progress within very different educational systems (Pinnell, DeFord & Lyons, 1988; Smith 1994; Wheeler 1986; Wright, 1992) and regardless of differences in classroom practices. These children can develop a self-improving activity system that enables them to sustain their relative position in a class (Clay & Watson, 1981; Smith, 1994). 

Evidence also comes from analysis of individual schools’ achievement data that describe differential outcomes for schools serving similar populations (McNaughton, Phillips, & MacDonald, under review; Wilkinson, 1998). In addition, some local and international experimental studies in school settings, described above and in chapter 1, have indicated that improvement can be made within small group and school settings across a variety of independent components thought to be associated with literacy acquisition. 

Finally, a small-scale New Zealand study (Phillips, 1997) has shown that acceleration can be achieved in small groups across a wide range of measures and in particular text levels. Importantly, the current intervention arose out of and was designed to fit within New Zealand’s child-centred text-based classrooms. 

Together these studies highlight the fact that at-risk children’s low achievement is not inevitable; children learn what they are taught and progress can be accelerated given appropriate learning opportunities. This evidence must be taken seriously. It indicates that the problem does not lie within the learner and it puts the onus and pressure on all teachers in all schools to ensure children are successful. 

However, adopting a co-construction view of learning highlights the complexity of the task for teachers and children alike. In addition, Cazden (1988) describes how the classroom adds to the complexity because it is the most crowded working environment that an individual has to cope with in their entire life. This complexity also raises the question of what is an appropriate success rate to demand of teachers. National data from New Zealand indicate that participating schools on average choose to provide 20% of children with a second chance through the Reading Recovery programme (Kerslake, 1998). Thus, under ideal conditions it would appear that an acceptable success rate to be adopted by schools is about 80% of an age cohort achieving within an expect range after one year at school. Schools must work toward this end.

Bridging the gap—Coping with diversity

Research indicates that children from all cultural and socio-linguistic groups and from all socio-economic backgrounds develop expertise in literacy practices prior to school (McNaughton, 1995). However, though not universal, many children attending decile 1 schools may have had limited experiences in the social practices and ways of reading and writing mandated through curriculum statements. The potential for discontinuity or mismatch between the child’s activity systems and the teacher’s activity systems that reflect institutional demands is likely to be great.

As a result and as indicated in chapter 1, the Primary Intervention differed from the early childhood intervention in focus. It adopts a dialectic view of the discordances and conflicts that arise from these differences (Riegel, 1979). In this view, some mismatch or discontinuity is not only potentially positive but it is basic to development and to literacy learning in particular (see chapter 1). 

Mismatch is inevitable

From these frameworks it can be argued that some mismatch or discontinuity between individuals, between centres and within the literacy task itself is inevitable. This inevitability arises from several sources. 
Firstly, a multicultural society allows and indeed encourages diversity. Individuals and families can choose to spend their lives engaging in different and various social practices across a range of different communities. No family or individual can belong to all community groups. No individual or family can engage in all social practices. Rather, they participate in communities and thus engage in ‘zones’ of practice used within those communities. In the case of social practices some individuals either by choice, or lack of access, and regardless of ethnicity or status, rarely read or write, for example, aesthetic texts such as narrative or poetry, others rarely read religious texts such as the Bible. Different pursuits such as practical community service, and sports, engage others, not reading and writing. Some rarely read, not by choice, but because they are victims of school failure. As children’s expertise is grounded in family practices, literacy and language diversity in a multicultural  society is inevitable. Movement between centres, in particular, centres that involve the formation of new groupings, such as a child’s move to an early childhood centre or to school will necessarily involve mismatch in social practices for many children.

Secondly, because of the nature of co-construction, the developmental paths within social practice can differ. Even within the same family engaging in the same practices studies show that development differs. Clay’s (1991) study of quadruplets and the existence of both high and low achievers socialised within the same family provide clear evidence of such differences. Again, when children from the same family or from the same community groups move into a new setting outside the home degrees of mismatch are inevitable across participants from within the same community group. 

Thirdly, the very definition of ‘learner’ suggests that a mismatch exists between the child’s perception of the task-to-be-learned and that of the ‘expert other’ with whom they must engage (see chapter 5). This can apply in all settings, but in particular educational settings, because here there is a developmental press for all children to move beyond family literacies into more conventionalised literacies of the wider community. 

Fourthly, the nature of literacy and language as dialogue means that from the outset there is some degree of mismatch in any literacy or language task. The goal of dialogue is to develop a shared understanding, feeling or way of acting. This implies that at least initially some facets are not shared. As participants synchronise and co-ordinate thoughts, feelings and actions a dialogue moves to completion. Here mismatch is not only inevitable, it is a necessary part of the social practices to be learned. Being aware of, finding and resolving mismatches or discrepancies is a fundamental part of comprehension. 

Finally, as argued above mismatch is inevitable, albeit different in degrees, source and types, and central to learning itself (Clay, 1991, Riegel, 1979). Therefore, learning how to recognise and deal with it must be a fundamental part of teaching.

However, if diversity and mismatch is not only inevitable and necessary, but also makes it difficult for children to engage in school literacy activities, then the primary focus for schools, especially in the first years of schooling, must be to manage such mismatch. Some degree and types of mismatch may be minimised by creating greater continuity between settings where desired or possible (see chapter 4 and 6). However, for reasons given above, continuity is often beyond the school’s control. Of particular concern for schools are those mismatches that occur when teacher and child are engaging in the specific community-wide social-interaction practices, the types of reading and writing mandated through official curriculum statements. 

Given a co-construction framework, the greater the cultural and socio-linguistic diversity between individuals within a classroom setting and the greater the numbers of learners from those groups, the greater is the potential for mismatch and the greater the urgency to manage it. This means that any intervention with teachers must help teachers know how to effectively identify, interpret and respond to mismatch as children try to engage in joint and independent classroom activities. 

The professional development for primary schools

The primary professional development itself was grounded in the co-construction view of language, learning and literacy that it was trying to establish. Thus, the goal of the primary professional development was to construct a shared view of language, literacy and learning and of what might constitute effective practice for new entrants in participating schools. However,

"...it is clear that the relationship between construction of an ideal image and implementing desired change is complex...." (Briscoe, 1996, p. 326)

Overcoming this complexity was the challenge for the primary professional development.
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� The discovery of multiple pathways to common developmental outcomes is not limited to language or literacy. It is present in such disparate areas of human development as sensorimotor development in infancy (Thelen, 1995), and in the development of close relationships across the age span (Rothbaum, Pott, Azuma, Miyake and Weisz, 2000).
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