4. THE EARLY CHILDHOOD INTERVENTION

Literacy Development, Early Childhood Programmes and Building Continuity

The prediction from the theoretical rationale in chapter 3 and the intervention research reviewed in chapter 1, was that early childhood centres can promote forms of literacy. This promotion can be active and lead to educationally significant learning of that knowledge and those skills that are associated with early progress at school. Moreover, in the context of the national profiles of school entry characteristics for children in decile 1 schools, we predicted it would be possible to increase levels in these areas.

Importantly, this should be able to be achieved without compromising the promise of Te Whaariki or undermining the strong belief and practices in embedded forms of teaching and learning assumed by that document. Similarly, it should be done in a way that avoids a risk that Moll (1990) has identified in early childhood interventions. The risk is that a ‘reductionist’ curriculum is created comprised of highly skills-focused instruction using drills and formal instruction, which denies children with diverse cultural identities the very skills they need for success (Stipek, Feiler, Byler, Ryan, Hilburn & Salman, 1998). 

Design and Measures

The design and measures have been described in chapter 2.  In addition to the literacy and language measures two sets of process measures were collected. 

General observations

Observations were carried out in two of the four centres (English medium) involved in professional development in Phase 1. The methodology involved selecting one child and observing during a morning period when children self-selected activities. Observations took place for up to three sessions of 30 to 40 minutes over a three-week period. The focus was on episodes
 of either reading to, or writing or story-telling activities.  A running record was used to record aspects of the activity including the interactions. Observers were graduate students in developmental psychology who received two hours training in identifying, recording and analysing literacy activities. The children were aged between 4 years and 5 years old. The teachers were asked to act as they would typically. These observations provided examples of behaviour typical in the centres and descriptions of the literacy and language environments. The resulting descriptions are used below when describing the three activities that were a focus of the professional development sessions.

Analysis of book reading sessions

A more specific analysis was made of the book reading sessions which teachers conducted during their training. Teachers from eight of the 15 early childhood centres provided tape recordings of their book reading with children. They were asked to record their typical session. The recordings came from both early on in the professional development and in the last weeks of the professional development. Transcripts were available from five settings from at the beginning of the professional development and five from at the end of the professional development (in three cases centres provided samples both early and late). A total of 137 exchanges
 occurred in the early sample and 103 exchanges in the later sample. After two hours training to a criterion of 100% accuracy with established examples, one of the researchers who collected the literacy and language measures coded the exchanges into three styles of reading to children. These styles are described below.

The Intervention

The intervention was based on the theoretical framework developed in chapter 3, and took the form of professional development with groups of teachers from the early childhood centres.  Three general principles consistent with the theoretical framework, underpinned the professional development. These were, that teachers are experts who act with professional knowledge about literacy and language; that teaching and learning processes can be identified and enhanced in specific literacy and language activities; and thirdly that specific and databased decisions for literacy and language goals are possible. 

Principle One – Teaching as expertise

The professional development aimed to develop teachers’ ideas about literacy, their ideas about teaching, learning and development and their goals for children’s development. Much of the material to aid the discussion during sessions came from the text Patterns of Emergent Literacy (McNaughton, 1995). In addition, teachers brought examples of teaching practice collected from their centres between professional development sessions. 

Critical ideas were that literacy is a social and cultural practice and that in educational settings further socialisation of literacy occurs through their curricula and practices.  Issues of continuity (see chapter 1 and chapter 3) were important to this discussion, especially in relationship to family practices of literacy and those valued in the early childhood curriculum and at schools. A crucial element to this was that literacy activities in early childhood centres should not undermine family practices, but should add to children’s own expertise. The principle of teachers as experts also meant that the professional development course promoted the sense of being a community of learners in which expertise was shared and participants learned from each other (Fullan, 2001). 

In each of the specific activities focussed on during the professional development sessions, research on and concepts about teaching, learning and development (e.g., in emergent writing) were presented and discussed. The teachers were required to collect examples, either through tape recordings or through observational notes, of their own reading to children, their guidance for writing and for retelling stories; and children’s developing expertise in these areas. These examples, situated in their own practices formed the basis for developing shared ideas and goals for the professional development. Central to the ideas here were the concepts of co-construction outlined in chapter 3.

Principle Two - literacy activities are vehicles for teaching and learning

The second principle was that specific activities could be identified within which teaching and learning processes occurred that promoted school forms of literacy and language. Characteristics of these activities were identified in detail from the text and from teachers’ own practices. The three activities on which the professional development focussed were Reading To children, Guided Writing and Telling (or retelling) Stories. Under appropriate conditions, each of these has the property of providing a site where development across a range of learning outcomes is possible, and where development associated with school literacy activities could be promoted. This latter was crucial to the aim of increasing continuity between settings in order to promote the incorporation of children’s learning from before school into their learning at school. They could be deployed in the language of the early childhood centre be it English or another community language. In the latter case the assumption was made that the richer the child’s language base on entry to school (in whatever language) the better the teaching and learning of literacy and language is likely to be (Snow, et al. 1998).

Reading To 

Reading To children was to take place at least three times a week with small groups (4 to 6 children) of the 4,0 to 5,0 year olds in the centres. The activity was analysed during professional development sessions for properties of interactions that would promote children’s understanding of narrative structures in texts, and their ways of comprehending the meanings in texts (at a word and at a text level). Time was spent also analysing different types of texts to develop teachers’ own awareness of properties of texts. 

A style of interaction, called a narrative style, which focussed on narrative meanings was identified that has been shown to develop comprehension and language use (see chapter 3). This was distinguished from two other styles. One was a performance style where part or all of a sentence is imitated or completed by a child (or the group of children). The interactions have the format of a model for a sentence or word and an imitation, or a part model and gap which is filled in by the children. The second is an item learning (or display) style where specific attributes of the text or the illustrations, unrelated to the narrative meanings, are focussed on. In the latter case interactions have a basic question, answer and evaluation format. The professional development stressed that these latter two types are suitable for some purposes, but the narrative style is more suited to learning about meanings and for developing a range of language use with books (not focussed solely on labels as in the third style).

Observations from the early childhood centres provided examples of each of these styles. At the beginning of the professional development sessions the teachers reported that the item learning style or the performance style were typical of their practice. Knowledge items they focused on included properties (colours, counting) and literacy conventions where the teacher identified concepts or acted out conventions (for example by pointing to the words while reading). The quantitative analysis (see below) also revealed this emphasis. Episode One shows typical interactions in the Item Learning Style between teachers and children from the centres.

Episode One (Item learning style) 

T:
What’s on there?

C:
It’s a fish.
T:
What colour is it?

C:
Green and orange and purple.
T:
Turn the page.

T:
This is the cover of the book.

The name of the book is….

Let’s turn the page.

The performance style often occurred when a tight rhyming text was selected. An example from a kindergarten involved reading the text ‘My cat likes to hide in boxes’, (Eve Sutton, 1989) is provided in Episode Two. 

Episode Two (Performance style)

T: 
Likes to hide in …

C:
boxes

T:
The cat from France likes to sing and …

C:
dance.

T:
But my cat …

C:  
hides in boxes

A typical example of the narrative style comes from a reading of ‘The Spooky Tree’ (Jan and Stan Berenstain, 1979). Teachers and children discuss, elaborate, and comment on aspects of the story line or concepts. The first of the interactions in Episode Three was in the performance style but this was followed by the teacher highlighting an event that is not explicitly contained in the words but is implied and then stated explicitly later. (The little bears don’t have a stick which adds to the problem of how will they get out of the spooky hall). However, the illustration does depict the incident, where their stick for getting home is broken.

Episode Three (Narrative style)  

Text:
 (teacher reading) Do they dare go into that spooky old hall?

T:
Do they?

C:
(repeating story line) Yes, they dare.
T:
Oh what has happened there (referring to the illustration)?

C:
They snapped the…

T:
Snapped the what?

C:
Stick, the stick
T:
Oh, so what happens when it snaps the stick?

C:
Um

T:
Has he got no stick left?

C:
Yep.

T:
Oh, that’s good.

Guiding writing

Previous research and baseline descriptions had established that children from the local centres typically could write part or all of one word, typically their name on entry to school. The second activity setting was writing attempts by children. This was often in the context of writing a name. But the professional development sessions also extended the focus to helping children to represent their thoughts in oral language as a basis for further representation in written language. Teachers discussed forms of guidance for writing a name mostly the algorithms and models that provide a basis for children producing approximations. Teacher guidance was also aimed at heightening children’s awareness of relationships between sounds and letters in names by sounding letters out. Teachers also discussed ways of conversing with children to elaborate their language that then could be written down. The teachers were to find at least three opportunities to promote writing with each four-year-old in a week.

An example of guiding name writing taken from an observer’s records is given in the Episode Four.

Episode Four

P has just written his name constructing the /p/, /a/ and /l/ from the bottom and lower case /p/ for P.

T:
Let me write your name again and I’ll show you how to write the letters another way so that you can learn to write them quickly. (Using algorithms). The /P/ starts up here, and we pull down, go up to the top again, push round in a circle to here. We only need the smaller letters now. The /a/ starts here. We make a little circle going this way, and pull down to make a little line. The /u/ starts halfway up, and we pull down, go around, push up and pull down another little line.

The teacher completed P’s name in this manner, emphasising the direction of the circle for the /o/ and asked P to try. The teacher pointed to a place on the paper for him to start, and following the teacher’s instructions P started his name again. While he repeated the above instructions in algorithms, the teacher gently guided his hand through the construction of the first three letters of his name.  The teacher then handed the name completion over to P.

T:
You write the last two letters P. (Using algorithms).  Start the /l/ here … that’s right, pull down. Now a circle to make an /o/. Start here. Pull round, down to the bottom, push round to the top to finish. Good boy, P.

P was very pleased with his efforts and responded with a smile.

The extension to writing about events and experiences is shown in Episode Five (with a different child). The teacher in this episode prompted, redirected and encouraged a child to complete work on drawing family members and toys, a topic initiated by the child.  Again, the observer’s notes are reported here.

Episode Five

T:
What are those you are drawing over your hands?

C:
Boxing gloves.

T:
What are you going to do with your boxing gloves?

C:
Punch.

T:
Who are you going to punch?

C:
My brother. He’s got gloves.

(C starts to draw another picture.)

T:
Who’s that

C:
That’s my girlfriend.
T:
What’s her name?

C:
I don’t know.

T:
Where does she live?

C:
Near my house

T:
Where is she now?

C:
At home. I made her house the other time.

T:
Did you draw her house yesterday?

T:
Did you draw her house yesterday?

C:
Yes.
Through collaboration and discussion C was able to complete quite a detailed gallery of portraits and his favourite objects.

C drew himself and his Dad as stick figures and was going to leave it at that when the teacher redirected his attention to his picture by saying:

T:
Is mummy going to be in your picture too?

C:
(Nods and starts drawing another figure.)

T:
Has mum got long hair or short hair?

C:
Short hair (he continues and gives his figures eyes)

T:
Have mum and dad got eyebrows?

C:
Nods.  Mum has got more hair.  I’m tired.

T:
Let’s write your family’s names.

(This action by the teacher gained C’s interest again.)

C:
Points to each figure and says their names as the teacher writes them.

Telling and retelling stories

The third activity was telling and retelling stories. The aims for this activity were to develop children’s understanding of and fluency with narratives. Teachers discussed how to support the development of coherence and sequencing and the use of a variety of vocabulary and sentence structures. Again, teachers set the goal of having each group of 4 to 5 year olds engage in this activity at least three time a week. An example from observers’ records is given in Episode Six.

Episode Six

There is a small whiteboard with photocopied cut-out animals attached to the front of the board.  These animals have been photocopied from the children’s book, ‘Mr Gumpy’s Day Out’. 

T:
Which animals came first in the story?

C:
Cat first, rabbit, dog first, cat, goat, pig, children, chickens .. not Mr Gumpy

T:
What happened?

C:
The chicken flapped

T:
Then what happened?

C:
Then the goat kicked, I’m going to tell it .. the chickens flapped and the goats kicked ..

T:
What’s the animal that hops? It starts with Ra… and has big ears and hops.

C:
A rabbit

T:
Who is this man and where did he live?

C:
Near the river

T:
He lived in a house near the river and one day he went for a ride in the boat. What happened?

C:
The children wanted to come, too.

T:
And he said, ‘Yes’. After the children came the …

C:
A goat.

T:
What did the goat want?

C:
To come, too.

T:
But Mr Gumpy said ‘don’t kick about’, then who came next?

C:
The cow

T:
But Mr Gumpy said …

C:
Don’t moooo about.

T:
So what happened? ... The cow trampled the goat, who kicked the pig who …

C:
Kicked the dog.

T:
Then what happened?

C:
They fell into the water.

?
And to a crocodile, my Mum has stood on an alligator.

T:
I’d be pretty scared if that happened, so what happened to the animals?

C:
The sun came out and dried them.
T:
What else lives in the water ... fish. You now all know what’s in Mr Gumpy’s book, so if you see the magnetic story on your own, what you can do is get some friends and say hey I want to tell you a story . . Who wants to be Mr Gumpy? 
Principle Three–Shared expectations about the transition to school

The third principle entailed teachers from each early childhood centre discussing their children’s development over the last six months before school in relationship to known profiles of children on entry to school. Summaries of baseline measures for five-year-olds from their settings were examined together with summaries where available from national samples. The object was not to assume that averages defined the most desirable outcome, there are large variations between children in literacy knowledge on entry to school (McNaughton, 1999). Rather, the object was to have shared understanding about the patterns of development that are possible. Teachers reported that prior to the professional development they had previously had little knowledge of different patterns and characteristics of children on entry to school. Examples from their settings of children’s participation in reading to sessions, of their writing and of their telling stories were analysed for evidence of development.

The professional development sessions

Teachers attended an in-service professional development session for 2 hours every two weeks over two school terms (a total of 20 weeks). Eight sessions were scheduled, two of which were held jointly with schools on transition practices and community involvement (discussed further in chapter 6). Six sessions dealt with ideas and activities and in between sessions teachers carried out observational tasks that provided the basis for discussion in the group sessions. Sessions were scheduled at times when the majority of centres were not teaching, which mostly meant after hours or at teacher-only times. Where possible all usual teaching staff from each early childhood centre came. In most cases several staff came to the sessions and in all cases the senior teacher was present. Some funding was provided to centres to contribute to the use of a short-term reliever

The specific topics covered in each session were as follows. The first sessions established aims and introduced a discussion of literacy development in the years before school. Teachers’ expectations of profiles of children’s learning of conventional school knowledge at entry to school were explored. These were compared with national profiles and with baseline descriptions of new entrants in the decile 1 schools to which the majority of the children from the centres went. Baseline measures taken of children at 4,6 years in each early childhood centre were shared at this point.

Succeeding sessions examined specific activities of reading to children, guided writing and telling stories. In each case types of guidance, learning outcomes and observing and recording children’s learning were stressed. In addition, teachers collected examples of each activity from their centres that served as a basis for discussion and sharing procedures. In each session teachers discussed the idea of activities as being goal-directed, and the ideas that different patterns of guidance can serve different purposes were discussed. In addition, issues of generalisation and classroom management were covered.

Two sessions were held in common with primary teachers in the schools involved in the professional development at the same time. These were schools to which at least some of their children would be going. During these sessions specific strategies for enhancing transition were discussed, as were issues of incorporating family literacy practices and adding to literacy practices in families (see chapter 6). 

The course was evaluated by participants (N=32) using a three-point rating scale of degree of agreement with statements such as ‘I have learned new things about reading to children’ (1=not much, 2=yes something/a little better, 3=yes a lot/much better). Across the three phases the average ratings were high, all between 2.2 and 2.3 indicating that participants learned some more things or a lot more things about reading to children, about writing, and about language. They also indicated that they were able to teach in these areas a little better to much better. There were some differences between phases and these are shown in Appendix 2.

All participants said they would recommend the course to other educators saying it was very useful, that they appreciated the professional networking and it affirmed their professional lives. Their suggestions for improving the course consistently referred to extending the course. In terms of content, the educators indicated even more contact with their primary teaching colleagues would have been useful.

Participants

Teachers and Early Childhood Centres

A total of 15 centres participated over three phases. The breakdown of the centre types, numbers of teachers attending and numbers of children in each centre (in the age group) are shown in Table 1. Half of the centres were kindergartens, five were language groups and there was one church-based centre and one school-based centre. There were large variations between centres in adult:child ratios, reflecting the additional presence of parents and other adult family members being present in the language groups.

Table 1

Characteristics of Early Childhood Centres

Centre Type
Number
Teacher: child ratio

M
Teachers attending PD
Early Childhood Intervention children

(at 4,6 years)

Kindergarten
8


1:15
23
42

Samoan Language Group
2


1:5
5
8

Tongan Language Group
2


1:7
6
7

Cook Islands Language Group
1


1:4
1
3

School-based
1


1:7
1
6

Church-based
1


1:5
1
6

TOTAL
15



37
72

Almost half of the teachers identified as Pacific Islands (45.9%), 37.8% as Pakeha (Anglo-European) and 16.2% as Maori. They all had basic teaching qualifications comprising of either a Diploma in Teaching, Diploma in Early Childhood, a Diploma of Education, a Certificate in Early Childhood Education, a Bachelor of Education or some similar qualification.

All of the centres were licensed and used the curriculum document Te Whaariki as a guide to their practice. The observations taken by trained observers in two English medium kindergartens showed they contained a rich literacy environment. The walls held examples of written language. Appropriate tools for written language were available including a selection of prominently displayed books and paper, pens and pencils laid out on tables. Reading to children took place as children requested. The children’s names were prominently displayed and were used as a central part of daily routines. Examples included when ‘signing’ the children in at the beginning of the day and frequent instances of teachers guiding children to name their work. Observations of children engaged in writing activities revealed joint and personal activities occurring once or twice every 30 minutes for individual children. Discussion during the professional development sessions suggested these were common characteristics in the kindergartens but possibly less common in the language group centres. 

Childhood Intervention group

The Early Childhood Intervention group

Children, who were 4,6 years (between 4,4 years and 4,8 years) at the start of each phase, were identified from centre records. A total of 72 children who were present at 4,6 years and still present at 5,0 years formed the Early Childhood Intervention group from 4,6 years to 5,0 years. The children’s ethnicities were identified by teachers as: Pacific Islands (65%), Maori (20%), or mixed Pacific Islands and Maori (11%), or other (15%). Their home language, also recorded by the teachers, was English/Only (43%) Pacific Islands/Only (16%) mixed such as Pacific Islands / English or Maori / English (30%), or other (11%). All these children attended their centres regularly, at least three times per week.

The New Entrant Intervention group

In keeping with the research design described earlier the initial comparison for the Early Childhood Intervention group was the New Entrant Intervention group at 5,0 years at baseline. The New Entrant Intervention group were 108 new entrants in the schools that were to receive the primary intervention and into which children from the early childhood centres typically entered. The characteristics of these children and their selection are described more fully in the next chapter because they became the New Entrant Intervention group. It can be noted here that these children had a similar ethnicity and language profile to the children in the Early Childhood Intervention group. Over 90% were Maori or Pacific Islands (or both). Their home language was English only (45%), Pacific Islands only (25%), mixed such as Pacific Islands / English or Maori English (22%), or other (7%).

A summary of measures for the New Entrant Intervention group of 5,0-year-olds in all 12 schools is presented in Table 2. Comparison data, from the summary of national returns on School Entry Assessment (Gilmore, 1998), a recent longitudinal study (Tunmer, et al., 1998) and a review of smaller scale studies (McNaughton, 1999), are provided for comparing possible achievement.  

These results indicate that New Entrant Intervention group’s conventional (school) literacy knowledge on entry was markedly lower than comparison samples on 4 measures (concepts about print CAP; letter identification, LID; word reading, WORD; writing vocabulary, WRVOC).

These children’s expressive and receptive English language skills, as measured by the Story Retelling task (RETELL) and the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT) were lower than comparison samples too.

Risk analyses were possible for CAP and RETELL. The respective risks of not entering schools at expected levels were relatively high for CAP (risk ratio=1.93), but not very high for RETELL (risk ration=1.13). That is, for CAP rather than being an expected proportion of 77% of the children at or above this expected level, the proportion was close to only 40%.   

In order to create a group that was matched with the Early Childhood Intervention group, the New Entrant Intervention group were then grouped into those that had experience of early childhood education and those that had not. At all the schools, interviews with new entrants’ caregivers, established whether the children had been to early childhood education. The question was typically in the form “Did your child attend any form of early childhood education?” Records did not distinguish type, duration, intensity or quality. 

Table 2

Mean Scores (and Standard Deviations) for Literacy and Language Measures for New Entrant Intervention group at 5,0 Years in the 12 Decile 1 Schools and Comparison with Other Sample: Combined Phases 1, 2, and 3

Measures
Decile 1 Schools

N=108
Comparison [range]


M
SD
M
SD

LID
10.48
(14.87)
21.7
(18.1) 2

CAP
5.27
(3.66)
9.5
(5.0) 1

WORD
0.36
(0.81)
0.7
(1.2) 2

BURT
0.18
(1.19)

NA

WRVOC
1.03
(2.37)
[1.3-2.6]
3

H&RS
2.42
(4.25)

NA

RETELL
9.20
(3.86)
11.0
(3.9) 1

PPVT
30.92
(20.17)
56.2
(13.8) 2

1School Entry Assessment, 1997 – 1998 (Gilmore, 1998)

2Tunmer, et al.,  (1998)

3Range of means from studies summarised by McNaughton (1999)

This categorisation identified 72 children who had early childhood education experience and 30 children who had not. Schools had not recorded six children’s experience.
 The resulting comparisons on the literacy and language measures are shown in Table 3. The statistical comparisons indicate differences on four of the measures. These were the language measures (RETELL; PPVT), the hearing and recording sounds measure (H&RS). and the measures of book knowledge (CAP) and letter identification (LID), which may reflect the existing emphasis in Te Whaariki on language and literacy in early childhood centres. Wylie and Thompson (1998) also found that children who had been to early childhood education had higher teacher ratings of communication at entry to school (including listening comprehension and clarity and coherence of expressive language). They did not assess CAP. In addition, as in the present study, Wylie and Thompson (1998) found no association between attending early childhood education and word recognition.

Table 3

Mean Scores (and Standard Deviations) for Literacy and Language Measures for New Entrant Intervention Group with Early Childhood Education or without Early Childhood Education at 5,0 years: Combined Phases 1, 2, and 3


5,0 year olds


Measures
Early Childhood

N=72
Non Early Childhood

N=30
t value


M
SD
M
SD


LID
12.07
(15.64)
6.97
(11.55)
1.60*

CAP
5.90
(3.80)
4.17
(3.11)
2.18*

WORD
0.42
(0.92)
0.23
(0.43)
1.07

BURT
0.25
(1.45)
0.03
(0.18)
0.82

WRVOC
1.22
(2.80)
0.60
(0.89)
1.18

H&RS
3.04
(4.99)
1.30
(1.60)
1.85*

RETELL
10.00
(3.65)
7.93
(3.85)
2.54**

PPVT
34.46
(21.17)
23.43
(14.87)
2.57**

*  p <.05        **  p <.01

Process Measures

Analysis of book reading sessions

An analysis was made of book reading sessions early on in the professional development and at the end of the professional development.

Early Exchanges

Early on in the sessions the teachers supplied readings in which the predominant style was the performance style, which focussed on performing the text as in chorus reading, or a child supplying a word to complete a line or even reciting a memorised section. The teachers generally selected and read books that had a strong rhyming and repetitive pattern, but also had a story structure in which there was a precipitating problem or theme, a series of events with a repeated sequence and a resolution. Averaged across the centres, 45% of the 137 exchanges were in the Performance style. For example, two settings supplied readings of ‘The Spooky Tree’ (Jan and Stan Berenstain, 1979). The typical exchanges looked like this:

Exchange One

T:
Three little bears. One with a…

C:
Light.

Exchange Two

T:
One with a …

C:
Stick.

Exchange Three

T:
And one with a …

C:
Rope.

Variations in Style

But the teachers didn’t use this style exclusively, indeed some individual teachers used a narrative style more often. Averaged across the centres 34% were in the Narrative style. An example from one kindergarten involved a story about a boy with a teddy bear who wishes his bear could talk and be more of a friend. He meets a big bear also with a teddy and also feeling lonely. Despite initially being scared and tentative they become friends. 

The majority of this teacher’s exchanges were in a narrative style. The intention to keep this focus was clearly demonstrated in the following exchanges as the teacher negotiated with the children to maintain that focus, repairing a previous shift in focus. A consistent although less common focus across the settings was on items, often adjectives of colour and comparison, 15% of the exchanges were in this Item Learning style.  The remaining of exchanges could not be categorised.  In the first exchange below the teacher introduces such a comparison (of size of ears) that has little relevance to the story (hence it was coded as having an item focus). The children return to this focus in subsequent exchanges (exchanges 2 and 3), and the teacher intervenes and shifts the focus (exchanges 3 and 4).

Text. 
(teacher reading) The bear couldn’t believe his ears. He gulped and sniffed and wiped his tears. You can talk after all, he cried.

Exchange One

T:
He has got little ears hasn’t he. Yes, he has got little ears, what about Eddy?

C:
Big ears.

T:
Has he not got little ears, what about you?

C:
No, you have got big ears.

T:
I have got big ears, yes, I know.

C:
I have got little ones.

T:
You have got little ears, yes dear.

Text:
(teacher reading) Don’t be scared, you’re my teddy. “No I’m not,” cried the voice. “It’s me, Eddy.

Exchange Two

T:
Look at the look on his face.

C:
Aaaa big face.

T:
Mmmmm

C:
Big face.

T:
Yes, he has got a big face.

C:
A little face.

T:
Little teddy bear.

Exchange Three

T:
Oh, what about this one here? 

C:
Big face, a fat face.

T:
He looks a bit worried doesn’t he?

C:
This is a fat face.

Exchange Four 

T:
What is he doing here?

C:
Mmmm, holding teddy.

T:
He is holding his teddy. What is he doing with his other hand?

C:
Scratching his nose.

T:
He is scratching his nose.

C:
Yeah.

T:
I think it looks to me that he has his thumb in his mouth.

Later Exchanges

In samples from later on in the professional development 46% of the 103 exchanges were in the Narrative style, 28% were the Performance style, 15% were Item learning and 10% were unable to be categorised. A typical example was from the reading of ‘The Spooky Tree’ described earlier when discussing the activities (see p.75). Now with this book, more of the exchanges were in the narrative style.

Towards the end of the professional development some of the teachers were now selecting stories that had new or rare vocabulary and attempted to select stories that may have cultural messages and meanings. An example from another kindergarten is ‘Tamure and the Taniwha’ (Bacon, 1995). Most of the exchanges by this teacher were focussed on the story. However, at the beginning of the reading the teacher introduced the idea of this being a special book (“It is not a fairy tale …but it is a legend.”). She then returned to this at the end using an Item Learning style and a Performance style, the teacher reinforced the idea of this being a distinct kind of book, a legend.

Exchange One

T: 
Can you remember what the story is called then?

C:
Taniwha.

T:
It is about the taniwha. But it is a special story, it is a legend. 

Exchange Two

T:
Can you say legend?

C:
Legend.

However, the performance style still predominated with some teachers especially when a tight rhyming text was selected. 
In summary, the analysis showed that the early childhood teachers shifted their ways of reading to children consistently with the focus of the professional development sessions. They shifted the emphasis in episodes of interaction with their children from a Performance style to a style that focussed on the story, the Narrative style. But the influence of the type of text over how books might be read was strong, as other researchers have noted (Pellegrini & Galda, 1998).

Results of Early Childhood Intervention 

Outcome at 5,0 years—after the intervention

From a baseline sample of all new entrants in local schools the New Entrant Intervention group of 72 children who had attended an early childhood centre was established (see Table 3). They had significantly higher scores than non-attendees on the language measures (RETELL and PPVT), H&RS, LID and CAP. The 4,6-year-olds (Early Childhood Intervention group) in the participating early childhood centres, were tested at the same time and then re-tested after 6 months on entering school whereupon they were compared with the New Entrant Intervention group. During this six months their teachers had received the in-service programme.

The scores at 4,6 years and at 5,0 years are plotted in Figure 5, and Table 4 summarises the means. The standard deviations, also shown in Table 4, indicate considerable variation. For example, for letter identification one standard deviation above and below the average was 30 letters. This large spread of scores on conventional literacy measures is characteristic of children on entry to school generally (see New Entrant Intervention group at 5,0 years in Table 4), but as well as increasing overall levels, one effect of a programme implemented here was to increase variability between children.

Table 4

Mean Scores (and Standard Deviations) for Early Childhood Intervention Group (EC) at 5,0 years and New Entrant Intervention Group (NE) at 5,0 years with Early Childhood Experience: Combined Phases 1, 2, and 3

Measures
NE Intervention

N=72
EC Intervention 

N=72
t value
Effect size


M
SD
M
SD



LID


12.07
(15.64)
14.81
(17.43)
0.79
0.16

CAP


5.90
(3.79)
8.19
(4.79)
3.10**
0.52

WRVOC


1.22
(2.80)
2.21
(3.22)
1.95*
0.33

H&RS


3.04
(4.99)
4.01
(7.35)
0.92
0.15

RETELL


10.00
(3.65)
10.96
(3.44)
1.61
0.27

PPVT


34.46
(21.17)
41.22
(19.83)
1.96*
0.33

*  p <.05

**  p <.01

The t-test comparisons (one-tailed) indicate the Early Childhood Intervention group at 5,0 years were significantly higher in CAP, WRVOC, and PPVT than the New Entrant Intervention group at 5,0 years who had some preschool experience. RETELL was close to significant p = .053.  Effect sizes were generally smaller than the benchmark of 0.4 (Hattie, 1999), and ranged from 0.15 to 0.52 (see chapter 2). Larger effect sizes were associated with the emphases in the intervention on reading books, writing, telling stories and language experience associated with these activities. The programme did not have an explicit emphasis on item knowledge and the effects were smallest (and there were no significant differences) for letter identification and hearing and recording sounds.

Replication across phases

In general, the differences between the Early Childhood Intervention group and the New Entrant Intervention group at 5,0 years were replicated across phases (see Figures 6a, 6b and 6c). In each phase the comparison group (the New Entrant Intervention group at 5,0 years) has been the group appropriate for the schools in that phase, rather than the total baseline group shown in Table 4. An interesting feature of the baselines across phases is that the means show a consistent increase from Phase1 to Phase 2 to Phase 3. 

Figure 5

Means for Early Childhood Intervention Group (EC) at 4,6 years and 5,0 years and New Entrant Intervention Group (NE) at 5,0 years (Baseline): Combined Phases 1, 2, and 3

Figure 6a

Means for Early Childhood Intervention Group (EC) at 4,6 years and 5,0 years: and New Entrant Intervention Group (NE) at 5;0 years (Baseline): Phases 1, 2, and 3

Figure 6b

Means for Early Childhood Intervention Group (EC) at 4,6 years and 5,0 years: and New Entrant Intervention Group (NE) at 5,0 years (Baseline): Phases 1, 2, and 3

Figure 6c

Means for Early Childhood Intervention Group (EC) at 4,6 years and 5,0 years: and New Entrant Intervention Group (NE) at 5,0 years (Baseline): Phases 1, 2, and 3

Educational significance

A series of risk analyses was carried out using as national expectations the school entry distributions for CAP and RETELL (Gilmore, 1998). The initial risk, based on the total New Entrant Intervention group at 5,0 years of 108 children
, established substantial risk associated with beginning school for CAP (risk ratio = 1.93) and a relatively low but identifiable risk for RETELL (risk ratio = 1.12). What these ratios indicate is that for CAP only 40% of the baseline children were at or above stanine 4 (a score of 6 or more) compared with an expected percentage of 77%. For RETELL the expected percentage again was 77% but only 66% or had a score of 8 or more. These risks of not being at expected levels on entry to school were reduced to 1.13 for CAP (69% of the children were at or above the stanine 4 level) and to 0.91 for RETELL (85% were at or above stanine 4). 

The intervention had effects across a number of school literacy (CAP and WRVOC) and language (RETELL and PPVT) measures. The further educational significance of arriving at school with increased levels in these areas of conventional knowledge is explored in chapter 6.

Although gains in English vocabulary occurred, the average levels were still lower than some other studies would indicate for children on entry to school in New Zealand. Similarly, the ongoing implications of non-significant and small effect sizes for item knowledge, still markedly lower than other studies of entry characteristics suggest might be expected (see Table 2), also are explored further.

Outcomes for different ethnic groups

The intervention was generally as effective with Maori children as it was with Pacific Islands children. In Table 5 children who were identified as Maori, or Maori first in a dual identity are grouped as Maori: similarly, for Pacific Islands children.  There was only one significant difference between these two groups of children (on PPVT) at entry to school. However, the children whose home language was not English-Only and who were in Pacific Islands language groups had lower receptive language scores and book concept scores in English. Children in Pacific Islands language groups also had lower story retelling scores in English. 

Given the relationships that have been shown between vocabulary and achievement in reading, an issue will be the degree to which the children from Pacific Islands language group centre entering English medium school classrooms can rapidly develop larger vocabularies in English (Snow, et al. 1998).

Table 5

Mean Scores (and Standard Deviations) for Literacy and Language Measures for Early Childhood Intervention Group at 5,0 years for Ethnicity, Home Language and Language Medium in Early Childhood Centres: Combined Phases 1, 2, and 3


Ethnicity
Home Language
Medium of Instruction

Measures
Maori

(N = 17)
Pacific Is

(N = 47)
English

(N = 29)
Other a
(N = 44)
English

(N = 54)
Other b
(N = 18)

CAP
8.71

(4.27)
7.49

(4.96)
10.03

(5.03)
7.07 **

(4.21)
8.91

(4.62)
5.89 *

(4.44)

H&RS
5.24

(9.72)
8.57

(6.34)
6.61

(9.96)
2.66 *

(4.64)
4.47

(7.89)
3.11

(5.40)

WRVOC
2.47

(3.71)
2.15

(3.26)
2.86

(3.75)
1.86

(2.80)
2.33

(3.28)
1.94

(3.00)

LID
14.0

(17.41)
13.81

(17.00)
18.21

(19.64)
12.11

(14.80)
15.51

(17.91)
11.50

(13.16)

RETELL
11.82

(2.98)
10.28

(3.43)
11.93

(3.34)
10.41

(3.39)
11.58

(3.40)
9.11 **

(2.78)

PPVT
48.29

(18.88)
35.15 *

(18.47)
51.89

(18.11)
33.93 **

(17.93)
43.40

(19.12)
32.00 **

(20.68)



*
p<.05

**p<.01

a
Pacific Islands only, or mixed (e.g. English and Maori; English and Pacific Is)

b
Cook Island Maori, Samoan or Tongan immersion language group

However, the data that we have reported so far only relate to measures in English and achievement in English. Assessing these skills in home (and early childhood) languages is important to fully profile school-related literacy skills. 

Outcomes using different language measures

A preliminary investigation of development in different languages was carried out as part of this project. Two of the assessments, CAP and RETELL, were translated into Samoan and Tongan using Tongan and Samoan alphabets in an equivalent format for the English LID test
. Samoan and Tongan researchers conducted these assessments with children at 4,6 years and again, where children were entering Samoan and Tongan medium classrooms, at 5,0 years. All the children were identified as having a home language other than English and all were in immersion Pacific Islands language group centres.

The resulting data at 4,6 years (for between 14 and 18 children – not all children had complete data sets in both languages) show that there were differences between scores in English and Tongan or Samoan, and not systematically in one direction. The correlations between the scores were low (CAP r = 0.22; RETELL r = 0.16; LID r = 0.09). Examples of the discrepancies from different children were: RETELL: Child (a) 0 in Tongan and 10 in English; Child (b) 14 in Tongan and 2 in English. CAP: Child (c ) 11 in English and 0 in Tongan; Child (d) 10 in Samoan and 3 in English. LID Child (e) 5 in English and 0 in Tongan; Child (f) 12 in Tongan and 0 in English. The implications from this finding are that one can not use a score in one language to predict the other, nor can one use the designation of the home language as a sole indicator of the language in which knowledge may be more advanced. Bilingual development and biliteracy development reflect patterns of socialisation in the context of individual construction, family guidance and language uses in educational settings. Individual profiles eventuate from different socialisation experiences.

Summary of Results

The intervention showed that early childhood centres could be sites where development in both school-related literacy and language could be enhanced (Neuman, 1999). It demonstrates that further focusing on literacy and language activities within the current practices of early childhood education centres associated with decile 1 schools is possible. The boost in children’s language and literacy meant that children arrived at school with significantly higher scores on some aspects of reading and writing and in expressive and receptive skills in English compared with previous cohorts of children. On entry to school the children were now close to expected levels in concepts about print and even exceeded expected levels in the retelling task. The intervention was as effective for Maori children as it was for Pacific Islands children. The results come from a range of early childhood centres in which 85% of the children were Maori and Pacific Islands children. The data for children in the Language Group centres raise issues about bilingual and biliteracy development that are discussed further in the final chapter. 

Substantial gains occurred in some areas of conventional literacy, but not all. There is a question about whether more specific guidance for letter identification and phonological knowledge may be needed to overcome the wide variation in this knowledge on entry to school underlining claims for targeted as well as a broad-based interventions (Whitehurst, et al., 1994). This raises issues about the ongoing significance of development in these areas at school which are addressed in the following chapters.

Implications of these findings for quality programmes in early childhood education and for further research are explored in the last chapter. 




















































� An episode was defined as an instance of an activity (features include goals, patterns of action and participation structures; see McNaughton (1995), which was initiated by the child or someone else with the target child, and ended with a change of goals, patterns of action or participation; or a period of non-interaction.


� Exchanges between teachers and children occurred within episodes taking place within activities. They were discrete sections of interaction with a specific focus on a topic or action. They ended when the action or topic shifted, often signalled by a new question, or a pause, or when the reader went back to reading.


� These proportions are at odds with recent surveys of participation rates in early childhood education in the Manukau area. These surveys establish rates at around 40%. The difference may be due to differences in how the data were collected. In our case teachers asked the entire group of families as children entered school. It is not known how caregivers interpreted the label early childhood education or how teachers elaborated this. In the surveys return rates from settings are checked with population figures.


� This total is different from the total of the group at Baseline in Table 3 because teachers did not supply information about early childhood experience with some children.


� The author of CAP and LID (Marie Clay) gave permission to translate and use CAP, for research purposes.
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