6.  COMBINED INTERVENTIONS - EARLY CHILDHOOD 
AND PRIMARY INTERVENTIONS

In this chapter we explore what happened when the children who were part of the Early Childhood Intervention group went to school. Under appropriate conditions the two interventions should have a combinatorial effect. That is, we predicted that children who received both the early childhood intervention and the primary intervention would make more progress than children who had only one or the other. This effect is predictable from two developmental perspectives related to continuity outlined in chapter 3. On the one hand, enhanced development could be predicted from the presence of coordinated activity settings over a developmental transition. On the other hand, processes of teaching and learning at school might be enhanced given more ‘advanced’ entry skills of children to school. 

Predictions 

These two sets of rationales are the source for our general prediction. Children who had been in early childhood centres where teachers implemented the professional development and then went into the classrooms of primary school teachers that were acting on their professional development would make more progress than children who had not been in the early childhood settings where the professional development had occurred. 

This prediction assumes several conditions. The first is that the children on entry to school received effective teaching and were more prepared to engage in classroom instruction, than they otherwise would have been. But an alternative prediction is possible. That the teachers in primary classrooms who had received the professional development could now teach for diversity in early childhood experiences in more effective ways. That is, they could teach children that went into their classrooms who had not been in the early childhood settings receiving the intervention in ways that accommodated to different levels of beginning expertise. Hence, a comparison between cohorts might not show differences. If this were to be the case it would suggest that there are limits on rates of progress. 

The joint professional development sessions

The teachers in early childhood educational settings received the six professional development sessions described in chapter 4. In addition, they received two further sessions. These were devoted primarily to exploring relationships between early childhood and schools. The sessions were held jointly with teachers from the schools who had been receiving their professional development, and to whom the majority of children in the early childhood centres were scheduled to go. The sessions had three aims: to develop a shared understanding about children’s development over the transition to school; to increase awareness of characteristics of teaching and learning in each others’ settings; and to explore ways of increasing information about practices and about individual children and their families across settings. It was assumed that these sessions would add to the continuity in development across settings, by increasing each set of teachers’ awareness about teaching and learning and individual children’s literacy profiles.

The sessions were built around responses to two questionnaires. The first contained sets of questions about teachers’ views of the other setting. ‘What do you know about how things to do with reading and writing are taught in (the other) setting? And ‘How useful would it be for your teaching to have specific information about what (for early childhood teachers) primary teachers expected on entry to school; or (for primary teachers) what a child could do in reading and writing when they left the local early childhood centre?’ Teachers responded on a three point scale from 1 = very little / not very useful to 3 = a lot / very useful. The results for 51 primary teachers from 12 schools, and for 23 early childhood teachers from 13 centres are given in Table..

Table 15

Average Responses by Early Childhood and Primary Teachers to Questions About Information from the Other Setting (3 point scale)

Teachers
What do you know?

How useful would information be?

Early childhood
2.21

2.91

Primary
1.45

2.78

In both early childhood and primary settings more teachers said they knew little about what happened in the other setting than either a few things or a lot. However, early childhood teachers on average said they knew a few things about how reading and writing were taught at school (M = 2.21) while the primary teachers were on average closer to saying they knew very little about reading and writing in early childhood centres (M = 1.45). The two sets of teachers were in close agreement that it would be very useful to know about children’s development or teaching and learning from the other setting. Over 80% of the teachers in each setting nominated the category ‘very useful’.

In addition, the teachers provided examples of useful information. For both sets of teachers useful information was about language and literacy achievement. The responses to the first questionnaire indicated that the sessions were addressing a need felt by both sets of teachers and that better understanding and flow of information was possible. The sessions did not adopt a recipe for how that was to be achieved, rather sets of teachers discussed how they could meet the aims associated with their particular context.

A second questionnaire asked further questions of primary teachers about their knowledge of children’s literacy and language development on entry to school. Teachers’ ideas in this domain can be understood as ‘diversity awareness’ (McNaughton, 1999), that is, their awareness at both a generic and a specific level of the diversity of ways literacy may be practiced in local communities. The intent of the questionnaire was to tap teachers’ awareness of the possible range of ways children might vary on entry to school, and to use their responses as a basis for increasing sensitivity to children’s knowledge and skills on entry to school.  

We asked teachers ‘In what ways can children differ in their emergent literacy?’ and ‘Describe the possible range of strengths that 5 year old children bring to your school in their emergent literacy (from their family / early childhood experiences)’. The teachers then were asked to choose a new entrant and provide a specific description of these attributes. 

Teachers focussed almost exclusively on descriptions of aspects of school-related knowledge, strategies and skills. They seldom referred to the potential for variations between children in skills developing through family literacy activities. They differed markedly in the kinds of things they would look for in a new entrant to establish where that child was ‘at’. The range is represented in the following comments.

One teacher could see a wide potential range in markers of conventional school literacy:

“….from little knowledge of books, words letters etc…to already reading or attempting to; to being able to stay on task for a limited time to being interested in the length of a whole text; some focus on pictures and prefer their own text (invented), some taking time to realise pictures and text combine for meaning, some to learn that text is constant. In writing, from not being able to hold a pencil (and) make a recognisable mark to being able to draw a detailed picture, dictate a relevant text and/or draw a detailed picture.” 

Possible strengths in a group of students were identified as:  

“Knowledge of early book skills ie L -> R, 1:1 (sic), print contains a message that is constant, ideas can be conveyed in print and read as written. Recognition of symbols eg M (McDonalds), alphabet – recitation and or recognition. Recognise their name, write it, experiences and vocabulary they can relate to literacy.” 

(Teacher 1)
Other teachers had a narrower range:

“Some can’t write names others can. Some can’t point and read others only talk about the pictures. Some scribble others can draw pictures.”

Children’s potential strengths were identified as: 


“Can write own name. Can talk about pictures. Learn ABC.” 

(Teacher 2)

Typically the extensiveness of the descriptions of potential diversity were associated with a similar degree of differentiated knowledge of a target child.  When asked to describe a particular child the two teachers reported above wrote the following.  Child ‘x’ has …..

“Familiarity with books, willingness to ‘read’, some alphabet recognition and sounds to match, early book skills and attempting 1:1 reading, regular return of home reader, fluency in Samoan and a knowledge of English with some good vocabulary. Could write his name recognisably, hold a pencil correctly, use space effectively, draw detailed ‘story’ and attempted to write his own story, hear sounds in words and give letters for some though not able to `write them yet with confidence, dictate different texts to different pictures outside formula (“I went to…or I am…”).” 

(Teacher 1)

“Pre reading, pre writing”

(Teacher 2)

When family literacy events were identified these were primarily those book experiences that are often associated with mainstream family practices. Teachers noted that children could differ in terms of:

“Language needs, whether they are read to or talked to, if they have been ‘introduced’ to books / print.”

(Teacher 3)

Specific children ‘s strengths were then tied to storybook experience:


“Awareness that print has meaning.” 


(Teacher 4)

The responses to the second questionnaire indicated that some teachers had limited awareness of the potential range in children’s development on entry to school, and may not look for what children do know and can do. The sessions which were designed to promote the transition to school used these responses as a basis for increasing their awareness.

Designs and Comparisons

The analyses that test the prediction that the combined training would add to the effects of the literacy programmes in either setting, focus first on children going to their local schools; the schools from the same phases. Children from early childhood centres that received professional development in the three phases were followed through to the schools that received training in these phases in the six months prior to the children going to school. The comparison children were the group of children who were the New Entrant Intervention group of children as 5,0 year olds with mainly the same teachers and in the same classrooms. Their progress from 5,0 years to 5,6 years particularly, but then also to 6,0 years can be compared with children from the early childhood centres who had received the professional development (the Early Childhood Intervention group). 

Previous results showed that children who had some early childhood education experience were at 5,0 years more advanced in some areas of conventional literacy and language skills than those children who had not (see chapter 4). The school records identify early childhood education experience but not frequency or length. Given the known differences, the comparison needed to examine progress relative to those children in the New Entrant Intervention group who had early childhood experience, most of it in local centres.

It could be argued that this biases the analysis in favour of finding larger effects for the Early Childhood Intervention group. The comparison New Entrant Intervention group was being taught by teachers who were receiving training, while the Early Childhood Intervention group would have the benefit of teachers who had been fully trained over the preceding six months. Against this argument it could also be claimed that teachers were most focussed on New Entrant Intervention group of children during their professional development and hence these children might be advantaged, biasing the comparison in favour of the New Entrant Intervention group.

Additional comparisons can be used to clarify the issues. There were children, those of the Early Childhood Intervention group taught by teachers in early childhood education centres receiving professional development, who did not go to schools that had received the primary intervention. In this group of children there were children who went to schools yet to receive professional development, or to other local schools not involved in the research. This constitutes another comparison group to test the prediction. This comparison shows the effects of the Early Childhood Intervention without the benefits of the professional primary training. Figure 21 presents these comparisons in diagrammatic form.
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Results

Comparison 1 – Combined interventions

In an earlier chapter we showed that the Early Childhood Intervention group arrived at a range of schools with enhanced knowledge and skills in some areas of conventional school literacy (see chapter 4, Table 4). Using statistical significance as the criterion for a robust difference we can say that on average they knew several more concepts about print, they could write about one word more, and they had a larger receptive vocabulary in English. 

This group was compared with children who had been to early childhood settings in the baseline but before any professional development in their schools. It was a comparison of all the children in the Early Childhood Intervention group, with all the five year old children in the New Entrant Intervention group at 5,0 years at baseline who had some early childhood education experience. The former group included children going into schools that had not yet received the professional development or were not part of the project. 

The total group from 5,0 years to 5,6 years
A more limited comparison, of just those Early Childhood Intervention group children going into the schools that had had professional development with the New Entrant Intervention group children at those schools is shown in Table 16 (see also Figure 22a, b). The mean differences are consistent with the results for the wider group (Table 4, chapter 4) where two literacy measures (CAP and WRVOC) and two language measures (RETELL and PPVT) were higher for all the Early Childhood Intervention group. In the group restricted to those children going into the trained schools, two of the differences reached statistical significance (CAP and RETELL) and two others were close to reaching significance (PPVT, p=.055;  and WRVOC, p=.086). The Effect Sizes for these ranged between CAP=0.50, RETELL=0.44, PPVT=0.37, WRVOC=0.32).

These descriptions of children on entry to school were expected. The Early Childhood Intervention group entered classrooms with more knowledge and skills in conventional school literacy than a cohort of peers who had early childhood experience in centres without the professional development. Did they continue to develop in advance of the New Entrant Intervention group who only received one intervention, as predicted? 

Table 16

Mean Scores (and Standard Deviations) for Language and Literacy Measures for Early Childhood Intervention Group (EC) and New Entrant Intervention Group(NE) with Early Childhood Education at 5,0 Years: Combined Phases 1, 2, and 3


EC Intervention

at 5,0 

N=26
NE Intervention

(with ECE) at 5,0

N=72






t value


Effect size


M
SD
M
SD



LID
12.62
(16.01)
12.07
(15.64)
0.15
0.03

CAP
7.88
(4.25)
5.90
(3.79)
2.19*
0.50

WORD
0.73
(1.15)
0.42
(0.92)
1.36
0.31

BURT
0.56
(1.47)
0.25
(1.45)
0.92
0.21

WRVOC
2.12
(2.90)
1.22
(2.80)
1.38
0.32

H&RS
2.54
(4.63)
3.04
(4.99)
0.44
0.10

RETELL
11.50
(2.44)
10.00
(3.65)
1.92*
0.44

PPVT
41.96
(17.52)
34.46
(21.17)
1.60
0.37

* p < .05

The answer to this first question is shown in Table 17 (see also Figure 22a, b). At 5,6 years the Early Childhood Intervention group had significantly higher mean scores in three of the literacy and language measures identified previously; CAP, RETELL and PPVT. There was still a mean difference for WRVOC that favoured the Early Childhood Intervention group. Effect sizes for these measures ranged from 0.17 – 1.00. One further literacy measure was significant, H&RS. 

Figure 22a 

Means for Early Childhood Intervention Group (EC) in Trained Schools and New Entrant Intervention Group (NE) with Early Childhood Education at 5,0 years and 5,6 years: Combined Phases 1, 2, and 3

Figure 22b 

Means for Early Childhood Intervention Group (EC) in Trained Schools and New Entrant Intervention Group (NE) with Early Childhood Education at 5,0 years and 5,6 years: Combined Phases 1, 2, and 3

After six months at school the Early Childhood Intervention group were still advanced in these areas of literacy and language, compared with the New Entrant Intervention group of children. This means that the combined programme was associated with continuing higher scores in those areas of literacy and language that the children were more advanced in on entry to school. Over the period of time on which the primary intervention was focussed progress in literacy learning continued and beginning literacy instruction was able to capitalise on the children’s advanced knowledge on entry to school. 

Replication across phases from 5,0 years to 5,6 years

A breakdown of these results by phases shows that the total group results at 5,0 years were partially replicated (see Figures 23a – d). Mean differences were consistently higher for each of the Early Childhood Intervention groups for CAP, WRVOC, BURT, and PPVT, with significant differences for two out of three phases in for CAP and WRVOC and one significant difference out of the three phases for PPVT. Patterns were less consistent for the other measures. It should be noted here that nationally, conventional school measures have relatively low mean values on entry to school before formal instruction has commenced. This together with wide standard deviations make it very difficult to obtain statistically significant differences on entry to school, and the robustness of the findings for specific literacy and language measures is important.

Table 17

Mean Scores (and Standard Deviations) for Language and Literacy Measures for Early Childhood Intervention Group (EC) and New Entrant Intervention Group (NE) with Early Childhood Education at 5,6 Years: Combined Phases 1, 2, and 3


EC Intervention 

5,6

N=24
NE Intervention

 (with ECE) 5,6

N=65
t value
Effect size


M
SD
M
SD



LID
40.42
(16.74)
35.80
(17.25)
1.12
0.27

CAP
15.21
(3.90)
11.23
(3.96)
4.18*
1.00

WORD
6.71
(4.91)
5.34
(4.98)
1.14
0.27

BURT
7.92
(7.24)
6.06
(7.35)
1.05
0.25

WRVOC
12.58
(8.47)
10.89
(10.51)
0.70
0.17

H&RS
22.5
(12.27)
16.12
(11.63)
2.24*
0.53

RETELL
12.42
(2.78)
11.00
(3.52)
1.76*
0.42

PPVT
51.96
(16.26)
43.18
(19.89)
1.91*
0.46

*p <.05

At 5,6 years the breakdown across phases again shows partial replication of the total group results. Consistently higher means for each phase were found in CAP, in each case these were significantly different, and for each phase for PPVT, two of which were significant. The pattern across phases indicates that the Phase 3 Early Childhood Intervention group were consistently more advanced than their New Entrant Intervention group peers had been by 5,6 years (see Figure 23a - d). 

Figure 23a

Means for Early Childhood Intervention Group (EC) in Trained Schools and New Entrant Intervention Group (NE) with Early Childhood Education at 5,0 years and 5,6 years: Phases 1, 2, and 3

Figure 23b 

Means for Early Childhood Intervention Group (EC) in Trained Schools and New Entrant Intervention Group (NE) with Early Childhood Education at 5,0 years and 5,6 years: Phases 1, 2, and 3

Figure 23c 

Means for Early Childhood Intervention Group (EC) in Trained Schools and New Entrant Intervention Group (NE) with Early Childhood Education at 5,0 years and 5,6 years: Phases 1, 2, and 3

Figure 23d

Means for Early Childhood Intervention Group (EC) in Trained Schools and New Entrant Intervention Group (NE) with Early Childhood Education at 5,0 years and 5,6 years: Phases 1, 2, and 3

Phase 1 and 2 at 6,0 years

The last stage of the design, following the Early Childhood Intervention group from Phase 3 until they are 6,0 years had not been completed at the time of this report. For Phase 1 and 2 only, after a year at school, at 6,0 years, the Early Childhood Intervention group still had significantly higher scores in CAP. In other areas the mean differences were smaller, and in some cases favoured the New Entrant Intervention group. Apart from CAP and H&RS the effect sizes were generally small (see Table 18). These outcomes are plotted in Figure 24. In the second six months at school, the combined interventions were associated with consistently higher scores on the literacy measure that these two groups were advanced in at 5,0 years and again at 5,6 years. On other measures there was no consistent advantage to the combined intervention. The patterns of results is similar for Phase 1 and Phase 2 (see Figure 25a, b).

This pattern, of initial differences at 5,0 years which continued to 6,0 years was not present when those children in the New Entrant Intervention group who had been to early childhood education were compared with those children who had not. On entry to school, children who had some early childhood experience had higher scores in CAP (see Table 3, chapter 4). They also had higher scores on the language measures but these were not taken again at 6,0 years. However, by six years there were no significant differences for CAP (see Table 22, Appendix 6). 

Table 18

Mean Scores (and Standard Deviations) for Language and Literacy Measures for Early Childhood Intervention Group (EC) in Trained Schools and New Entrant Intervention Group (NE) with Early Childhood Education at 6,0 years: Phase 1 and 2 only


EC Intervention 

Trained at 6,0

 N=18
NE Intervention (with ECE) 6,0

N=37
t value
Effect size


M
SD
M
SD



LID


47.33
(10.94)
48.81
(8.46)
0.42
0.12

CAP


17.06
(3.10)
14.51
(4.46)
2.15*
0.61

WORD


9.78
(4.61)
9.30
(5.43)
0.40
0.11

BURT


14.06
(8.31)
16.20
(12.53)
0.52
0.15

WRVOC


24.28
(12.88)
28.46
(19.15)
0.67
0.19

H&RS


28.11
(8.82)
25.05
(11.66)
1.14
0.32

TEXT
8.17
(4.55)
9.16
(6.91)
0.54
0.16









* p< .05

Figure 24

Means for Early Childhood Intervention Group (EC) in Trained Schools and New Entrant Intervention Group (NE) with Early Childhood Education at 5,0 Years, 5,6 Years, and 6,0 Years: Combined Phase 1 and Phase 2

Figure 25a

Means for Early Childhood Intervention Group (EC) in Trained Schools and New Entrant Intervention Group (NE) with Early Childhood Education at 5,0 Years, 5,6 Years, and 6,0 Years: Phase 1 and Phase 2

Figure 25b

Means for Early Childhood Intervention Group (EC) in Trained Schools and New Entrant Intervention Group (NE) with Early Childhood Education at 5,0 Years, 5,6 Years, and 6,0 Years: Phase 1 and Phase 2

Similarly, when the cross sectional baseline data were analysed the same pattern emerged. In addition to the differences at 5,0 years there were significant differences at 5,6 years in CAP and other literacy and language measures associated with their having been to early childhood education. But there were no differences for the 6,0 year old Baseline group associated with having been to early childhood education (see Tables 23 and 24 in Appendix 7). 

The overall pattern suggests that the children and teachers at school were able to build on the ‘advanced’ knowledge in CAP and PPVT the Early Childhood Intervention group had on entry to school, but there were no effects on other areas.

Comparison 2 - Early Childhood Intervention children in trained and other schools

There is another set of comparisons that provide information about the progress of the Early Childhood Intervention group, it is with those children who went to schools that had not just received the primary professional development intervention. In some cases these were schools that were still to receive the professional development, in other cases they were schools not associated at all with the project. Did these children continue to make the same progress as their peers in schools that had received the primary intervention? If they did not this would suggest that continuing high progress was dependent on being taught by teachers who had received the professional development. 

At 5,0 years five of the children in this comparison went to schools yet to be involved in the project, and the other children went to decile 1 (or in one case a decile 2) schools still in or close to the Otara and Mangere area. On entry to school this group of children were similar to the children going into trained schools in their profile of scores, with no significant differences on any measure (see Table 19). Therefore, in these respects the children only differed on choice of school. We do not know other details of the children and why they did not go to their immediate schools.

A somewhat unexpected result emerged here. The Early Childhood Intervention group of children who went to schools that were yet to be trained or were not involved in the project made similar progress over the first six months to the group of children going to trained schools. This was the same picture for children (Phase 1 and 2 only) at 6,0 years.  In following up the Early Childhood Intervention group, children were assessed at 6,0 years with both language measures.  There was a significant difference for RETELL and PPVT was significantly different at p<.06.  TEXT was also significant at p<.06.

Table 19

Mean Scores (and Standard Deviations) for Language and Literacy Measures for Early Childhood Intervention Group children (EC) in Trained Schools and Early Childhood Intervention group children in Other Schools at 5,0 years: Combined Phases 1, 2 and 3


EC Intervention 

Trained at 5,0

 N=26
EC Intervention 

Other at 5,0

 N=46






t value
Effect size


M
SD
M
SD



LID
12.62
(16.01)
16.04
(18.04)
0.793
0.19

CAP
7.88
(4.25)
8.37
(5.10)
0.409
0.10

WORD
0.73
(1.15)
1.00
(1.64)
0.732
0.18

BURT
0.56
(1.47)
0.93
(1.99)
0.817
0.20

WRVOC
2.12
(2.90)
2.26
(3.42)
1.027
0.25

H&RS
2.54
(4.63)
4.85
(8.44)
1.272
0.31

RETELL
11.50
(2.44)
10.65
(3.88)
0.996
0.24

PPVT
41.46
(17.52)
40.80
(21.19)
0.133
0.03

*p< .05

These outcomes are shown in Tables 20 and 21 and Figures 26-29. There is a striking similarity in the patterns of progress over the first six months (for the total groups; (see Figures 26a, b, 27a-d)) and over the first year (Phase 1 and Phase 2 only (see Figures 28a, b, 29a - c)).

Some ‘advantage’ for the children who went into trained schools might be expected compared with children who went into schools that had not received the intervention. Although, it is not known exactly what specific features of instruction existed in the schools not involved in the project, other than the standard range of programmes available in decile 1 schools. That there were no systematically significant differences means that the 5,0 year olds going into other schools continued on an advanced progress track, although the trends in the data suggest that by 6,0 years the combined interventions might have some advantages. For the 5,0 year olds going into other schools, there was an advantage relative to the baseline cohorts for the decile 1 schools involved in the project, given the levels they reached by 5,6 years and 6,0 years. 

To adequately explore these patterns further research would need to examine the concurrent progress of Early Childhood Intervention groups of children in trained primary schools and non trained primary schools, compared with other children in these schools. That research would need to analyse instructional programmes and their effects on different groups of children.

Table 20
Mean Scores (and Standard Deviations) for Language and Literacy Measures for Early Childhood Intervention Group Children (EC) in Trained Schools and Early Childhood Intervention Group Children (EC) in Other Schools at 5,6 years: Combined Phases 1, 2 and 3


EC Intervention

Trained at 5,6

N=24
EC Intervention 

Other at 5,6

N=35
t value
Effect size


M
SD
M
SD



LID
40.42
(16.74)
44.34
(12.75)
1.002
0..27

CAP
15.21
(3.90)
16.46
(4.88)
1.029
0.27

WORD
6.71
(4.91)
6.89
(4.79)
0.138
0.04

BURT
7.92
(7.24)
8.20
(7.94)
0.136
0.04

WRVOC
12.58
(8.47)
14.49
(10.77)
0.716
0.19

H&RS
22.50
(12.27)
24.56
(11.25)
0.654
0.17

RETELL
12.42
(2.78)
12.35
(3.75)
0.077
0.02

PPVT
51.96
(16.26)
49.23
(22.08)
0.508
0.13

*p<.05

Table 21
Mean Scores (and Standard Deviations) for Language and Literacy Measures for Early Childhood Intervention Group Children (EC) in Trained Schools and Early Childhood Intervention Group Children in Other Schools at 6,0 years: Combined Phases 1, 2  and 3


EC Intervention 

Trained at 6,0

N=18
EC Intervention 

Other at 6,0

N=18
t value
Effect size


M
SD
M
SD



LID
47.33
(10.94)
46.61
(14.18)
0.166
0.06

CAP
17.06
(3.10)
16.28
(4.64)
0.576
0.19

WORD
9.78
(4.61)
8.67
(5.20)
0.659
0.22

BURT
14.06
(8.31)
14.44
(9.21)
0.126
0.04

WRVOC
24.28
(12.88)
24.56
(15.14)
0.058
0.02

H&RS
28.11
(8.82)
28.06
(10.41)
0.015
0.01

RETELL
12.18
(1.42)
9.75
(3.70)
2.528**
0.84

PPVT
59.50
(13.79)
50.22
(19.75)
1.588
0.53

TEXT
8.17
(4.50)
6.29
(4.36)
1.237
0.41



**p<.01

Figure 26a

Means for Early Childhood Intervention Group Children (EC) in Trained Schools and Early Childhood Intervention Group Children (EC) in Other Schools for 5,0 Years and 5,6 Years: Combined Phases 1, 2, and 3

Figure 26b

Means for Early Childhood Intervention Group Children (EC) in Trained Schools and Early Childhood Intervention Group Children (EC) in Other Schools for 5,0 Years and 5,6 Years: Combined Phases 1, 2, and 3

Figure 27a

Means for Early Childhood Intervention Group Children (EC) in Trained Schools and Early Childhood Intervention Group Children (EC) in Other Schools for 5,0 Years and 5,6 Years: Phases 1, 2, and 3

Figure 27b

Means for Early Childhood Intervention Group Children (EC) in Trained Schools and Early Childhood Intervention Group Children (EC) in Other Schools for 5,0 Years and 5,6 Years: Phases 1, 2, and 3

Figure 27c

Means for Early Childhood Intervention Group Children (EC) in Trained Schools and Early Childhood Intervention Group Children (EC) in Other Schools for 5,0 Years and 5,6 Years:  Phases 1, 2, and 3

Figure 27d

Means for Early Childhood Intervention Group Children (EC) in Trained Schools and Early Childhood Intervention Group Children (EC) in Other Schools for 5,0 Years and 5,6 Years:  Phases 1, 2, and 3

Figure 28a

Means for Early Childhood Intervention Group Children (EC) in Trained Schools and Early Childhood Intervention Group Children (EC) in Other Schools for 5,0 Years, 5,6 Years, and 6,0 Years: Combined Phase 1 and Phase 2

Figure 28b

Means for Early Childhood Intervention Group Children (EC) in Trained Schools and Early Childhood Intervention Group Children (EC) in Other Schools for 5,0 Years, 5,6 Years, and 6,0 Years: Combined Phase 1 and Phase 2

Figure 29a

Means for Early Childhood Intervention Group Children (EC) in Trained Schools and Early Childhood Intervention Group Children (EC) in Other Schools for 5,0 Years, 5,6 Years, and 6,0 Years: Phase 1 and Phase 2

Figure 29b

Means for Early Childhood Intervention Group Children (EC) in Trained Schools and Early Childhood Intervention Group Children (EC) in Other Schools for 5,0 Years, 5,6 Years, and 6,0 Years: Phase 1 and Phase 2

Figure 29c

Means for Early Childhood Intervention Group Children (EC) in Trained Schools and Early Childhood Intervention Group Children (EC) in Other Schools for 5,0 Years, 5,6 Years, and 6,0 Years: Phase 1 and Phase 2

Summary

The 6 months of professional development intervention in early childhood education centres had an important impact on children’s literacy and language development. At 5,0 years when compared with children who had early childhood education experience they showed statistically and educationally significant gains in literacy and language measures reflecting the focus of the early childhood professional development. Some effects were retained at 5,6 years when compared with children who had had the primary intervention only, however, 6,0 years significant gains were confined to concepts about print and there were no differences in the reading of continuous text and writing. The language measures for which there had been marked effects were not used at 6,0 years. This pattern was generally replicated across phases. The results mean that there were advantages to the combined intervention but that these were limited to areas where the early childhood intervention had had a marked effect.

A second comparison demonstrated that when children from the early childhood intervention went into classrooms without the primary professional development, their gains were very similar to the group who went into classrooms with the primary intervention. This suggests that their increased expertise at entry may have allowed them to engage with a range of programmes or alternatively that the teachers were more able to pick up on the expertise that they had.
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