5. THE PRIMARY INTERVENTION

Background

The primary intervention not only reflected research on effective teaching practices described in chapter 1 and the theory of learning and research described in chapter 3 but was also grounded in a history of practice and a programme of research. In particular, it was based on a specific cluster of studies (Phillips, 1986; Phillips, 1997; Phillips & Smith, 1997a). All three studies involved a micro-analysis of developmental sites and two (Phillips, 1997; Phillips & Smith, 1997a) also included experimental interventions aimed to accelerate the progress of ‘at risk’ readers and writers. The focus of the micro-analyses was to describe what develops in home and school literacy practices.

The first micro-analysis explored what develops in the context of the story-reading practices of library-using families (Phillips, 1986). These are the families that often provide the pre-school background that leads to high achievement in school. Other studies have extended this type of analysis to homes of other ethnic groups (McNaughton, 1995). The other two micro-analyses explored the development of activity systems in high-progress new entrants and the less effective personal activity systems constructed by children clearly at risk of low progress after one term at school (Phillips, 1997) and low progress older readers at seven years of age (Phillips & Smith, 1997 a, 1997 b). 

Of the two experimental studies, Phillips (1997) is of major importance to this intervention. This study provided evidence that the progress of 5-year-old children clearly at risk of low progress after a term in school can be accelerated. In addition, it described optimal learning opportunities and instructional conditions to enable this accelerated learning to happen within a group setting. These opportunities and conditions were later trialled in schools and their separate and specific effects were ascertained through a small pilot study (Phillips, McNaughton, & MacDonald, 1999).

The positive broad effects and accelerated progress achieved through the 1997 experimental study provided evidence to support the conceptual frameworks and the practices that were employed. These conceptual frameworks and practices formed the basis of this primary school intervention but it was yet to be seen if the developer could enable other teachers of children in their first year of school to achieve similar outcomes.

Design and measures

The design and measures used are described in chapter 2. In addition, a questionnaire and an evaluation form were developed to gather information relating to teachers’ views before and after the intervention. The questionnaires were also used in a concurrent Ministry of Education study (Timperley, in progress). Timperley’s study was designed to develop a better understanding of why schools may or may not sustain changes resulting from this intervention. As well, Timperley and her team held detailed interviews with teachers in 5 schools. A preliminary analysis of these data is reported.

The intervention

The teacher, the task and the child are central and interdependent components of a learning environment. Teachers have belief systems relating to these components and the inter-connections between them. It is these beliefs that determine the form and nature of instructional programmes they deliver (Case, 1996; Olson & Bruner, 1996). In turn, teachers’ programmes determine the opportunities students have to learn (Briscoe, 1996; Wood, Bruner, & Ross, 1976). To change children’s opportunities to learn involves more than changing practice. It involves teachers changing their beliefs (Briscoe, 1996; Fullan, 1991). 

Thus, the intervention in this study was designed not to develop a prescribed literacy programme for teachers to practice. Rather, it was designed to change children’s learning opportunities by changing teachers’ perceptions toward a co-constructivist view of language, literacy and learning (see chapter 3). From this perspective new understandings were developed, current practices were examined and in turn these were refined and refocused toward those that had been used to demonstrate that children’s achievement can be accelerated in a classroom setting (Phillips, 1997). 
However,

...It is (and became) clear that the relationship between construction of an ideal image and implementing desired change is complex”…(and)…“If teachers are to reconstruct their beliefs to be consistent with ideal images and innovative practices, they must be in a setting that promotes the reconciliation and reconstruction processes. (Briscoe, 1996, pp.326-327)

Establishing a setting for change and overcoming this complexity was the challenge for the primary intervention. 

Professional Development for Teachers

Self reflection and challenge

The intervention took the form of a professional development course of 10 half-day sessions. The course started with the teachers examining their own school’s Observation Survey profiles and comparing their own achievement data with known standards. The teachers considered strengths and problem areas across their current school profiles and through this they became aware of inconsistencies and biases in their practice. They discussed these in relation to their stated priorities for teaching, their current perception of children as learners and their understandings of the tasks to be learned. In doing this, the teachers developed achievable expectations that were checked against current research samples. They also began the process of questioning their own beliefs and practices. In addition, the interpretation and explanations provided gave the developer insights into these.

This awareness of anomalies in beliefs and practices and the knowledge of possible outcomes provided the foundation for teachers’ own development. This process itself was consistent with the frameworks of understanding that teachers were encouraged to develop. 

Developing shared understandings of language and literacy

The goal of the intervention was to enable teachers to construct a shared view of language, literacy and learning to inform ways of working that might constitute effective practice—in particular, the practices that had been associated with broad effects and accelerated progress for new entrants (Phillips, 1997). This shared view and the process of sharing itself was grounded in a co-constructive, dialectic framework focused on social practice. Understandings and principles that arise out of this framework provided the foundation for the course and formed the basis for discussion and change. Teachers explored these through theoretical discussion grounded in research and the exploration of ideas through analogy, observation and related tasks. This exploration also involved self-reflection and challenge, and the testing of new understandings and ways of working embedded in practice. Some of the essential understandings and principles together with the theoretical frameworks from which they arise are elaborated below. 

Language and meaning

As in many approaches, reading (listening) can be described as a problem-solving activity driven by a search for meaning (Clay, 1991; Department of Education, 1985; Downing & Leong, 1982; Goodman, 1990; Ministry of Education, 1996b; Smith, 1978). This also applies for writing but the source of the meaning is in the author’s own experiences. However, as indicated in chapter 3, from the socio-linguistic viewpoint meaning (or interpretation) does not lie in the semantic structure or words per se, nor in the semantic intent, that is, in ‘what is meant by what is said’. 

This phenomenon goes unnoticed in everyday use of language. However, it can be seen in sentences and words where the same traces of print or sound have multiple meanings, for example, “He kicked the bucket.” Is he angry? Is he dead? Has he now got a sore foot? This means there is no direct relationship between the text, ‘What is said’ and ‘What is meant by what is said’. Besides semantic structure and semantic intent something else is involved—a third element. 

Language and the role of social practice

The third element in language is ‘a set of presuppositions’ held by participants engaged in specific social practices. To illustrate, each character in Figure 6 is engaged in a different social practice and so for each the semantic structure, that is, the words “NO WAITING”, are also embedded in different social practices. As a result each character—one a shopkeeper and the other a customer—focuses on different ‘possibilities’. For the customer time is the significant feature in relation to his current social practice and for the shopkeeper it is place. Such possibilities, which arise out of the social practice in which the language is embedded, form a set of presuppositions which define limits for each character’s search for making sense of what is said (written) and constrain the meaning or the interpretation they construct. This set of presuppositions is the third element.

Figure 6

Meaning is not in the semantic structure but rather in the world of social practice.
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Implications for learning—What develops 

In reference to literacy practices, scholars of literature and literacy have conceptualised this set of presuppositions in terms of ‘envisionments’ (Langer, 1995), ‘literacy sets’ (Holdaway, 1979) or ‘orientations’ (Clay, 1993a). Experienced readers come to different literacy practices with different presuppositions. Through successful experience in the social practice, for example reading jokes, readers build up a set of presuppositions that they bring to the practice. As a result, readers have developed an orientation or literacy set. In the case of jokes, they have a joke set to be applied. As a reader of jokes they look for ambiguity, get the joke and respond to the humour. If the joke (the humour) is not seen the readers search to find it. An important part of becoming literate is learning how to search and knowing what is relevant to this search in specific social practices. This implies the development of presuppositions or literacy sets that are task specific and developed through successful participation in social practice. 

The understanding that meaning is not synonymous with what is said has far-reaching implications not only for what needs to develop but also for the nature of effective programmes. This understanding gave rise to discussions on several related topics.

The nature of literacy and literacy programmes

Though both what is said (the semantic structure) and what is meant by what is said (the semantic intent) are important these in themselves cannot be the primary focus of instruction. Literacy is not a process of going from print to sound to language, nor is it a two-part process of decoding (phonological recoding) and comprehending. The relationship between what is said and what is meant by what is said is more that of grapes to wine. Without the physical, psychological and socio-cultural world that links them through social practices, the relationship has little relevance and the connection remains a mystery. The elements (the grape /what is said and the wine/what is meant by what is said) can not be separated nor can they be divorced from the actual social practice (viticulture/literacy practices) in which they arise. 

This means literacy programmes are more than what is typically captured in the concept of whole language. Literacy must be situated in the social, physical and socio-cultural world of participants within community-wide social practices. Reading a recipe must be embedded in the making of the cake, the reading of referential (non-fiction) texts must be embedded in curriculum activities. On the other hand it also suggests the detachment and examination of elements of semantic structure (the words, morphemes and phonemes, letters and sounds) is possible and, indeed, necessary. However, this examination only has substance with reference to the practice in which it is embedded. For example, the examination of sounds and letters must be embedded in their use. ‘B’ in the word ‘bit’ can not be separated from the word itself—‘b’ has no sound without ‘it’. The word permit (permit/permit) can not be separated from the sentence in which it is embedded. In this view, language (written or oral) must be embedded in the world of participants in community-wide social practices, in particular, those mandated through the curriculum.

Implications for effective practice

Given what needs to be developed and the role of social practice, teachers need to choose tasks—instances of social practice—that involve children’s current understandings of the world. These can then be drawn into the activity. This also implies helping novices to learn what aspects of their own social, psychological and socio-cultural worlds are relevant to the task at hand; developing these understandings where needed; and encouraging ways of thinking, feeling and acting associated with specific social practices. In particular, this means 

In reading and writing the child must learn the relevance of their own understandings and experiences. This includes the relevance of task-related knowledge – knowledge of story, of pictures, of life’s experiences and knowledge of print. The child must also discover how their own language applies (Phillips & Smith, 1997a, p.11)
All these features must be central parts of literacy instruction albeit in the context of whole and rich texts. Expertise and understandings related to all three areas—semantic structure, semantic intent and the ‘possible worlds’ that connect them—must be developed and applied within language-based social practice. 

Engaging in idiosyncratic school practices which may confuse learners must also be avoided. There is some indication that some school practices embodied in traditional approaches may develop idiosyncratic school-based expertise and social practices that differ from recognised community-wide social practices such as reading narratives. 

For example, a typical school pattern of instruction associated with the shared book approach encourages children to respond to narrative at a word level—filling in words at the end of a sentence. The teacher reads “The pig…” then children are encouraged to chime in, “rolled on it.” This interaction pattern does not match the narrative interaction patterns in families who typically provide the pre-school experience for average to high-progress readers. These are the readers who usually learn to engage effectively in narratives at school. These parents in both Pakeha and Pacific Islands groups, when reading narratives, do not tend to elicit responses at a word level nor do they focus on aspects of the print (McNaughton, 1995; Phillips, 1986; Phillips & McNaughton, 1990). They vary their tutorial interactions around different types of texts and have consistent patterns of interaction across text types. In particular, their reading of narrative involves tutorial interactions that are almost exclusively focused on the construction of meaning. They do not focus on items, concepts about print or words in the semantic structure. In Phillips’ 1986 study only 21 of 622 interactions (3.4%) had any direct and explicit connection with concepts about print. Typical responses were “Put the book down here dear. I can’t see it.” or “Oh dear, the page has fallen out.” Similarly, these families typically did not discuss background experience or predict possible outcomes prior to the reading of a story. Such pre-reading discussions are particularly evident in some current approaches (Department of Education, 1985; Ministry of Education, 1996).

Another indicator that school practices may differ from the wider community’s social practices, assumed to be exemplified by parents of high-progress children, comes from the observation of new entrants in a classroom setting. When observed in a traditional guided reading setting such high-progress children often refused to play the teacher’s predicting game. They feigned forgetfulness, “I’ve forgotten,” refused to engage, “I don’t know,”, or would express a sense of suspense or anticipation, “We’ll have to wait and see,” (Phillips, 1997). Indeed, it can be argued that it is this sense of suspense, the anticipation of tensions, surprises and resolutions that energises the reading of fiction (see below). These high-progress readers seemed to know this and refused to be distracted. 

In contrast, the low-progress readers with somewhat limited language would play the teacher’s predicting game with considerable skill and a surprising knowledge of possibilities. The goal of their developing expertise was to ascertain the accuracy of their own and others’ predictions, “See, I was right.” Here it is argued that the teacher is developing expertise and idiosyncratic social practice that do not reflect a specific community-wide social practice—the reading of narrative. This is also suggested in the achievement data outlined in chapter 1 and baseline data (see below). Children in at-risk schools become very proficient in what they are taught, that is, school tasks. Children learn concepts about print, which way to go, how to point, letter knowledge and phonological awareness yet they are not able to participate in the wider communities’ social practices of reading fiction or non-fiction. They appear to have little sense of the relevance of their own knowledge.

Instructional settings, roles and responsibilities

There is a dynamic interrelationship between the three elements described above—the semantic structure, a set of presuppositions and the semantic intent. As described, each language user develops and applies a set of presuppositions within specific social practices. These sets of presuppositions define ‘parameters of search’ and constrain what is meant by what is said. At the same time they are fused with the semantic structure itself. Thus, given any two elements, a language user can easily ascertain the third. The equation-like nature of these relationships and constraints signals different kinds of support needed to ensure successful engagement in social practice. It can also help to clearly define the roles and responsibilities of the teacher in different instructional settings involving joint activity. 

Two distinct settings for joint activity are implied. In the first setting the child takes responsibility for getting what is said off (or, in writing, on) the page with the support of a more expert other. The teacher’s role is to make it easy for the child to succeed by limiting possibilities through the provision of an appropriate set of presuppositions and the author’s semantic intent. To do this, the teacher tells the theme and thereby sets the child up with possible worlds (part of the set of presuppositions). Such an introduction orientates the child to the text (Clay, 1993a). It reduces the possibilities of what the semantic structure can be and makes it easier for the child to get what is said off the page. This is quite a shift from what is recommended in most traditional approaches where teachers are encouraged to extend and broaden possibilities by eliciting prior knowledge. In the intervention this instructional setting was described as Instructional Reading. 

The second setting is where the more expert other, the teacher, takes responsibility for what is said and then limits the possibilities by constraining the parameters of search as the child moves toward the author’s semantic intent. Through this support the child becomes aware of the relevant parameters of search and the author’s semantic intent. This is an essential instructional setting for comprehension where children learned how to think, feel and act in specific ways. In the intervention this setting was described as Reading To. Similar settings, roles and responsibilities can be taken in writing instruction and these were described as Interactive- and Re-creative writing respectively. 

Implications for effective practice

These settings for joint activity are essential aspects of both reading and writing instruction. They are complementary and they function to develop different aspects of language in use. Children may require more or less support in the different settings for either reading and writing and this may vary depending on the social practice being employed. What is crucial is successful engagement in genuine community-wide social practices within these settings. Such engagement is required in order to develop the relevant parameters of search and knowledge of possible worlds. 

During the course the teachers learned how to make it easy for a child to succeed in these settings involving joint activity. This involved learning such things as how to choose texts to facilitate development in reading and how to focus on themes in dialogue. They discussed how to limit possibilities to ensure success and how to capitalise on children’s strengths and learn from errors. In other words, teachers learned how to make it easy for the children to engage in reading and writing tasks.

Instructional dialogue

The potential for ambiguity as described above is heightened in settings involving instructional dialogue because the learner (by definition) does not share the same presuppositions as the teacher. This arises from the fact that the task they are engaged in is not yet fully understood. For example, the teacher says, “Put your finger under the word.” Before the child knows how texts work and how to read the notion of ‘under’ is rather confusing. It is not the same as “Put your finger under the latch” or “Put your finger under the water.” What does ‘under’ mean in this unknown practice called reading? Does the child lift the page and put their finger under the word? Does the child poke their finger through the word? Another example can be seen in the following scenario. A teacher is preparing to take a running record. The book is ready. The teacher is ready. The teacher thinks the child is ready and says, “Off you go.” The child gets up and leaves. 

Implications for effective practice

Teachers were encouraged to become sensitive to ambiguity in instructional settings and to be alert to inappropriate responses and mismatch. Through these mismatches the teacher can glean valuable insight into the children’s understandings of the task to be learned. However, to do this they must always assume that the children are making sense in terms of their own understandings of the task and be prepared to search for multiple interpretations of both the children’s responses and instructional talk. Through these mismatches and this search for multiple interpretations the teacher can begin to ascertain the presuppositions of the children (Phillips & Smith, 1997a).

Literacy as social interaction

The understanding of language adopted in the primary intervention and the studies that informed it conceptualise language in terms of social practice. In particular, language and literacy are described as social-interaction practices. Different recurring patterns of social interaction, between different communities of participants with different goals, using different types of technology (print or sound, linguistic units) give rise to many different social-interaction practices (Gee, 1990; Phillips, 1986, 1997; Scribner & Cole, 1981). 

At the core of all these practices is dialogue. In this view literacy is dialectic and to engage in literacy is to engage in a dialogue. 

If a statement … [text] … never becomes a part of some outer or inner dialogue, it is of no interest at all and bare of any meaning. (Riegel, 1979, p. 95) 

This means that the author and reader are in fact ‘talking’ to each other. Thus, as in any conversation, meaning is collaboratively constructed, is embedded in the conversation and participants are concerned for developing shared ways of thinking, feeling and acting. It also means suppositions are both psychological and social for if they are not shared, at least to some degree, the author and reader ‘talk past each other’ and reading becomes a monologue rather than a dialogue.

Implications for effective practice

The notion that somebody, the author, is talking to them, the reader, is a central principle for new entrant children to grasp. Without this fundamental understanding learners cannot begin to understand the constraints in the relationship between what they see (the print shapes on the page) and what they say (the author’s semantic structure). From this point of view many traditional practices are challenged as they have the potential to confuse children about the task itself. 

For example, it is a common school practice, especially at the early emergent levels, for teachers to ask children to “Look at the picture” in order to construct the semantic structure of simple books. By looking at the picture children guess/predict what the text will say. In a micro-analysis of new entrant readers’ behaviours it appeared that some children begin to believe that this ‘oral construction’ is the task when clearly it is not (Phillips, 1997). This is not to say that searching the picture is not a positive thing to encourage. The crucial question is for the teachers to understand the relationship between picture and text in literacy social practices and the purpose of the search.

This principle implies that the text in social practices has a certain authority. It is the text that signals what is relevant in the picture and, in turn, these relevant aspects can become a source of confirmation in correct reading or discounting at error. Reciprocally, in a Reading To setting a presupposition that the author’s text is authoritative allows the reader to develop new vocabulary. To illustrate with an example from Phillips’ (1997) study, for the child (C4) in example 1 the author’s words provide the authority. The text directs the child to pay attention to the characters’ ‘crops’ he puzzles over the mismatch between his own lexical knowledge and that used by the author. Still a little unsure of this process, an inferential process, he checks his understandings with the teacher. 

Example 1

Text:
With one accord they swung their riding crops.

C4:
Are crops the whips?


T:
Yes, they are. “They swung their riding crops.”

The child in example 2, however, does not accept the author as the authority but rather insists that his lexical knowledge is what counts. This was a characteristic response from this child. Without this awareness this child cannot enter into and share, that is comprehend, the story world constructed by the author.

Example 2 

(a) Text:
The wolf had a kid in its mouth. 

C2
That’s not a kid. It’s a goat.

T
The story says “The wolf had a kid in its mouth.” A kid must be a baby goat.

 (b) Text: 
Suho held a white object in his arms.

C2:
That’s not white. It’s pink

T:
Listen, he’s “coming home before night”. The sunset is


making it pink. Look at the pink sky.

Developing this understanding of literacy as dialogue is fundamental. Without it children have no idea that the process of comprehension is akin to having a conversation with an author nor have they any idea of what counts as right or wrong in terms of getting what is said off the page. They cannot monitor their own practice.

During the course teachers learned how to choose text to make this principle explicit and to disregard those that had the potential to confuse the issue. They also learned ways to interacting within social practices in order to facilitate the development of these understandings.

Developing personal activity systems

Engaging in dialogue involves participants developing personal activity systems, which are at once psychological (self-constructed) and social (constrained by others). These systems are part of and situated in recurring social interaction activity. These systems involve actions and operations that are subordinated by a conscious idea of possible results or goals and are directed toward an object or its socio-cultural ‘content’. From this view the object not only defines specific activities or tasks but also energises and directs activity toward its goal (Leont’ev, 1981). Understanding this functional system of goals, actions and operations, and objects, can also contribute to an understanding of what needs to develop and suggest ways that this can be achieved through instruction. In literacy these are text objects.

The text object 

A text object (written/oral) merely consist of traces of sound, traces of ink, signs and other socially structured forms, for example books, pamphlets, almanacs, newspapers, documents. These forms, which also include linguistic units such as phonemes, graphemes, morphemes, words, sentences and genre signal the semantic structure or what is said (written). However, unless this object has “relevance…within the context of the vision that employs it”, it can not function to define the activity and energise it towards the goal (Pugh & Pawan, 1991). This implies that in order to participate in literacy activities learners must come to know the relevance of a text object and know how it is used.

Indeed, it has been argued that development in literacy involves drawing this text object and its socio-cultural content—graphemes, lexical units, etc.—into the learner’s personal activity system. Clay (1991) writes:

Adequate learning must proceed in the direction of more and more receptiveness to visual cues (print) which must eventually be a critical component of the reading (and writing) process.  p 256.

This suggests that literacy instruction must draw the text object and its socio-cultural content into the learner’s activity. This involves a complex process of synchronising and co-ordinating time and space, in particular what the reader says (the author’s semantic structure) in time and sees (the object) in space (Clay, 1993a; Phillips, 1997). This understanding relates to the two-way relationship between graphology (marks on paper) and phonology (the traces of sound that mediate the semantic structure of the author). In principle, this means ‘what is seen must be said and what is said must be expected to be seen.’ It also implies reciprocal patterns of search in both reading and writing semantic structures. Developing an awareness of this principle by both teacher and child enables the text object, in particular, aspects of the semantic structure, to be drawn into the child’s personal activity system. This principle guided the exploration of new practices that developed.

This principle lies behind 1-1 matching and this matching involves much more than a child pointing under words. It means learning how to orchestrate behaviour across time and space (Clay, 1991). It is important at every level that contributes to the author’s semantic structure—the genre, the book, sentences, phrases, syllables (words), word parts (onset and rime) and multiple aspects of letters to sound/sound to letter relationships. This involves visual and aural perception and awareness which becomes part of and fused with the learner’s presuppositions. Like most learning it tends to move from the general to the specific, from gross to finer discriminations, from aural to visual and from the known to the unknown. It involves much more than what is usually meant by such terms as decoding, phonological awareness and recoding, or phonics.

Possible developmental pathways have been observed and described by many researchers writing from different perspectives—in writing (Clay, 1975; 1993a; Ferreiro & Teberosky, 1982), in story enactments and reading (Doake, 1985; Sulzby, 1985), in the development in linguistic awareness (Gombert, 1992) and in oral language (Lindfors, 1980). Some of these paths were included in discussion and mapped against the teachers’ own examples of children’s emerging expertise. 

Fundamental to an understanding of text objects and the orchestration of time and space is an understanding of the conventions of directionality, sequence and orientation. These are familiar concepts to New Zealand junior class teachers and from the schools’ data and teachers’ comments it was clear that teachers teach these as concepts. However, they tend to be perceived in limited ways, usually in terms of the items in the assessment tool Concepts about Print (Clay, 1993a). (This illustrates the danger of using an observation tool as a test.) Though often not perceived as underlying principles these concepts underlie every facet of language in use.

It appeared from school’s data that children learned concepts and names of letters, punctuation and features of books but when the majority of children were engaging with continuous text they had little idea of their relevance (see baseline data below).

Implications for what develops

Children must come to understand the nature of text objects in literacy and in particular come to understand the principle that “What is seen must be said and what is said must be expected to be seen” and be able to apply it at all levels of the semantic structure. Similarly, without an understanding of how print works children do not know how to engage with the text object. 

Implications for effective practice

Learning how to increasingly draw the print into the children’s developing activity system and understanding of the pervasiveness of directionality, sequence and orientation are fundamentally important for teachers. This involves learning ways to observe, interpret and to respond effectively to development at all levels of semantic structure. Throughout the professional development these concepts were attended to and discussed at every level—the book, page, sentence, word and letter/sound level. Teachers on the course became accustomed to observing behaviours in reading and writing that signalled children’s misunderstandings especially at the word and letter/sound level.

Teachers learned to help children achieve this learning by revealing problems through interactions in joint activity (Cazden, 1993). This involved drawing the child’s attention to significant features of print, to phonological information and aspects of print at points of critical behaviour. Of particular concern were behaviours at correct reading, after error and at difficulty. Such statements as “It could be …but look at”, “You said ‘I’. Can you see ‘I’?”, “Do you know a word that starts with those letters?”, “What would you expect to see?” (implying the child having heard themselves say a word/a sound), were discussed. These were thought to be useful as interactions to help the learners make links between phonological and visual aspects of the task and to draw these aspects into their developing activity system. Through these prompts the learners themselves become aware of and are able to find discrepancies. They learn how to search for relevant information within the limits of their own understandings of the social practice in order to repair mismatches. Through this process not only are the object and its socially-constructed content drawn into the learners’ personal activity systems but the goal of the activity is also formed. (Phillips & Smith, 1999). 

Goals and goal formation

The object in an activity has a dual role for it not only energises the activity toward the goal but, as described above, it defines the task and is an integral part of the goal itself. For example, in reading a joke the object itself is a joke but the joke is also the point of the object.

Through this process of drawing the text object (the traces of ink and sound, etc.) into the learners’ personal activity system understandings of its socially constructed content including the goal of the activity are also formed. Goals are a fundamental part of learning how to engage in activities. Clay (1991) argues that a conscious awareness of ‘possible’ results (goals) enables readers to ask the right questions and it also provides the feedback and feed forward, which energises self-regulation that may lead to self-correction. 

An awareness of possible results gives direction to and emerges from processes within the social practice itself, that is, the literacy dialogue. This process of emerging goals is a long one involving collaborative problem solving. Synchronising and co-ordinating the activity systems of the participants (the author and reader) in dialogue through a process of exploring and testing possibilities is at the heart of this problem-solving process. 

Implications for effective instruction

This process of goal formation in dialogue has important implications for effective instruction. Graphophonic connections can not be separated from comprehension and comprehension itself becomes a matter of exploring and synchronising possibilities—possible ways of thinking, feeling and acting. Both these aspects, too, are best taught through revealing problems through instructional interactions with a knowing participant (the teacher). During the course teachers explored ways to facilitate this synchronisation between the children’s and the author’s ways of thinking, feeling and acting.

Learning revisited—The development of personal activity systems 

From the descriptions of language and literacy above and the view of learning described in chapter 3 learning and literacy are both co-constructed and involve the development of personal activity systems within frameworks of established, goal-directed social activity systems. Also described above a learner does not fully understand how to engage in established social practices. This means the developmental progressions and components within the learner’s personal activity system, including an understanding of goals, are not fully developed, nor fully integrated or aligned with those of the author (or teacher). As the learner tries to participate in such activity these differences can lead to mismatch. This can occur both within the learner’s personal activity system and between it and the system of the implied expert. It is at these points of dissonance that co-ordination and synchronisation problems can be revealed (Cazden, 1983) and where learning and change occur (Riegel, 1979). This dissonance can be described in terms of inner-cognitive conflict within personal systems, or as error in relation to the expert’s activity system, that is, the activity system implied by a specific social practice. For example, when a child reads “The boy held the pussy” rather than “The boy held the cat” from the expert’s point of view the child has made an error but unless some inner conflict occurs for the learner there is no error.

Many theorists from different positions have highlighted the importance of error and conflict in learning and development in general (Bruner, 1980; Piaget & Inhelder, 1969; Riegel, 1979; Vygotsky, 1981) and literacy learning in particular (Clay, 1991; Goodman, 1970; Phillips & Smith, 1997b). 

…(errors) provide opportunities [for the child] to become aware of mismatches…and when they trigger self-correction processes which involve reading work it is the work done to problem-solve errors which has high tutorial value for the reader. (Clay, 1991, p. 307).

In complex social tasks such as literacy, learning consists of a struggle to synchronise and co-ordinate inter-related lines of development both within personal activity and between the established activity systems within social practices. Piaget’s (1970) notion of assimilation and accommodation and the nature of dialogue itself provide an exemplar of the dialectic struggle involved (Riegel, 1979). 

This struggle, however, is conditional on learners being aware that a problem or error exists. It also involves them in knowing how to find them and this in turn may lead to an active search for possible solutions. These are the essential elements of self-regulation. 

Implications for effective practice

Self-regulation is at the heart of individual psychological development (Bruner, 1980) and, in particular, the development of personal self-sustaining activity systems (Clay, 2001). This implies not only the development of an awareness of error and a process of eliminating alternatives but also an emerging awareness of ‘possible results’ for without this there can be no basis for problem-solving or the development of self-regulation within personal activity systems

At the heart of instruction must be processes to help children become aware of, find, and fix their own errors and to develop the ‘strategic activity’ this implies (Clay, 2001; Phillips & Smith, 1997a). In light of this teachers examined their own practices and refined their interaction within instructional settings in reading and writing.

Instruction revisited—A special case for instructional dialogue

For several reasons the potential for ambiguity described earlier is heightened in settings involving literacy instruction. Firstly, both what is meant in teacher talk and what is meant by what is said by the author are collaboratively constructed. This means the learner has to distinguish between references to the teacher–child dialogue as opposed to the child-author dialogue. For example, when teachers say, “Does that make sense”, does this refer to what the author is saying, that is, is it critiquing the author’s point of view or does it refer to what the child is saying? 

In addition, as described earlier, by definition the child’s activity system is not aligned with the teacher’s activity system. Thus, the learner is trying to make sense of a task to be learned through instructional language which itself depends for its meaning on an understanding of the task itself. In effect the learner is constantly engaged in a ‘double struggle’ (Phillips & Smith, 1997a).

However, by collaboratively constructing what is meant by what is said in recurring instructional dialogue the teacher and children can develop a shared understanding of the parameters of search for meaning in task-related talk. These parameters of search (presuppositions) are those of the task itself. Thus, through recurring successful task-related dialogue in the context of specific literacy tasks, learners come to simultaneously define the parameters of search for both the teacher’s talk and the task itself. Through this process learners come to define the literacy activity and develop the expertise required to engage in the activity without the support of the teacher. Furthermore, by engaging in recurring tasks that demand increasingly broader parameters of search and more subtle distinctions between alternatives the learners can expand and refine their parameters of search.

Implications for effective practice

Because learners have difficulty in understanding teacher talk, teachers must learn to limit their talk during instruction to a range of powerful prompts and comments, which clearly function to highlight and support the task to be accomplished by the child. 

To do this, the teachers need to become clear about the function of their talk and aware of when and how they use it. For example when teachers say, “Try that again and think what will make sense.” or “Does that make sense?”, what are they helping children to do? What aspect of critical behaviour are they supporting? Are they helping children to find an error, to fix an error or to solve a problem? As described earlier, this distinction between finding and fixing is important because it is fundamental to the development of self-regulation and often when teachers use prompts to fix errors the child has no idea that an error has been made (Phillips & Smith, 1997a, 1997b).

The indexing properties of speech and language communication are very powerful in instruction (Ochs, 1996; Vygotsky, 1962). However, because of the nature of language use and the complexity of literacy instruction they can also be a source of confusion. Returning to a familiar example, “Does that make sense?” What does ‘that’ refer to? The sentence (the semantic structure) the child is reading, the author’s statement or message or a particular word the child has used at the point of error? All three are possible alternatives. Teachers discussed how to be clear about the intention of their prompts and how to use them consistently both within reading and writing tasks and across reading and writing where the same response is called for (Phillips & Smith, 1997a).

Teachers were encouraged not only to use a limited range of semantic structures in their prompts but also to use them consistently for the same purpose and contingent on the same behaviour in all instructional settings. For example, if in writing a teacher says, “What letter would you expect to see?” to get the child to focus on a sound to letter relationship, then the same prompt could be used for the same purpose in reading. Here the prompt would function to activate the same search process that could help the child to confirm or discount a reading response. This consistency makes the relevance of specific expertise explicit across settings. 

This specificity was demanding and difficult for teachers to accomplish for in turn their effective use of prompts depended on the their own understanding of the teaching task they were engaged in. 

Opportunities to learn revisited

Learners need opportunities to activate their personal activity systems and to engage appropriately in the literacy activity being learned. The need for joint activity with more expert others in increasingly demanding tasks has been discussed above. In joint activity, the limitations, gaps and anomalies in their personal systems are revealed and/or questioned and the relevant parameters of search developed. As well, they need opportunities within the limits of their personal parameters for searching and checking in dialogue with the author. This implies independent reading and writing activities. 

Implications for effective practice

These two settings must form part of a classroom programme and the choice of tasks and the nature of dialogue in joint activity must provide opportunities for both joint and independent activity. These settings have been described as providing the primary contexts for learning (Bronfenbrenner, 1979). 

Range of literacy practices

Three broad functional types of literacy have been identified—aesthetic, referential and functional (Rosenblatt, 1983). Though these functional types overlap, in broad terms they relate to and draw upon different aspects of life’s experience in respect to thoughts, feelings and actions. Inner felt experiences in general are captured in practices relating to fiction (e.g., poems, narratives). Various views and perspectives on the world are articulated through practices involving non-fiction (reports, accounts, etc.). Other practices involving texts (such as recipes, guidebooks, manuals, etc.) focus on social action. For example, one is knowingly moved to tears or raucous laughter by text in aesthetic practices but it would mean something else if the reader, that is you, were crying over this report. These variations across social practices have further implications for teaching and learning. 

Implications for effective teaching

It is important that teachers understand these types of literacy and the different types of comprehension implied. They also need to be sensitive to the relative strengths of different individuals across these realms of experience and the impact of these strengths for different types of comprehension within social practices. For example, Phillips (1986, 1997) reported that some children found it relatively difficult to suspend their own judgements when the author’s ideas disagreed with their own while others who were able to do this appeared to find it difficult to feel for the character. Teachers must become sensitive to and draw on children’s relative strengths within all types of literacy practice and be able to help children become aware of their own discrepancies, find the mismatch and search for possible solutions in relation to thinking, feeling and actions. 

A variety of social practices were explored, but in particular aesthetic reading, using mainly illustrated narrative and poetry, and referential reading (curriculum reading based on children making sense of their own worlds), using small snippets and ‘embryonic non-fiction’ (Phillips, 1997). These social practices involved the child in both aspects of the dialogue—the child as a reader and as a writer.

Establishing Shared Understanding in Practice

The professional development process

The frameworks that underpinned the development of teacher’s practice also guided their professional development. The developer, by virtue of having implemented and reflected on all facets of the programme prior to the course, was able to act as an expert other (Phillips, 1997). The goal of the developer was to draw the objects (new or refined structures for teaching) into the teacher’s existing classroom practices through a process of highlighting those current practices, including goals and behaviours. As described above, these were then questioned with reference to outcomes for children, to research findings and to teachers’ changing views of language and literacy as dialogue. Finally, alternative or refocused practices were explored and implemented in the classroom between sessions. This process recycled across every session developing what might be described as a spiral curriculum. An overview of the professional development is provided (see Appendix 3). As in the learning of any social practice the goal of the professional development, a shared view of what might constitute effective practice for new entrants in participating schools, did not become clear until the end. A typical comment at the end of the professional development was:

“Now I see how it all fits together.”

The process of change

Given a framework of co-constructed development, teacher change had to be at the heart of this professional development. Indeed, the underlying philosophy of all courses conducted by the Child Literacy Foundation is “If a child (children) has not yet learned then we, the educators, have not yet learned the way to teach them.” (Phillips & Smith, 1997a). It is assumed that children are active and ‘skilled linguistic problem solvers, form masters, and flexible sociolinguists,’ who are constantly constructing personal activity systems from their experience. 

Learning implies change and teachers were challenged to change their belief systems. This was made explicit to the teachers at the very first session after the teachers reflected on their own school’s data. However, the literature on teacher change indicates that this is difficult for teachers to achieve for at least two reasons. Firstly, changing classroom practice has been likened to “building a ship in the middle of the ocean.” (Lindfors, 1980) It is not easy. Existing classroom structures and practice had to be left intact while new ones were being developed or the old refocused. Secondly, 

…on an individual basis, the viability of changes in practice is tested against what is already understood about teaching and learning…(and teachers were) faced with adjudicating competing beliefs as (they) constructed meaning for changed practices. (Briscoe, 1996, pp.324, 326) 

In addition, there was the issue of time and numbers. Many teachers began the course with large class sizes, thus it was important to limit the demands for implementation to what teachers felt they could manage, and to revisit and acknowledge the difficulties inherent in this process.

Addressing change

As change was an integral part of the professional development several features and aspects of case studies on teacher change reported in the literature were presented to the teachers (Fullan, 1991). Teachers in the professional development were to expect a struggle and were invited to talk about it. Topics discussed included the struggle in letting go of traditional practices as new practices emerged, the issue of time management and the need for a team approach. The role of the team in developing a common language, in clarifying issues, in supporting and sharing, and in minimising difficulties that could undermine their school’s effort were also discussed as was the need to trust in themselves, their children and the process. As time passed more and more tensions emerged. 

These tensions were referred to many times during the professional development but were often deliberately left for the school teams to resolve in their own way within their own school. This in turn, together with other aspects of the course, was designed to build a culture of team support and professional discussion. The team had the expertise and resources to deal with them, not the developer. Different schools worked at this in different ways and resolved issues to different degrees. One principal, as did others, remarked:

“The staff are constantly discussing … and confirming with each other how to improve their delivery of what they had learnt. This discussion is very beneficial.” 

Constructing alternative practice

Throughout the course features of current classroom programmes known to be effective were retained, utilised and, in some cases, refined. These included features such as the use of rich texts, aspects of classroom management such as flexible grouping and the use of task boards, systematic observation through running records and monitoring individual progress (see chapter 1—Components of effective programmes). Understandings lead to practice. The need for opportunities for independent or personal activity was provided in accordance with teachers’ normal management procedures while the teacher worked with groups. Similarly, home reading continued to provide opportunities for connections between settings and independent activity (Bronfenbrenner, 1979; McNaughton, 1995). General competence in these areas was assumed or left to individuals to seek help from the team if needed. 

Classroom practices —Refocused and redefined

As understandings and beliefs were challenged alternative practices emerged and these were checked against perceived outcomes. This redefinition of classroom practice reflected the theoretical framework and principles and topics discussed above. Changes were made in instructional settings, in the roles of teacher and child within those settings and in the task-to-be-learned. It also included substantial change in focus and instructional language. The programme was gradually shaped as new understandings of language, learning and literacy as a co-constructed process were explored and developed.
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Settings for joint activity and instruction

Instructional Reading 

Instructional reading was where a small group of children (the number a teacher could manage) acting as individuals had responsibility for getting what is said off the page with the support of a more expert other. The teacher’s role was to make it challenging yet easy for the child to succeed by careful choice of text and by limiting the possibilities. This was achieved by giving an appropriate orientation or stance to the text and the author’s semantic intent and paying attention to the language structures in the text. 

Reading To

Reading To was where the teacher took responsibility for what is said and supported the child in discovering the relevant parameters of search and the author’s semantic intent. The nature of the teachers and children’s interactions depended on the social practice they were engaged in. For example, in reading narrative the reader has a different sense of anticipation than reading non-fiction. In Reading To the teacher merely acted as the voice of the author and interacted with the children as a listener. 

These two forms of reading activities were complementary and were seen as essential aspects of literacy instruction. 

Interactive writing 

The main focus of interactive writing was to help children transcribe unknown words in the semantic structure of a collaboratively constructed statement. This construction was focused on an experience and the statement was intended to capture a small theme, e.g., the salient features, the texture, the colour, movement, or function etc., of an object of interest to the group. Children would only be required to write those letters, words etc., which were at the ‘cutting edge’ of their learning. The teacher took responsibility for getting or providing the structure and for writing much of the statement. 

Re-creative writing 

This aspect of writing was focused on helping children to search for, find and capture in linguistic form “small themes” (Richardson, 1972) and significant moments—“moments that matter” in the children’s life. The focus was on becoming aware of and ‘capturing’ these moments and/or understandings with imagination, craftsmanship and sensitivity. The following examples are written by children 5,4 years to 5,6 years and are typical of the types of writing that began to emerge. 

Examples: 

“The leaf is soft and beautiful.”

“I can see the long rain falling down from the sky.” 


“The spider is drawing a spider web.”


“The snail has a koru and it is wiggling”

During the course the teachers learned how to make it easy for a child to succeed in these activities in reading and writing. This involved learning how to choose texts to facilitate development and how to observe, interpret and respond at points of critical behaviour—that is, at correct responses, at error and at difficulty.

Connections between settings

Commonalities and consistency were deliberately forged across and within instructional settings (see Figure 7). Through the consistent use of instructional language these were made clear to the children as they engaged in specific social practices. These commonalities were in the use of texts belonging to recognisable social practices, the use of instructional dialogue that supported the task, the focus on the activity as a whole and the selective attention to mismatch or error. In all settings the purpose for practice was three-fold—to draw the text object into the practice, to co-construct the goal and to signal relevance. This involved signalling to the children the relevance of their own knowledge of the textual object (books, print, letters, etc.,) the relevance of their own language and the relevance of their life experiences to their search for mismatch and for solutions. Social practices and the experiences they involved remained the same across instructional settings but what changed were the responsibilities and roles participants took in completing the task at hand. 

Wordwork

Children’s understandings were developed through wordwork. Wordwork involved the use of plastic letters and individual whiteboards to make transparent the child’s understanding of words and letters. The relevance of this work was made explicit as it developed in connection with and was used in the text they were reading and writing. The profile data initially collected (see below) suggested that it was relatively easy for children to learn letters and sounds but difficult to learn their relevance. 

For example, a child who makes the word ‘can’ (with magnetic letters or a pencil) as cna has different strengths than a child who constructs nac or cua. Teachers learned how to observe closely and interpret their children’s behaviours in terms of strengths, how to point up mismatches and how to highlight significant features. What the learner needs to become aware of is what makes the difference between h and n and between c and e. Such differences are small and precise. Names are of secondary importance, merely providing a language to talk about these shapes—as text objects.

The Instructional Language 

As described above teachers were encouraged to limit their talk to a consistent use of a narrow range of prompts and comments which clearly highlighted and supported the task to be accomplished by the child. The message was that these children must learn to read and write irrespective of their control of semantic structure. “If they haven’t got it (the semantic structure of the language of instruction or the text), support it”. 

Engaging in genuine social practices puts further constraints on teacher talk. Response to children’s efforts must reflect the teacher’s role as a participant, that is, as a listener (or reader in writing) rather than that of a teacher per se. For example, instead of saying, “Clever boy.” which evaluates the child, teachers were encouraged to make a genuine response to the story, “Poor Peter, I bet that hurt.” or perhaps confirm the child’s response, “It could be… etc.”. It was recommended that these responses paralleled patterns of response that were being fostered in other settings. It involved teachers taking off their teacher’s hat so that they could respond as readers and act as a mediator for the writers, children and authors in genuine social practices.

Challenge to current practice—An example

The teachers faced a considerable challenge in developing these alternative practices. For example, in the reformulation of instructional activities there was no time for the traditional shared book and as described earlier low-progress children can become somewhat confused as a result of this activity. Rather than the teacher plan to re-read a big book multiple times in order to teach/model/develop concepts about print it was preferable to provide opportunities for individuals to make genuine choices of what to re-read and for the children to engage as individuals in reading and writing tasks that exemplified such concepts. This provided an opportunity for the teachers to observe mismatches between the child’s perception and given conventions and also to observe the nature of the child’s choice of text. It was seen as more helpful to read five books (akin to the first reading) every day as a small part of a flexible small-group Reading To programme rather than read one big book across several days. This immediately puts demands on time, resources and management structures for it impinges on traditional independent activities. 

The Implementation in Practice

The time frame and the course

Teachers attended 10 half-day sessions of professional development that took place every two weeks over two school terms (approximately 35 hours over 20 weeks). At each of the 10 sessions reading and writing were discussed and the principles and conceptual framework described above were explored. Two additional sessions focused on developing continuity between early childhood and school settings (see chapter 6).

Teachers were released to attend the professional development. The difficulties of employing relievers for half-days made it necessary to split school teams—half came in the morning and half in the afternoon. The course was conducted in three phases across 18 months with, on average, 25 teachers attending each phase. Two phases, Phases 1 and 3 started mid-way through a school year when classes were relatively large and one, Phase 2, started at the beginning of the school year when classes were small (see Figure 3).

The Process

In practice teachers were encouraged to implement aspects of the programme gradually building more learning settings, with more refinement and involving more groups over time. As is consistent with the developmental framework (see chapter 3 and above) the pathways of development were different for different teachers. These differences depended on such things as the number of children in the class, the teachers’ developing expertise, willingness to change and shifts in their expectations, and also the demands made and support given by the team. These pathways would also vary depending on the degree of mismatch between traditional and new beliefs, the teachers’ trust in the professional development process and the effectiveness of the developer’s delivery (Briscoe, 1996). 

During the professional development the discussion and inter-session tasks were grounded in practice. This meant that the main focus was on behaviour and practices that could be observed during the first 6 months of schooling (the time-frame of each school’s professional development). This set some limitations. In particular, most of the effort went in helping teachers to observe and interact with the range of behaviour expected within the magenta to yellow text range with only a minimal amount of discussion of the types of behaviour to be expected to emerge at the blue text level (see chapter 2 for text levels). Similarly, in writing discussion was limited to early writing behaviour. As some children began to accelerate quite quickly their progress may have been slowed somewhat as they moved into higher levels. Some teachers on the course commented on their difficult in accelerating progress beyond blue. Some teachers who experienced success in accelerating the progress of children comment on this difficulty.

It was also necessary that teachers teach instructional reading and interactive writing in small groups of about three and groups of about six for Reading To. Because of the need for small-group instruction daily lessons were impossible. It was suggested that teachers aim to teach each group at least three times a week in all settings. Even this number of sessions was impossible to achieve for all children for some teachers where class sizes were over 18 to 20. For numbers above this, larger groups were formed for older children or those at higher levels. In such cases, and initially, it was recommended that the teachers focus small-group instruction on the youngest children in the class and continue with normal grouping practices with the others. 

Participants

The Schools

A total of 12 schools participated over three phases. All schools but one were designated as a decile 1(a) school. The one exception participated in Phase 3 and was a decile 3 school. Schools varied in the way they catered for New Entrants—5-years-olds. Some New Entrants moved into a New Entrant reception room and after a short while moved into another room, some children remained in their first classroom for the remainder of that year and others were taught in multi-levelled whanau (family) groupings. Some schools provided various forms of immersion classes.

The Teachers

Seventy-three teachers participated in the professional development as school teams. Teachers came from a variety of ethnic backgrounds including Pacific Islands groups (24.6%), Pakeha (European) (45.0%), Maori (11.1%) and Other (19.2%). They had a wide variety of experience ranging from those who were beginning teachers, in their first year of teaching, to those who had been teaching for over 25 years. Teachers with 0 to 5 years teaching experience made up 36%. Some had not taught in New Entrant classrooms while others had had over 20 years experience teaching in this area. Some had trained and taught for years in New Zealand; others were not trained in New Zealand and were in their first year of teaching in this country or were becoming certificated. Twelve classroom teachers (16.4%) were Reading Recovery trained. Catering for such a wide range was difficult. 

All teachers, except school leaders, were teaching children in their first year of schooling. However, they taught in a variety of organisational structures. Some teachers taught only New Entrants while others taught in multi-levelled classes, some with a range of ages from 5,0 to 8,0 years of age. In some instances there were few 5,0-year-olds to trial new teaching practices with. These teachers sometimes had to engage in teaching children who were still at magenta after months in school. By this time these children would have been quite confused about the reading and writing process. 

All teachers in each school teaching New Entrants attended the professional development as a team. The leader responsible for the junior classes of the school was asked to attend the professional development with the teachers and to teach at least one group of children. In all but 3 cases this happened. 

Of the 73 teachers 35 were teaching those children who made up the sample of New Entrants, the New Entrant Intervention group, to be followed across their first year of schooling. 

The Children

Baseline

All children who turned 5,0 years (New Entrants), 5,6 years and 6,0 years one month before their particular school participated in the professional development were identified to form baseline comparison groups. In total across the three phases there were 343 baseline children, 5,0-year-olds (N=108), 5,6-year-olds (N=135) and 6-year-olds (N=100). 

Over 90% of the children were identified on school records from family interviews as Maori or Pacific Islands or as having both identities. The remaining children were identified as Indian, Asian or Pakeha. These children’s achievements established the baseline profile for all professional development schools and for each cluster of schools.

The New Entrant Intervention group

The 5,0-year-old New Entrant Intervention group was a sample from all new entrants that were involved in classes in the intervention. This was a classroom intervention so all new entrants were the focus of the teachers’ developing practice during the professional development and beyond. This sample group, the New Entrant Intervention group, entered school in a narrow timeframe of 0 to 4 weeks before the professional development began in their school. Thus, the group had been in school from 0 to 4 weeks at the time they were tested at baseline and were aged 5,0 to 5,1 years. The achievement of this New Entrant Intervention group was assessed again at 5,6 years and 6,0 years to compare at each point with the same-aged baseline groups described above.

The Non Intervention group

The children who were 5,6 years at the baseline of each phase were also sampled from the possible 5,6-year-olds. They were children who were 5,6 years within a window of 4 weeks before the professional development began in their school. They were assessed again at the age of 6,0 as a normal part of school assessment procedures. Although these children were also in the classrooms of teachers who were engaged in professional development they are referred to as the Non Intervention group. This group was not excluded from participating in their teacher’s efforts to implement new practices. They may have done so toward the end of the professional development when teachers were trying to expand their implementation. However, by this time they would have been nearly 6,0 years of age.

The Baseline Group

The children who were 6,0 years at baseline of each phase were sampled from the possible 6,0-year-olds. They were children who turned 6,0 years within the window of 4 weeks before the professional development began in their school. This group was referred to as the Baseline group as they were not the focus of the teacher’s efforts to implement new practices.

Intended recipients and children’s involvement

All new entrant children were the intended beneficiaries of the professional development intervention. The instruction was designed to provide the support they needed to develop the expertise required to read up to blue levels on the Ready to Read series. To make change teachers were asked to focus their developing practices toward their youngest pupils at the particular level being discussed in the professional development. The 5,0-year-old New Entrant Intervention group at baseline, those assessed by the researchers, provided a sample but as this was a classroom intervention teachers did not single them out in any way.
As is the custom in New Zealand, children enter school on their fifth birthday and teachers accommodate differences through flexible grouping. These had two consequences. In some instances class sizes kept increasing and the youngest group kept changing. This meant that some children in this group may have moved beyond the level currently being discussed. However, it is highly probable that the majority of the children in the New Entrant Intervention group, especially those sampled in the second phase, had the benefit of their teacher’s developing practices. This is because the classes began in the New Year with very small numbers. Across the professional development teachers were trying to expand their implementation to more groups, at increasingly higher levels and more fully across all settings or strands. However, the same confidence cannot be expressed for Phases 1 and 3 schools. These schools began the professional development halfway through the year when some classes were already above 25 and increasing.

Baseline—Profiles before the Professional Development Intervention

New Entrant Intervention group at baseline at 5,0 years

In Table 2, chapter 4 a summary of all measures for all 5,0-year-olds in the 12 participating schools (Phases 1, 2, and 3) is presented. This summary includes comparisons with 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). As described earlier, the results indicate that children’s conventional (school) literacy knowledge on entry was markedly lower than comparison samples on 4 measures (concepts about print, CAP; letter identification, LID; word recognition, WORD; writing vocabulary, WRVOC). In addition, children’s expressive and receptive English language skills, as measured by the Story Retelling task (RETELL) Tell Me and the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT) were lower than comparison samples.

Table 6

Mean Scores (and Standard Deviations) for Literacy and Language Measures at 5,0 years in Phase 1 (N = 27), Phase 2 (N=51) and Phase 3(N=30): Combined Phases 1, 2, and 3


Decile 1 Schools


t – tests comparisons

between phases


Phase 1
Phase 2
Phase 3

1 - 2
2 –3
1 – 3

LID


9.78

(13.73)
8.80

(12.54)
13.97

(18.90)

0.31
1.46
0.93

CAP


3.93

(2.80)
3.93

(2.80)
6.93

(3.95)

1.33
2.23*
3.22**

WORD


0.41

(0.50)
0.20

(0.45)
0.62

(1.32)

1.86*
2.05*
0.76

BURT


0.07

(0.27)
0.04

(0.20)
0.52

(2.25)

0.55
1.49
1.01

WRVOC


0.74

(0.94)
0.65

(1.05)
1.93

(4.11)
0.37
2.08*
1.44

H&RS


1.56

(2.10)
2.10

(2.42)
3.73

(7.06)


0.97
1.49
1.51

RETELL


8.81

(3.71)
9.12

(3.51)
9.70

(4.56)


0.36
0.63
0.79

PPVT


21.89

(13.39)
27.60

(17.85)
44.57

(22.37)


1.44
3.71**
4.50**

*p< .05

**p<.005

Baseline—Clusters and school achievement at 5,0 years

A summary of conventional school literacy and language measures for all schools in each phase (Phases 1, 2 and 3) is presented in Table 6. In general, there was an increase in baseline measures across phases, but phases were not a consistently different one from another. The t-tests on the means between Phase 1 and Phase 2 reveal significant differences at baseline only on the Clay word test (WORD). However, between Phase 2 and Phase 3 schools the mean scores were significantly different for four measures (CAP, WORD, WRVOC, PPVT). There were two significant differences between Phase 1 and Phase 3. (CAP, PPVT). 

Changes over one year at Baseline: A cross-sectional description of progress 
A summary of measures for all groups at 5,0 years, 5,6 years, and 6,0 years at baseline in all 12 schools (Phases 1, 2, and 3) is presented in Table 7. Stanines from Clay’s (1993a) Observation Survey for (6,0- to 7,3-year-olds), plus stanines and benchmarks from other sources are presented to provide comparisons after one year at school.

The results indicate firstly that changes in conventional school literacy knowledge take place over the first year in school. Secondly, mean scores at 6,0 years for letter identification, hearing and recording sounds and concepts about print are close to or within the middle stanines (the middle 54% of students). The mean for word recognition is somewhat below the lower end of the stanine range for the comparison group. The low score for WORD is in keeping with the very low mean for the BURT Word Reading test which establishes a raw score of 20.0 words on average for 6,0-year-olds. The WRVOC average score is considerably below the lower end of the middle stanine range. These same patterns were evident in the annual data gathered by each school for discussion in the professional development. 

Thirdly, children’s expressive and receptive English language skills, as measured by the Peabody Picture Vocabulary test were still low at 5,6 years. (Expressive language measures are not used by schools for 6,0-year-olds).

Table 7

Mean Scores (and Standard Deviations) for Literacy and Language Measures for three age groups 5,0 years, 5,6 years and 6,0 years at Baseline with Comparisons: Combined Phases 1, 2, and 3

Measures
Age Groups
Comparisons


5,0

(N = 108)
5,6

(N = 135)
6,0

(N = 100)


LID
10.48

(14.87)
26.91

(19.00)
43.71

(14.13)
44 – 49a

CAP
5.27

(3.66)
8.95

(4.36)
13.15

(4.63)
14 – 16a

WORD
0.36

(0.81)
2.19

(3.12)
7.37

(4.89)
10 – 12a

BURT
0.18

(1.19)
2.79

(4.55)
10.72

(9.38)
20b

WRVOC
1.03

(2.37)
4.95

(5.66)
19.27

(14.94)
29 – 35a


H&RS
2.42

(4.25)
7.77

(8.43)
22.17

(11.87)
18 – 27a

RETELL
9.20

(3.86)
9.99

(3.65)
~
~

PPVT


30.92

(20.17)
36.37

(15.61)
~
66 – 75c

TEXT


~
~
5.46

(4.11)
9d


Note. ~ indicates values were not available


arange for Stanine 4 (based on ages 6,0 – 7,3 years, Clay, 1993a)

braw score for lowest age level – (5,10 – 6,04, Gilmore et al., 1981)

crange for Stanine 4 (based on ages 5,6 – 5,7 years, Dunn & Dunn, 1997)

dstanine 4 for text levels at 6,0 (McNaughton et al., 2000)

Baseline—Text levels at 6,0 years 

A summary of the text levels for the 6,0-year-olds in all 12 schools (Phases 1, 2, and 3) at baseline are presented in Table 8. The mean and range are compared with two recent longitudinal studies one of which (Wylie & Thompson, 1998) is more representative of the national population of 6,0-year-olds than the other (Tunmer, et. al., 1998). The summary shows that the children’s mean text level 5.46 (red to yellow level) is considerably below expected levels. In general, average progress 6,0- year-olds are expected to be at levels 9 to 14 (see Reading Recovery, 1993) or Blue to Orange on the Ready to Read colour wheel. This range is supported by Wylie and Thompson’s (1998) longitudinal study, although Tunmer, et. al. (1998) report a slightly lower average level. Again, it is based on a sample which is not as representative of the general population. The majority of 6-year-olds in the present sample are well below expected text levels.

Table 8

Mean Baseline Text Levels (and Ranges) for Schools (Combined Phases 1, 2, and 3) at 6,0 years: Comparisons with Text Levels from Two Research Reports 

Decile 1 schools (N=12)
Comparison

Mean Text Level
Range a
Mean Text Level
Range a

5.46
[1 – 9]
12
[8 – 18] b



10
[6 – 14] c

a 
Range of middle stanines 4 – 6 [i.e., the middle 54% of sample]

b
Wylie & Thompson (1998)

c
Tunmer, et al. (1998)
Table 7 indicates that at baseline after 12 months in school the children’s knowledge of letters and their abilities to hear and record sound in words (their phonological knowledge) were at expected levels, that is, within or close to the distribution of progress typical of children in the first years of school in New Zealand. This suggests that school programmes were already effective in these areas and teacher’s comments during the professional development suggest that teaching may have been direct and explicit. Children’s knowledge of book concepts was also relatively close to expected levels of achievement at 6,0 years. However, all word scores in both reading and writing as well as their level of reading texts were particularly low.

In doing this analysis it was noted that there were large differences between schools at each age level. On some measures some school’s average was within the middle stanine scores for 6,0 years. It was noted that lower entry levels did not mean lower 6,0 year levels. Furthermore, two schools had considerably higher levels in all measures at 6,0 years including WRVOC, and WORD. The averages for these two schools were within the middle stanine scores. This is a further confirmation that low achievement is not inevitable 

Baseline Achievements—Educational significance 

The educational significance of these findings for Phases 1, 2 and 3 can be expressed through an analysis of ‘risk’ (see chapter 2). The higher the risk factor the more skewed the normal distribution toward low achievement. A risk of 1.0 indicates that 77% of children would likely achieve at or above stanine 4 (a normal distribution) whereas a risk factor of 4.0 would indicate that near about 81% would not. 

Figure 8 shows the risk factors for the Baseline 6,0-year-old group. For learning sounds (H&RS) and letters (LID) with a risk factor near 1.0 there was little risk that the expected number of children would not be scoring at or above stanine 4, or national levels, at 6,0 before the intervention. For concepts (CAP) and reading core Ready to Read words (WORD) there was some risk, 45% and 39% respectively, of the expected numbers achieving at or above national levels, rather than 77%. There was a high risk with only a few children achieving at or above expected levels in writing, text levels and generalised word reading. In fact, at baseline the percentages of children across the schools at or above the expected level were only 27% (WRVOC), 24% (TEXT) and 17% (BURT) rather than the expected 77%. This means that before the intervention and in all aspects of literacy that were measured, except letter and sound knowledge, the normal distribution in these school was markedly      skewed toward low achievement.

Figure 8

Educational Significance: Risk of Not Achieving Expected Literacy Levels at 6,0 years

 at Baseline Across All Schools

Results

Teacher change

Several other researchers and evaluators have been involved in observing changes in schools and classrooms where teachers have undertaken this professional intervention. The observations included in this analysis come from multiple sources but in particular from questionnaires completed by course participants at the beginning, and end of the professional development from written evaluations and interviews. The questionnaires formed the bases of the developer’s perception of current practices and beliefs and also provided data for a concurrent Ministry of Education study (Timperley, in progress) designed to develop a better understanding of why schools in Phase 2 may or may not sustain changes resulting from this professional development programme

Difficulty in making changes

Teachers’ were asked in the first session to prioritise three aspects of their current literacy programmes that they could possibly do away with or put aside (should they need to) in the future. Despite the fact that in many cases current literacy programmes were not working for many children (see baseline data) some teachers had to be encouraged to respond to this question. The majority indicated that the task was difficult to do and some remarked “nothing can be left out”. (see Timperley, in progress). 
 Typical teachers’ comments were:

(a) “I found it was hard to get rid of what I believed strongly in.  I felt quite inadequate for a while.  I used to be very confident in teaching to read and write.  It was quite hard to adjust”. (from Timperley, in progress)

(b)
“… and it's the responsibility of being prepared to drop old ideas or old methods to find the time to fit in all the components and that's been a struggle”.

(c)
 “… things all had to be reviewed and although it was difficult for me to give up the phonics because I knew the investment that we had made, but once I got started I could see that it wasn't necessary”.

(d)
“(Change) has been hard, but I learnt to start making a few changes and adapting new ideas to old ideas, fade out some old ideas.”

Value of course to teachers’ understanding and practice 

Teachers from all phases were asked by the course developer to evaluate the course components using a three-point rating scale. The rating referred to the 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 2.1 and 2.8 (M 2.5) indicating that participants learned some or a lot more things about reading and writing. They also indicated that they were able to teach in these areas much better, all between 2.2 and 2.7 (M 2.5). Evaluations tended to get better across time and these are shown in Appendix 4. In the Timperley study a general ranking on a 10 point scale for value of the professional development resulted in a mean ranking of 9.4 (10 being highest).

When asked why they had rated the course so highly (Timperley, in progress) teacher’s typically responded: 

(a)
"I would say very valuable because I could see the difference in the children's reading… the children that I have now, have reached a level that some of the children [from last year] have never reached."
(b)
"We've now seen our children moving out of that emergent level at a much faster rate with a lot more confident approaches to reading and with a wider development of strategies to cope with text."  

(c)
"From the progress of the children. You know, like through the writing too. The results that I'm getting out of their written language are the best that I've ever got in nine years of teaching."

(d)
"I'd score it (the PD) … high (in value) because before I taught in the junior levels, … our results were not showing much but now, after doing this programme, my results are making me jump for joy."

Changed Views

There had been changes in teacher knowledge, practices and expectations as a result of the professional development. Teachers wrote in their course evaluations

(a)
“It’s broadened my understandings and changed most of my view of teaching reading and writing” 

(b)
“I have become much more critical of how I am … teaching children to look at print,  sequencing lessons, using questioning techniques in developing individual strategies…“

Shifts in teaching priorities

Between the first sessions (pre professional development) and the last session teachers (post-professional development) in the Timperley study had shifted their teaching priorities from teaching for such things as enjoyment (non strategy priorities) to teaching children to develop early literacy strategies such as those associated with directionality (see Table 9). In the post questionnaire all teachers indicated that teaching for early literacy strategies was their priority in the first three months of school. 

Table 9

Priorities for teaching pre and post intervention


Pre-course
Post-course

Teaching literacy strategies
53.7
100

Priority not strategies
46.3
00

* Teachers from 5 schools were participants in Timperley, (in progress) 

In addition post course written evaluations indicate that their attention had turned toward helping children monitor their own reading behaviours.

(a)
“I am now aware of the children’s behaviour in terms of monitoring their mistakes and I believe I am aware of behaviours that indicate the children are getting it and in focusing on the (things ) aspects to help to extend them.” (written course evaluation)

(b)
“I have learnt to give the child more chances to self-monitor.” (written course evaluation)
Learning how to help children monitor their own reading behaviour was a key understanding developed through the professional development course.

Opportunities to learn how to teach more effectively

Comments from teachers suggest that they believed that they were given opportunities to learn how to teach more effectively. In the comments the shift to teaching early strategies can also be discerned.

(a)
“I've been given skills to use which I didn't really think I had before. I mean I did have skills but not quite the same way. Also, I think the fact that we're all doing it together, we can actually talk about it and discuss things and it sort of gives you a license to sort of think about things and I'm thinking all the time now, how I want to do things in my classroom. I change things around and try to make it better.”

When asked what she meant by “license to think” she continued.


“… Just my thinking. I watch the children … I look at what the children are doing and I'm just looking for different things. Like at first we watched how they pointed and if they run out of words or they're saying what they see. Now we're looking at when they come to a word, what do they actually do and just sort of maybe plan a little bit more to word attack skills.”

(b)
"It was more sort of intensive teaching and it got the children up and running with their reading very quickly … They were reading virtually the first day … (using) one to one." 

(c) 
The reading instruction is very specific, very precise teaching involved in teaching the child how to look and where to look, to know what they are looking for and to start to get the message (off) the page.”

(e)
I think this method cuts out so much of that busy work that children do and it gets really focused on the essentials that will, further on, in the school and in their life, will put them on the right pathway.

(f)
"I think because I work with smaller numbers of children in groups now, I can observe more closely what they actually can do and what they know. And I've been surprised at times about what they actually do know when they come to school … because I've had the chance to observe them closer.”

Changing attitudes—Taking more responsibility

Timperley has found that as a consequence of children making progress the teachers were prepared to take more responsibility for the outcomes of their teaching rather than believing factors in the home and the child caused the lack of progress.

(a)
" … before I taught in the junior levels, we've always had these kids down here and we've always kept them down there.” 

(b)
"I suppose teachers obviously have a lot of influence now (but I think the conditions need to be there for the teacher to implement (it the PD) because I've sort of proven to myself that I can lift children's levels." 

In addition, teachers became more aware of the strengths children brought to school. As teachers began to focus on early behaviours and to understandings that were relevant to the task they began to look for different things.
(c)
"I realise that they actually know more about book knowledge than I was aware of before, like where a book starts and ends, all that sort of thing. I wasn't really focusing on that before, but now after doing the course, I can see that the kids come in with that knowledge already, you don't need to teach it."

Implementation

When asked about the priority it (the ways of working developed through the PD) given teachers in the 5 schools in the Timperley study indicated a 9.1 ranking on a 10 point scale (10 being the highest). The comments that follow were typical:

(a)
"We all accept the responsibility of working hard and making the system work and we accept the responsibilities of meeting together and we also enjoy and accept the responsibility of going into each other's room to see if we can help each other that way and it's the responsibility of being prepared to drop old ideas or old methods to find the time to fit in all the components and that's been a struggle."
From another school who participated in the programme earlier 

(b)
“It’s very high pressure teaching and if you have got a group of children who perhaps aren’t learning as well as you expected you think “what am I doing or what am I not doing?” because I think we have had extra pressures put on us and we have had a financial input in this, so we are expected to deliver it – we are accountable.”

In addition the Timperley study ascertained the mean ranking of implementation across component parts of the Professional development. Teachers were asked “Given your understnding of the practices relating to the (parts) rate how closely you are implementing (them). They ranked this on a 10 point scale (10=implementing fully, 1=not at all). Teachers ranked their implementation of Instructional Reading and Writing as 8.8 And 8.0 and Reading To was rank lower at 4.9. Thus Reading to was shown to be the least well implemented aspect of the programme.

(a)
"The thing is the children seem to get distracted really easily if there's something else happening in the room … they sort of either try to listen to the story but there's someone else playing with something and you know, it might be more interesting to look at them."

Others wrote:

(b)
“Reading to was usually done with the whole class, however having a reading session with a small group was better because interactions to enhance participation and comprehension was easily manifested. The lack of time to fulfil this with (all (groups) … is a disadvantage. All children enjoy and look forward to the reading to session.”

(c)
“I’m disappointed I didn’t create enough opportunities to make this part work in my programme with individual groups. Due to times.”

The course was designed not to be prescriptive. It put responsibility back on the team to resolve problems based on their changing theoretical understandings and their own observations in practice. One teacher commented:

(a)
“I'm allowed to actually think how I want to do things. Before you were told, even in college, that you do guided reading and we thought we had to do guided reading and that there was no other way of doing it and this way, it's - well you can do anything you really want and you can think about how you want to do your word attack skills, just anything.”

However, others hankered for more direction and a more prescriptive account of the intervention. Throughout, teachers were encouraged to take notes and important points were written down for them to incorporate into their own notes.

Class sizes and times

Major issues raised by teachers were class size and time. The issue of time was no doubt in part due to the reluctance to “get rid of what (was) believed in strongly” and “drop old ideas and methods”.  This struggle is well documented in the literature on teacher change (Briscoe, 1996; Fullan, 2001) 

(a) “The time issue has not been successfully resolved in my room.” 

Once progress was observed and teachers became committed to the changes, not only time but class size became a critical issue. Teachers with more than 18 to 20 children in their classroom became somewhat frustrated. One teacher from another school which had participated in the professional development commented:

T(b)
“The ideal group size is three children per group.  If you see five groups three times a week you cannot do it with 20 children.  It is not a programme that is realistic for the size of classes we are given.  I have 20 (children) and I will get more.”

Class sizes varied across the year. In particular, classes at the beginning of the year (February) were relatively small, M 16.6 (Range = 9 to 24). At this time the majority of classes (80%) were 18 or less. Class sizes gradually increased until by Term 4 the average class size had increased to 26.39 (Range = 22 to 33). From the data reported below there are indications that class sizes may have influenced the effects of the implementation.

Outcome Data

The five-year-old New Entrant Intervention group of children were assessed again at 5,6 years (N=92) after 6 months (2 terms) in the classrooms of teacher who during this same period were participating in the professional development. Their achievements at 5,6 can be compared with children who were tested at age 5,6 years at baseline (N=135). The Non Intervention group at 5,6 years (Baseline) had been taught in the same schools, mostly by the same teachers. 

Outcomes for New Entrant Intervention group at 5,0 years to 5,6 years

Figures 9 and 10 show the results over six months for Phase1, Phase 2 and Phase 3 children. Figures 9a and 9b show combined results and Figures 10a to 10e for each phase separately. Results are shown for the New Entrant Intervention group at baseline at 5,0 years and again at 5,6 years at the completion of the professional development intervention, and for comparison children 5,6 years who were assessed in baseline before the teachers’ professional development. The Non Intervention group at 5,6 years at baseline had been taught in the same schools and in the main by the same teachers.

Figures 9a and 9b show that when all New Entrant Intervention children across the three phases were combined increased achievement occurred on all literacy and language measures used. The effects are present for items (letter identification, hearing and recording sounds) concepts (concepts about print), local and generalised measures of word reading, writing vocabulary, retelling (Tell Me) and receptive language (PPVT). This indicates that broad effects were achieved. In addition, Figures 10a to 10e) indicate that these increased achievements across all measures were replicated across Phases 1, 2 and 3. The increases are clearly present in Phases 1 and 2 and to a lesser extent in Phase 3.

Table 10 shows t-test comparisons between the mean score of the New Entrant Intervention group at 5,6 years and Non Intervention group of 5,6-year-olds. In each case the comparisons are statistically significant. 
More importantly, the intervention itself is educationally significant as shown by the effect sizes in Table 10. As mentioned in chapter 2, Hattie (1999) argues that the average effect size for typical educational innovations is 0.40 and this provides a standard for educational innovation. In the present set of results effect sizes range from 0.30 to 0.83. Apart from the language measures, RETELL and PPVT, they are all well above the average effect size, over 0.40. These outcomes  are shown in Figure 11.

Figure 9a 

Means for New Entrant Intervention Group (NE) from 5,0 years to 5,6 years and Non Intervention Group(NI) at 5,6 years (Baseline): Combined Phases 1, 2, and 3

Figure 9b

Means for New Entrant Intervention Group (NE) from 5,0 years to 5,6 years and Non Intervention Group(NI) at 5,6 years (Baseline): Combined Phases 1, 2, and 3

Figure 10a

Means for New Entrant Intervention Group (NE) from 5,0 years to 5,6 years and Non Intervention Group(NI) at 5,6 years (Baseline): Phases 1, 2, and 3

Figure 10b

Means for New Entrant Intervention Group (NE) from 5,0 years to 5,6 years and Non Intervention Group(NI) at 5,6 years (Baseline): Phases 1, 2, and 3

Figure 10c

Means for New Entrant Intervention Group (NE) from 5,0 years to 5,6 years and Non Intervention Group (NI) at 5,6 years (Baseline): Phases 1, 2, and 3

Figure 10d

Means for New Entrant Intervention Group (NE) from 5,0 years to 5,6 years and Non Intervention Group (NI) at 5,6 years (Baseline): Phases 1, 2, and 3

Figure 10e

Means for New Entrant Intervention Group from 5,0 years to 5,6 years and Non Interventions Group at 5,6 years (Baseline): Phases 1, 2, and 3
Table 10

Mean Scores (and Standard Deviations) for Language and Language Measures for Non Intervention Group and New Entrant Intervention Group at 5,6 years: Combined Phases 1, 2 and 3


Non 

Intervention

N=135

M
SD
New Entrant Intervention N=92

M
SD
t value
Effect size



LID


26.91
(19.00)
34.66
(18.12)
3.07*
0.42

CAP


8.95
(4.36)
11.24
(3.87)
4.06*
0.55

WORD


2.19
(3.12)
5.26
(4.70)
5.92*
0.80

BURT


2.79
(4.55)
5.73
(6.47)
4.00*
0.54

WVOC


4.95
(5.66)
10.16
(9.65)
5.12*
0.69

H&RS


7.77
(8.43)
15.98
(11.62)
6.17*
0.83

RETELL


9.99
(3.65)
11.07
(3.57)


2.21*
0.30

PPVT


36.37
(15.61)
41.48
(18.41)
2.25*
0.30



*p < 0.05

Figure 11

Educational Significance: Effect Sizes for Intervention in All Schools at 5,6 years

In summary these results suggest that the intervention has accelerated the progress of children over the first 6 months of school and that significant gains have occurred compared with baseline groups. It has had an effect across a broad range of literacy components, thus avoiding the specificity of effects shown in other studies. The replication of results suggests the intervention is robust. The considerable gains in Phase 2 compared with other phases may be attributable to the timing of the intervention, relative class size and the greater learning opportunities this offered children (see below). 

Outcomes for New Entrant Intervention Group 5,0 years to 6,0 years

The 5,0-year-old New Entrant Intervention group in Phases 1, 2, and 3 have turned 6,0 years. From a beginning group of 108 children thirty-one children (29%) had left the school or were not available during the testing period. Comparison of results with and without these missing students made no significant difference to the results (see Appendix 5a and 5b for comparisons for Phase 1 and Phase 2). The remaining children (N=77) can be compared with the Baseline Group at 6,0 years from the same schools, who were assessed before the intervention and taught in the main by the same teachers.

Figures 12 and 13 show the results for New Entrant Intervention group over one year—at 5,0 years, at 5,6 years and again at 6,0 years for Phases 1, 2, and 3. The first 6 months progress, 5,0 to 5,6, was made during the professional development intervention and the last 6 months, 5,6 years to 6,0 years, was made after the intervention. For Phase 1 the time periods were interrupted by the summer break and Phase 2 children were taught continuously but in classes that were gradually increasing in numbers.

Figures 12a and 12b show the data combined for the three phases and Figures 13a to 13d show the same data points but for each phase—Phase 1, 2, and 3 separately. The Non Intervention group at 5,6 and the Baseline group at 6,0 years are the children in the same schools, who were assessed in baseline before intervention and in many cases taught by the same teachers.

Figures 12a and 12b show increased achievement in all literacy and language measures (broad effects). The effects are present for items (letter identification, hearing and recording sounds), concepts (concepts about print), generalised measures of word reading, and writing vocabulary. The increases in achievement are apparent at 5,6 years and again at 6,0 years, that is, 6 months after the intervention. In addition, the increases are present, to a large extent in all three phases. 

These results suggest that the intervention has continued to have effects across a broad range of literacy components, thus again avoiding the specificity of effects shown in other studies mentioned previously. Furthermore, the intervention appears to continue to have an effect on achievement levels 6 months after the intervention when the New Entrant Intervention group was 6,0 years of age.

Figure 12a

Means for New Entrant Intervention Group (NE) from 5,0 years to 6,0 years and Non Intervention Group at 5,6 years and Baseline Group at 6,0 years (Baseline Groups): Combined Phases 1, 2, and 3

 Figure 12b
Means for New Entrant Intervention Group (NE) from 5,0 years to 6,0 years and Non Intervention Group at 5,6 years and Baseline Group at 6,0 years (Baseline Groups): Combined Phases 1, 2, and 3

Figure 13a
Means for New Entrant Intervention Group (NE) from 5,0 years to 6,0 years and Non Intervention Group at 5,6 years and Baseline Group at 6,0 years (Baseline Groups): Phases 1, 2, and 3

Figure 13b 
Means for New Entrant Intervention Group (NE) from 5,0 years to 6,0 years and Non Intervention Group at 5,6 years and Baseline Group at 6,0 years (Baseline Groups): Phases 1, 2, and 3

Figure 13c 
Means for New Entrant Intervention Group (NE) from 5,0 years to 6,0 years and Non Intervention Group at 5,6 years and Baseline Group at 6,0 years (Baseline Groups): Phases 1, 2, and 3

Figure 13d 
Means for New Entrant Intervention Group (NE) from 5,0 years to 6,0 years and Non Intervention Group at 5,6 years and Baseline Group at 6,0 years (Baseline Groups): Phases 1, 2, and 3

Achievement at 6,0 years —Educational Significance

In Table 11 the New Entrant Intervention group at 6,0 years are compared with the Baseline group in the same schools at 6,0 years. The t-tests show that all comparisons were statistically significant. This pattern indicates the intervention continued to affect the achievement of children up to 6 months after the professional development.

Figure 14 also shows that the intervention continued to be effective as measured by effect size (Hattie, 1999). Apart from LID and H&RS (which were already high at baseline), each of the effect sizes is above the standard of 0.40 and they range from 0.41 (CAP) to 0.71 (Text levels).

Table 11

Mean Scores (and Standard Deviations) for Literacy Measures for Baseline Group and New Entrant Intervention Group (NE) at 6,0 years: Combined Phases 1, 2 and 3

Baseline at 6,0 
N=100
NE

Intervention 

at 6,0

N=77
t value
Comparisons
Effect size

LID


43.77

(14.13)
48.19

(10.74)
2.27*
44–49a
0.34

CAP


13.15

(4.36)
15.01

(4.26)
2.73*
14–16a
0.41

WORD


7.37

(4.89)
9.79

(5.17)
3.17**
10–12a
0.48

BURT


10.72

(9.38)
16.39

(12.21)
3.47**
20b
0.53

WVOC


19.27

(14.94)
29.65

(18.68)
4.08**
29–35a
0.62

H&RS


22.17

(11.87)
25.31

(11.48)
1.76*
18–27a
0.27

TEXT


5.46

(4.11)
9.30

(6.62)
4.71**
9–15c
0.71


*p<.05
**p<.001



arange for Stanine 4 (based on ages 6,0 – 7,3 years, Clay, 1993a)


braw score for lowest age level – (5.10 – 6.04, Gilmore, et al., 1981)


cstanine 4 for text levels at 6,0 (McNaughton, et al., 2000)

Figure 14

Educational significance: Effect sizes for Intervention in All Schools at 6,0 years
An analysis of ‘risk’ (Scott, et al., 1999) was completed for Phases1, 2, and 3 schools for the New Entrant Intervention group (N=77) and the Baseline group at 6,0 years as another way of judging educational significance for schools. To reiterate, the higher the ‘risk factor’ the more skewed the normal distribution toward low achievement. That is, with a risk factor of 1.0 the distribution of children above and below stanine 4 matches national distributions. A risk factor of 4.0 would indicate rather than 77% being at or above stanine 4, only 19% are above, more than an inversion of the expected distribution. 

Figure 15 shows the risk factors for both the Baseline group at 6,0 years and for the New Entrant Intervention group (N=77) at 6,0 years in Phases 1, 2, and 3 schools. It indicates that the risk factors for the New Entrant Intervention group at 6.0 years compared with high levels of risk present for the Baseline group dropped dramatically. The risk for all measures fell to within the little to moderate range of risk. This reduction is especially evident in WRVOV (risk factor = 1.48), TEXT (risk factor = 1.45) and BURT (risk factor = 2.03). However, for BURT the risk is still moderate to high. 

This reduction of risk indicates that the actual distribution curve in these schools had shifted toward the expected (normal) distribution across a range of measures and an increased number of children were achieving within the expected range for their age at six. Furthermore, when compared with the baseline it suggests that the number of children in or above the benchmark range had doubled for all measures except LID and hearing and recording sounds (H&RS) which were already at expected levels. Figure 15 also indicates that in general the overall achievement profile across component measures was more balanced suggesting that all facets of the reading and writing process were perhaps developing in a synchronised way. In addition it also suggests that schools (teachers) need further support to reduce the risk even further to achieve a normal distribution, i.e., a risk factor of 1.0.

Figure 15

Educational significance: Risk of not achieving Expected Literacy Levels at 6,0 years for the Baseline Group and the New Entrant Intervention group at 6,0 years for Phases 1, 2, and 3 

Outcomes for 5,6 years to 6,0 years (Phases 1, 2, and 3)

Figures 16a and 16b and Figures 17a to 17d show the results for the Non Intervention group at 5,6 years and 6 months later at 6,0 years. This is compared with the Baseline group of 6,0-year-olds and the New Entrant Intervention group of 5,0-year-olds at 5,6 years, after intervention, and at 6,0 years, – 6 months after intervention. This Non Intervention group was not the focus of the intervention although as teachers’ implementations extended to the whole class (where numbers allowed) some may have received the benefits of their teacher’s new learning for a short time before they were 6,0 years. As can be seen from Figures 16a and 16b and Table 12 their performance at 6,0 years was not significantly different from the Baseline group at 6,0 years. Similarly, Figures 17a to 17d indicate that these results were also replicated across phases. This lack of effect for the Non Intervention group contributes further to the claim that the intervention was effective where it was focused; that is, on getting children underway as soon as they enter schooling.

In Table 13 the Non Intervention group at 6,0 years are compared with the New Entrant Intervention group at 6,0 years. The t-tests show that all of the comparisons are significant. That is, the achievement of the New Entrant Intervention group at 6,0 years was higher than the achievement of the Non Intervention group at 6,0 years. Table 13 also shows the effect sizes. All but one of the effect sizes is above the standard innovation of 0.40 and the range is from 0.71 (CAP) to 0.83 (WRVOC). This again indicates that the intervention was educationally significant.

This lack of effect for Non Intervention group contributes further to the notion that the intervention was effective where it was focussed. It also highlights the need to extend the timeframe of the professional development in order to help teachers go beyond these levels.

Individual schools

An analysis of 11 individual schools is shown in Figures 18 and 19 for text levels and for writing vocabulary. (One school did not provide 6,0 year data for the New Entrant Intervention group). These measures are used as sensitive indicators for the effectiveness of individual schools, given that the majority of schools were already effective in teaching items. It should be noted that these means represent different numbers of children, those sampled within the time frame at 6,0 years for the Baseline group and those sampled within the timeframe at 5,0 years who became the New Intervention group. In two cases (school B and school I) the numbers were 4 and 3 children respectively. In all other schools numbers were 7 or more.  Small numbers for some schools preclude statistical analysis and also mean they do not represent the range of teaching in those schools. 

Figure 16a

Means for Non Intervention Group (NI) from 5,6 years to 6,0 years, New Entrant Intervention Group (NE) from 5,0 years to 6,0 years and Baseline Group at 6,0 years: Combined Phases 1, 2, and 3

Figure 16b

Means for Non Intervention Group (NI) from 5,6 years to 6,0 years, New Entrant Intervention Group (NE) from 5,0 years to 6,0 years and Baseline Group at 6,0 years: Combined Phases 1, 2, and 3

Figure 17a

Means for Non Intervention Group (NI) from 5,6 years to 6,0 years, New Entrant Intervention Group (NE) from 5,0 years to 6,0 years and Baseline Group at 6,0 years: Phases 1, 2, and 3

Figure 17b

Means for Non Intervention Group (NI) from 5,6 years to 6,0 years, New Entrant Intervention Group (NE) from 5,0 years to 6,0 years and Baseline Group at 6,0 years: Phases 1, 2, and 3

Figure 17c

Means for Non Intervention Group (NI) from 5,6 years to 6,0 years, New Entrant Intervention Group (NE) from 5,0 years to 6,0 years and Baseline Group at 6,0 years: Phases 1, 2, and 3

Figure 17d

Means for Non Intervention Group (NI) from 5,6 years to 6,0 years, New Entrant Intervention Group (NE) from 5,0 years to 6,0 years and Baseline Group at 6,0 years: Phases 1, 2, and 3

Table 12

Mean Scores (and Standard Deviations) for Literacy Measures for Non Intervention Group and Baseline Group at 6,0 years: Combined Phases 1, 2, and 3


Non Intervention 6,0

N=116
Baseline 6,0 

N=100
t value
Effect size

LID


43.13

(14.64)
43.71

(14.13)
0.29
0.04

CAP


12.75

(4.25)
13.15

(4.63)
0.66
0.09

WORD


7.29

(4.97)
7.37

(4.89)
0.12
0.02

BURT


10.11

(9.12)
10.72

(9.38)
0.48
0.07

WRVOC


17.90

(14.90)
19.27

(14.94)
0.67
0.09

H&RS


20.06

(11.09)
22.17

(11.87)
1.34
0.18

TEXT


5.94

(4.57)
5.46

(4.11)
0.80
0.11


*p < 0.05
Table 13

Mean Scores (and Standard Deviations) for Literacy Measures for Non Intervention Group and New Entrant Intervention Group at 6,0 years: Combined Phases 1, 2, and 3


Non Intervention 6,0

N=116
New Entrant

Intervention 6,0

N=77
t value
Effect size

LID


43.13

(14.64)
48.19

(10.74)
2.59*
0.38

CAP


12.75

(4.25)
15.01

(4.26)
3.60*
0.53

WORD


7.29

(4.97)
9.79

(5.17)
3.35*
0.49

BURT


10.11

(9.12)
16.39

(12.21)
4.06*
0.60

WRVOC


17.90

(14.90)
29.65

(18.68)
4.82*
0.71

H&RS


20.06

(11.09)
25.31

(11.48)
3.16*
0.46

TEXT


5.94

(4.57)
9.30

(6.62)
4.15*
0.61

*p < 0.005

Figure 18

Mean Text Levels for the Baseline Group at 6,0 years and the New Entrant Intervention Group (NE) at 6,0 years for Individual Schools: Phases 1, 2, and 3

Figure 19

Mean Writing Vocabulary Levels for the Baseline Group at 6,0 years and the New Entrant Intervention Group (NE) at 6,0 years for Individual Schools: Phases 1, 2, and 3

The Figures show that 9 schools were higher after intervention in text levels and in writing. Generally, the higher the Baseline levels of 6,0 year olds, the greater the gains by the New Entrant Intervention group. 
Class size and progress

There was a 6-month period between the start of each phase of professional development. Phase 1 started mid way through the school year as did Phase 3 in the following year. Phase 2 however started at the beginning of the following year. Given that New Zealand New Entrant class sizes are generally small in numbers at the beginning of a school year and gradually get larger throughout the year it was anticipated that because of class size entry Phase 2 baseline data at 5,6 years may be significantly different from Phase 1 and Phase 3. Baseline data were analysed to see if time of entry made any difference to achievement in the first 6 months of school. (see Table 6.). 'The 5,6- year-olds across Phases in the baseline did not show a clear up and down movement associated with time of entry and by implication class size. Class size appeared not to have an effect on achievement in baseline.

The pattern across phases after the intervention appeared to be quite different. An analysis of class size and achievement was made across Phase 1 and 2 schools for the 6-month periods during and after professional development (class sizes were not available for Phase 3 schools). In the first six month period (5,0 years to 5,6 years) Phase 1 classes began with an average class size of 24.1 children (SD=1.2) increasing to on average 25.9 children (SD=2.6). The second period began after the summer holiday. The second period for Phase 1 schools (5,6 to 6,0) start with average class sizes of on average 18.6 children (SD=2.5) increasing to on average 22.1 children (SD=4.1). 

On the other hand Phase 2 classes during the first period (5,0 years to 5,6 years) started with an average of 14.8 children (SD=4.1) increasing to 21.1 children (SD=5.0) then beginning of the second period (5,6 to 6,0 years ) class sizes were on average 22.2 children (SD=5.0) and increased to on average  of 27 children (SD=3.0) by the end of the second period (5,6 to 6,0 years). These data show that there was a variation of class sizes depending on the time of the school year. Figure 20 shows class sizes and relative progress during the periods 5,0 to 5,6 years and 5,6 to 6,0 years. High and low progress was calculated using the gains shown in Figure 20. This figure suggests that class size when associated with this professional development does make a difference to achievement outcomes. This relationship is shown in Table 14. The Table indicates that for the New Entrant Intervention group at 5,6 years, Phase 2 scores were higher than Phase 1 and Phase 3. Gains were systematically higher for the Phase that had smaller class sizes during the professional development. This was despite generally increasing means at baseline.

Figure 20 

Average class size during professional development from 5,0 years to 5,6 years and after professional development from 5,6 years to 6,0 years: Phase 1 and 2 only

Table 14

Means Scores for Literacy and Language Measures for New Entrant Intervention Group at 5,6 years in Phase 1 (N = 26), Phase 2 (N = 45) and Phase 3 (N = 28)


Decile 1 Schools


t – test

comparisons


Phase 1
Phase 2
Phase 3
1 - 2
2 –3

(p value)
1 – 3



LID


26.65

(19.44)
41.12

(14.93)
31.91

(18.30)
0.000**
0.02*
0.17

CAP


9.92

(3.76)
12.48

(3.74)
10.48

(3.67)
0.004**
0.021*
0.30

WORD


3.46

(3.81)
7.02

(4.46)
4.13

(5.04)
0.001**
0.01*
0.30

BURT


3.96

(5.05)
7.50

(7.00)
4.54

(6.32)
0.014*
0.05*
0.36

WRVOC


6.38

(5.64)
14.21

(10.94)
7.17

(8.08)
0.001**
0.004**
0.35

H&RS


10.58

(10.19)
22.12

(11.19)
11.08

(8.44)
0.000**
0.000**
0.42

RETELL


11.23

(3.14)
12.00

(3.83)
9.17

(2.57)
0.196
0.002**
0.011*

PPVT


30.65

(15.53)
46.19

(17.29)
44.96

(18.99)
0.000**
0.39
0.003**

*p< .05
**p<.005

Comment from teachers also suggested that class sizes was a critical issue in their effort to implement the ways of working developed through the professional development. 

Summary

This intervention was shown to be very effective in terms of the accelerated progress that was achieved by the students. Significant gains, both statistically and educationally were achieved across a broad range of literacy measures. At 5,6 years and 6,0 years, this was replicated across three phases and most schools. Teachers were able to accelerate the progress of these decile 1 children despite low entry profiles in components of school literacy and English language. An increased number of students achieved in the average range expected for their age at 6,0 years. Broad effects were achieved across all components of literacy measures thus avoiding the specificity noted in other interventions. It was also shown to be very effective when set alongside a standard for effect sizes derived from other interventions (Hattie, 1999). Class size was shown to be associated with gains.

Teachers comments indicated they had learned how to teach for strategies, to observe and respond to children’s behaviours in a more specific and focussed way. With the increased progress the children were making the teachers became more confident in accepting the responsibility for student achievement. In summary, the primary intervention had a powerful effect in changing teachers attitudes, expectations and understandings about literacy acquisition during the first year of schooling. This was associated with substantial gains for their children in literacy after a year at school.
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� Note that responses in each section are from different teachers and in many case from different schools however the relationships between teachers across the  different  topics is not known.
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