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Executive Summary

This project involved five different examples of resource materials for reading in primary school (namely, Jolly Phonics, PM (Price Milburn) Plus Readers, Rainbow Reading, The Sunshine Video Collection and Tatari, Tautoko, Tauawhi (TTT)). Schools (deciles 1 to 4) that did not already possess one of these packages and thought that it would assist in their reading programme were invited to apply. Resources were subsequently placed in 69 school sites and the implementation was tracked over a two-year period through questionnaires, site visits, interviews and observations. Research with respect to the use of the materials was designed to answer questions about how the materials fitted the existing classroom programme; how the needs of Maori, Pacific and NESB children were met by both the existing programme and the new materials; the strategies teachers had for evaluating the materials; how the use of the materials changed over time, and what were examples of ‘best practice’ in terms of introducing and sustaining the use of such materials in literacy instruction programmes.

The major findings as they relate to these questions are summarised below.

· There was a lack of evidence of an ability of respondents to articulate the specific needs of learners and how features of a programme (the existing or the new resources) might meet particular needs.

· New resources tended to be added to existing resources and classroom practice, forming a permeable layer whereby it was difficult for outcomes to be differentiated due to possible interactive effects.

· There was a strong tendency amongst respondents to see additional resources (materials and ancillary personnel) as a way to cater for learning needs (even given the biases that may have resulted from the fact this study provided and focussed on material resources). Against this trend around a quarter of respondents saw improved teaching as a way of better catering to needs.

· Readymade resources are not stand-alone, according to the respondents. In many instances they require additional resources, or incur additional costs and these need to be recognised and planned for. The materials supplied were seen by schools as least able to be accommodated in terms of logistics and other practical matters.

· The readymade resources were reported to fit fairly well into the existing literacy programme, particularly in terms of ideas and beliefs about literacy and in terms of either providing additional strength to, or adding a new element to, the existing programme.

· There was widespread adaptation of resources to the context in which they were employed. Teachers made professional judgements and adapted materials in order to better fit their classroom context. Changes included: (i) altering the target group of children working with the materials, (ii) making changes in the extent of use (frequency or intensity) of the package, and (iii) altering the actual content of the package.

· Schools provided little evidence of the systematic use of achievement data to inform decisions about the resource or to monitor changes made in the use of it. Respondents readily rated the influence on learning outcomes of the resource and the largest category of response to explain the rating was progress of the children, mostly unspecified. Although the majority of schools expressed the intention of gathering achievement data in reading, judgements concerning the resource did not, in reality, appear to be based on such.

· The majority of schools cited consultation of staff and professional judgements as the main basis for decisions. Teacher-collected data about progress and standardised measures were rated lowest in terms of the weight given as a source of evidence for continuing, discontinuing or modifying the use of the resource.

· Respondents were aware of a range of sources of evidence and were able to rate the importance of each particular source of evidence to their judgements about the resource. However, in half of the cases, they unable to specify what, precisely, the source of evidence told them.

· There was a lack of evidence of sufficient skill located within schools to undertake evaluation of the effectiveness of the resource within their context.

· Likewise, schools, while providing excellent critiques of specific features of particular resources, were, in general, unwilling or unable to evaluate the resources, including the way in which they were designed to be used, critically at a fundamental level (e.g. where resources seemed to be designed for independent use or use by a relatively unskilled teacher aide, schools largely did not question whether this was desirable for the most needy children).

· While there was evidence of well-developed informal systems of feedback and of letting others know about the resource, there was also evidence that such systems were insufficient for sustainability.

These findings are seen as having particular implications in terms of developing expertise of teachers in evaluating needs and outcomes and relating such to the aspects of their practice.

Section 1: Context for this research and research questions

The aim of this section is to describe and analyse pertinent features of the context for the present research. This includes: the Government goals for literacy achievement; the current achievement levels of New Zealand children and the multi-pronged approaches and initiatives aimed at raising achievement levels. It also introduces the notion of best practice for literacy teaching.

Literacy was again fore grounded in the Report of the New Zealand Literacy Taskforce (1999) that gave advice to the Government on achieving its goal that ‘by 2005, every child turning nine will be able to read, write and do maths for success’. As is pointed out in a newsletter from Learning Media entitled “How well do New Zealand children read?” (Pitches, Thompson, & Watson, 2002), it is not that we are reading poorly. The authors reiterate the conclusions of the Taskforce that New Zealand children are high achievers in reading. In the latest Programme for Student Assessment (PISA) study (Kirsch et al., 2002), concerning the reading of 15 year olds, NZ had the third highest scores for reading with the highest proportion at the top level of proficiency (1 in 5). However, the relatively high proportion at the lowest level is of concern. There was similar concern following the 1990 IEA Reading Literacy Study (International Association for the Evaluation of Educational Achievement (IEA), 1993) where Maori performed below the international average. Within New Zealand there were marked differences between children whose home language was English and those who spoke another language at home and many of the latter were Pacific Nations children. Analyses like that of Wilkinson (1998) which illustrates the wide spread of scores, highlight the increased level of diversity that New Zealand teachers are dealing with in their classrooms. The Progress in International Reading Literacy Study (PIRLS) (Mullis, Martin, Gonzalez, & Kennedy, 2003) found similarly that children were reading significantly above the international average at Year 5 but the spread of scores was wider than those in most other countries.

This notion of increased diversity is supported by the School Entry Assessment data that suggest that there are large disparities in performance on entry to school. According to the Literacy Taskforce (1999), these tended to increase over the first four years of school. However, Flockton & Crooks (2001) have demonstrated, using data from the National Assessment Monitoring Project, that we have made a dramatic improvement at least in oral reading scores in Year 4 from 1996 to 2000 and so that disparity has reduced in this area of accuracy in reading.

To address disparity and to ensure that any gains are maintained, a number of areas have been identified as central, most stemming from the Literacy Taskforce Report. Amongst these is the notion of professional leadership in the schools whereby the principal, ‘as professional leader should have a thorough understanding of how learners learn as well as the ways in which the school should be organised and the teachers supported to achieve the best results possible’ (New Zealand Literacy Taskforce, 1999, p. 14). Allied to this is the notion of literacy leadership, someone with the professional knowledge to evaluate the effectiveness of literacy programmes in schools, amongst other tasks. The Taskforce noted that ‘it is possible for schools to be using many different literacy programmes without knowing enough about their effectiveness in meeting the needs of children’ (p. 14) and they suggested that literacy leaders develop the expertise needed to carry out such evaluations.

An observation of the Strengthening Education in Mangere and Otara Project (SEMO) researchers (Timperley, Robinson, & Bullard, 1999) was that a multiplicity of literacy programmes and materials was reported to be present in these schools. A common response of SEMO schools to poor achievement in literacy was to try an alternative approach or programme. Often, data were not systematically gathered to analyse where the specific need was and then to match this need to a possible solution and then to evaluate effectiveness of the solution in terms of needs.

There was, to use a term we have coined for this project, a “permeable layering” of one possible palliative on to a previous one. The notion of layers implies that the previous programme is retained at least in some form while the notion of permeable suggests that influences may seep through from one layer to the other so that it becomes difficult to unpack the effect(s) of any one programme or intervention. The term ‘Christmas tree effect’ has been used to describe multiple professional development attempts to up-skill teachers of literacy in the U.S. (Raphael, Gavelek, Hynd, Teale, & Shanahan, 2002) so the phenomenon is not confined to classroom programmes or materials or to the New Zealand context. Thus, multiplicity of programmes and resources and also the lack of a data-driven evaluation of needs characterised literacy programmes (Timperley et al., 1999).

With regard to monitoring and assessing, the Taskforce voiced concern about the wide range of teacher expertise in the area, clearly drawing on anecdotal evidence and that arising from SEMO. More recently, data from the professional development in literacy project (Timperley & Wiseman, 2002) has established the importance of using data and how particular types of use can be linked to improved achievement. The launching of large-scale national projects with a different focus to the National Monitoring Project (e.g. asTTle and Exemplars) has arguably begun to promote a changing culture in terms of the use of diagnostic assessment for evidence-based teaching. This current project is also concerned with the ways in which teachers evaluate materials and how decisions with respect to the use of materials are informed.

Materials were a focus in the section of the Taskforce Report that considered the notion of effective teaching and of strengthening teaching. A two-pronged recommendation of the Taskforce was that a statement of best practice be drawn up that would, amongst other things, provide a guide in the development of curriculum materials. They also noted that teachers needed more information and assistance to help them select both instructional approaches and strategies, than what is available in the current information provided. Of direct relevance to this project, they wanted to see guidelines that teachers could use when selecting materials for their literacy programmes. An aim of this research was to provide some insight into effective selection as well as use of readymade materials.

Readymade materials, in the sense of series of readers, have historically been associated with literacy teaching in New Zealand. The Ready to Read series was the first complete set of readers that was written specifically for New Zealand classrooms and designed around guidelines that had instructional implications (Smith & Elley, 1994). There has been a considerable expansion of the range of levelled books employed in junior reading classrooms around which the activities of guided, shared and independent reading revolve.

Theoretically, resources are viewed as one dimension of activity systems that embrace the teacher and child; independent and joint interactions within activity; the task or activity, and the associated organisational patterns and resources. Teachers select, arrange and deploy resources in terms of their pedagogical aims and, in so doing, create what have been termed ‘zones of promoted development’ for children (Valsiner, 1988). In selecting materials for instructional use, teachers place constraints on, or provide opportunities for, the development of particular forms of expertise. Materials may be seen as providing second-level scaffolds in instructional activities.

The interrelations among these dimensions within such activity systems have not been fully explored. Rather, the approach has been to identify hallmarks of effective teaching generally, and of effective literacy teachers more specifically. But, after examining, in the 1960’s, (Block, Oakar, & Hurt, 2002), programmes, curricula and philosophical approaches to ascertain whether specific materials produced significant gains in literacy achievement, the conclusion was reached that teaching abilities, over and above the type of materials used, were the major contributors to student’s literacy success.  “Recent studies reaffirmed that to improve reading instruction, we must examine teaching expertise rather than expect a panacea in the form of materials” (Block et al., 2002, p. 178).

From the literature on effective teaching generally, common characteristics have been observed, some of which would seem to be applicable to the use of readymade resources. These include the obvious maxim of providing students with the maximum opportunity to learn. More specifically, this includes the provision of features that ensure full engagement in academic endeavours and minimum time not engaged (Brophy & Good, 1986). In relation to readymade materials this is likely to mean features of the materials that are appropriate to the child’s level and of relevance to the child’s life and experience. An implication for the second part of Brophy and Good’s finding is that down time like that involved in transitions and listening to directions is minimised so readymade materials need to be designed to be simple to include in classroom activities without the necessity of too many additional resources or preparation time.

Research supports the fact that effective teachers make decisions about the grouping of children in their classrooms according to the needs of both the children and the tasks (Alexander, 1992; Bennett & Dunne, 1991). Tasks need to be matched to the needs of the children. Research suggests that this may not happen in the majority of cases. In an early study of infant classes in the U.K., number and language tasks were matched to the children's ability in only about 40 percent of cases (Bennett, Desforges, Cockburn, & Wilkinson, 1984). This may be because of low expectations of children and lack of data gathering to test those perceptions, as has been shown in research work in New Zealand (Timperley et al., 1999), or it may be failure to analyse needs of children and features of tasks accurately to ensure a match. This is a vital component of materials use. Similarly, the type of task needs to be matched (revision and practice versus knowledge acquisition) to the child’s level and previous learning. (Alton-Lee & Nuthall, 1990) emphasise in their research in New Zealand classrooms that children require repeated, concurrent practice to retain information. By implication, effective teaching with resources would involve an accurate match between child needs and experience and the features of resources.

Although the nature of teaching beginning reading effectively has received much attention, largely because failure to develop basic reading abilities has such far-reaching consequences, most research and debate has centred round the different theories and models proposed to explain how children learn to read. Much less systematic work has been done looking at exemplary teachers of literacy for insights into the nature of effective reading instruction, insights that go beyond generalisations such that teaching involves integrating whole language, letter and word level teaching, together with some explicit comprehension instruction.

Several recent studies attempt to look at “best or effective practice” in literacy instruction by describing what teachers, nominated as effective practitioners, do. These are considered for their references to resource use or for implications for resource use.

The integration of literacy instruction components was a feature of effective literacy teachers (K-2) in a self- report study (Pressley, Rankin, & Yokoi, 1996). They used both skills teaching and immersion in a print-rich environment in their literacy programme. In a similar vein, but applying the notion of integration more specifically, Wray, Medwell, Fox and Poulson (2000) say that excellent teachers of literacy make connections for a student between text, sentence and word levels of text.

Summarising the practices and beliefs that distinguished outstanding first-grade teachers, selected not only on the basis of nomination but on the achievement of their students, were the following observed characteristics: coherent and thorough integration of skills with high quality reading and writing experiences; high density of instruction including the integration of multiple goals in a lesson; extensive use of scaffolding; encouragement of self-regulation; integration of reading and writing activities; high expectations of students; masterful management and an awareness of their practices and the goals underlying them (Wharton-McDonald, Pressley, & Hampston, 1998). These have been expressed in slightly different terms in numerous articles. In specifying any such characteristics, there is the risk that, in deconstructing a complex activity like teaching, the true complexity of expert activity is oversimplified.

In these studies of effective literacy instruction, there was mention of some of the features with respect to how teachers organise for learning like the use of grouping practices but virtually no mention of the use of resources other than of quality ‘trade books’ and of worksheets. In a consideration of the practices of more and less effective literacy teachers, there was passing mention of resource-based activities.  A difference has been found in the range of literacy activities reported by more and less effective teachers in that a greater proportion of effective teachers reported using big books than did the control. The control group reported using flashcards and phonic exercises more than the effective teacher group, although the groups were the same in the use of letter sounds although they approached the teaching differently (Wray et al., 2000).

While some previous research has investigated whether particular products are effective; that is research has evaluated the product in relation to student learning outcomes, we have not found research that has considered the context of implementation; that is the factors that may explain the conditions under which readymade literacy materials are more likely to be successfully utilised.

Research questions for this study

· What is the range of literacy instruction available in the study schools prior to the introduction of the most recent ready-made package?

· How are the literacy programmes (including the commercial packages) seen to meet the needs of the Maori students, Pacific students and students for whom English is a second language?

· How does the new package fit into <where does it sit in relation to> the existing classroom programme?

· What strategies do teachers have for evaluating this new component of the literacy programme against other existing literacy instruction programmes?

· How does the use of the new programme change over a period of two years?

· What are examples of “best <effective> practice” in terms of introducing and sustaining ready-made components into literacy instruction programmes (at the school and classroom level)?

Section 2: Methodological issues and method

Part A: Issues

Numerous aspects of the context in which this research was conducted impinge on the design. The research questions are decided by the contractor, in this case, the Ministry of Education and they take into account not only educational but political, economic and social considerations. The research questions suggest the approach but there are other aspects like those concerning the definition and choice of readymade materials, whereby the researchers (and by association their institution) could not be seen to be endorsing products. There were also constraints on school choice of materials that influenced design decisions.

The research questions focussed this study on how teachers use readymade literacy materials in their classrooms, rather than gathering research data on learning outcomes as a result of their use. The broad remit for the project was to evaluate the incorporation of readymade literacy materials into a reading programme. The aim was not to evaluate the materials per se through assessing outcomes and relating these to product content, structure or philosophy.

Thus, the nature of the design of the research was not experimental or quasi-experimental, nor did it utilise an action research paradigm, although we have to acknowledge that questions posed might have cued respondents, for example, to the fact that we expected some data to be available that allowed them to make decisions about the usefulness of the resource. Part of evaluating the use of and the sustaining the use of a package meant that we did not, as a research team, direct either the need for or the nature of data collection with regard to children’s learning outcomes. Nor did we attempt to influence uptake or continuation with respect to use of the supplied package.

Although it is limited, previous research has looked at such learning outcomes, often with mixed results. The evaluation research has tended to be of the quasi-experimental, pre-test, intervention, post-test ilk so that a very complex issue is much simplified. It is often a “one size fits all” approach when, in reality, one size fits few satisfactorily. Realistically, classrooms have a multiplicity of literacy programmes and materials in use. We would argue that within the prevalent “layered” nature of the classroom environment, where numerous programmes may exist simultaneously for at least some children, it is difficult and, indeed problematic, to attribute change in outcomes definitively to a single source. It would involve a degree of manipulation on our part to ensure that children who participated received only the ‘readymade materials intervention’ and this would have been difficult in the current context of these low decile schools. The idea of our not foregrounding an evaluation of the materials is tied to the notion of the complexity of classrooms. The design is essentially a case study, the case of implementing resource materials, differing resource materials in multiple sites.

The question of the resource materials themselves, both in terms of selection by the research team and limitations on the choices offered to schools, had methodological implications. The selection of the readymade resource materials or the readymade packages was a decision that had to be made in the light of two factors. One factor was the riding instructions that certain materials be included in certain proportions and that schools be offered something they did not already have and the second was the possible repercussions of the University of Auckland being seen to select certain materials as ‘worthy’ of research and, by association, endorse them. This led to a decision to offer to schools those resources most often sought by low decile schools in their applications to the Ministry of Education for funding through such as the special literacy pool monies.

The fact that a readymade resource had to be represented in certain proportions, and that schools could not select what they had even if they wished to strengthen an existing programme with further resources, had a significant influence. For a number of schools choice was constrained. If the school had all of the other packages, it was Hobson’s choice if they wanted to avail themselves of a free resource. Some received their second choice because insufficient numbers chose a particular resource to fulfil the quota imposed. Either Hobson’s choice or second choice was likely to be problematic in terms of both commitment to using the resource and to the research project, and in terms of matching the resource to needs.  An additional issue is that there were limited Maori resources to offer. At the same time that we were deciding on packages to include, the Ministry of Education made available to schools Maori readers, and we were unable to find another suitable offering (most publishers have few or no book titles in Maori) that might be equivalent to a package. We, therefore, decided to offer TTT (Tatari, Tautoko, Tauawhi), the Maori version of Pause, Prompt, Praise that three schools had asked for. However, it is not strictly a readymade package as it uses existing text materials for children and centrally involves some training.

The outcomes of these issues with regard to package selection were that some schools were likely to be less committed to the resource supplied and we had very few schools with Maori resources. When the extent of mediation from these factors became clearer, it markedly influenced methodological decisions we made.  These decisions concerned both the further selection of cases, after the first case study visits and the approach in the follow-up research in late 2001 and in 2002. The inclusion of TTT heightened another methodological issue, that of the nature of the packages and the implications of this.

The decision about packages to offer also had ramifications in that, although we outlined the criteria that constituted a ‘readymade resource package’, the readymade resources selected were quite different in the way they have been designed for use in the classroom. This had consequences for the notion of fit, instantiated in one of the research questions. As noted above, the initial remit was framed around the idea of incorporation of readymade literacy materials into classroom reading programmes. If there was not to be an experimental type evaluation of the materials in terms of their effect on children, for the reasons outlined, then how to describe ‘successful’ use became a central question. The concept of ‘integration’ while appearing promising became more problematic when viewed in light of the differing nature of the packages and the possible differing aims of teachers in using them.

The materials themselves may constrain the organisational patterns and teaching and learning interactions. Different literacy resources may support or encourage different sorts of literacy teaching and, therefore, different sorts of situated expertise for children. Clearly the nature of some materials makes a practice like making connections between levels of text or integrating skills with quality reading and writing experiences, a hallmark of ‘best practice’ in literacy instruction, more or less straightforward. Some packages are very similar to common classroom resources while others may differ from current practice. Some packages require significant additional resources. The nature of the package, then, may relate to the way in which it was implemented.

Some programmes or materials may have a significant effect on children’s learning, yet they may not necessarily be integrated.  According to phonics researchers, programmes they study do have significant effects on children’s learning, but this need not equate to or relate to being well integrated. We think that it is conceivable that some readymade literacy materials may not be integrated seamlessly into classroom practice, yet they may be efficacious because links are made in other respects.

Teachers may have selected the materials to support their teaching of component skills of literacy rather than employing the package as the mainstay of their programme. So, differences in teachers’ reasons for material selection and the range of teaching and learning activities associated with the different packages become significant variables affecting the judgement of best practice in the light of the criterion of integration.

The notion of “best practice” instantiated in the final research question can be viewed from numerous other aspects other than integration. Notwithstanding the above issues, the literature on best practice helps in identifying features associated with use of readymade materials like the use of evidence to inform decisions, given our interest in whether packages are being utilised well and effectively and what the context for such use is. Our aim was to explore the nexus among assessment of children’s needs; teacher’s choice of how to utilise the package in relation to these identified needs and in relation to their regular classroom programme; the constraints of the context of use, including the materials, and the basis for, as well as, the nature of the reported learning outcomes for children.

Part B: Method

What comprises a package and how to select the packages

Both the selection of the materials and the selection of the sampling frame was a negotiated process between the research team and the Ministry, although some features the Ministry stated were non negotiable.

What are readymade literacy materials?

The definition adopted was that these be published materials, commercially available, not new approaches to teaching reading and writing that require extensive, specialised professional development training. Such was seen to include:

· materials-readers or worksheets (tasks for children)

· multi-level or sequenced or graded

· teacher "manuals" and/ or assessment materials

· present in New Zealand schools in current form or is a development (Mark II or III) available in commercial form by December 2000

· materials to have specific relevance to Maori, Pacific Nations and NESB children and children making slow progress.

How materials were selected for inclusion

Which particular materials to include for schools to select from was an important issue for the research team to address. The request for proposals from the Ministry of Education had named several packages frequently asked for in submissions for funding from such as the Reading, Writing and Mathematics Proposals Pool. Although an extensive search of published materials currently available in New Zealand was undertaken and revealed some new and promising resources, the research team felt that they (and, by implication, the Ministry) could not be seen to be in a position of endorsing commercial materials by selecting them for such a study. So, the Ministry report of the most popular requests was checked against some research conducted by Auckland Reading Recovery tutors. They surveyed principals in South Auckland primary schools (decile 1-3) and asked about additional literacy programmes to support children making slow progress (Auckland Reading Recovery Tutors, 1999).  As the packages named accorded with those the Ministry had named, we were more confident that schools endorsed such resource materials as appropriate.

Selecting the schools, allocating resources and selecting cases

The sample frame was negotiated with the Ministry both in terms of the catchment area to select from and in terms of the decile range to include. We also took advice from our Advisory Committee members. The Ministry suggested the research team use as a sampling frame schools in the Greater Auckland area and the Waikato region (excluding Kura Kaupapa Schools and Intermediate Schools and schools involved in the Strengthening Education in Mangere and Otara (SEMO) schools). The choice of area was influenced by other research that the Ministry knew was underway, for example, in Northland, or related research that had already been undertaken (e.g. the Elley and Cowie study (1999) of the Sunshine Video Collection had been conducted in Northland schools).  After a consideration of potential numbers of respondents in the catchment, it was agreed by the Ministry to include decile 1 to 4 schools under the rubric “low decile”.

This yielded a sampling frame of 248 schools. University of Auckland Human Subject Ethics Committee approval for the research was obtained. All schools were then sent a letter inviting them to participate (see Appendix 1). Enclosed with this letter were details of approximately a page that each publisher of a package had been invited to include. All of those schools that responded (see Appendix 2 for response form) were accepted (66 schools and 68 sites as two schools had two packages, a main stream package and a Maori medium package, as they had bi-lingual units). Because we considered the initial response rate poor, we made vigorous efforts to recruit participants by sending follow-up letters. The reasons for a low response may include the fact that none of these packages was particularly new, so schools may have possessed them already. Even if they did not have all of the materials, the choice(s) left may have been insufficiently enticing to persuade them to participate. Schools were being asked to undertake more review and assessment procedures and this may have left some feeling too heavily committed to become involved with a new project. The resulting sample was spread reasonably evenly across the four decile bands with 29% at decile 1; 18% at decile 2; 22% at decile 3 and 31% at decile 4.  In late 2001, a further two packages were provided to qualifying schools, bringing the total number of schools to 67, and the total number of packages supplied to 70.  One of these two schools was already involved in the project, and they were provided with a second, different English medium package.  Three schools now had two distinct packages.

Schools were offered a selection of four packages with the proviso that the materials had to be new for the school. Schools made a selection from the offerings and were asked to indicate a second choice if appropriate. There was the option to nominate a package not listed if the school felt that it better suited their needs. Surprisingly, no school took this opportunity.  However, it is clear to the research team after examining answers to questions in the initial application together with Questionnaire 1, or from information gained during our initial case study visits that, for some schools, it was Hobson’s choice in that they already had all of the other packages offered. If they wanted to take advantage of the offer of free materials, they had to select what they did not have.

Likewise, because of constraints placed on us, we were unable to give all schools their first choice of package and this, too, we considered problematic.  While 56 of the 66 schools (85%) reported that they received their nominated first choice of package, this did not take into account schools which were left with only the one package to choose from, and the team decided that Hobson’s choice or a second choice was likely to be problematic in terms of both commitment and in matching resources to needs.  When the extent of mediation became clearer, these two factors markedly influenced methodological decisions we made.  These decisions concerned both the further selection of cases, after the first case study visit and the type of approach to take in the follow-up research in late 2001 and in 2002

Schools were sent the materials either at the end of 2000 or early in the 2001 school year. A decision was made to give large schools (with rolls over 420), where there would be several classes using the resource, two sets of their selected materials. The final distribution was: 43% of the packages were Sunshine; 20% Jolly Phonics; 13% Rainbow Reading; 21% PM Plus; and 4% of the packages were TTT.  Note that because of the small sample size of TTT schools, these are not included in questionnaire data but they are part of the case study data.

Throughout the project, participants were not actively encouraged or given incentives to continue to use the package but left to make their own decisions. We held the idea that a governing principle should be to do no harm and so schools could decide to discontinue.

Data Collection

Data were obtained from schools using written questionnaires, through case study visits, and from the school records of selected schools.  In addition, schools were visited informally to maintain contact at a personal level, for data collection from school records, and to video and see the packages in action.  In all, members of the research team visited a total of 39 participating schools on 55 occasions.

Questionnaire data

Questionnaire data were collected on six occasions.  Prior to selection for participation in the project, an Initial Application (IA) was completed which outlined a number of key questions regarding the school and very briefly outlined their reason for choosing their preferred package and intentions for its use.  A total of 65 Initial Application forms were available for analysis.  Once selected, each school completed a more comprehensive questionnaire designed to collect important baseline data.  This consisted of two parts – the first part was to be completed by each teacher who would be using the materials, while the second was a management questionnaire to be completed by the teacher responsible for oversight of the project in the school.  This questionnaire was designed to collect data about existing literacy programmes; the perceived needs of groups of children and how the school was currently meeting these and other resources the school possessed.  We received 143 teacher questionnaires (TQ1), and 58 Management questionnaires (MQ1).  These were completed early in the 2001 school year.  Only one completed questionnaire per school was required for the remaining three questionnaires.  Each questionnaire was sent to the school liaison person, who was asked to consult all of the teachers and teacher aides associated with the materials, but there is no certainty that other views were incorporated in the responses.

Questionnaire 2 was completed in November/December 2001, and 63 were received and analysed (95% of participating schools).  This questionnaire asked schools to report on the influence that the package had on learning outcomes, sources of evidence that teachers used to determine the success of the materials on learning outcomes, methods of information exchange, cost effectiveness of the package, and advice for other schools considering purchasing the package.

Questionnaire 3 (Q3) was distributed and collected in June 2002 (N= 63, 95% of schools) and covered a range of questions concerning meeting students needs (especially the target groups of Maori, Pacific nation and NESB students, and children making slow progress), issues of “fit” into an existing literacy programme, the sustainability of the package, and the coverage and extent of use of the package.

Responses to Questionnaire 4 data were received in November/December 2002 (N=66, 98% of schools).  This questionnaire re-visited the matter of coverage and extent of use in order to update figures obtained in earlier questionnaires, as well as asking schools about the current usage of the package, methods of informing decisions, sustainability of use, and the purposes and benefits derived from the package.  As well, they were asked to outline three features they felt necessary for successful implementation, and how well the package fitted into their programme.  Finally, schools were asked to provide a rating of the package they received compared to another well-known package that they nominated as suitable for the same target group of students.

Each of the six questionnaires is attached in Appendices 2 to 7.  Table 1 shows the return rate for each questionnaire, differentiated by package.  For TQ1, the mean number of questionnaires per school was 2.2 (SD = 1.9), although there was considerable variation between schools with one school providing nine teacher responses, and seven teachers from each of another two schools also completing the questionnaire.  All of these schools were using the PM Plus package, an indication of the proposed usage of this package across many classrooms.  Single teacher responses were received from thirty of the schools.

Table 1. Response rates for written questionnaires, differentiated by package


IA
TQ1
MQ1
Q2
Q3
Q4


N
%
N
**
N
%
N
%
N
%
N
%

All schools
65
98.5
143
2.2
61
92.4
59
89.4
63
94.0
66
98.5

Jolly Phonics
12
100
24
2.0
11
91.7
12
100
14
100
14
100

PM Plus
15
100
48
3.2
15
100
14
93.3
15
100
15
100

Rainbow Reading
9
100
17
1.9
8
88.9
8
88.9
9
100
8
88.9

Sunshine Magic Box
29
100
54
1.9
27
93.1
25
86.2
25
86.2
29
100

**
Indicates the average number of teachers per school who responded.

Case study visits

The three primary researchers conducted case study visits on two separate occasions during the two-year period of the project.  Case study sites were selected to represent proportionally the packages offered and to include both large and small schools and rural and urban schools.  More importantly, they were also selected to represent ethnic mixes in differing proportions (e.g. predominantly Maori, predominantly Pacific Nations, large NESB or multi-cultural even mix).  In addition, schools were selected on the basis of their responses to the questionnaires, which indicated that there was some practice in the school that would further illuminate the study.  A third, informal round of visits was made to schools, largely those too far distant to attend the seminar meetings. Eleven schools in the Waikato, Taupo and Waihi areas were visited.  A separate series of visits was made by a Maori researcher to schools that accepted TTT.

The case studies enabled the researchers to interview teachers and observe classes (if possible) and find out about the location and logistics of resource management.  The first case studies (N=23) were conducted in 2001, after the materials had been in use for almost three terms, and the second case study visits (N=11) took place in Term 3, 2002.  A semi-structured interview schedule was used covering a series of issues derived from the questionnaire responses.  The schedule for the first case study covered the reasons for grouping, location of materials, set–up/establishment time, staff/people involved, frequency and use of the materials, appropriateness of the materials, factors affecting implementation and use, and sustainability issues.

The second case study visit addressed three main issues:

· adaptations over time through various vignettes and scenarios;

· systems the school used (including the initial selection of package, selection of the students, tracking outcomes, actual use of the materials, systems for informing teachers about the resource and any professional development or supported information flow; for making decisions about where to next) and

· outcomes, especially any data schools collected and what was done with that data (including the form that the data took, the way in which the data related to purpose of the materials, how the data was discussed, what comes of this discussion, and an indication about any feedback to learners).

Seminar meetings of participating teachers

During April 2002, a series of three seminars were conducted in West Auckland, South Auckland and Hamilton to inform schools of progress to date, and to obtain feedback from schools about the implementation of the packages, as well as the research process.  These seminars were held after school hours, as there was no provision for release funding in the contract.  Eighty-one teachers from 37 schools attended these seminars.  Following a presentation by the research team which sketched out some of their findings to date, the teachers offered their advice for other schools concerning three major issues as a result of using their package for just over a year: what to look for when selecting a package; advice about implementation; and, how to sustain the use of their package.  The summary notes (Appendix 10) taken from these discussions were circulated to all schools as a means of keeping them informed of the outcomes from the seminars.  As all schools were not able to have representatives present at these seminars, copies of the PowerPoint presentation used during the presentation (Appendix 11) were also attached to the summary notes.

On-going communication with schools

Throughout the project contact was maintained with many of the participating schools by means of telephone, email and letters. These served to help arrange visits, answer queries or arrange for additional materials. Letters were sent to individual schools in response to queries written on their questionnaire returns. Two newsletters (Appendices 12 and 13) were also sent to schools. These were to update progress on the project, detail changes in personnel, and to provide some feedback to schools from the questionnaire data they had supplied.

Data analysis

A descriptive design using content analysis to analyse the questionnaires was employed, to generate quantitative data.  This enabled us to apply frequency counts to a range of queries.  These queries provided data for all schools, as well as differentiating responses by package.  An inductive approach was adopted where the data generated the model.

For each questionnaire, a trained and experienced primary school teacher was employed to code the responses.  Four different teachers were employed – the first teacher coded IA and MQ1, a second coded Q1, a third teacher coded Q2, and the fourth teacher coded Q3 and Q4.

For each questionnaire, the first step was to define the criteria with which to quantify the content of the questionnaires.  A random sample of approximately 15% of the returned questionnaires was read and a series of coding categories derived from the responses to each question.  The coder, principal researcher and project manager met to review and amend these categories.

Once the coding system was established, each question or subsection was systematically analysed and recorded using the coding categories.  As the coding proceeded and where appropriate, additional codes were generated for the data, and added to the coding categories.  A coding reliability test was conducted on a further 10% of the questionnaires.  Table 2 shows the inter-coder agreement for items in each instrument, and indicates a high degree of agreement between the two coders.

Table 2. Inter-coder agreement by questionnaire

Initial 
application
Teacher Questionnaire 1
Management Questionnaire
Questionnaire
 2
Questionnaire
 3
Questionnaire
 4

90.0%
94.5%
82.4%
85.7%
78.9%
86.3%

These codes were then entered into a Microsoft Access database, and queries generated to capture frequency distributions of responses, collectively for all schools, and separately by package.  Statistical analyses were also conducted where this was appropriate.

Unit of analysis

As noted above, just the one school response was expected for each questionnaire, so the unit of analysis was set at the school level.  However, for Teacher Questionnaire 1 (TQ1) the unit of analysis was the teacher/class.  An exception was made in this case to take into account multiple returns from schools. The number of completed returns varied from one teacher in some schools to as many as nine returns for one school.  For the sake of clarity and to overcome any difficulty in interpreting the data, whether the unit of analysis is school or teacher/class has been stated throughout this report.

Use of pseudonyms

To retain anonymity of participating schools, we took a database of names of schools in Queensland and substituted these systematically, except for schools with Maori names where we used the names of rivers in New Zealand that were in Maori.

Section 3: Readymade materials

In this section is information about each of the readymade packages. It includes a description of intended use, taken from the publisher’s or author’s instructions or suggestions.  Also included is any assessment information that is contained in the package that may be designed to help teachers to monitor progress. Finally, any available research concerning learning outcomes associated with using the package or very similar materials is discussed.

Members of the research team not only reviewed published research concerning the packages but familiarised themselves with each one by reading accompanying materials, reviewing the videos and, in the case of Sunshine and Jolly Phonics, by having the publishers present their materials. The team also arranged for personnel from a local school to brief them on Jolly Phonics as this particular school are providing in-service for many schools in relation to this package.

Rainbow Reading

Description of materials

Rainbow Reading is a read-along taped reading programme involving repeated readings. The package consists of books (children’s readers) that are levelled and colour coded, intended for children aged 6 to 12. Each book is also on audiotape. There is a Teacher’s Manual and training video, together with other manuals, each with a specialised function. These latter manuals are largely to provide activities for children to accompany the books, namely, text sequencing, word search, a dice game, writing manual and cloze or text completion. In addition, there is an Assessment Manual. According to the publishers, new titles and support material are added regularly.

Description of intended use

The Teacher’s Manual summarises the beliefs on which Rainbow Reading is premised. These include the notion that “the best approach to teaching reading is a combination of approaches” (Mooney, 1988, p. 1).  Rainbow Reading is ‘ideally introduced as part of a varied reading programme or as a 6-8 week unit’. Small groups working with a tutor for 20-30 minutes is recommended. These can be withdrawn from classes for daily practice or supervised within their classrooms. The manual states that there is no need to limit the programme to underachieving or reluctant readers but whole classes can ‘with a minimum of organisation’ participate. Rainbow Reading can be used with NESB children or used to complement special programmes like Reading Recovery.

Detail about orienting and practising is provided. There is information about orienting a child to a book before the child begins to read and about the likely elements of practice. Then a section indicates the checks a tutor should make when establishing whether the student has mastered the text s/he is practising or whether the text is too difficult. Information about organisational aspects like storage and grouping is also given, as well as a section on troubleshooting like what to do if a student lacks or loses interest in the programme.  There are masters for a student record of practices, for a tutor’s records and even of certificates to award to children.

Assessment details

The Teacher’s Manual gives detailed information on how to assess students in order to start them at their instructional level. It also gives examples of what might indicate a student is ready to progress and how to check this. The Assessment Manual includes the titles in the package and is designed for teachers to use to take running records in order to monitor progress. It states that the running record will ‘guide the teacher in making decisions about future books and teaching points, based on the student’s strengths and needs’.  Markers for each set of words (100, 150, 200, 250) make it easy to calculate accuracy and self-correction rates. Comprehension questions to check understanding of text are presented but ‘as suggestions only’. The five questions involve three to check recall of the text and two to tap deeper understanding. The manual points out that teachers may choose to check comprehension by other means such as the retell method.

Training associated with package

The package comes with a tutor training video.

Research literature

The use of Rainbow Reading is related to the issue of fluency. Fluency is the development of a high degree of speed and accuracy in reading text. Speed is important because a slow reading rate means that students are expending cognitive effort decoding at the individual word level and may have less capacity to process meaning.   Fluency, in terms of reading rate and accuracy, has been demonstrated to occur with repeated readings of text (Dahl, 1974; Dowhower, 1987; Herman, 1985; Samuels, 1979). This has also been shown to generalise to portions of the text not specifically practiced (Samuels, 1997). Repeated reading leads to enhanced vocabulary (Elley, 1989) and enhanced comprehension (Dowhower, 1987; Herman, 1985; Yaden, 1988). Rereading familiar books provides practice in orchestrating reading behaviours (Clay, 1993). It has also been demonstrated to enhance interest and lead to increased confidence (Topping, 1987; Trachtenburg & Ferruggia, 1989). According to Koskinen, et al (2000), repeated reading may provide special benefits for second language learners, particularly when it is used with an auditory model that both supports and extends their language learning.  Repeated reading, maintains Samuels (1997), is the most universally used remedial reading technique and is also widely used to teach foreign languages.

The Rainbow Reading programme that was developed locally built on various tape assisted reading programmes (e.g. Bethune, 1985; Carbo, 1978; Heckleman, 1969; Medcalf, 1989). The initial study of the Rainbow Reading programme was reported by its author (Pluck, 1995). The study included 150 students and 20 teacher aides in 15 schools. Students worked in small groups with minimally trained tutors. Students’ assessed Instructional Reading levels were their starting levels on the programme. They spent 15-25 minutes daily in addition to their regular reading programme in the classroom. Before embarking on the programme, students were reading about 1.7 years below their chronological age (range 0.5 to 3.5 years). A year later, after an average time of 27.5 weeks on the programme, and at retesting after a six-week holiday break, they were averaging 0.5 of a year below chronological age. Students averaged gains of 2.2 years in this time.

As interventions like Rainbow Reading are often added to a literacy programme that already provides assistance to low progress readers, the question of its effect in such a context is of interest. Rainbow Reading was part of an intensive literacy intervention for low progress readers (Years 2-7) in a study by Wheldall (2000). The children who were more than two years behind their age peers in terms of reading skills were in a programme, Making Up For Lost Time in Literacy (MULTILIT) that had already been reliably shown to yield substantial gains in reading progress. The children were in classes with a favourable teacher to child ratio of 1:8 and Rainbow Reading was added to the classroom activities of a randomly selected sample of children (mean age 11.5 years) who were nearly four years behind their age peers for reading accuracy. The other matched group continued to receive the MULTILIT programme that has a less formally structured repeated reading component.

Under these conditions there was no evidence for enhanced efficacy of the programme by adding Rainbow Reading, although the authors do note that this is not surprising given the high efficacy of the programme to which it was added. The efficacy of the MULTILIT translated into an effect size of around .6 so it is probably unrealistic to expect Rainbow Reading to add to this. Rainbow Reading was seen as a version of repeated reading that was as effective as less formally structured repeated reading and a version useful for less experienced teachers. The authors do note that as it was time consuming to use, it would not replace the existing repeated reading segment of the programme.  This study illustrates quite dramatically the effect of layering one programme onto another in terms of working out whether and how much the new programme might be effective with the target group of readers.

The principles encapsulated in Rainbow Reading may also have application to low progress secondary readers. In a study of tape-assisted reading with a group of low progress readers in a secondary school, Langford (2001) found gains over eight weeks in reading accuracy and comprehension. Thirteen of the fifteen students benefited. The assessments were the Burt Word Reading Test for word recognition and running records using Rainbow Reading levels to show accuracy of oral reading, comprehension and sight vocabulary. When the students started, their accuracy rates were higher than their comprehension and, although their expression and phrasing were not good, their speed was adequate. The results were taken to support Samuel’s (1997) claim that repeated reading instruction might be effective to improve comprehension as well as reading accuracy. The researcher commented on the necessity for commitment and support for such a programme and that the enthusiasm of the teacher aide was an important factor.

These studies reinforce the efficacy of repeated reading and illustrate the usefulness of a tape-assisted form of such.

Jolly Phonics

Description of materials

The aim of this programme is ‘to teach children to read and write through an early systematic phonics programme’. Children are taught the main 42 sounds in English. They learn letter sounds, letter formation, blending, identifying the sounds in words and tricky words. They learn six letters of the alphabet per week and are shown the letters to combine to form words. For example, in week one they learn s, a, t, i, p, n. They are shown these in letters in all positions (s in spots, sand and nest). Books are provided with pictures of words containing the target letter. There is emphasis on blending as an oral exercise and with printed words. Irregular words are taught as sight words.

The materials consist of seven finger books and matching workbooks, two videos to complement the written material, plus an assortment of puzzles, stencils and friezes.  A handbook and a demonstration video for teachers are also supplied.

Description of intended use

The Phonics Handbook recommends the rate at which letter sounds should be introduced, that is over about nine weeks and the order in which the letters should be introduced in their specified groups. It gives precise details for the teacher about how to go about introducing the sounds. The same level of detail is available for letter formation, blending, identifying sounds and dealing with irregular words. Also in the Handbook is information for parents and material able to be photocopied.

Assessment details

There is no information in the detailed sequences for the teacher that deals with evaluating progress or learning outcomes.

Training associated with package

The video ‘Using Jolly Phonics’ is to be used in conjunction with the Handbook and together they serve as self-paced instruction for teachers.

Research literature

Two major pieces of reading research have been added recently to the enormous body of literature devoted to the teaching of reading. One was the U.S. Congress commissioned National Reading Panel Report “Teaching children to read: An evidence-based assessment of the scientific research literature on reading and its implications for reading instruction” (2000).

This report has been extensively criticised by many foremost reading researchers (e.g. Cunningham, 2001) for its attempt to enter the demarcation <of science from non-science> debate, and for its ‘doctrine of research design’ (Cunningham, 2001, p. 329). The response by professional bodies was to produce their own rival report. The result is a second major piece “Effective reading instruction: A paper commissioned by the National Reading Conference” (Pressley, 2001).  A central issue is phonemic awareness and phonics instruction.

The contentious issues involve both the instructional necessity and the when and how knowledge of phonics should be acquired. As to the when, Smith (1999) says that if systematic phonics instruction is given too soon (before a child learns to read), it confuses. If given too late, it is unnecessary.  The how of phonics instruction generally involves systematic training, versus instruction that is integrated with the language programme. When teachers have freedom to control instruction, they use their initiative to introduce some phonics if their past and present experience tells them it will be useful, according to Smith (1999). Dahl and Scharer (2000) found instruction about letter-sound relationships occurring in a wide variety of contexts integrated in whole language classrooms. The results, using encoding and decoding tests both contextualised and decontextualised, for each of three groups of children, formed on the basis of their initial dictation (encoding in context) task, were similar. They all made substantial progress. The children who began with the most limited ability to hear and record sounds in words were shown, using equal interval scaling, to make comparable gains to the top group. The progress of such low achieving children is often central to the explicit teaching of phonics debate.  Research such as this defuses the wholesale push for decontextualised and prescriptive teaching of phonics. “Mandated, commercial, systematic programming doesn’t permit teachers to learn from past experience or to capitalize on current insights. They are locked into the instructional delivery system…” (Smith, 1999, p. 155).   Richard Meyer entitles his article in Language Arts (2002) “Captives of the script: Killing us softly with phonics” as he details the teaching of a mandated, scripted phonics programme.

The National Literacy Strategy (Department for Education and Employment, 1998) in England and Wales requires that schools incorporate phonological awareness training into the early reading curriculum. This includes both onset rime and phoneme awareness so it reflects the fact that researchers are not in agreement over the nature of the phonological units accessible by children.  The awareness training is to be accompanied by teaching how to represent speech sounds with letters, a sound with spelling link.

One issue is whether the teaching of phonics should be synthetic (a result of synthesis) or analytic (a process of analysis). In a five-year study of the teaching of phonics in Scottish primary schools, Johnstone and Watson (1997) investigated which phonic approach was more effective. They asked whether a synthetic phonics approach, whereby children are taught groups of letter sounds then shown words made up of those letters, is more effective than getting them to break whole words down into their letter sounds (i.e. analytic phonics).

Johnstone and Watson found that synthetic phonics taught children were 11 months ahead of the analytic phonics children on the British Ability Scales Word Reading Test. They were also ahead on emergent reading, letter knowledge and phonemic awareness tests but not the rhyme task. At the end of three years, the synthetic phonics children were nine months ahead of the analytic phonics group on the Primary Reading Test that uses a cloze procedure.  These researchers conclude that a “phonics first” approach where children learn that letter sounds can be blended together to pronounce words gives children an excellent start and this can be done in the first term of school if there is intensive teaching. Jolly Phonics is a synthetic phonics approach.

A study by Stuart (1999) investigated the use of an “off-the-peg commercially available teaching programme” (p. 589) (Jolly Phonics) to extend previous findings of the value of phonological awareness and letter-sound correspondence training. Other training studies had involved either research staff delivering the training programme to children or extensive pre-training of teachers. One study where teachers received only minimal training had resulted in less favourable results when the researchers compared it to their researcher delivered training (Byrne & Fielding-Barnsley, 1995). Stuart asked whether it was possible to accelerate phoneme segmentation skills and knowledge of grapheme-phoneme correspondences in children whose first language is not English; whether this could be done in a 12-week programme by the teacher using the commercial package, and whether this is sustained at the end of the second year of school. Her results show “strong, specific and significant positive effects of the Jolly Phonics intervention on the development of reading and writing” (p. 603). There was a significant difference between the phonics group and the Big Books group (control) on the Neale Accuracy raw score, the Neale Comprehension raw score, the Clay dictation test, the Schonell spelling raw score, the Schonell spelling age, and British Ability Scales (BAS) reading age.  The study controlled for oral language at pre-test as well as auditory perception, alphabet knowledge and non-specific rhyme awareness.

Pm Plus

Description of materials

The PM+ series consists of book titles at different graduated levels, from level 1 to level 24, from emergent to reading age 12 years, with a selection of fiction and non-fiction titles at each level. There are detailed Teachers’ Guides covering three levels (e.g. levels 3-5) and a PM Benchmarks kit is available as a reading assessment resource. The guide explains what it is about the books that give children ‘success, enjoyment and understanding’. It describes the reading classroom and the elements of a well-balanced literacy programme. It details guided reading as well as giving ideas on independent reading tasks. There is information about classroom organisation and examples of daily and weekly plans. Each double page in the PM PLUS teachers’ guides has a teaching plan and an accompanying blackline master.

Description of intended use

The books in the PM+ series have been written to complement the books in the PM library and the plus series is intended for use alongside them. The books can be used within all elements of the reading programme but the teachers’ guide concentrates on the guided reading segment. Information is provided about the story and how it links to other PM books. There are ideas both for creating the atmosphere for introducing the book and then for focusing on the story and going beyond it. There are also notes for developing specific skills and using the blackline masters.

Assessment details

In the Teachers’ Guide, at each level, there are eight pages devoted to help teachers with classroom-based assessment. Here it is stressed that assessment is always to improve learning and teaching and that information should come from the daily programme. Informal and formal observations are outlined and a Language Monitoring Check pro forma is included to guide teachers’ observations of children’s reading and writing behaviours. There is also guidance on how to take, score and analyse a reading record.

Training associated with package

The Teachers’ Guides are designed for teachers to use independently.

Research Literature

There is no research that deals with the use of PM Plus readers specifically. The features of the PM+ texts appear to encompass the five criteria identified as being those on which levelling of texts is based, namely, vocabulary, size and layout of print, predictability, illustration support and complexity of concepts (Rog & Burton, 2001).

The Sunshine Collection

Description of materials

The Sunshine Collection (formerly the Magic Box) consists of 8 videos and 40 Sunshine Extension Books (magenta through dark blue on the New Zealand colour wheel).  The videos were developed from material used in a 1993 New Zealand television series, entitled The Magic Box. Each video has five books, separated by an identification marker.  Each book has three stories. There are two reads of each story, one introducing the story and the other a straight read. Each of the alphabet letters is dealt with in a story.

Description of intended use

The material is intended ‘to help all children learn to read successfully and enjoyably in the English language’. This is a resource for early emergent to early readers and is used with emergent to early readers in Years 1 and 2. It is intended, also according to the publishers, as an accelerated whole class reading programme, for early intervention programmes with Year 1 at risk children, for ESOL students, and as a small group activity for children with special needs. The collection is ‘designed to increase literacy skills such as concepts about print and word knowledge, in a gradual and enjoyable way’.

The Teacher’s Notes inform teachers that greater gains are made if the associated book is read after each video episode and that repeated viewings, with each episode to be shown twice on successive days, combined with a shared reading of the book, has a ‘consolidating effect on children’s learning’.

The Notes contain a suggested weekly timetable, a daily programme and a long-term planner. There are blackline masters for follow-up activities. It is suggested that teachers may wish sometimes to use the pause button to focus on skills teaching like beginning letter sounds or relating pictures to text to help meaning or prediction. In the shared reading format, the Notes say there is ‘ample opportunity for interaction by the children’.

Assessment details

There is no mention of assessment in the Teacher’s Notes.

Training associated with package

The publisher offers a brief session designed as an orientation to the materials.

Research literature

There have been several evaluations of the Magic Box, later to be known as the Sunshine Collection Video series. The initial studies were small scale. The earliest study by Meek and Elley (1996) looked at five year old children in five primary schools using a treatment and control design whereby baseline rate of progress on four aspects of reading was established using the 10 weeks of term 1. The treatment then took place in term 2. Comparisons were made between those who received the Magic Box in term 2 and those of the same age in term 1 who had not.  The Magic Box group made better than normal gains on all of the reading sub tests, with the youngest children showing the most progress on alphabet and the oldest on running records.

With less typical five year olds than Meek and Elley, Clark (1998) used the Magic Box with 16 children who had been at school 6-12 months but still had difficulty re-reading text at an emergent level. Turnover and absences made it difficult to obtain data in this study and finding a satisfactory comparison group was problematic. In particular, the comparison group was near ceiling level in letter knowledge at first assessment and was better generally initially. The groups had different teachers. The Magic Box group made progress with several children making “unexpected gains which meant they were performing even more strongly than the comparison children" (p.3). The researcher was positive about the affective gains and the fact that when the children participated fully in the intervention, their rate of progress appeared to increase significantly. Clark conducted three more small pilot studies but with no control groups.

A larger scale study of the Magic Box was undertaken Elley and Cowie (1999) in 14 Northland primary schools. These were mostly low decile schools selected from a sampling frame provided by Sunshine Publishers, producers of the Magic Box series. Children between 5:2 and 5:11 were tested initially on a set of reading tests (alphabet, word recognition, sentence reading, and a running record). After 11-12 weeks on the programme, children who had received at least two months of the programme were again tested, except for those now over 5:11. The authors note that there were a number of absences and transfers to other schools. As children with multiple transitions are more likely to show low achievement, the exclusion of such children may have biased the results. The data from those on the programme was compared to those of the same age at the same schools who had not participated in the programme.  The same teachers were involved with both groups.

Results show that the mean scores for the youngest children on the Magic Box programme were ahead of those in the control on every one of the measures but most noticeably on word recognition, sentence reading and running records. The latter were all statistically significantly different.  For the middle age group the differences were less marked but, according to the researchers, still significant at the 5% and 10% level. For the oldest children, differences were again significant. Maori children showed the same pattern of results as the general sample and the treatment group scored significantly better than the control in five comparisons (out of 12- three age groups x four tests). The researchers suggest that for some Maori children it may be more beneficial to receive the programme when they have been at school longer.

The researchers also noted that the gains were not equivalent across schools.  Those schools with the largest gains had favourable conditions, including experienced teachers, the assistance of teachers aides and parents in the classroom and had more than one stream operating so all children were more likely to be working close to their “level of challenge”.

Tatari, Tautoko, Tauawhi

Description of materials

The programme involves a training phase for teachers and parents. A manual and video resource accompanies the training and remains with the school.

Description of intended use

Tatari, Tautoko, Tauawhi (TTT) is a reading tutoring programme for children to read and understand in Te Reo Maori. The programme parallels the Pause Prompt Praise (PPP) developed and researched with families in Mangere during the seventies (Glynn, 1995). Pause Prompt Praise is a reading-tutoring programme for reading in English, designed for use in a one to one oral reading context. It provides low progress readers with supported opportunities to self-correct errors and to practice problem-solving strategies with their reading. Assisting readers to learn these strategies requires the tutors to:

Pause before responding to the reader’s errors

Prompt the reader using a range of information (meaning, visual and sound) rather than just telling them the word.

Praise the reader for their reading, for their use of independent strategies such as self-correction and for prompted self-correction.

Tatari, Tautoko, Tauawhi is a Mäori reading-tutoring programme which employs many of the same reading tutoring strategies as Pause Prompt Praise. The procedures of PPP were ‘reconstructed by a newly formed bicultural research whanau (metaphorical family) working collaboratively within a kaupapa Maori (Maori theory and practice) context’.

Tatari - Both programmes provide opportunities for the reader to think about the word and the meaning of the story before any assistance is given.

Tautoko - By supporting the reader with consistent and useful prompts, the reader is learning strategies that will be able to be used independently. Because of the phonemic regularity of the Mäori language, readers soon realise that it is very easy to decode. Tautoko, therefore, are designed to help the reader maintain and develop understanding.

Tauawhi - Through the use of specific praise readers will learn the reading strategies that are most useful to them in their reading. Through the use of general praise they will begin to feel better about their efforts.

In order to ensure that the reader understands the message, both programmes include the use of previewing and reviewing what is being read.

Assessment details

The 3- Minute Reading Assessment procedure was developed and used during the TTT studies. This helps to identify the early fluency and fluency stages and involves collecting an audio-taped 3-minute reading sample. This is analysed for correct words per minute, incorrect words per minute and self- corrections per minute or in relation to total errors. Running Records and measures of comprehension accuracy are also associated with assessing the effectiveness of the programme.

Training associated with package
In a school context, often teachers are ‘trained’ and then they are able to become ‘trainers’ in order to train their own whanau and communities without outside assistance. Training is a form of sharing of the knowledge some have with others. It is a community activity and the training for whanau and teachers varies little. It always begins with karakia followed by Whakawhanaungatanga. The context surrounding the development of TTT from PPP is outlined including using the opening segment of the TTT video to show how local kaumatua became involved in the programme. There is discussion of what TTT is and more generally about how children learn to read. Participants do a close exercise (designed to demonstrate the use of reading strategies) so they can see the strategies required to be a successful reader. Before looking a the technicalities of the procedure, the group talk about choosing an appropriate book for level and interest and about venues and timing and frequency of tutoring sessions.

Recognising correct reading is addressed as a separate part of the programme. Here, the importance of praising children for reading well with no mistakes is emphasised but also the importance of praising them for correcting their mistakes or making an attempt.  A vital section of the training is where types of errors are discussed. Then there is discussion of how to set up for a successful reading session by previewing, preparing and linking known to unknown. Then the three T’s are dealt with, and a lot of time spent on the prompt part. Reviewing to check that the child understood the story is also dealt with here.

The group then watch the video in its entirety and then practice the procedures in pairs. Feedback is given by those responsible for the training. There is opportunity to meet as a group to discuss issues and answer questions etc.

Research literature

There are several studies of the Pause, Prompt, Praise technique of which TTT is a Maori version. The pause prompt and praise techniques were developed by researchers at the University of Auckland (McNaughton, Glynn, & Robinson, 1981; Robinson, Glynn, McNaughton, & Quinn, 1979) and parents acted as tutors of their children. This was highly successful and numerous replications were reported (Glynn & McNaughton, 1985). Studies have also been made of the importance of aspects of the process to progress, like the giving of praise (Merrett & Thorpe, 1996).

Research results from the use of TTT in Maori medium classes (Glynn, Atvars, Furlong, & Teddy, 1993) showed gains in reading accuracy, and self-correction. Gains for tuakana (tutors) were consistent with previous research (e.g. Tang & Moore, 1992). A further study monitored the progress of children in both Maori and English. Students read exclusively Maori texts and the procedures were implemented mostly in Maori. Gains were made in both Maori and English in reading accuracy and comprehension (Glynn et al., 1996).

To help students in mainstream classes, the programme was extended through the School Community Iwi Liaison Project. Two phases and over 500 students were involved. After 10 weeks of reading tutoring, 98% of the students were reported to have made measurable gains in reading accuracy, comprehension and book level (Atvars, Berryman, Glynn, & Harawira, 1997).

Section 4: Findings and comment on findings

Part A: State of play and the range of literacy instruction

The major aim of this part is to address the research question concerning the range of literacy instruction existing in New Zealand primary classrooms. Given that the packages supplied were predominantly used at junior level and that respondents were teachers at this level, the data should be viewed within this context. In the first questionnaire (see Appendices 3 and 4) sent to schools at the beginning of the project, teachers involved with the materials in the participating schools were asked a number of questions about their existing literacy programme.  Their aims for their classroom literacy programme were sought. Teachers were asked to describe their instructional practices, including activities, focus of instruction, grouping practices and time allocation. We were interested also in whether and how these differed for different ability groups.

In a section of the questionnaire headed ‘finding out about the reading and writing needs of children in my class’ respondents were asked how they usually assess these needs and about the tools and procedures that they use. These data, together with additional data with respect to differentiating for the needs of students are discussed in Part B following.

Aims for literacy instruction

In Questionnaire 1 teachers were asked to state the major aims for their classroom literacy programme. In order to capture the teachers’ stated aims the question was open-ended, allowing for multiple responses. Most teachers stated between two and four major aims for their literacy programme.

The most frequently stated major aim was for students to learn basic level skills in reading and writing such as learning to read and write high frequency words (50 %).  It is most likely that the actual nature of this aim is accounted for by the fact that a high number of junior class teachers completed the questionnaire.  Nearly half the teachers referred to raising students’ achievement in literacy (49 %), an aim that may be linked to the Ministry’s recent emphasis on raising literacy achievement levels through the Literacy Leadership in New Zealand Schools- a national professional development programme and other initiatives.  Another major aim, to instil a love of learning, enjoyment, and confidence in students (47%), is not surprising, given that one of the two general aims stated in the English curriculum is that students “engage with and enjoy language in all its varieties”.  A third of teachers report that a major aim is that of developing strategies for independence (35%) and several teachers responded in terms of aiming to teach a balanced programme (19 %). As expected, these aims were at a high level of generality. However, given the open nature of the question, there was a considerable degree of agreement, of shared understanding, as to what these major aims were.

Instructional strategies for reading and writing

The questions asked of teachers aimed to establish what the basic instructional practices that characterised their reading instruction were and how these practices differed for different groups of children. In an effort to establish how instruction might be differentiated for students of differing abilities, teachers were asked to record the instructional strategies they used with each of three groups, namely, high, middle and low reading groups and the same for writing groups. The question was open-ended and, in some cases, teachers simply bracketed the rows allocated to each ability level or used ditto marks or repeated the same information, indicating that they would describe what they did in the same way for all groups. The table below (Table 3) shows how teachers actually described their instructional practices and the extent to which these strategies were reportedly used with groups of differing ability.

In terms of reading, the most frequently mentioned strategy across all reading groups was guided reading. Other strategies mentioned for all groups were sustained silent reading (SSR), independent reading and buddy or paired reading. Phonics was viewed by some teachers as an instructional strategy and offered as a response.

Table 3. Extent of use of teacher-described instructional strategies by ability groups

Teaching strategy
Low groups
Middle groups
High groups


N replies
% classes
N replies
% classes
N replies
% classes

Guided/Instructional Reading
105
71.92
106
72.60
83
56.85

Shared stories/Reading to children
68
46.58
59
40.41
44
30.14

No response
27
18.49
32
21.92
53
36.30

Modelling
27
18.49
26
17.81
21
14.38

Individual/Independent Reading
25
17.12
25
17.12
26
17.81

Buddy/Peer/Paired Reading
19
13.01
19
13.01
12
8.22

Joint/group Reading
13
8.90
7
4.79
3
2.05

SSR
9
6.16
8
5.48
5
3.42

Phonics/Sounding/Rhyme
8
5.48
5
3.42
6
4.11

Individual follow-up activities
7
4.79
11
7.53
8
5.48

Introducing Books
5
3.42
1
0.68



Listening Post
4
2.74
4
2.74
1
0.68

Reading Recovery
4
2.74





Reciprocal teaching/reading




4
2.74

Word activities & games
4
2.74
3
2.05
3
2.05

Poems/Poem books
3
2.05
7
4.79
5
3.42

When the pattern of use across teachers is considered, there were indications of some differentiation of instruction according to ability. Nearly three quarters of the teachers in our sample reported using guided reading with their middle and low groups, whereas a lesser number (57%) reported using it with their high group.  Shared reading, the second most frequently reported strategy, on the other hand, decreases in frequency with ability. Shared reading is employed by 30 percent of teachers with their high group, 40 percent of teachers with the middle group, and nearly 50 percent of teachers use it with the low group. Some strategies, when nominated at all, appear to be reserved for specific groups. Reciprocal reading is used as an instructional strategy with the high group by a small percent of teachers (3%).

It is difficult to compare the instructional strategies that New Zealand junior class teachers in this sample report using with other studies. For example, the Literacy Programme Evaluation in Portland (Mitchell & Wile, 2002) also asked about instructional strategies but used a checklist. This meant that the strategies were not only more specific like ‘reinforce letter/sound correspondence during writing activities’ but also that high percentages of teachers were able to recognise them and checked them as describing what they did. Guided reading, a major instructional approach in New Zealand, for example, was not listed although teacher’s questioning strategies before, during and after reading were.

What is notable in the teachers’ descriptions of their instructional strategies is that, in reporting instructional strategies in reading, teachers largely shared a common language for talking about what is was that they were doing in their classrooms. Their descriptions could be relatively readily categorised.

Although reading is the focus of this project, teachers were also asked to list the strategies they used with their high middle and low groups in writing instruction. This particular categorisation did not work well in terms of capturing the writing data. The most frequently stated strategy across all writing groups was teacher modelling (50%). The next most reported strategy was shared writing with 25 percent of teachers using this strategy with the high group and nearly 40 percent of teachers using it with the middle and low groups.  Guided writing was the third most frequently reported teaching strategy with nearly 15 percent of teachers using it with all writing groups. Other strategies listed across all groups included conferencing, language experience, paired writing, spelling and word study, independent writing, and editing and dictionary skills.  Again, like phonics, some of these are not strictly strategies; rather they are the focus of instruction. It is likely that teachers do not share the same language for talking about what it is they do in teaching writing, to the extent that they do in reading.

Generally, there appears to be very little differentiation in the instructional   strategies used to teach writing, with teacher modelling and shared writing the most frequently reported strategies across all groups.  Follow-up discussions in case study visits indicated that these strategies were usually undertaken as a whole class and not in ability based groups.

Differences in the instructional strategies for reading and writing were apparent. For reading most teachers report the use of guided reading for all ability groups with slightly increased use reported with low and middle reading groups. Teacher modelling and shared writing are the major instructional strategies used for teaching writing. Very few teachers reported using guided writing, a strategy that can be used to tailor instruction to meet the needs of small groups of learners.

Focus of Instruction

Teachers were also asked about the focus of their reading and writing instruction for high, middle and low groups.  Major reading foci noted were comprehension, decoding, print conventions, vocabulary and fluency and phrasing.  In terms of percentages responding, teachers reported an increased focus on vocabulary, decoding and print conventions with the low ability groups compared to the middle and high ability groups and an increased focus on comprehension and fluency and phrasing with the high ability group than with the middle and low ability group.  For example, whereas decoding was stated as a major focus for instruction with low reading groups by 50 percent of teachers, only 18 percent stated it as a focus of instruction with high reading groups.

These data parallel those reported by Bondy (1990) of differential focus of instruction for students of differing abilities in reading and the work of Glasswell (1999) who found similar differences reported by teachers in their reports of what they focussed on with good and poor writers. More specifically, in terms of activities, Duke (2000) found that in low SES classrooms, first grade children spent more time on copying, writing to dictation and doing worksheets compared to the higher SES classrooms where there was comparatively more reading of extended text and independent writing. Although, this line has been argued (see also Allington, 1991) that weaker readers are often given lower-order, skills oriented instruction that may be unrelated to the curriculum that better readers receive, later work suggests a refinement. Exemplary literacy teachers also note attending more to such lower order skills with weaker readers but they actually report few differences in strategies for instruction (Pressley et al., 1996). It may be a similar case here with teachers reporting differences in instructional focus but only minor differences in strategies employed, and these apparently soundly based.

Some differentiation in terms of the focus of instruction between the high, middle and low groups was apparent in the writing data. Teachers in their responses noted five main aspects as the focus for writing instruction: features of the genre, print conventions, spelling, editing and proofreading, and vocabulary. Teachers were clearly predisposed to report focus on the surface features of writing, as all of these instructional foci except, possibly, features of the genre are concerned with mechanics and conventions or are at the lexical level. Again, this may reflect a lack of a professional vocabulary to talk about writing, especially features at the rhetorical and structural or text level. Overall, the focus for instruction was similar across all groups with the most notable difference between the number of teachers who reported spelling as a focus for the low group (38%), compared to those who reported it for the high group (25%).

Organisational practices for reading and writing instruction

As stated previously we were interested in capturing how teachers organised students for instruction during their reading and writing sessions. Teachers were asked how they grouped their students for instruction. However, the question was asked within a high, middle and low group framework that assumed teachers would ability group students for reading and writing instruction. While over 60 percent of teachers reported ability grouping students for reading, only 25 percent of teachers stated they grouped students by ability for writing. This was clarified during case study visits with teachers stating that the key instructional strategies of teacher modelling and shared writing were organised on a whole class basis. These data with respect to writing are comparable to that reported in a survey of over 100 Greater Auckland classrooms (Rubie, Wilkinson, Parr, & Townsend, 2000) where few teachers reported having ability groupings for writing. However, in the Rubie et al study, a higher percentage of teachers reported ability grouping for reading than in the present study.

Time allocated to teaching reading and writing

Teachers were asked about the frequency and duration of instruction with high, medium and low reading and writing groups.  In terms of the amount of time for group instruction for reading, 40 percent of teachers responded that between 15 and 30 minutes was spent on reading for the high, middle and low groups.   There was some differentiation in terms of the frequency of reading instruction with more teachers reporting they work with their low group every day (46%) than with their middle (36%) or high reading group (28%).

Data about writing instruction provided a less clear picture in terms of duration and frequency of instruction.  The most frequent response to a question about the duration of writing instruction was 45 minutes across high, middle and low groups.  As discussed previously, by default, the questionnaire assumed teachers grouped students by ability for writing, however, during case study visits it became evident that this was not necessarily occurring. It is more likely that teachers responded to this question with the total amount of class time spent on writing each day. Over a third of teachers noted that writing was a daily activity; this was the most frequently nominated category.

The data show that, although there was little differentiation in terms of instructional time for reading groups, teachers report that they work with their low ability reading groups on more occasions each week. However, more detailed research is needed on the allocation of time as Juel and Minden-Cupp (2000) have shown that there is wide variation in allocation of time for different literacy activities in first grade classrooms with the time spent actually reading text, for example, varying from 17 percent to 64 percent. Such issues would seem to warrant closer scrutiny.

Personnel

Asked what personnel were assigned to work with the high, middle and low reading and writing groups, schools referred to teacher aides, parent volunteers, ESOL teachers, special needs teachers, Reading Recovery teachers, RTLB, trainee teachers and the children’s peer group.  Predictably, the RTLB and the Reading Recovery teacher were mentioned as working with the low reading and writing groups and fewer personnel are used with the high groups. We interpreted the no response category as indicating that personnel in addition to the classroom teacher were not assigned to these groups. The no response category was 42 percent for the high reading and writing groups, about 30 percent for the middle reading and writing groups and about 28 percent for the low reading and writing groups, indicating that there was more likelihood of employing additional personnel with lower ability children. The fact that teachers reported more frequent instructional time with the low ability readers than with the higher groups, suggests that the greater use of personnel with the lower group meant additional help and a strengthening of the instructional programme.

Differences were noted in the use of teacher aides with reading and writing with high, middle and low groups. Fifteen percent of schools responded that teacher aides were used with high groups, around 20 percent with middle groups and around 30 percent with low groups. It is not possible to tell from the questionnaire the extent to which the teacher aides were providing the reading and writing instruction for the students or whether they were providing support in addition to instructional time with the teacher. This is an important issue, given that the use of readymade materials frequently involves ancillary support and supervision.

Range of literacy materials in schools

Schools were asked in Questionnaire 1 to indicate by checking a box, literacy materials that they held in their school. Clearly, the number of different resources reported was related to the size of the school with larger schools reporting more resource packages.   Schools reported that they held a total of 753 literacy material packages other than the supplied, with an average of almost twelve packages per school.  As would be expected, the Ministry supplied resource, Ready to Read, was recorded in almost 90% of all schools.  Four other titles were already in over three-quarters of the schools - the PM Library, Sunshine Story Box, Shortland Literacy Links, and Sunshine Galaxy.  The four English language packages selected for this project (Jolly Phonics, PM Plus, Rainbow Reading, and the Sunshine Magic Box Collection) were already present in between a third and three-fifths of all the participating schools.  The list of titles reported in over 10% of the schools is shown in Table 4 below.

We also asked what other literacy-related initiatives the school was involved in. On average, schools were involved in two literacy initiatives, predominantly Books in Homes and Literacy Leadership. Again there was a range (0 to 5) that related to the size of the school.

However from our case study visits, it was apparent that schools were involved in other initiatives that were not strictly literacy but had relevance to it like Project ABLE and Project asTTle.

Table 4. Titles of packages already held by schools at start of project

Title
Schools
Percentage of schools

Ready to Read (Learning Media)
59
89.4%

PM Library
56
84.8%

Story Box (Shortland)
56
84.8%

Literacy Links (Shortland)
52
78.8%

Galaxy (Sunshine)
51
77.3%

Sails Literacy (Heinemann)
41
62.1%

Foundations (Lands End)
37
56.1%

PM Plus (Nelson)
37
56.1%

Rainbow Reading
32
48.5%

Jolly Phonics
26
39.4%

Bookshelf (Scholastic)
25
37.9%

Sunshine Magic Box Collection
25
37.9%

WildCats (Shortland)
21
31.8%

Tupu titles (Learning Media)
20
30.3%

Rigby Literacy (Heinemann)
20
30.3%

Story Steps (Shortland)
16
24.2%

Adventure and Discovery (Sunshine)
14
21.2%

Solos (Scholastic)
13
19.7%

Jelly Beans
12
18.2%

Momentum (Gilt Edge)
11
16.7%

Windmill
11
16.7%

Smart Words
10
15.2%

Wild Daisies
9
13.6%

Sunshine  
8
12.1%

Also, from discussions in cases study schools it seemed that schools no longer regarded well-established programmes as initiatives, so Reading Recovery was not offered as a response. In several classes in the cases study schools, a number of children might be withdrawn for specialist reading programmes like Reading Recovery or be part of a Parent Education Programme in reading.

Part B: Differentiating for needs

This part reports data that addresses the research question about meeting the needs of students, particularly the needs of the target groups, Maori, Pacific nations and children from non-English speaking backgrounds (NESB). Several parts of Questionnaire 1 were designed to provide data about how teachers reported meeting the needs of their students, particularly those of the target groups for the study. They were asked an open-ended question about how they were presently differentiating for the needs of different language/ literacy learners. Then we sought to find out which groups they would identify as having particular needs; how they knew about these needs, and what they felt would help them to cater better for these needs. In a later questionnaire (Questionnaire 3) we asked for features of their present programmes that helped them to cater for the needs of our nominated target groups. Data were reported above with respect to what adjustments in instructional strategies and focus that teachers reported making for different abilities or needs.

How schools report that they currently differentiate for the needs of different language/ literacy learners

The responses to this question were indicative of New Zealand teachers’ armoury of ways to cope with a range of abilities in their classrooms. Table 5 lists these ways and the percentage of classroom teachers who nominated each. Considering responses as a percentage of the classrooms (i.e. teachers), 55 percent mentioned grouping as a way of differentiating for needs. This is a well-established way that New Zealand teachers cope with diversity in reading ability (see Wilkinson & Townsend, 2000). Then, almost as many said they vary the level of the shared book or choose the appropriate level for the individual, or adapt the task.

In total, about 35 percent of classroom teachers said they differentiated for needs through some form of additional support from personnel, either in the classroom through the use of a teacher aide or in a withdrawal situation with a specialised person, like an RT:Lit or RTLB or ESOL teacher. Providing opportunities for discussion and utilising peers as support was nominated by 22 percent.  Around 16 percent talked of working one to one and providing extra teacher support. A similar percentage said they assessed then taught according to needs which contains something of a tautology in that they were asked how but, presumably, the assessment is part of the how.  The other category mentioned by around 10 percent was having a range of material for variety in the programme.

Table 5. How teachers report differentiating for needs of literacy learners

How we currently differentiate for needs of different 
language/literacy learners
N replies
% classes

Grouping
81
55.5

Vary level shared book/ appropriate level for individual/ adapt task or activity for ability/ simplify
68
46.6

Teacher Aide support in class
27
18.5

Withdrawal- specialist RR, RTLB or NESB
24
16.4

Assess then teach according to needs
24
16.4

Work one to one, extra support from Teacher
23
15.8

Range of material to support programme/variety
19
13.0

Provide lots opportunities for discussion
17
11.6

Peer support
15
10.3

Small group withdrawal like oral language (teacher aide but no specialist teacher specified)
13
8.9

No response
13
8.9

Adapt task for learning style
9
6.2

Own experiences/ownership
8
5.5

Repetition and practice
7
4.8

Modelling
7
4.8

Motivating. Fun, enjoyable, positive
6
4.1

Phonetics
6
4.1

Shorter, more frequent times for lower level students
5
3.4

Using IEPs to individualise teaching approach
5
3.4

Teacher education/PD in Literacy/NESB
5
3.4

In summary, the data concerning grouping as a way of differentiating for needs reinforces previous findings above and that reported in the literature. However, the emphasis on additional personnel and materials is an emerging theme that will be revisited subsequently.

Groups teachers identified as having particular needs

In an effort to find out which groups teachers would nominate as having special literacy needs, they were asked in Questionnaire 1 to define their own groups and given the opportunity to nominate up to three different groups. Around 17 percent of teachers did not nominate any group of learners in their classroom as having specific language or literacy needs. Conversely, about half of the teachers nominated three groups of learners in their class that they perceived as having such needs.

The ways in which the groups were defined varied. Some were grouped by ethnicity or broad geographical area of origin and these included Maori, Pacific Nations, European and, sometimes, Asian. This is not surprising as, in the preface to the question we indicated that an area of interest for this study was provision made for Maori students, Pacific Nations students and those from non-English speaking backgrounds. NESB children or ESOL children were also specified as a group. However, we did indicate that we felt that the specific language, cultural and social resources of children would differ from school to school so we wanted information about ‘groups of children in your class’. Other groups nominated by teachers were those defined by gender, by ability (high and low in particular but also middle and special needs) and, yet others, by developmental levels such as beginner, new entrant or emergent. Thus, teachers viewed groupings through numerous lenses and any one teacher who had nominated three groups may have used a different basis of differentiation for each group; that is ethnicity for one, gender for another and developmental level for the third.

How do teachers know about children’s needs?

Teachers were asked in Questionnaire 1 how they had identified needs, that is, what tools and procedures they had used to find out about the reading and writing needs of children in their class. The percentages reported for each item in Table 6 below are as a percentage of teachers, not replies, so any one teacher could give several responses. About three quarters of the teachers said they used running records. The next most nominated was anecdotal records (40%) but if such were taken to include also conferencing (14%), then the teacher ‘log in the head’, that is a log compiled from various sources such as observation and interaction, plus anecdotal notes, would be a sizeable category. These could be seen as classroom derived and teacher driven assessment procedures.

Then, around a third of teachers, respectively, named a basic word test, writing samples and the Six Year Observation Survey. Together with running records and anecdotal teacher observation type records, these are clearly the major ways that teachers use to find out about the children in their class. Fewer teachers (15 –20%) named school benchmarks, comprehension tests, dictation or spelling type tests, and letter-sound or alphabet tests. The latter two (dictation and letter ID) were, perhaps, part of the Six Year Observation Survey, although this was not specified. Less than 10 percent named the School Entry Assessment Test (SEA) for finding out generally about the needs of children, although more named it as helping them to find out about needs of specific groups.

When teachers were asked how they found out about the needs of the groups they specified as having particular literacy needs, the range of responses again supports the notion that there is knowledge of tools and procedures amongst classroom teachers. Very similar sources or measures were nominated across the specified groups and there appeared to be few different tools or procedures employed to find out about the needs of specified groups than to find out generally about students in the teacher’s class. However, additional sources nominated, but by a small percentage of teachers, to find out about the needs of specific groups were past records or past progress, Record of Oral Language, JOST, and High Frequency Word test.

Table 6. How teachers find out about student literacy needs


N replies
% classes

Running Records
112
76.7

Anecdotal Records
58
39.7

Basic Word Test
55
37.7

Writing Samples/Sample Analysis
52
35.6

Six Year Net 
45
30.8

School Benchmarks/Learning Objectives
27
18.5

Dictation/Spelling tests
24
16.4

Comprehension test
24
16.4

Conferencing
21
14.4

Letter/Sound/Alphabet Tests 
20
13.7

Not applicable - Oral language tests
16
10.9

BURT
15
10.3

SEA/One Month Entry Test
14
9.6

No response
11
7.5

PAT (Unspecified)
9
6.2

Others
8
5.5

School Wide assessment
7
4.8

Reading tests
4
2.7

Self/Peer assessment
3
2.1

NESB/ESOL Assessment Kit
3
2.1

Testing (non specific)
2
1.4

Miscue Analysis
1
0.7

GAP/GAPADOL & PIPS
1
0.7

On going, according to goals & outcomes
1
0.7

First Steps Development Continua
1
0.7

The clear preference again is to draw on classroom sources to find out about needs of target groups. The figure for use of the Six Year Observation Survey is low given that its use is virtually mandated. It appears that the information obtained from it may not be used extensively at the classroom level. Similarly, given that nearly all respondents were teachers in the junior school, the nominations of the SEA were also low.

What information do teachers find out about needs?

Teachers, when asked about the specific information gained from such tools and procedures showed knowledge about the diagnostic information that some procedures gave them. For example, teachers seem to be well-schooled in the basic information that comes from running records like the cues or strategies that students use to self correct, their self-correction rates, accuracy etc. At other times, their responses as to what the tool told them were not couched in specifics but were vague like ‘writing skills’ or ‘spelling’ or ‘writing behaviours’ or ‘vocabulary’ or ‘progress’ or ‘what a child can or cannot do’. Certain tools or procedures were also seen to provide information about affective dimensions like ‘confidence’. Some of the specific information gained was not offered in diagnostic terms but in terms of how the child compared to the average, or where the child was relative to others, or the achievement level (reading age etc.), or that the information gained told the teacher about whether support or extension were required.

Other sources of information about children

Asked how else they make judgements about children’s levels of expertise, some interesting sources emerged (other than of the informal assessment/ observation, anecdotal, conferencing ilk). These included looking at performance in other school areas (14%), from other teachers, including the previous one (11%), from parents (9%) and what could be considered a highly significant or important source of information, progress over time, which around five percent noted. The latter is a significant source of information, as it seems that, within any school context, few people have the equivalent of ‘institutional memory’ in terms of the individual child. This would include knowledge of the child’s rate of progress, the nature and aspects of this progress and the ‘interventions’ that the child has been involved in.

Features of present programmes that cater for our nominated target groups (Maori, Pacific Nations and NESB)

Asked whether there are features of their normal literacy programme that allow them to cater better for the literacy needs of specified target groups, over 80 percent of schools responded in the affirmative. Disappointingly and, perhaps, tellingly, when asked in what way features of their present literacy programme cater for the needs of Maori, Pacific and NESB children, the ‘no response’ category was the highest. Nearly 30 percent of schools chose not to or were unable to specify the way in which their programme presently catered for Maori students; nearly a half did not say specify how it catered for Pacific children, and just over a half did not give a response to indicate how the literacy programme they ran catered for NESB.

The differential rate of response to each of these groups may represent difficulty in articulating the type of things to specify, rather than simply disinclination to respond. The fact that schools seemed were better able to specify the way in which their programme catered for Maori students may reflect the recent necessity to report to the Board of Trustees specifically on Maori achievement. Given that New Zealand classrooms have a reputation for working from where an individual child is at, in light of continuous intake and differential preparation for school, the no response finding was surprising. However, it is consistent with the findings from the earlier part of Questionnaire 1 where there were few differences noted in the description of instructional strategies, focus etc by ability group. Either these teachers are not differentiating for the needs of target groups or, if they are, they seem unable to articulate the way in which this is accomplished. The low response rate is interesting, given that in response to a previous question about how they more generally differentiated instruction, teachers, as a group, were able to offer a number of strategies, albeit reasonably generalised, like grouping and additional resources.

Where responses were offered, as to the features of the current literacy programme that catered for target groups, a significant category of response was ‘unable to be coded’. These responses did not describe what the school or teacher did to cater better to the needs of target groups but, rather, simply described the ‘problems’ of the groups. About 5-10 percent of responses did not address the question and were unable to be coded.

Interestingly, resources figured predominantly in the responses of those who offered a way in which they were differentiating for the needs of these groups. We cannot discount the saliency factor in that the project was concerned with readymade literacy resources and these are what we had supplied to them. A proportion of these responses did not specify which resources. Such a response was given by 18 percent of schools in relation to catering for needs of Maori students and about 10 percent for Pacific and NESB.  Then, specifically named resources added 16, 8 and 10 percent, respectively.

Ancillary personnel, however, could be regarded as resources and schools may have included them when offering a non-specific resources type response. Where they were named (e.g. teacher aide), they were coded separately.  Ancillary personnel were offered as a way of meeting needs by six to ten percent of schools in the case of each of the target groups. Clearly, the major response to meeting needs of target groups was to provide more resources, unspecified or either materials or personnel rather than to refine or change current instructional activities and focus.

There were, however, some responses from schools that suggested other ways, more directed towards teaching pedagogy or organisation that were in response to the needs of the target group children. These included a variety of responses that we included in the rather non-specific category ‘cater for different learning styles’ that was, in the case of each target group, the next highest category after resources. We used this descriptor as the notion of learning styles was frequently mentioned by participants in this study. However, it is a particularly vague concept and one with a chequered literature. A fruitful area of professional development for teachers would seem to be to clarify the concept and its implications as regards pedagogy.

The specific ways in which a small proportion of schools (5-8%) said they catered for the needs of these target groups were very similar across groups.  In the case of Maori students, it was through having experiences that the children could relate to; using target texts; giving self-paced work; ensuring repetition; employing one to one conferencing; instituting buddy reading, and by having a special language programme. For Pacific students these specific ways that five to eight percent of schools mentioned were little different and included special language programmes, self paced work, repetition and buddy reading. For NESB children, the only additional one was withdrawal from regular class for special work.

What would help teachers to cater better for needs of target groups?

In line with data reported above about using resources to cater to the needs of target groups in the present literacy programme, responses as to what would help to meet better the needs of the groups specified, favoured adding more resources. Material resources were mentioned by nearly a third of respondents; of these resources most were commercial resources (23%) but there were also in-house developed resources mentioned (9%). Personnel like teacher aides were nominated by over a quarter of teachers.

This focus on materials and resources is not an isolated trend. In an evaluation of the literacy programmes in Portland elementary and middle schools, of the priority areas identified for literacy instruction, the first priority was to develop a greater variety of supplemental programmes to ensure all students make progress; the second to improve the quality of materials and resources available to teachers for literacy instruction and a third to increase the quantity of materials and resources available. The only two other recommendations involved developing home-school partnerships and defining grade level literacy instructional strategies (Mitchell & Wile, 2002).

Providing resources alone is not sufficient. In a study entitled ‘Putting books in the classroom seems necessary but not sufficient’, researchers showed that the learning outcomes of students in kindergarten classrooms where high quality books were placed and where teachers received development training in the use of them, was significantly higher than in classrooms given the same large number of high quality books but where there was no accompanying professional development (McGill-Franzen, Allington, Yokoi, & Brooks, 1999).

However, in the current study, after resources, the next most favoured way of meeting needs more effectively was of a quite different nature. Improved teaching as a way to help cater for needs was offered by 21 percent of teachers, while a further three percent mentioned specifically professional development. This idea of changing, sharpening or honing practice, rather than layering on ‘new’ programmes or materials is heartening. As Allington (2003) notes, “Good teachers, effective teachers, matter much more than particular curriculum materials, pedagogical approaches or ‘proven programmes’ (p.1).  However, the data presented in subsequent sub sections concerning the extent to which decisions are data-driven would suggest that professional development is needed in this area if work were to be successful in honing or changing present practice and improving teaching.

After these major categories of response, as to what would help to cater better for the needs of target groups, there was a cluster of suggested organisational changes that teachers considered might assist. These included smaller class sizes (16%) or uninterrupted time (8%) or changes in classroom management (7%). Several categories of response alluded to the home-school nexus and included greater support from home (11%), regular attendance by students (2%) and home routines (1%).

What would reportedly help schools to meet the needs of target groups were basically more resources. However, the fact that improved teaching practice was given equal weight to the use of resources in the form employment of additional untrained or semi-skilled personnel reveals a window of opportunity. The challenge is to alter the current emphasis that exists between resources and improved teaching practice as solutions to raising student achievement in literacy. This requires change from a situation of routinely looking to external support, whether it is readymade literacy materials or teacher aides, as a means to bring about improvement to a mindset that is prepared to reflect on current practice, including use of resources and that looks to developing more effective practice. These data suggest that there is recognition amongst a minority of management and practitioners of the feasibility of this approach.

Part C:  Needs- package match

What needs are perceived to be addressed by the package materials?

From the initial applications there was evidence of a range in the extent of knowledge about the packages to be supplied and how they might fit the needs of the children with whom it was proposed to use them. A criterion for us in considering whether materials are being used effectively is that schools have made a sound, well-reasoned decision about the selection of materials, tailored to student need. That presupposes an accurate assessment of need.  The following examples taken from the initial applications illustrate the extent to which schools managed to link needs and package features.

Respondents were asked why they selected the package and why they would use it with the target group they specified. Then they were asked how the package would meet the specific needs of the learners they had identified. There are two examples, taken from these initial applications, for each of the four packages. The examples have been deliberately selected to be contrasting and they represent the two ends of the continuum in terms of planning for a match between needs and materials. One response illustrates a vague recognition or an ill-defined notion of what features the package possesses and a generalised aim for its use. The second generally shows a level of understanding in some depth, including some specific reasons for package use, indicating thought as to what features of the materials would suit what needs of target children.

Features of package
Children’s needs

Rainbow Reading: 


Know of it
To raise the literacy levels of Maori, Pacific Island, Asian and ESOL children.

Reading mileage with an oral/visual link (can hear text first to aid understanding and provides a model); a range of interest and intellectual level in texts; related activities to assist comprehension. Will use within an existing programme (currently read and discuss with trained adult tutor to help comprehension) to increase mileage and will use activities with adult to enhance comprehension. 
Need text that will interest them at their level; some learn text-meaning link through different modality (oral). Need supported practice to gain fluency. 

Features of package
Children’s needs

PM + Readers


Has a reputation for producing good resources to date
Will be pertinent to the school community (cross-cultural) and will help with reading skills to boost to age appropriate level.

Will complement what we are doing as it has structured approach to introducing language and language features. New vocabulary is introduced gradually and characters and vocabulary are repeated. Has a range of well-designed texts, fiction and non-fiction, particularly culturally appropriate ones. The illustrations bring meaning to the text.
Our children need a structured approach to reading. They need to be able to relate their experiences to the texts both for interest and as an aid to understanding (cognitive load increased if content too distant). They need repeated opportunities to master vocabulary etc. 

Features of package
Children’s needs

Sunshine Video Collection:


New programme that will provide extension.
Need extension and broadening of skills. Need challenging material and reinforcement at current level with new materials.

Multi-dimensional/ multi-sensory product so will assist children with other primary learning styles. Format motivating. Can be used as an early intervention strategy for those with reading delay. 
Children have different ways they like to or best learn. Need to be encouraged to participate and concentrate on language and text. Need more and repeated exposure to vocabulary and experience with it to build.   

Features of package
Children’s needs

Jolly Phonics: 


It has features we do not have already have.
Children need new, exciting visual materials to engage with.

Have researched similar packages. Has a multi-sensory form to cater for different learning styles. Is structured/ systematic and able to be used in a consistent fashion across classes so children get comparable experience and transition is facilitated. Can be extended for use with small groups higher up the school.
Children exhibit incorrect letter formation in writing and finger phonics kinaesthetic approach may help. Children, especially Maori and Pacific, have different learning styles and need multiple experience routes- touch, visual and sound. Writing vocabulary and word recognition are low and children need strategies to address this and they need reinforcement of such learning

Features of the packages in relation to needs

We further explored whether schools were considering a package – needs match in Questionnaire 1, after the package had arrived in schools and they had had a chance to explore the package further. The contact person for the project in each school was asked ‘why this package?’ Interestingly, 68 percent of the schools responded to the effect that it met an identified need, with 22 percent claiming that it introduced a ‘different approach’. About a third commented that an influence in selecting had been either referral by others or the reputation of the package or its publisher.

The same type of response was given to the question as to what particularly schools saw the package as providing. Variety, appeal and motivation were the type of response given in total by 78 percent of the schools. There were, however, three out of five schools that mentioned either improved achievement or that the package would support the teaching of specific skills. Matching learning styles and providing reinforcement were also offered as reasons for selection by about half of the schools.

With regard to what features of the package were thought to meet what specific needs of their learners, the responses were only somewhat more specific. Nearly half of the schools gave a response to the effect that the features would appeal to students. About a third of schools said that the package would focus on a specific skill area like sounds or vocabulary. Again about a third saw the package as providing some specifically desired attribute like a visual component or more structure.

Teachers interviewed in case study schools, after two or three terms of use, readily identified features of the packages that they thought would ‘match’ the needs of their learners. However, some of the features of the package and associated needs identified were not necessarily directly related to learning outcomes. Often there were comments that concerned engaging or motivating the children to attend to the material. A Sunshine user commented that the materials were ‘very visual’ and the pictures ‘captured’ the children. Conversely, another user thought they were ‘attractive in a boring way’ and that children would ‘space out’ like they do often when watching TV. Such comments were not evaluative of the substantive content of the material and its relation to learning. Although engagement and/or enjoyment are often loosely taken to be proximal indicators of learning, there is insufficient evidence of the causal link and some contrary evidence, for example, that there may be no necessary relationship between enjoyment and learning outcomes (Wood, Underwood, & Avis, 1999).

There was also a wealth of specific examples from interviews with teachers at case study schools concerning how the package materials met the needs of the children. The structured nature of the PM+ materials with their controlled vocabulary and constant characters were seen to be positive features for struggling readers, who benefited from the gradual introduction of novel material and from the repetition, according to a Dows Creek teacher.

At Oreore, the teacher noted that in PM+ readers, the ‘vocabulary is gradually introduced to give children a basic word bank and to help fluency’. When children are introduced to a new book, ‘there are only a few words that they don’t know so they don’t lose track of the story’. ‘The lines are constructed so that the children’s eyes do the work with graduated increase in how much they have to read’. At Hambledon PM+ was seen as an ideal resource for an intervention for students in Years 2 and 3 with special learning needs for several reasons. These included text features (spacing between words, size of print, illustrations to support the text), content features (ethnic groups represented, topics varied) and series features (many books at one level, structured introduction of new words, size of books).

Teachers also were able to say how the package did not meet the needs of their students. The needs of the NESB children at Port Curtis were not considered met by the Sunshine material. The language was too formal for normal spoken language; NESB children are used to the voice, pace and intonation of the teacher and this familiarity is especially important as they learn to read. Children, seemingly, found it hard to tune into a different voice. Moreover, the voice that introduced the book and read the story was the same and the children were confused as to what was the story and what was not.

It was clear from visiting some schools that they had indeed put considerable thought and effort into matching the package with an established learning need. For example, Farleigh had analysed student assessment data, considered their current programme and decided to strengthen the school literacy programme with greater emphasis on alphabet and letter sound knowledge. They had researched materials that they thought might help them to do this, prior to applying to join the project.

How well does the package meet these needs?

More specific data concerning how well the package met the needs of the children was obtained by asking in Questionnaire 3 whether there were features of the package that helped teachers to cater better for the needs of a target group. If the answer was yes, (answer given by 84% of schools) then a specific example was asked for in relation to three specified target groups, namely Maori, Pacific Nations and NESB. There was provision for the school to specify other target groups if desired.

As was the case with the question that asked for features of the normal literacy programme that catered to these groups, the ‘no response’ category was either the largest or second largest category of response. Again, the likelihood of provision of a response differed across groups (29% of schools did not do so for Maori; 40% for Pacific, and 48% for NESB). It is clear that many teachers have difficulty analysing features of the package, in order to give a specific example that indicates how the resources supplied better help cater for the needs of the nominated target groups (Note: The response was similar to that when asked to specify what their current programme did in this regard). There is a hint from the pattern of responses that teachers are more able to do this, albeit superficially, for Maori than for other target groups.

At a general level, teachers were able to specify features that have some link to preferred ways of learning amongst some of the target groups. Two inter-linked reasons, allowing schools to cater for, what are termed, different learning styles and providing different modalities for learning was offered by over a third of schools as the way in which they felt that the supplied resources helped them to better cater for the needs of Maori students. These two, interlinked reasons were also given by 24 and 20 percent of schools, respectively, as ways of better catering for the needs of Pacific and NESB children.

The only other categories of response offered by a reasonable number of schools were that the materials contained a structured approach or were interesting or novel. Supporting an approach that allowed for interaction with the materials or that had the ability to be used in a social way such as with groups was mentioned as helpful by about five percent of schools. Materials that possessed the element of repetition were seen by a similar percentage as helping. It is interesting that teachers nominated repetition in response to a question about meeting the needs to target groups as work by Alton-Lee and Nuttall (1990) supports the notion that all children need to revisit what they have learnt several times, in close proximity.

In Questionnaire 4 we revisited what the main purpose for choosing the resource was and how well it had met this purpose. What, in hindsight, appeared to be the main purposes, according to the schools, were to provide a supplementary resource; to meet a specific need, or to provide variety or novelty. There was some difference noted across packages. For example, the specific need response came strongly from Jolly Phonics schools. These are the categories of response that featured when we asked this question early in the project. Then, in terms of the purposes that they specified in Questionnaire 4, they were asked to rate the resource. Around 10 percent of schools had found the resource they received to be ineffective (1 or 2 rating). Forty percent reported that they had found it highly effective (a 5 rating). The percentage of school that awarded each rating is shown in Table 7.

Table 7. Rating of resource according to purpose for which selected (all schools)

Rating
1
2
3
4
5
No response

N replies
5
1
6
18
26
5

% schools
7.7
1.5
9.2
27.7
40.0
7.7

Further, in Questionnaire 4, as part of a rating of the strength of major reasons why they might decide to continue or discontinue with the use of the materials, there were two items that related to how well the package was meeting needs. One reason contained in the prompts covered the appropriateness of the resources in terms of the learning needs of the children and, another, appropriateness in terms of their content and level. There were strong showings (in terms of high ratings that is 4 or 5) for the reason that the resources were appropriate in level and content for their children with about three quarters of the schools giving such ratings. A similar pattern of ratings was apparent for items concerning targeting and applicable to learning needs of the children.

The conclusion with respect to obtaining a match between needs of students and features of the package is that this was often problematic from the outset. Not all schools, by any means, were clear about what the package they were selecting had to offer or how this related to the needs of their students. Schools were prepared to rate the package highly in terms of meeting needs of their students but were generally unable to specify the way in which the package helped them to cater for the needs of target groups.

Part D:  Accommodating new materials

This section concerns the use of the new readymade materials. First, as a preliminary step to considering the relationship of the materials to the existing literacy programme, the data concerning the number of students involved with the programme and extent of teacher involvement are presented. The section addresses the broad research question concerning the notion of fit of the new materials with the existing literacy programme. The different ways in which the packages were used are described. Then, as part of a consideration of fit, the nature of changes made in order to accommodate the materials and the reasons for these changes are discussed. This addresses the research question concerned with how the use of the readymade materials changes over the two-year period of the project. The following section, Part E, includes data that explores the basis for decision-making in evaluating the package and its use.

Ways in which the readymade materials were used

We discovered on our first round of case study visits, where we were able to talk in depth with teachers using the resource and to observe its use with the children, that, in many cases, the resource was not always used as intended and that the same resource was used in many different ways, even within a school.

Sunshine Video Collection was perhaps most commonly used, at least in the beginning, like a shared book. Our observations showed that attempts to fit it with normal shared reading practice were not always successful. When the video began in one classroom, the teacher used the pointer to point to text on the screen. However, the pace of the video was such that a mismatch occurred and when the teacher pointed to text and read it aloud for the students, the video screen was showing the next page of text. The teacher and video voices were competing and the students appeared confused. Some were chanting along with the video but others were unsure what to do and were not engaged. At times the children were chanting a sentence from the book with the video but too slowly while the video voice had finished and the teacher was asking questions. Meanwhile, the video voice was reading the next page of text. To enable this resource to fit with usual practice, there needed to be considerable thought either as to how it would be used in relation to the way the teacher normally operated or in a different way.

In other cases, like a class at Stafford Primary, Sunshine replaced a component of the reading programme, for example, the guided reading for certain children. Even here, use varied from class to class. In some classes all children watched the video as shared reading (they tried this also at Russell Island) while only children at that level read the associated books. In other classes, only the target level children watched the video, as their ‘buzz box’ activity while other children chose from alternative activities. In yet another school, Patrick Road, the Sunshine materials are used, in one class, in place of independent book box reading. At Matiawa, students would use the books during guided reading, books would be placed in their book boxes and the video would be part of the task board activities. In addition, Sunshine Video Collection was used in some schools like Eden Landing for target groups of older students, who were more than two years below their chronological age in reading, as an add-on to their normal literacy programme. Here the children were withdrawn from the fitness programme.

In most schools, Jolly Phonics was a whole class activity, often across the junior classes. It was used at Hendra in the new entrant teachers’ classrooms for 20 minutes, followed by guided reading, then a worksheet often based on Jolly Phonics activities while the teacher took individual reading groups. The teachers considered that Jolly Phonics replaced the ‘buzz box’ which they reported ‘doing less of’.  However, it was also used in a withdrawal room with a teacher designated by the school as a special literacy person. Here it was used with children who needed extra support in reading, writing and spelling. At Collier, where it was used daily, in the first year in all new entrant classes, then in the entire junior school, two target groups of Year 3’s and also Year 1 received a modified form of Jolly Phonics in a withdrawal situation. The Deputy Principal who was overseeing use of the resource at Biggin told us that different teachers had taken parts of the Jolly Phonics resource into their rooms and were using it in quite different ways. Some were incorporating the whole programme while at least one was using only some of the resource (the pictures for oral language activities) to supplement her usual programme.

Rainbow Reading was used as a withdrawal programme, although sometimes it was in addition to the literacy time and, in other cases, it was part of this time for the selected children. Generally, children came to a withdrawal room in small groups, often from the same class to minimise disruption. Most schools had the children come for a set time and according to a regular timetable. Manukapua had changed the time slot to a half hour after a trial period, as they wanted to ensure ‘quality’ time for the children. The number of sessions in a week also varied but was usually three or four. Between 20 and 30 children were ‘on’ the programme at any one time in most schools. The exact number often depended on available teacher aide time. The duration on the programme varied. For some schools, children were given six weeks; in other schools it operated for a term with a group of children while, in others, the time on the programme varied from child to child. In some schools children listened and read and had to have done this a minimum number of times before the teacher aide tested them. In others they had to listen and read a specified number of times but also to do some writing, read to a buddy or complete activities based on the text.

Although Rainbow Reading was uniformly a withdrawal activity for a group of children, how this was managed varied. If the school was fortunate enough to be able to utilise teacher aide hours for this purpose, the teacher aide supervised the children. In some instances, like at New Town, however, the teacher aide simply set up the activity and the children worked independently in a room off the regular classroom while the rest of the class were engaged in sustained silent reading. On one day, the teacher aide tested them to ensure the text levels were appropriate and to monitor progression.

The case studies showed that PM materials were generally used as part of the normal guided reading programme but the target groups they were used with varied. At Dows Creek, for example, the readers were used with small groups of underachieving students. In Trophy, the materials were also reserved for older children (largely Year 3) who were making slow progress.

Extent of use

These differing configurations are reflected in the variation in the numbers of children who worked with each of the packages. Data were collected about numbers of teachers and children involved with the packages for 2001 and for 2002 to give a sense of the extent to which the packages were used over time. Note that the relatively small number of schools that had discontinued use of a package is not included for the year in which they discontinued.

In the course of this research approximately 7,300 children have reportedly worked with the package materials. In 2001, about three and a half thousand children were working with the packages in the schools, an average of 60 per school. Considering some of the schools in the sample were small, this suggests that the packages, as a whole, were being used either with largish groups or in several iterations throughout a year. In 2002, the number of students involved had increased to an average of 75 per school. This is partly explained by the fact that we were able to allocate additional resources.  The maximum coverage reported by any school in 2002, in response to the question, ‘Since the start of the year, how many children have regularly used the package?’ was 370. Conversely, one school reported that only two children had worked with the materials in 2002, rendering purchase of the materials questionable with respect to cost efficiency!

This issue of the number of children using a package raises a very interesting question in relation to materials such as these. Package materials often come in a minimum size lot so if the target group is relatively constrained, then it takes a number of years of use with small numbers to recoup the outlay. In fact, at Mulgildie, a small school, the response to the question of whether they would consider buying the materials was that they might consider buying such (Sunshine in this case) if there were modules.

The number of children per school working with each of the packages in 2002 was obtained towards the end of the year. For Rainbow Reading the figure averaged 31. In one school only four children used the package while in a large school, 57 did. Sunshine was also used with relatively small numbers of children. On average in a school the package was used with 41 children (range from 2 to 120). Jolly Phonics was generally used with larger numbers of children, on average 100 per school (range from 30 to 370). Similarly, PM+ was used across large numbers of children, on average 136 per school, ranging from use with 10 children in a small school to 350 in a large school. Rainbow Reading and Sunshine are clearly seen to address niche markets. Jolly Phonics was generally instituted in a whole syndicate or year level programme, perhaps partly because of the issue of consistency, given it may constitute a very different component to the usual literacy programme. Depending on the configuration of the PM+ package, it could be used with varying levels and numbers of children.

An average of just over three teachers per school and 1.5 teacher aides were involved with this project in 2001. In 2002 this had increased a little to around 3.5 teachers and 1.9 teacher aides per school. We were interested in how many personnel (teachers and teacher aides) had been continuously involved since the start of the project, largely because one of the challenges of implementing any new package or intervention is to ensure that personnel are both aware of its existence and use and are able to utilise the materials effectively. High turnover of staff is one aspect thought to work against this. We asked how many of the 2002 teachers and teacher aides had been continuously involved. An estimated 73 percent of teachers had been involved from the beginning. The figure for teacher aides continuously involved was somewhat lower at 62 percent.

There were drastic examples of how staff turnover, coupled with lack of recording can adversely affect the use of a package. At Waiiti, a small school, there was a complete turnover of staff in the course of the research. When our visit was scheduled, staff tried to find the resources that were supposedly left in the school. They could not locate them. Because nothing was written down, there was no documentation available to the new staff (such points are discussed further in a later part when sustainability is considered). There were neither systems in place to inform others nor feedback about student progress. This meant that students and parents, one of whom recalled asking about how the programme was going and how the students were doing, were unaware of the utility of the programme. If they had been they may have pushed for its continuation. As a result it was not used at the time of our second visit. The new members of staff were keen to re-institute it but that entailed starting from scratch and much collective learning had been lost. When staff turnover is combined with a loss of knowledgeable ancillary personnel, it is difficult for some programmes especially those that are more dependent on non-teacher or ancillary personnel, to survive. When there are no established systems of recording information about the resource and children’s progress with it, continued use is not simply difficult but highly problematic.

Establishing a “fit” with existing programme

There were several ways in which data were obtained to address the question of how schools viewed the materials in terms of fitting into their current programmes. All questionnaires contained items to tap into notions of fit and accommodation. Observations and case study interviews and discussions provide further qualitative data to amplify the general patterns reported.

The most informative data were obtained after the schools had largely used the materials for almost six school terms. They were asked in Questionnaire 3 to rate ‘how well the package fitted into your school programme’ on a scale of 1 to 5 (where 1 indicated ‘not at all well’ and 5 ‘very well’). The prompts covered three broad areas, namely, (i) practical issues like cost, storage, equipment and personnel resources; (ii) implementation issues like professional development systems and development of supporting resources, and (iii) how the package materials were positioned in terms of currently held ideas and beliefs about literacy learning and in terms of whether the readymade materials served to strengthen an existing programme or whether they added a new component. The prompts in Questionnaire 3 derived, in large part, from our case study visits mid way through the first year. Observations and interviews in 20 case study schools in the first round of visits had informed us about likely dimensions of fit.   The table below (Table 8) shows the dimensions, the prompts and the allocation of ratings to each.

Finally, in Questionnaire 4, schools were asked to rate some likely reasons for continuing or discontinuing. Two statements related to fit in the sense of meeting the needs of the children and these have been discussed above in a previous section (Part B) dealing with meeting needs. Other items in Questionnaire 4, however, dealt with practical concerns not covered in Questionnaire 3, namely, cost, time required to learn to use the materials and preparation time.

The pattern of ratings across all schools are shown in Table 8 while the average ratings for statements from Questionnaire 3, about how well the package fitted, for each of the three dimensions are shown in Table 9.

Table 8. Ratings of how well the package has fitted by dimension

How well has the package fitted in terms of …
Not at all          Rating          Very Well




1
2
3
4
5
No reply
NA

Practicality
on-going costs
N replies
4
1
5
13
23
15
1



% schools
6.5
1.6
8.1
21.0
37.1
24.2
1.6


continuous intake of students
N replies
2
5
13
14
24
4




% schools
3.2
8.1
21.0
22.6
38.7
6.5



accessibility of materials
N replies
3
2
4
16
35
2




% schools
4.8
3.2
6.5
25.8
56.5
3.2



physical location and storage issues
N replies
2
3
4
14
34
5




% schools
3.2
4.8
6.5
22.6
54.8
8.1



teaching space required
N replies
1
7
6
12
32
4




% schools
1.6
11.3
9.7
19.4
51.6
6.5



resources (including Teacher Aide)
N replies
1
4
6
15
24
12




% schools
1.6
6.5
9.7
24.2
38.7
19.4



equipment required to use the package
N replies
5
5
5
17
21
9




% schools
8.1
8.1
8.1
27.4
33.9
14.5


Implementation
level of professional development required to use materials
N replies
0
3
7
18
28
6




% schools
0.0
4.8
11.3
29.0
45.2
9.7



new systems needed to be put in place (e.g. tracking)
N replies
1
2
11
7
25
16




% schools
1.6
3.2
17.7
11.3
40.3
25.8



need to develop supporting resources
N replies
0
5
10
6
20
21




% schools
0.0
8.1
16.1
9.7
32.3
33.9


Positioning the package
your beliefs/ideas about literacy teaching & learning
N replies
2
3
10
13
33
1




% schools
3.2
4.8
16.1
21.0
53.2
1.6



providing extra strength to an already existing part of your programme
N replies
2
3
6
10
38
3




% schools
3.2
4.8
9.7
16.1
61.3
4.8



providing a new component to your programme
N replies
2
2
6
16
32
4




% schools
3.2
3.2
9.7
25.8
51.6
6.5


As Table 9 indicates the ratings were largely positive and the range in means was small, from 3.83 to 4.34. What is more revealing is to consider statements that a group of schools rated low (1 and 2 rating). Generally, across packages, low ratings were concentrated around fit in relation to practical matters. In neither of the other dimensions did more than five schools rate a statement low. For example, ten schools gave a low rating to fit in terms of equipment needed to use the package; eight schools gave a low rating to coping with a continuous intake of students and seven to the issue of teaching space required. Similarly, in Questionnaire 4, about seven to ten schools rated low the items concerning cost, time requirements for learning to use and for preparation.

Table 9. Mean ratings of dimensions of fit

Practicality
  on-going costs
4.09


  coping with continuous intake of students
3.91


  accessibility of materials
4.30


  physical location and storage issues
4.32


  teaching space required
4.16


  resources including teacher aide
4.14


  equipment required to use it
3.83

Implementation
  level of professional development required to use it
4.27


  new systems needed e.g. tracking
4.15


  need to develop supporting resources
4.00

Positioning the package
  your beliefs/ideas about literacy learning and teaching
4.18


  providing extra strength to existing programme
4.34


  providing a new component to your programme
4.28

Observations suggested several issues arising from the logistics of operating a programme like Sunshine that is dependent on space and hardware resources. When a room was designated specially for the purpose, it was still difficult. Time was required to move children, about 10 minutes according to one classroom teacher who operated in this way. It would seem ideal, then, to locate the resources in each classroom. However, video taping of teachers using the resources in the classroom indicated that considerable instructional time could be lost. The average management ‘downtime’ was 12 minutes from when the initial briefing about what each reading group would do finished. This time given over to organisation was explained by a teacher at St Helens. S/he  claimed that it required quite a lot of time and resource management in order to cue the video, set up the group who would view it in order they could work independently, start the video and settle the children, then carry on with other teaching, all the while monitoring the video group and moving between this group and others.

Practical concerns like space may also interact with other dimensions. Case study visits pointed to the fact that fit and place within the programme may be influenced by practical concerns. At Herberton the school did not have the resources to place a television and video in each room so a ‘spare’ room needed to be found. The only available space was a room where the Te Reo programme ran in the morning. So, all use of the Sunshine Video Collection had to be in the afternoon. Because reading was a morning activity this meant, as one teacher noted, that the materials became an ‘add on’, rather than part of the programme.

The dimension that attracted the highest ratings related to ‘positioning of the package’ where 49 schools gave the associated statements high ratings for fit. The statements given high ratings (4 and 5) concerned the fit with ideas and beliefs about literacy teaching and learning and the fit in terms of providing extra strength to an already existing part of the programme, or in terms of providing a new component to the programme. It appears that the readymade materials fitted well with existing beliefs and programmes and were seen to both strengthen and add to them.

This latter finding is corroborated by responses to the question in Questionnaire 4 that asked specifically about fit in relation to beliefs about literacy teaching and learning.  This was an open-ended question, asking how the materials fitted with beliefs about literacy teaching and learning, with a rider asking for an explanation about why they did or did not. In line with what is reported above, almost all responses considered that the materials did fit. In fact nine percent of responses were a form of tautology in that they gave as the ‘reason’ for fit, simply that they were suitable for the school’s existing programme!  The range of reasons for why the materials fitted was varied. The most common explanation for fit was the ability to provide mileage or range and variety in the literacy programme (15% of schools) but there was also a category of responses that mentioned links to other parts of the curriculum (8%). The materials were also seen to fit the respondent’s literacy ideas and beliefs in terms of the fact that they provided a structured approach (13%) and allowed repetition (6%). They were seen as fitting, in that they were appropriate to the needs and experiences of the children (13%) and could cater for different learning styles (9%).

How each package ‘fits’ into the classroom programme

However, it is more informative to consider the responses to the notion of fit by package. An analysis of the ratings in Questionnaire 3 by package suggests some differences across packages in the extent to which they were perceived to fit across the three dimensions. Ratings for PM Plus Readers were uniformly high (above 4.67) with only two instances of ratings below 4. One school, which must have used the resource in a withdrawal situation, gave a low rating to PM Plus in terms of the teaching space required and one a middle rating to the need to develop supporting resources.

When asked about how well Rainbow Reading fitted into the school programme, respondents generally gave positive ratings. The lowest mean was for the equipment required to use the package which a third of schools rated 3 (with a mean of 3.89, this was the only mean below 4). The fact that tape recorders and earphones were needed for listening posts was a concern for schools. Also, a third of the schools rated the item ‘ongoing costs’ as a 3 (average rating 4.11). This is not surprising as, aside from the costs for tape recorders and tapes, Rainbow Reading was, invariably, run by a teacher aide. Interviews during our case study visits highlighted the fact that around 15 hours of teacher aide time per week had to be allocated to the programme for it to be accessible to a reasonable number of children and to assist and supervise them in engaging most productively with the resource. The items rated highest (5) by 75 percent of the schools with Rainbow Reading were one about providing extra strength to the existing programme; an item concerning the minimal level of professional development required to use the materials, and two practical items about teaching space and accessibility.

Predictably, given the structured nature of the programme, some schools with Jolly Phonics found the continuous intake problematic (15% of schools gave this item a low rating; that is a 1 or 2). They had various strategies to address this. At Collier Primary, they slowed the pace of introduction of letters and sounds and part of the reason for this was that the policy was that children who joined the class just started where the class were up to so the pace needed to be slower.  The structured, sequential nature of the programme highlighted also the problem of irregular attendance. This was confirmed in our case study interviews where, in schools with a high rate of transience and or absenteeism, this was identified as a significant problem in terms of the package impacting on student’s learning. In response to this, students were given time on an individual basis in order to ‘get up to speed’ with the rest of the class, according to a Farleigh teacher.

This, plus the issue of cost and the need to develop supporting resources had the lowest means (less than 4) for Jolly Phonics. Two schools also gave a low rating in terms of fit to the statement about fitting with ideas and beliefs about literacy teaching and learning but all others rated this at 4 or 5, with 70 percent giving this item a 5 (fits very well).  Clearly, a small number of schools were still, after a year, finding it problematic to incorporate in a more or less integrated or seamless way, a specific phonics based programme into their traditional New Zealand junior classroom practices. Not surprisingly, the highest mean rating was given to the statement that Jolly Phonics provided a new component to the existing literacy programme.

Case study data illustrated how schools worked at linking and integrating the package. Initially, at our first visit, at Collier Primary, although Jolly Phonics was in all new entrant classrooms, it was only available in one Year 1 class. This was seen to be problematic in terms of continuity. They had previously achieved this continuity as all classes had used the programme, ‘Sing Your Way to Reading and Writing’. So, as planned, they worked to make Jolly Phonics a programme across the entire junior school and by the time of our second visit, they had accomplished this. Another case study school, Hendra, had decided to make Jolly Phonics a part of the syllabus for new entrants to replace what they described as the ‘old idea where sounds are introduced gradually’. Teachers admitted that the Jolly Phonics sequence is not the way they would have normally presented work related to sound. They would have left vowels to the end and may not have introduced blends. Introducing the ‘Jolly Phonics way’ as part of the syllabus was aimed to give coherence across classes. Our observations showed that at these schools and at others like Biggin, links were made regularly to aspects of the Jolly Phonics programme or activities in other parts of the literacy programme. Teachers were heard to ask ‘What sound is this?” or were observed using the actions to cue the retrieval of the sound in an unknown word. There was incidental practice of sounds as children were getting ready for lunch or settling on the mat.

Again, perhaps predictably, equipment was the most problematic item in terms of fit for Sunshine schools. This item and six others rated less than 4. The lower rated items nearly all concerned practical, logistical matters like cost, space, resources and also continuous intake. Conversely, around 50 percent of the schools with Sunshine gave a high rating of 5 to items concerning some other practical matters (accessibility and storage). This runs counter to the feedback from the case study schools we talked with in our first round of visits (mid 2001) where practical, logistical issues seemed all consuming. This included accessibility. One teacher from Port Curtis at that point said that there were so many problems with accessing and sharing video and tapes that she told the children ‘I am the video today’. However, it may be that by the time Questionnaire 3 was to be answered, many schools had solved some, at least, of the practical, logistical issues.

One further, low rated item not in this group concerned fit in terms of providing a new component to the programme. Rather, Sunshine was viewed by some as adding strength to the existing programme as this item scored high.

Adjustments to use and explanations for these

One of the aspects monitored over time was any adjustment made in the implementation of the package. Although it is generally accepted folklore that teachers seldom implement materials exactly in the way that a publisher or deviser might intend, the nature and extent of changes reported are somewhat surprising. Changes in the utilisation of readymade materials can be viewed in two ways. They can be seen as desirable if they manifestly allow teachers better to meet the needs of the children. They can be seen as examples of teachers making professional judgements to better meet the needs of children in their particular class.  Changes can, conversely, be seen in an unfavourable light if they deviate markedly from an author/ publisher proscribed sequence or desirable time allocation or amount of repetition etc, without hard evidence that such a change is for the better, particularly if such author prescription has been reliably established to be efficacious.

Even from the beginning, packages were not always used as intended.

In this research, adjustments in use were categorised into (i) changes in terms of the group of children with whom it is used or the configuration of that group; (ii) changes in the actual use of the package, either in frequency or intensity (usually pace) of use or in extent of use (that is teachers may cease to use a part of the package) and (iii) modifications made to the actual package materials or to the order of presentation of materials etc. However, there were occasionally changes reported that named the classroom programme as the site where adjustments were made.

In Questionnaire 2 (term 4 of 2001, see Appendix 5), respondents were asked to describe any changes (e.g. about the way you use the materials or the children who receive the materials etc) as a result of trial and use of the package. They were also asked why they made these changes.

At this point in time, only 13 percent of the sample reported making no changes. The reported changes largely concerned the materials as opposed to making changes in the recipient or target group of children. About a third of the sample of schools reported changes that concerned the recipients and these generally involved either narrowing the range of the target group or changing the target group or extending the programme beyond the original recipients.

Most schools, however, reported making changes in terms of the way they utilised the materials with the children. One such material utilisation type change involved a change in the frequency or rate of use (either an increase or a decrease) (17% of schools reported doing this). For example, at Farleigh Primary, teachers slowed the pace for introducing the letters and sounds in Jolly Phonics so instead of introducing six sounds in one week, only two or three were introduced. At Collier, teachers tried to implement Jolly Phonics as per the manual for two terms. When they found this pace was too fast for the younger children, they revised the pace of introducing the letters and sounds. Another example of such a change was at Russell Island Primary where, after three terms, they decided to use Sunshine Video Collection in a block of about six weeks, rather than until the children finished all of the books, in order that the interest of the children was maintained and they stayed more focussed.

A Sunshine user teacher thought there was ‘too much language’ in three stories for her children so reduced the number read at any one time. At Stafford School, resources influenced the frequency of presentation of materials. Although the publisher’s instructions say to use two books (six stories) a week, they moved to one book a week largely because of logistical concerns like TV access and having sufficient books to share. The teacher commented that this pace meant that she had to monitor the levels carefully- “It does mean that I have to monitor levels all the time”. Reading the stories in the Sunshine video three times as suggested in the manual was too longwinded for teachers at Russell Island who moved to only one reading in class, then once more with the target group as guided reading.

Change also involved using only part of the materials or omitting part of them (26% of schools reported doing this). For example, Port Curtis Primary found the worksheets that accompanied the Sunshine videos inappropriate for their children both in terms of vocabulary and relevance to their life. Teachers produced numerous examples of this problem such as pictures of a windsurfer and the associated label. As a result, they did not use the worksheets. Similarly, Matiawa teachers commented that there was a mismatch in the level of the work required to interact with the Sunshine video and that required to complete the worksheets; the latter were at too high a level and became too labour intensive for the teacher to use. Therefore, the materials were used selectively, omitting parts. Teachers also reported selecting aspects of a package to suit current classroom programme goals rather than following the sequence of the package through. Again at Matiawa, a teacher, rather than working through the Sunshine video repeatedly, chose to repeat only certain activities set up around the video and book texts.  At Biggin, some teachers used the whole of the Jolly Phonics resource while others just used some of the resource to supplement their existing programme. A Jolly Phonics teacher did not teach the vowel blends as she felt it was too soon.

The third type of change involved modifying the actual package materials or order of use. Adjusting the pace of the videos was another form of modification. A fifth of the schools said they made these types of adaptations.

For example, a user of PM+ readers with Year 4 children found the worksheets that accompanied the texts too basic for the children so she took the ideas from them and changed them for the interest level of her students. The Sunshine worksheets were adapted at Russell Island as they were regarded as not ‘user friendly’ for new entrants. The form of certain letters, notably the ‘flicks’ on them, in Jolly Phonics was problematic for some schools as it was different to the form they taught in handwriting. Some chose to point out to children the letters were the same but written differently, while others decided to change the way they wrote the letter and yet others chose to modify the materials (by ‘whiting out’ the flicks) to fit their way of teaching handwriting. The prescribed order of introduction in Jolly Phonics was changed slightly by Collier, in that first individual letters, then consonant diagraphs and then vowel diagraphs were introduced. Two of the jingles were also revised so that the picture better matched standard New Zealand pronunciation. Collier also revised the jingles but before implementing the programme.

Teachers at Kenmore Primary reported that the tapes in the Sunshine Collection were ‘very fast’ and, ‘for children who did not have good English, it would sound like gobble-de-gook to them’. Port Curtis teachers noted that the video was good for a fluent English speaking four year old but not for an NESB six year old. The pace was too fast and the phrasing was wrong in that the language did not sound like talking. ‘Who says’, said one teacher ‘I cannot get the sauce out of the bottle’ or ‘I have got a sore throat’! It was difficult, if not impossible, to solve such issues through modification. However, when questions were asked on the tape and insufficient time, in the teacher’s view, was given for children to respond it was possible (although not easy) for a teacher familiar with the resource to stop the tape and allow time for discussion amongst the children. One teacher said she paused on the second viewing and built on discussion amongst the children.

Other changes were adding resources like a teacher aide which eight percent of schools reported doing or designing supporting materials. The group of teachers at Collier devised a protocol to provide a consistent way of verbalising the letter shape when teaching handwriting. An additional resource designed for Jolly Phonics, a locally made tape of a song that incorporates the Jolly Phonics alphabet letters and sounds caused confusion for children as some of the letter sounds on the tape are not pronounced correctly according to the official Jolly Phonics videotape. At Patrick Road the teacher thought that the ESOL children watching Sunshine needed more than one book at each level to reinforce language structures so supplemented with other readers with similar language and theme.

Of interest is the report by 14 percent of schools that adjustments were made in the classroom programme as a result of using the materials. Often these changes were of a logistical nature but some involved the substitution of the package for an element of the current programme.  A further five percent of schools reported that they changed to utilise different reading methods such as buddy reading and shared reading.

Each of the groups of the users of the different packages reported a slightly different combination of changes. The most nominated categories of change from Jolly Phonics users were changes in the extent of use (largely extending the programme); adapting the worksheets; adding resources and adjusting the classroom programme. For PM+ users the largest category of response concerned altering (increasing) the number of sessions, then extending the programme and also using only those resources appropriate to a child’s level.  Rainbow Reading users talked of honing their target group, adding resources (particularly a teacher aide), and choosing material for the children’s level. There were more responses from Sunshine users to this question. Their main changes involved choosing or tailoring according to the children’s level; using it with a smaller, targeted group; using only part of the materials and decreasing the number of sessions.

Then, in mid 2002 (late term 2), in Questionnaire 3 (see Appendix 6), having obtained information about the nature of the changes, once again information was sought about any modifications. This time, in the context of asking about continuing (or not) with the package, we sought to ascertain whether they would intend to make major or minor modifications to package and/ or the target group. We also asked about the reasons for selecting that option and for more detail about the nature of these modifications, that is what form the package took now and how this differed to the way they had started with the package.

When asked as to their intentions of continuing with the package in the future, schools were to choose only one option. Options included already discontinued; likely to discontinue; probably continue with the package intact, and definitely continue use of the package along with options of continuing with modifications. Inferences from the ‘definitely continue’ option were problematic in that it could have been chosen by schools who would definitely continue using the package intact or by those who would definitely continue in the way they currently were which could include modifications and by those who would definitely continue but may indulge in more tinkering! Around half selected this option of definitely continuing to use the materials. Six percent indicated they ‘probably would continue’ with the package intact. That schools would select the continuation option and read it such that continuing involved changes made to date and could involve further changes would make sense, given previous responses that indicated that changes in the use of the package were widespread. Alternatively, the question could have been interpreted as referring only to changing the package materials and not to aspects of their use.

Between a fifth and a quarter of schools said that they would probably continue but with minor modifications to the package and nearly 10 percent indicated continuing with major modifications to it. By this stage only a few schools were saying that they would probably continue with modifications to the target group. They seemed to have got the target group right and be at the stage of fine-tuning the materials to the needs of those children. Clearly, again inferences are somewhat problematic as schools could read the notion of change as either having already taken place or as anticipated or both.

More informative are responses to the question asking for the reason for choice of option, particularly in relation to continuing with major or minor changes. The most common explanation for selecting an option that specified change, involved modifications to obtain a better child-package fit. This included modifying language, for example, to meet the children’s needs and experiences or deleting inappropriate features. About 60 percent of the schools in our sample that reported change or likely change in use referred to changes involving a child-package fit.

Another major reason for making changes was to get a better literacy programme- package fit or to fit the New Zealand curriculum or model (30% of schools who indicated continue with modifications). This is an interesting, almost contradictory, response given the answers to previous questions in the same questionnaire, namely, the question of ‘fit’ that involved the aspect ‘positioning of the package’. This former question was couched in terms of whether the package fitted with ideas about literacy teaching and learning and whether it added to or strengthened an existing programme or added a new component. These are relatively global decisions. But, the present question required explaining why a school might continue with modifications to the package materials and such explanation led to the identification of specific mismatches that required modification.

Greater insight about this literacy programme/ package fit or New Zealand Curriculum/ package fit is obtained by considering comments from teachers in the case study schools. For example, Kenmore Primary teachers found specific conflicts with accepted practice in the Sunshine material. In their school’s approach to teaching reading and writing, sound is very important and they felt the video seemed to name letters not sounds. Also, the videotext sometimes phrased words in two lines and highlighted a group of words in one go. This is contrary to common practice in the school. Two teachers commented that they focussed, at levels 1 and 2, only on one word at a time. Similarly, another teacher used focus words, one word taken from the book. However, she felt the video emphasised only the letter. The video did not do one to one matching one teacher commented and this is what she does. Her conclusion and that of some of the others was that the resource did not fit her classroom practice.

Responses to the question about the form the package was taking now give a sense of the nature of changes. A different slant on change was obtained from responses to this question. The response given by the largest percentage of schools that actually offered an answer to this question about the form it was now taking was that it was used as a supporting resource for other existing programmes (14% of schools who nominated change). Allied to this, a small number of responses concerned altering the configuration, that is from whole class to withdrawal or vice versa, or from solely withdrawal to withdrawal plus whole class use (8% of schools). Further, in relation to this category, there were responses stating, for instance, that there was a more specific age focus or, conversely, that the use was expanded from new entrant to whole junior school or from target group to more general use.

As a final check, we asked for the state of play after two years of use in Questionnaire 4. At this stage, 28 schools said they were continuing much as they first began; 30 schools said they had made modifications and six schools indicated that they had discontinued with the use of the package (three stopped after a year; another stopped at the end of term 1, 2002 and two more had discontinued use by the end of term 3, 2002). Those that had made modifications to use were asked to rate the extent of the change or changes on a scale from 1 (minor or minimal) to 5 (extensive change). The mean extent of change reported was 2.4 (SD 1.02), slightly below the mid point of the scale. The figure below (Figure 1) shows the rating of extent of modifications overall and by package.

Those who indicated modified use were also asked to briefly describe the ways in which they had modified the use of the package. Nearly 30 percent of schools had, by now, modified the actual content of the package or associated materials; had omitted parts of the package or modified the order, sequence or pace or timing within the package, while a small percentage (6%) had changed the time allocation for use, either increasing or decreasing it. Similar to previous questionnaires, about 15 percent of schools were making changes in terms of the particular groups of children.

Figure 1. Rating of extent of modifications by package
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Summarising the notions of fit and adaptation

In summary, the packages generally were seen to meld with existing programmes. They were seen to provide mileage, range and variety. For a significant number of schools, the packages were seen to fit less well in terms of practical issues, for instance the resources or equipment needed to utilise the package, than in other terms. Schools rated packages positively in terms of fitting their philosophy and ideas about literacy and literacy teaching. For a small number of schools with certain packages, this was more problematic.  If teachers perceived or had evidence that the materials were enhancing learning outcomes, they were prepared to change their practice or the existing programme to fit the materials. If, however, they felt the mismatches outweighed any possible positive outcomes from the materials, they were inclined to discontinue or only use part of the package, the part they felt fitted.

A considerable number of schools in the sample reported making modifications in the way they utilised the package. At first these appeared to be both to the target group where refinements were made and to the package itself or the format in which it was used. Then, later, more schools reported making changes in an attempt to get a child- package fit with fewer nominating making changes to target group. As will be discussed later in this section, there was little systematic evaluation of children’s learning outcomes. Schools did not report a methodology for trying out and revising the materials. The omission of an evaluation procedure entails a risk that the instructional materials will not facilitate the attainment of the desired learning objectives, according to Campbell (2000).

Part E: Evaluating in order to make decisions about the resource

In order to address the research question ‘What strategies do teachers have for evaluating this new component of the literacy programme against other existing literacy instruction programmes?’ a number of questions were asked of participants with respect to their decision making concerning the readymade materials. The point was made in the methodological issues section above that this was not designed to be an action research project where we would guide schools through such a process of evidence-based decision-making. As acknowledged, our questions may have provided cues as to what might be expected. There were numerous cues around monitoring outcomes and what information was being used to make decisions about continuing use, (or discontinuing) and making changes in use. For example, right at the outset, in the initial application for the resources schools were asked what their intentions were in terms of monitoring.

What data do schools use in order to make decisions about these resources?

We were particularly interested in the basis for decisions about acquiring the readymade resource package and about continuing, discontinuing or modifying its use. We wanted to know, specifically, whether student achievement was considered in making judgements about the resource. Respondents were asked how decisions were informed or about sources of information for decisions.

In the first questionnaire (Questionnaire 1), the co-ordinator in the school was asked how decisions were made about selection of the package requested from us. Consultation with others was the majority response.

When asked what information they would gather, nearly 70 percent said ‘reading levels’ and a third nominated broadly ‘student progress’. More specific areas like word recognition and letter sound knowledge were also included. Only one school fell into the ‘no response’ category, in marked contrast to data that will be presented shortly. Two thirds of the schools claimed that the Running Record was the tool they would use to collect information about the effectiveness of the materials. About 40 percent of the schools intended to use teacher observation as the data-gathering tool. Twenty percent said the Six Year Observation Survey would be used; few named other, more specific standardised or semi-standardised tools.

In Questionnaire 2, after rating the influence of the materials on learning outcomes for students, the schools were asked in an open question what source of evidence they had used to measure the success of the materials. They were asked to be specific and also to rate how important each source of evidence was in helping them to decide on the overall rating they had given with respect to influence on student learning outcomes.  Table 10 shows the thirteen most frequently mentioned sources, and the ratings that each source received in terms of their importance (1=not important, 5=very important) in helping them decide on the rating they gave in the previous question concerning the influence on learning outcomes.

Table 10.  Sources of evidence used to measure influence on student learning outcomes

Source of evidence
Rating


1
2
3
4
5

Observation
2
1
7
10
20

Running records
1
5
6
8
18

Teacher reports/comments
1
1
5
15
8

Alphabet sound knowledge


3
11
7

Six year net (ROL)
1
2
3
3
6

Eagerness of children & their motivation


4
5
4

School based tracking/progress (including entry/exit test)



6
6

Feedback from children


3
2
3

Basic words testing (sight words)

2

1
2

Parental comment

1
2
2


PM benchmark results

1

2
1

High frequency word list



1
3

Teacher reaction to material

1
1

1

Considerable weight is given to the use of Observation and Running Records, with Teacher reports/comments and students alphabet sound knowledge also frequently used.

During case study visits, teachers reported what they observed that indicated that the package was helpful in terms of enhanced learning outcomes for children. A teacher at Hendra talked of the outcomes from employing the Jolly Phonics material. She spoke of children being able to ‘say an unknown word’ of ‘using sounds to try to work it out and coupling this with sense to get the word and meaning’. She could ‘see’ children using phonics in their writing. Another teacher, this time from Biggin, had observed children ‘sounding out and stretching out words’ when writing. Collier teachers felt that Jolly Phonics use had led to a greater awareness of letter sounds and letter order and they reported that children picked up the notion of blending readily. They felt ‘it empowers children, giving them the key to unlock the code’. They had formed their view partly on the basis of professional judgement and experience, noticing that ‘kids who are not the sort who learn despite the teacher, move ahead and it is Jolly Phonics that does it’. Also, in their experience, ‘even bright children miss chunks <of learning> because they find acquiring sounds very easy and may not attend to features as they progress and Jolly Phonics was credited with filling in these gaps. They had noted behaviours like children wanting to learn the next letter; wanting to write sounds on their arrival at school in the morning and approaching unknown words with confidence. They had observed children quietly using their sound knowledge and picking up words and being able to use them immediately.

With the introduction of Sunshine Video Collection materials at Stafford, a teacher noted that her children were ‘showing so much interest in reading’ and that about 10 children each time would select the Sunshine books for free choice reading.

Professional judgement was also backed by data in several case study schools. Collier teachers pointed out that before Jolly Phonics was introduced, 31 Year 3 children were on green on the colour wheel but they estimated that number to be about five for next year after the Jolly Phonics cohort arrived at Year 3. The class teachers kept alphabetical knowledge checklists for individual children and tested every two weeks. They noticed that, with the use of Jolly Phonics, after 4-6 weeks at school, children had a higher level of letter-sound knowledge than previous cohorts. The teacher at Hendra had seen, through her regular testing, ‘huge’ gains in a term in alphabet knowledge and sound tests over the scores on entry. At Hambledon, students in the intervention using the PM+ materials are regularly monitored using running records. With such targeted intervention, the majority of students are reading at chronological age or higher, according to the DP. Further examples of outcomes data are considered in the section below “What schools report their data showed”.

Schools were asked the basis for decisions about continuing or discontinuing or modifying in Questionnaire 3. The responses to the question regarding how this decision was made are shown in Table 11. Responses indicated that these decisions were being reached primarily by consultation of staff or syndicate members (42% of schools). Trialling the package was the rather non-specific response of about 27 percent of schools while another 12 percent simply wrote ‘observation’. These two categories may overlap although trialling could conceivably involve several sources of information for decision-making. More significantly, only about eight percent of schools said they came to these decisions by looking at children’s results or by tracking children’s progress.

However, at the level of an individual child in the classroom, there were a number of instances we discovered on our case visits where data were used to decide whether to continue the child on the programme or have the child ‘graduate’. For example, an Eden Landing teacher used BURT, Schonnel Test and teacher-taken running records to make decisions about individual children and the utility of the Sunshine Video Collection for them.  Data were used extensively to select children to place children on Rainbow Reading. However, there is a distinction between this use of data and using data to make decisions about whether the programme as a whole was working (and under what conditions).

Table 11. How decisions made about continuation, discontinuation, or modification

How was this decision made?
N replies
% schools
N replies
% schools
N replies
% schools
N replies
% schools
N replies
% schools


All
All
JP
JP
PM+
PM+
RR
RR
SS
SS

by consulting staff/ by syndicate
29
46.8
7
58.3
9
60.0
2
22.2
11
42.3

trialling package
15
24.2


7
46.7
1
11.1
7
26.9

Observation
8
12.9


1
6.7
4
44.4
3
11.5

decision of 1 or 2 people
8
12.9
1
8.3
2
13.3
2
22.2
3
11.5

children’s results/ by tracking progress
7
11.3
2
16.7
1
6.7
2
22.2
2
7.7

other responses including no response
13
21.0
3
25.0
1
6.7
2
22.2
7
26.9

As in the previous questionnaire, decisions reported in Questionnaire 4 concerning continuing or discontinuing and modifying were followed by a question that asked for the sources of evidence for the decisions. This time, responses involved giving a weight to a given source on a scale from 0 (none at all) to 5 (a lot). Table 12 shows the weights given to each nominated source.

Table 12. Ratings of importance of sources of evidence about the materials

Source of evidence
No weight
Weight given to this evidence
A lot




0
1
2
3
4
5
No response

teacher comments/feedback
% of schools
1.5
0.0
4.6
4.6
26.2
46.2
12.3

observation of student using the package
% of schools
1.5
1.5
1.5
4.6
40.0
40.0
6.2

attitude of students using material
% of schools
3.1
1.5
1.5
4.6
30.8
40.0
13.8

teacher collected data e.g. Running Records, PM Benchmark …
% of schools
3.1
7.7
0.0
12.3
32.3
23.1
16.9

performance on standardised measures of reading
% of schools
10.8
12.3
0.0
4.6
27.7
18.5
21.5

discussion with colleagues/other schools
% of schools
7.7
1.5
10.8
13.8
16.9
20.0
24.6

Responding schools gave a lot of weight (rated them 4 or 5) to teacher comments and feedback as a source of evidence (70% of responding schools), observing students using the package (80% of schools who gave a response) and attitude of students using the materials (73% of those who responded). The other sources of evidence listed received a greater spread of ratings. Teacher collected data was given a 4 or 5 by 58 percent of those responding while 46 percent rated standardised measures a 4 or 5.

Which sources of information are considered most important?

The highest means were for teacher comments/ feedback and observation of children using the materials as sources of evidence (4.27 and 4.25, respectively). Then came attitude of students at 4.17. Lower again was teacher-collected data at 3.69 and lowest rated for weight or influence was performance on standardised measures at 2.95. This low weight given to standardised measures or even to teacher collected data reinforces the findings above where few schools informed decisions by looking at children’s results or by tracking their performance. An analysis of variance of the different sources showed that differential importance was attached to them (F(5,332) = 9.21, p<.000). Teacher comment and feedback, observation of students and attitude of students were rated significantly higher than standardised data as sources of information on which to base decisions about the package and its use.

Do sources of information differ by package?

Suspecting that there may be differential preference for information sources according to package because some may lend themselves more readily to standardised measures, for example, analyses of variance were conducted to test whether use of sources differed by package. There was an effect of package for preferred source of information only for teacher collected data (F(3,51) = 4.31, p<.01), standardised measures (F(3,46) = 4.36, p<.01), and discussion with colleagues (F(3,48) = 6.78, p<.01).

Multiple comparisons showed that Sunshine and PM+ users differed in the importance given to teacher generated data as a source of information (t(35) = 3.04, p<.01) and discussion amongst colleagues (t(33) = 4.90, p<.001). It is likely that effectiveness of the use of PM+ was gauged from teacher generated data like running records while discussion amongst colleagues may have been preferred for Sunshine as there were many practical and other issues arising from its use that case study schools said were shared amongst staff. Jolly Phonics and Sunshine users differed with respect to ratings of standardised measures (t(30) = 2.69, p<.05). As will be illustrated in a following section, it was often easier for teachers to see the effect of a distinctly new component to the programme, like Jolly Phonics, by looking at cohort data offered by standardised measures.

As another attempt to investigate how decision making was informed, participating schools were asked to rate the supplied resource against another resource they found to be excellent. The results of this comparison are discussed in a subsequent section. Here, however, we consider the reported basis for the judgement. Because we were interested in the basis for such comparisons, we asked how respondents knew how the supplied resource performed in relation to other resources designed for the same or similar purpose. Twenty percent openly admitted that they simply did not know and this was the largest category single category of response. Although, if one were to combine the category of using personal past experience, particularly of other programmes (12%) and collective personal judgement (11%), then a broad category of knowing how the resource performed relatively based on professional knowledge and judgement would form the largest category of response. Fewer (19%) said they observed student behaviours, while 15 percent talked of testing or generally of tracking progress.

By far and away the major source of information on which to base decisions about starting, continuing, discontinuing or modifying or on which to base comparative decisions was professional judgement, namely, teacher feedback or observation of children, including children’s attitude to the materials. More formalised data driven decisions were given the least weight in terms of influence and were rarely reported.

What is the perceived influence on learning outcomes?

We asked schools directly in Questionnaire 2 to rate, on a scale from 1 to 5, how much the materials have influenced the learning outcomes for students and to give reasons for their choice of rating. Generally schools indicated that they thought that the package had had a positive effect on learning outcomes. The mean ratings for each package on the five-point scale ranged from 4.86 to 3.12. The schools were not equally happy with the packages and rated them differentially. An analysis of variance indicated that ratings by package were significantly different (F(3,50) = 11.77, p<.05). Post hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicated that the mean score for one package was significantly different from the mean for all three of the other packages. The effect size of the difference, calculated using eta squared, was .41, indicating that the actual difference in means was large (Cohen, 1977, p. 284).

Asked why they had given the rating they had, the largest percentage (28%) of schools indicated that the reason was that the children had progressed although evidence or what aspect had progressed was unspecified. However, a further 13 percent indicated that they had evidence of progress and this is why they rated the package the way they did. About a quarter gave the reason for rating as the children’s attitude. This was followed by comments about the nature of the materials themselves as reason for rating them high with respect to learning outcomes. The reasons for low ratings largely referred to the fact that the materials were poorly designed.

Similar responses were obtained in Questionnaire 4 when respondents were asked how the package has benefited the students. A specified improvement was offered as the ‘how’ by 28 percent of schools. A further 17 percent indicated improvement but did not specify the nature of it. A comparable number to those who mentioned an area of specific improvement noted an increase in attitudinal variables like interest or motivation. Around 22 percent also added the benefit of fostering independence and allowing students to work at their own pace.

How does the package perform vis-à-vis another excellent resource nominated by each school?

Because we were concerned that schools may have opted for these packages because they were offered ‘free’ rather than because they may have been a favoured choice, we asked them to rate how well the package performed against another resource that they considered excellent. Rather than our nominating a resource that some schools would not be familiar with, we left them to make the selection. Schools nominated a range of packages or materials as the comparison or benchmark. These included packages like Letterland, school journals; books in the Ready to Read series; Sunshine Books, Sails, Nelson, Price Milburn, Wildcats and Smart Kid.

In terms of how the readymade materials that were supplied fared, all packages, bar one, were seen to be better than packages or materials that schools already had and were highly positive about. This finding is not surprising given the ratings schools gave in terms of perceived outcomes on learning. The respondents, on average gave them more than the100% we allocated to their previous excellent resource. The extra amount of advantage seen in the new materials ranged from 10 to 23 percent.

Not all respondents gave a reason for the proportional rating given. From those that did, the most frequently offered reason was that the supplied materials were more suited to the interest level of the children (12%) or to the learning needs of the children (9%). About the same proportion (10%) said it was less suited to the learning needs of the children and six percent claimed it was less suited to their interest or level. About three percent, respectively, said the children either achieved more or improved or achieved less and did not improve. Once again reasons were seldom couched in terms of influence on learning outcomes.

What did schools report that their data showed?

As noted above, in Questionnaire 4, schools were asked about the different sources of evidence used to inform their decisions about continuing or discontinuing or modifying. The most likely sources of evidence were listed and schools were asked to rate the importance of each of these sources of evidence. In each case around 13 to 23 percent of schools who returned the questionnaire did not provide a rating because they had responded no in the column that indicated whether they had collected such data or not. The percentage that said that they did not collect such data (and so did not provide a rating) was smallest for teacher comments and feedback (13%) and largest for standardised measures (23%).

Further, schools were asked to indicate what each source of evidence told them. Although the majority of schools readily rated the weight given to each source of evidence, with respect to what this source of evidence told them, the ‘no response’ category was the highest in every case (note: this also includes those who had already said they did not collect such data). Although it is accepted amongst researchers that questionnaires may receive perfunctory attention from respondents, even when they have a certain level of commitment to participate, the fact that a sizeable proportion of the schools in the case of each source of evidence omitted or were unable to say what it told them is of some concern. The concern arises not just from responses or, more accurately, lack of responses to this question but in light of the larger pattern that emerges of apparent inability to analyse and specify features, for example, of how the package addressed needs of students and reliance on informal sources of evidence in order to evaluate.

Thus, it should be borne in mind when considering the data to follow, that respondents to the enquiry ‘what did this source of data tell you?’ were in the minority. Teacher feedback and comments reportedly told schools about the ease of use and the interest to students. Observing students and the attitude of students told them about the interest level and the child-package fit. Two of these sources, teacher comments and observing children were nominated by less than five percent of responding schools as giving them information about student improvement in performance. This contrasts with teacher collected data and data from standardised measures where, after the no response category, the largest proportion of schools said these sources told them that children improved. The sources of information reported to give an indication of the usefulness of the resource in terms of learning outcomes were the sources with the largest proportion of schools saying they had not collected such data. They also received lower ratings in terms of importance from those who had collected such data.

On our case study visits, it was clear that some schools were collecting data and using it to evaluate the programme. Kenneally produced a document presented to the school board that detailed the progress, with before and after measures, for a group of children who had participated in Rainbow Reading over a year. In fact, the majority of our schools who used Rainbow Reading were able to provide us with data for individual children, data collected at the time the child was placed on the programme and data obtained at exit. This was an excellent move towards evaluating the resource by these schools. However, schools still had some way to go in that before and after measures were not necessarily comparable. Also, the use of text levels as a measure of progress is not straightforward in that there are not equal intervals between levels so they cannot be simply placed on a common scale. However, according to McNaughton, Philips and MacDonald, (2000) it is a scale with known properties.

For many schools, their data would leave open the question of what could be considered a ‘normal’ rate of progress without the resource. Because schools use different ways to measure progress it is more difficult to aggregate data to investigate under what conditions the programme may work best. For example, what is the level at which students make most rapid progress or when does the progress rate flatten and indicate that it may be time to give students a break from the programme and perhaps return to it later?

The issue of progress relative to normal progress without the package applies also to those Jolly Phonics schools that kept details of children’s progress in specific aspects of reading related to phonemic awareness. The Hendra classroom teacher produced data for her class to show progress on alphabet knowledge and knowledge of sounds. There was significant progress shown by children at Tuahu and Te Kawau. Again, the data are difficult to interpret as there is no ‘control’ or attempt to set progress against normal expected progress or progress of past, similar cohorts.

Some schools were able to make comparisons to past years and consider the rate of progress of children in relation to this. Farleigh Primary, a Jolly Phonics school, had collated data from 1999 to 2002 so they were able to compare those who had received Jolly Phonics to those in the years before Jolly Phonics. They used the Six Year Observation Survey and considered performance over time by the percentage in each stanine. There was data for each of the subtests and also the weighted average across all tests.

They were able to show definite improvement in 2001 and 2002, compared to the previous two years. By 2002, the weighted average, graphed by stanine approximated a normal curve.  Graphs showing each of the subtests captured the trends for all to see.  For example, in 1999, 20 percent of six year olds were in stanine 1 for letter ID but by 2002, this figure was 2 percent. Stanine 5 increased from 7 percent to 29 percent as the ‘bulge’ moved upwards. In 1999 there were no children in stanines 8 or 9 but, in 2002, 21 percent were in stanine 8 although there were still no children in stanine 9.

The pattern of progress by children who had received Jolly Phonics was perhaps more pronounced for dictation. Teachers in our case studies of Jolly Phonics schools claimed that the type of strategies the programme fosters transfers readily to writing. Farleigh’s data showed that in 1999, 78 percent of their children were in stanines 1-4 and 22 percent in 5 and 6. In 2002, 52 percent were in 1-4 and 48 percent in 5-8, a much more ‘normal’ distribution. There were lesser improvements shown in the word test with 28 percent in stanine 1 down to 11 percent but the percentages in 3, 4 and 5 staying much the same but with 16 percent in stanine 7 compared to none previously.

In this school, although it routinely collected such data, collated it, then analysed it with a view to seeing if the introduction of Jolly Phonics had made a difference to achievement, it was still not a simple undertaking. The endeavour was dependent on the skills of a lead person. The data and what they showed, if not the more generalised sense amongst staff that Jolly Phonics had worked (they had seen data) may have been lost with the resignation of the lead person. Again, as discussed following, the necessity for records and systems is highlighted.

Another Jolly Phonics school who were enthusiastic about the resource were keen to see if their perception was supported by achievement data. At Collier, we were able to help them to compare present cohort data for the Six Year Observation Survey, particularly the number of words written accurately, with the data pre- Jolly Phonics. Teachers felt that Jolly Phonics impacted on children’s ability to write words so we focussed on this measure. Even such an analysis was problematic in that, in the past, in this school, the Six Year Survey was administered only to lower performing children as a diagnostic measure. We had to compare the performance of these children with comparable children in the present cohort. This exercise showed that, even when standardised data are available, a comparison is not necessarily straightforward.

At the second round of case study interviews, Russell Island pointed out that they had no data to show the independent contribution of Sunshine Video Collection to achievement scores in reading that they had collected. The year before Sunshine was introduced, they had begun Jolly Phonics. Prior to the introduction of these two programmes, the Six Year Observation Survey results were described as ‘quite low’ and now ‘the stanine figures are higher’. They had no way of considering the independent contribution of these two readymade packages. Similarly, in other instances, determining the effect of a package was confounded by the sheer number of children receiving other interventions or programmes. With about a third of the children in ESOL or Reading Recovery, the contact teacher at Port Curtis considered it difficult to determine the effect of a programme like Sunshine. Similarly, at Te Puhi, a school that had systems to carefully monitor children’s progress and to act on this information, the PM+ readers were part, albeit a significant part resource-wise, of a literacy initiative begun in 2000 which had led to more children being classed in the ‘at cohort’ level.

The majority of schools, but by no means all, value evidence to inform decisions but the nature of that evidence varies. At present, it appears that few schools have reached a level of sophistication in terms of being able to design a way of evaluating learning outcomes, in some standardised manner, of the use of specific materials. Most people, according to Earl (1995) are not sufficiently data-literate to interpret and use it appropriately.

Part F: Challenges of implementation

This section is designed partly to address the research question regarding effective utilisation of readymade resources. The final section presents an idealised model of effective implementation. In this regard we sought data concerning how information about the resource and its use was disseminated on the premise that effective use involved sustainability (provided the resource was itself effective). A part of sustainability (aside from the central factor of efficacy) was having systems to ensure that a critical mass of teachers knew about the resource and how to implement it. It is also important, especially where teachers are not working with the children, that there are systems in place to ensure that they know of the progress of children from their class. It was also suggested in data presented previously with respect to teacher turnover and with respect to data collection and interpretation that records of the programme and its implementation are necessary for sustainability.

In the method section, details of any information given directly to teachers (through seminars, videos or printed material) by publishers are noted but in this section, teacher comment about such is included. We also asked directly about information exchange with respect to the materials. Then, in several questions we sought information about factors that made it easy or difficult to sustain the use of the resource provided.

Professional development, informing others

Feedback about specific package-related professional development was not sought through survey but during case study visits teachers were asked whether they were familiar with the manuals or other similar material produced by the publisher and if they had attended any publisher in-service. One publisher presented an introduction at a meeting about which two package users at one school reported being unimpressed. This was because ‘the input focussed on historical information about the materials rather than how to get started and make the best use of the materials’. Similar comments came from Patrick Road teachers. A teacher at another school described the publisher’s in-service as ‘ho hum’, while a group at yet another school were angered by the across town drive for a brief session with little or no pay off. Several schools with another package had attended “worthwhile” professional development related to the package not through the publisher but offered by a primary school that pioneered its use. Training in the use of another package was given by professional providers but even with the carefully designed and thoroughly tested training, there are unforeseen upsets that later affect the extent to which participants are willing to implement the programme.

Finding out about the resource by ‘doing’, that is using it, or reading accompanying materials before trying was the choice of some. The Sunshine users reported using the Teacher’s video to find out about the resource. The Jolly Phonics teaching video was described by teachers in a Jolly Phonics school as ‘absolutely brilliant’. A teacher using Jolly Phonics felt that you needed ‘to use it and run the programme through to see its extent and range’. You needed to ‘go back to the videos’ (the publisher’s videos) which she had done three times to date and you needed to ‘spend several hours reading the book’. Teachers at Collier reiterated that once you had begun teaching with the programme, the handbook ‘made even more sense’.  The teacher who revisited the videos even felt that maybe it would be good to attend the professional development offered by a certain school again after having used the programme as she felt she would get even more out of it at that stage.

However, teachers often reported that they had not always had time to read the manual accompanying the materials, and this was certainly the case for a PM teacher interviewed. A Sunshine teacher commented that s/he only ‘glanced’ through the publisher’s materials, but rather decided how s/he would use it. In some schools we visited, there were simple steps taken to make the teacher’s materials accessible. At Te Puhi, amongst others, the PM Manuals were stored near the photocopier and this was not simply for ease of photocopying worksheets as this was not common practice. Rather, it was to allow teachers to copy parts they wished to consult in more detail.  Russell Island had written their own in-house manual for Sunshine to assist new team members with implementation.

Evidence from other schools illustrated to us the, often serious, consequences as regards continued use of the package when there was a lack of written information about its use and the results of use. The case of Waiiti was discussed earlier. In another instance at Matiawa, the teacher who had been working with the materials left the school and another teacher inherited them. We spoke with this teacher on the second round of case studies. As there had been no discussion at the school or team level about implementation, and there was no written documentation other than the publisher’s handbook, which she did not read, the new teacher decided to use them in her own way. The whole cycle of, presumably undocumented, teacher trial and error and teacher-initiated change in the use of the materials began again. There was no collective learning.

The form of information exchange about the material that there had been amongst staff using them was asked in Questionnaire 2. In addition, we wanted to know their views about what they considered the most successful form of letting others (own staff and wider teaching community) know about the materials and their use. The most favoured forms of information exchange were categorised as informal discussions, word of mouth or just discussions (47%). The latter were unspecified so the forum was unclear. Our first case study visits suggest that even this level of exchange did not occur in a few schools.

Information giving or reporting at a meeting was nominated by 28 percent of respondents. A small number, about five percent in each case, talked about observing successful practice, conducting or attending in service and showing results in the form of data as forms of exchange that there had been amongst staff.  Sometimes, these forms were combined. The contact teacher for Rainbow Reading at Kenneally said she made a point of raising the use of the materials regularly at syndicate meetings to seek feedback and to inform teachers about the needs of the teacher aide. At the meetings, data were presented to show progress of individuals and to see the general trend from the use of the materials. A report was prepared for the Board of Trustees. We have no evidence to ascertain whether this was a standard procedure in this school for dealing with all such instances of new programmes and resources.

Responses to forms considered the most successful in terms of letting others know fell into similar categories although the magnitude of reporting of some categories fell and new categories were introduced. Nearly 40 percent of schools claimed that information giving and reporting at meetings was the most successful form of letting others know. Around 25 percent nominated discussion (forum uncertain) or informal discussion, word of mouth. Compared to what they report doing, there is a reversal in the magnitudes here with the more formal reporting at meetings or information giving seen by more schools as more successful compared to informal type discussions. Observing successful practice received nominations from 10 percent of schools while a similar percentage responded with the comment ‘on show, visible’. This time the publisher’s manual was mentioned by a small number of schools, along with the previous in service and showing results in the form of data (3-4% of schools). Again, small numbers considered showing outcomes as a form of letting others know in order to sustain use.

The case studies illustrated that there are problematic aspects in terms of letting others know about the resource. At New Town where a teacher aide set up and had oversight of Rainbow Reading, the classroom teacher had not seen the running records taken from children as part of the programme. In fact the teacher, a beginning teacher, did not really know about the programme and had not had conversations with the teacher aide who did the testing about the children and their progress. Conversely, other schools like Edge Hill had well established channels of information flow between the teacher aide running Rainbow and the classroom teacher. At Waiiti, the lack of systems of feedback meant that ancillary personnel responsible for running the programme were unaware of the effect it was having. Even in the school cited previously as having comparative data that showed the influence of Jolly Phonics on performance of children in the Six Year Observation Survey, Farleigh Primary, the data only surfaced as a result of our intervention. In this case, the teacher who had collated all of the data had left the school and the new management person was unaware that it was there. Even when the data were located, the new person did not have the skills to analyse the available data. The previous contact person had to be located and the data retrieved in a form that was accessible to all.  Such expertise is not sufficiently widespread.

Factors that make it easy or difficult to sustain use of the resource

There were several sources of data to answer this question of factors that have influenced the ease with which the use of the package has been sustained.  Much of our data came from case study visits and these supplied perhaps the best insight into the issues associated with sustaining the use of a resource.

However, the opportunity was taken in Questionnaire 4 to ask specifically about sustainability.  Schools were asked an overall evaluation type question, namely, how easy has it been to continue with the use of the supplied materials. The rating scale was from 1, not very easy to 5, very easy. The overall mean was 3.74 but once again there was a difference across packages. An analysis of variance was conducted and there was statistically significant difference between the packages (F(3,58) = 8.17, p<.001). The effect size for this difference, calculated using eta squared, was .30 (a medium effect), and post-hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicated that the mean rating for one package was significantly different from the mean rating of each of the other three packages; it was considered more problematic in terms of sustaining use.

In an effort to find out whether aspects of the package or of the context of use affected sustainability, schools were also asked what aspects (either of the package or the context of use) made it easy or difficult to sustain. In response to why it might be easy to sustain, the largest categories of response concerned the ease of use for teachers or user friendliness of the package (45% of schools). For Jolly Phonics users, ease of use was the top nominated category. However, the fact that there were difficulties with respect to using a package was also nominated by about 13 percent of schools as a reason that made it difficult to sustain use suggests that difficulties may be package specific or, more accurately, a package – school interaction. That is, certain features of the school context interacted with certain features of the package to affect sustainability. This is clearly illustrated by responses that referred to ease of use by Sunshine schools. For them ease of use was a top category in response to what made it easy to sustain while lack of ease of use was the second largest category of response to difficulties and these ratings were presumably offered by different schools!

The other large category of responses regarding what made it easy to sustain use of the packages concerned suitability for the children’s level, interest and learning needs, given by around 20 percent of schools. It was easily the top category of responses by PM+ users as to what made it easy to sustain use.

About 19 percent of schools said the package was easy to sustain because it fitted into the existing school programme and 10 percent responded with a comment to the effect that it fitted the existing school routines, organisation and environment. However, conversely, 29 percent of schools nominated the latter as a reason why it was difficult to sustain use. Notably, this was the largest category of response to the difficulties question. Again, this may be a package- school interaction or it may be that certain packages were more problematic in this respect.

The most frequently nominated category for PM+ users in terms of what made the package difficult to sustain was that there was nothing they could think of that made it difficult. This was also a frequent response for Jolly Phonics users, the second largest category of responses as to what made it difficult to sustain.

Having a sufficient amount of the resource made it easy to sustain according to 20 percent of schools. We saw evidence of what happens when there were not enough resources during case study visits. In one school, there was one pack and one teacher’s manual for five classes, for example. Insufficient resources often lead to a division of a resource that was intended to be used in its entirety. We observed a Jolly Phonic’s wall chart in one classroom and other parts of the resource in another. Cost made it difficult to sustain the use of the package for Rainbow Reading schools (their largest category of response to the difficulty question).

Only one school thought that outcomes in the form of results achieved in learning was a factor that made it easy to sustain use of the materials.

Finally, schools were asked to nominate three things that need to be in place for the resource to be effectively used. Although there was a range of different responses from schools to this question, four broad themes emerged.

Foremost in the minds of teachers implementing the resource appeared to be that preparation or availability of resource or support materials or teaching aids was important for effective use (40 and 32% of schools, respectively). This was the major factor nominated by Sunshine and PM+ users. If one was to include the preparation and availability of support personnel, then about 85 percent of schools mentioned one of these supporting resources, in their ‘big three’. This reinforces the idea expressed by a number of the case study schools that these were not stand-alone packages but supplementary resources that required additional support.

The next largest category of response referred to resource management (11%). It was the highest response code for Rainbow Reading schools. However, this response is difficult to interpret as it could conceivably also encompass specifically mentioned things like scheduling or planning of time allocation (4%) or funding for replacement of resource (4.2%). Resource management could conceivably also include the ongoing evaluation and assessment of the materials and use, although only five schools mentioned this feature.

After support materials and resource management, planning or targeting for specific children and specific learning needs (10.4%) was the next most often mentioned aspect that had to be in place for the resource to be effectively utilised.

The fourth theme concerned skilled, committed personnel. Mentioned within this theme were training of staff (9%) and commitment of staff (and home) (6.7%).  Commitment of parents was mentioned as a vital component at Edge Hill and was cited as the major reason why the use of a resource did not ‘take off’. Three schools also mentioned that skilled, knowledgeable leadership was necessary.  Commitment of personnel featured in the ‘big three’ of a large proportion of the Jolly Phonics users. Clearly, such is needed if a package is quite different to the usual classroom programme of teachers and the school is aiming for consistency.

This leads to a consideration of the messages that schools were giving to us about effective use of readymade materials and these are summarised in the section following.

Advice to schools about selecting and utilising resources

Schools were asked to respond to two questions and responses to these, plus additional information from case study visits and the three seminars we held with groups of teachers, help to build a body of advice for schools when selecting and utilising readymade packages or resources. Although these packages were for use in reading and literacy specifically, the points made generalise far wider than this. The first question (in Questionnaire 2) was prefaced by the phrase, ‘regarding cost effectiveness’, and it asked what else the school had found needed to be factored in <in utilising the package> other than the initial cost of the readymade materials.  These data are presented first. Then later in Questionnaire 2, schools were asked specifically what advice they would offer to schools considering buying the package they had. Together with data from case study visits and the seminar discussions, these data are the basis for a consideration of advice.

Cost effectiveness

Our case studies suggested that many schools had experienced the truism that ’there is no such thing as a free lunch’. Although the packages were donated, schools visited pointed out the often hidden costs associated with their use. So we asked specifically in Questionnaire 2, about what had to be factored in. Schools who had used these materials at this point for almost a school year were able to generate a reasonably extensive list of what to take account of particularly in budgeting to both purchase and make effective use of these packages.

Top of the list was photocopying and extra stationary (23%). We also found that during our case study visits that the time and cost of photocopying worksheets or workbooks was a concern. Teacher aide time needs to be factored in according to 15 percent of the schools. Likewise, a school needs to consider the availability (and possible purchase) of hardware like televisions, tape recorders or walkmans, and earphones and often covers (15% of schools). Forward thinking schools noted replacing or extending the materials, the latter often by buying additional optional items associated with the package but also by purchasing additional resources not specified (19%).  Other costs to consider included professional development of staff and here case study schools with Jolly Phonics spoke of sending the whole junior staff to such fee-paying courses. Time to prepare resources was also viewed as something that had to be factored in. A Jolly Phonics school specifically noted that laminating charts was a consideration.

What specific advice would you give to schools considering buying a package like this?

Although costs were mentioned as something schools should consider under this prompt, they were a minor item. The largest percentage of schools directed their advice to aspects that could loosely be classified as being concerned with ‘match’. This included matching to the programme, to the needs of the children and to the strengths of teachers who will implement the materials. It also included advice about using and ensuring continuing use of the materials. Table 13 summarises this advice and shows the percentage of schools that suggested the item in response to an open-ended question.

Table13. Responses to the prompt “What specific advice would you offer other schools considering this resource?”

What specific advice would you offer other schools considering buying this resource?
N 
replies
% 
replies

Acquisition
Statement about programme.
13
12.7


Consider content- level and interest (e.g. Choose titles children can relate to).
12
11.8


Target a group of children likely to benefit.
12
11.8


Consider structure of resource (e.g. Text features, word frequency).
8
7.8


Select clearly defined outcomes that can measure and get pre and post data, check programme effectiveness first.
3
2.9


Identify a need for the programme.
3
2.9


Consider costs (e.g. Effectiveness- bang for buck, additional costs required).
3
2.9

Usage
Resources: allocate sufficient and ensure availability (e.g. Tapes/TV/booklets/remotes for TV).
11
10.8


Use P.D. to show teachers how to use package/visit other schools.
6
5.9


Space: consider separate, appropriate physical location.
6
5.9

Sustaining use
Continuity with trained teacher or aide.
6
5.9


Purchase sufficient numbers.
4
3.9


Consider purchasing core materials first, then look at optional items/ ensure there is a budget to support it.
3
2.9


Regulate rate of teaching in relation to children’s needs.
1
1.0


Buy teachers manuals.
1
1.0

Acquisition: Matching literacy programme, student body needs, teacher beliefs and knowledge with the package materials

The most nominated single item under this notion of match was a statement about considering the resources in relation to your school programme (13%). At the seminars, teachers mentioned assessing the school body needs and they spoke of using assessment data to do this. One or two teachers here named semi-standardised tools to collect data to do this. They said schools should ask the question, ‘What part will this resource play in our programme, that is will it be a major instructional component or will it supplement other resources? A small number of questionnaire responses (3%) suggested that a school identify a clear need for the programme and a similarly small number suggested selecting clearly defined outcomes that they wanted.

Then there were responses that advised considering the content, the level and the interest in terms of children who might use it (12%). Seminar participants spoke of not only the children’s learning needs but also their ‘styles’. They felt that content of materials should be ‘relevant’ to the children and the lives of the children. In this respect they spoke of the characters in the texts or visuals and of the language used and its relation to the experience of the children in their schools. They also mentioned specifically taking cognisance of the resource in terms of its cultural perspective and in terms of how NESB children might react to it.

Allied to this were responses that basically recommended targeting a group of children likely to benefit (12%). The seminar participants, similarly, reinforced this by recommending that part of the decision-making about purchase should include decisions about the target area. Seminar participants cautioned that a school should check out how adaptable the materials were for use with different groups of children and in different situations. Some suggested asking questions of the resource like ‘to what extent could it be used across the school or junior school?’ Basically, the message was that consideration be given to the extent to which the resource could be used in order that it provides value for money. They mentioned, too, that seeing the resource used in a school similar in decile to yours was a good idea before deciding on purchase. The implication was that this would provide information on how the materials might work with your children.

Teachers at the seminars mentioned considering the strengths of the teachers and also talking to them before selecting a resource. The latter was part of ensuring that teachers owned the programme related to the resources and that there would be personnel available to run it. However, this was also necessary in order to gauge how the resource might fit with teacher beliefs and thinking.

Using the package materials

Advice also concerned practical issues like allocating sufficient resources (one package of readymade materials may not be enough and it may be difficult to share) and ensuring availability (11%). Taking these two together, more schools gave advice in this tenor than suggested that schools consider the content in terms of level and interests of the children. Seminar participants urged schools to consider organisation, logistics and ongoing cost prior to committing to purchase.

There were a small percentage of schools (5-6%) that, in the questionnaire, advised using professional development to help teachers to use the materials. Numerous sources were suggested including other schools, advisers, staff meetings and releasing teachers to observe others. Teacher aide training may also have to be undertaken. Some Jolly Phonics schools visited sent teacher aides as well as teachers to the professional development day offered by another primary school. Seminar participants suggested that schools think about how the resource will be introduced to teachers.

There was advice from seminar participants about conducting a trial of the resource in a limited way before wider use and giving some thought as to how it is introduced. They considered it important to gain a thorough knowledge of the product. It took time to get to know a resource through use, reflecting and sharing. Some felt it advisable to ‘go by the book’ initially in terms of implementation and then to adapt.

Teachers at the seminars, drawing on their experience, suggested that a lead teacher be appointed both as a support person and to work out systems for implementation and information flow. This information flow should also consider including parents and teacher aides. Systems should include the line of management in terms of the teacher aide or other ancillary personnel. The lead teacher would take responsibility for monitoring the delivery of the programme using the resources. Timetabling of equipment and other resources needs co-ordination. In addition, some felt that it was useful to set guidelines for teachers regarding suggested use.

Six percent of questionnaire respondents talked of considering the space where the programme would operate and at the seminar the teachers there expanded this to advising schools to check out logistics more generally- space, tapes, video, TV, teacher aide, time slot for use etc. If a resource needed personnel to ensure its viability, then the availability of hours and ability to meet the associated cost needed to be considered.

Sustaining use

A similar number of questionnaire respondents to those who mentioned professional development, advised that prospective purchasers consider continuity by having a trained teacher and a teacher aide available. At the seminars teachers spoke of the need for ongoing professional development for new and old hands. Continuity is an issue both in terms of knowledge of the materials and knowledge of how children are performing using the materials. The latter was seldom named, however. There should be opportunities for teachers to share ideas and experiences with each another, to have ongoing professional discussion, according to seminar participants. For some resources communal ownership is vital to sustainability.

In terms of how the children are performing, it was teachers at the seminars who asserted that schools should evaluate as they go and meet the challenge of what they termed ‘unpacking’ outcomes. They were referring to the difficulty that some claimed in differentiating the impact on learning outcomes of materials that became a part of the normal programme or were introduced along with other initiatives. The teaching team, they felt, should be included in any evaluation. Assessing the impact of the package on learning outcomes was part of accountability, according to one seminar participant. As part of this ongoing evaluation, there should be feedback all the way down to the learner.

Another aspect of this evaluation should be to consider the extent to which teachers have had to adapt to use the resource or work to produce additional materials necessary to sustain its use. It seemed that teachers were thinking that there needed to be a weighing up of whether the outcomes were worth the effort adapting.

Advice from users of each package

Briefly, it is of interest to consider what the major items of advice were from schools for each of the packages. Case study material throws more light on what may have been meant by this advice.

For Jolly Phonics there were two equally strongly represented pieces of advice. One was to consider how the resource sits with your school literacy programme and the other was to think about additional professional development to support the resource.

The major item of advice from those with PM+ was to look at how the resource sits with your literacy programme and then to buy sufficient numbers of the resource. There was also advice to consider its content in terms of level and interest and to target a group of children likely to benefit. To consider how its fits with your literacy programme was the main item of advice also from Rainbow Reading users. Other advice from them with respect to their package was to use professional development for personnel who will use it (e.g. the teacher aide) and to consider an appropriate separate space. Sunshine Video Collection users advised schools considering buying the package to allocate sufficient resources and ensure availability of them and next to consider its content both in terms of level and interest and then the target group likely to benefit.

This advice to others thinking of buying the packages demonstrates a large amount of collective learning. Individually each school had learnt something about the use of readymade materials and collectively they were able to offer comprehensive advice.

Section 5:  Conclusions

The major findings from the study, together with brief comments are presented in summary form here.

There was a recognisable similarity in descriptions of literacy aims and practices across respondents (N= >150 from >65 schools).

· There was a considerable degree of agreement as to the aims of literacy programmes.

· Teachers shared a common language for talking about instructional strategies in reading. However, teachers did not seem to share similar levels of pedagogic literacy in writing, nor share a common language for discussing writing instruction.

· Guided reading was the most commonly nominated instructional strategy, used more with middle and low ability readers.

· The major foci of instruction were comprehension, decoding, print conventions, vocabulary and fluency and phrasing. There was a slightly increased focus on vocabulary, decoding and print conventions with the low ability group and an increased focus on comprehension, fluency and phrasing with the high ability group.

· The majority of teachers group for reading instruction but few do for writing.

Overall, there was a lack of evidence of an ability to analyse in order to specify the particular needs of target groups. There was a lack of provision of detail by schools as to what features of current programmes or of the new materials met what learning needs of groups of children.

· There was little evidence of an ability to specify needs or to specify/ analyse how teachers differentiate for needs of target groups. This was shown by (i) the fact that responses to activities and instructional focus for high, medium and low ability children were generally the same, (ii) that many (30% for Maori, and around half for Pacific and NESB) schools were unable to say how their literacy programme met needs of these target groups, (iii) a significant number were unable to say how the package chosen met the needs of target groups (but they could rate the package, mostly favourably, on how well it did this).

· When these data are viewed in relation to other data (e.g. those from the evaluation of the Literacy Leadership in New Zealand Schools: A national professional development programme) it is clear that a pool of expertise needs to be developed in schools both so that children’s learning needs can be clearly and accurately specified in order to feed forward into teaching moves and so that features of practice can be evaluated in an ongoing way.

There was a strong tendency by respondents to nominate additional resources (materials and personnel) as a means of meeting learning needs. Although account needs to be taken of possible bias resulting from the fact this study focussed on readymade resource materials, the weight given to resources is of concern.

· The most common response as to how better to meet the needs of target groups was to increase resources, notably materials and ancillary personnel.

· New resources tended to be added to existing practice and to form a permeable layer whereby it was difficult for outcomes to be differentiated due to possible interactive effects. Schools listed a large number of resources that they had available. There was evidence that often two or more ‘interventions’ ran concurrently.

· Against this trend around 20 percent of respondents suggested that improved teaching was the way to better meet needs, with a further three percent nominating professional development.

· An inference from this finding is that professional development is needed to increase the extent to which teachers feel that more effective teaching is the primary way to respond to learning needs.

Schools, in general, were unwilling or unable to evaluate the resources critically (again, admittedly, the resources were supplied to schools gratis and perhaps this may, partly, explain why).

· While there were many instances of excellent critiques of specific features of programmes, there seemed to be a lack of a critique at a more fundamental level. We would have expected such to be voiced in response to repeated questions about fit with the literacy programme and with ideas and beliefs about the teaching of literacy. Where the advice from the publisher about use conflicted with accepted and endorsed good practice in reading, we expected teacher reaction to be more generally critical than it was.

· Similarly, the arrangements to use some resource packages were often at variance with current thinking about small group instruction and interaction and its power to move children forward. This was especially evident where a teacher aide set material up and children worked independently or where children were ‘interacting’ with a video without direction. There were few critiques offered in these terms.

· Where resources seemed to be designed for independent use or use by a relatively unskilled teacher aide, schools, in general, did not question whether this was desirable for the children with greatest need. Their concern was rather with funding the personnel.

Readymade resources are not stand-alone. In many instances they require additional resources, or incur additional costs and these need to be recognised and planned for.

· There was considerable evidence of the fact that schools were not fully prepared for the ‘fitting in’ of the resources in a practical sense. They were seen by schools as least able to accommodate in terms of logistics and other practical matters.

· However, such matters were mentioned in advice that they would offer to schools considering purchasing resource materials.

Readymade materials, in general, were reported to fit fairly well into the existing literacy programme.

· This was particularly noted in terms of ideas and beliefs about literacy and with providing either additional strength to or adding a new element to the current programme.

· It is clear that teachers worked at trying to obtain a fit with what they considered desirable or effective or, perhaps, normal classroom practice. Sometimes, this entailed using the resources in a different way to that intended.

The same readymade materials were used in different ways and teachers used professional judgement to make changes to materials to obtain a better fit with the context.

· Few schools did not report making changes in the way they used the package over time. Teachers, largely using professional judgement, made numerous changes and these included: (i) altering the target group of children working with the materials, (ii) making changes in the extent of use (frequency or intensity) of the package, and (iii) altering the actual content of the package. The reasons given for the changes were largely to get a better child-package fit or to better fit New Zealand curriculum or practice.

There was a lack of evidence-based decision making with respect to the use of the resource.

· Although the majority of schools expressed the intention of gathering achievement data in reading, judgements concerning the resource did not appear to be based on such.

· The majority of schools cited consultation of staff and professional judgements as the main basis for decisions. Teacher-collected data about progress and standardised measures were rated lowest in terms of the weight given as a source of evidence for continuing, discontinuing or modifying the use of the resource.

· Respondents readily rated the influence on learning outcomes of the resource and the largest category of response to explain the rating was progress of the children, mostly unspecified. However, schools, while able to rate the importance of a source of evidence, were, in half of the cases, unable to say what the source of evidence told them.

· There was a lack of evidence of monitoring of the effect of changes that were made in the utilisation of the materials.

· Again, as noted above under the point about specifying needs, there was a lack of evidence of sufficient skill within schools to undertake evaluation of the effectiveness of the resource within their context. Considerable and careful professional development is needed. Given the findings of other research with respect to evaluating teaching practices (e.g. Timperley & Wiseman, 2002), work is probably needed to identify why it is so difficult to up-skill teachers in this area.

Informal systems of feedback and of letting others know about the resource still dominate in schools and there was evidence that these were insufficient for sustainability.

· The information about how the resource had been used was seldom documented in written form, yet in some schools there was considerable turnover of staff.

· The data suggest a clear need for accessible, possibly centralised, systems to ensure that data are collected; progress is monitored; feedback given and teachers receive useful information about the use of the resource.

Section 6: Towards a model of effective implementation/ best practice for use of readymade resources

The hallmarks of effective utilisation of readymade resources informed by this research have been encapsulated in the following case of a fictitious school, Erehwon. The scenario is annotated to highlight the significant features of best practice.

The teachers at Erehwon had noticed that new entrant children who came from many different countries and mainly non-English speaking backgrounds, seemed to have little alphabetic knowledge in English and that their progress in reading was very slow. Management were aware that the bulk of children in the junior school were in the ‘achieving below expectation’ category.

: Recognise or become aware of a need or problem

: Instructional leadership evident

The Deputy Principal newly heading the junior school took responsibility to collect, collate, and get into a form for presentation, the available data in order that a meeting of all teachers in the junior school could consider it to work out what the specific needs might be and then how they then might best address them.

The DP found that there was some Six Year Observation Survey data and, fortunately, from 2000 all students had completed it (although before 2000 only those considered low achievers had as a way of justifying and obtaining extra resources for them).  Class teachers were asked for any information they had on students. Some produced their running records; some the text levels or colour wheel placement (and progress on this) of children and some checklists they used to monitor the development of literacy behaviours. New entrant teachers tended to have checklists that indicated when children gained specific letter and sound knowledge.  The DP made a mental note that, while a lot of the information was useful to the classroom teacher, it was difficult to aggregate to look for patterns or trends. It would be an excellent idea, s/he resolved to make sure that there were both some data from standardised measures and an agreed on standard way of collecting and recording other ‘teacher-generated’ data. Common texts for unseen running records, some in-house training in taking them, and perhaps a moderating or checking procedure seemed to the DP to be a way to start. They could work on developing checklists and all agree to test for letter sound knowledge in the same way.

Diagnosing the problem

: Collect and collate data

: Compare like with like

: Work out and agree on what the data tell you

The DP spent a lot of time and called in a few favours from colleagues in other schools to work with the Six Year Observation Survey data. For the meeting there were a number of graphs showing the different sub tests- letter ID, dictation and hearing sounds in words and an overall test one. Each graph showed the percentage of scores in each stanine over three years.

At the meeting, teachers worked in small groups to produce a brief report of what the data showed them. They compared and discussed each group’s analyses to see what interpretations were common on and what some of them may have misinterpreted. They agreed that, in general, they were ‘bottom heavy’, as one teacher put it, and had few children in stanines 6 and 7 and none in 8 or 9. Someone said the graph should be a normal curve and look like a ‘bell’ but theirs was like a waterfall! Moreover, the waterfall had got steeper recently. Last year’s group scored lower than the two previous years. Teachers knew the intake had been changing but they did not spend time talking about the ‘problem’, instead began to think of ways to work on it. First they looked for more clues. They looked at the individual sub tests in more detail and decided that the children were poorest at dictation. They seemed to have more difficulty with hearing the sounds in English and encoding them. They clearly needed more experience with this and strategies to transcribe what they heard.

: Identify the specific need

: Consider alternate ways to meet this need

: Research, consult, and observe others re favoured alternatives

: Identify features of these programmes/ materials that match needs

: Weigh up other considerations like additional resources, on going cost etc

: Make a collective decision

There was a lot of brainstorming around how to meet the needs of these children. There were several interventions that people had heard of like paired writing and a professional development programme in literacy for teachers. Every time something was suggested, the DP asked about the features of the programme or materials and how these would tie in with the needs of the children that they had identified. The DP was quite adamant that no matter what they decided to do, there had to be a built, in on going assessment component. They had to know whether it was working.  At the end of the meeting there was a short list of three possible programmes and different people had agreed to research them and bring the information back to the group at the next meeting.

The next meeting considered all of the available information. The publisher’s glossy information on X materials (CD, video and texts) looked good; there were testimonials from teachers about how the kids found it exciting and how easy it was to use. The new micro-teaching system, Y also looked promising. It had shown demonstrable gains in reading at Years 2 and 3. However, some had heard from colleagues in other schools that it was ‘just too hard to do’.  There was also quite a bit of evidence to show that Z, a new writing programme, had brought about significant improvements in early reading. An experienced teacher suggested that they not lose sight of the fact that even if all of these programmes had been shown to improve reading, especially the aspect they were currently looking to work on, there were other considerations. These included how it would fit with the current school programme; how adaptable the programme was to different children and different needs; how much professional development was needed to implement; organisation; logistics; on-going costs and so on. Finally, after much discussion, a decision was made.

When the materials associated with the programme chosen arrived in the school, the DP led a meeting that looked at them closely and planned the trial of them initially in two classrooms. The resource was expensive and there was only sufficient for two classes without ‘dividing it up’ and perhaps reducing the effectiveness of the materials. There was quite a long lead-time before teachers actually began working with the materials so they became familiar with them. They had even had a chance to look at them in use in a school similar to theirs in another centre. The syndicate decided on the outcomes they wanted.

There was much discussion about how the staff would be able to see whether there was progress or not. Finally, it was decided to compare the performance of the children in the two trial classes both with the rate of progress of other classes and also to look at the change in proportions of children in various percentiles or stanines on the standardised tests. Before the trial of the programme began data about children in the year level was gathered using a teacher designed letter-sound test; a dictation test that had norms, and the Burt word test.

: Take time to get familiar with programme and plan how to use it

: Consider a limited trial

: Ensure adequate resources

: Set goals/ specify outcomes you want to see

: Collect base-line data (that relate to your goals, that is to children’s needs)

: Work out a way of ascertaining whether there are gains

A decision was also made to run the programme in the standard, recommended way. They agreed to note the need for any adjustments or changes and any other reflections in a journal. Changes could then be made on a further trial to ensure that any teacher-made changes did not affect negatively the efficacy of the programme. After the period of time suggested to be sufficient to show progress, the children were retested. Again, data were presented for discussion. Given that there were some hopeful trends like the very low children making progress and the two programme classes edging further towards the ‘within expectations’ band than the rest, the decision was to introduce the programme in all classes at that level.

The harder issue to resolve was whether to make any of the changes suggested by those who had trialled it. After all, if several changes were made and the programme did not produce results as good as before (or even if it were to produce better results), how would they know which changes or combination were responsible? In the end, the trial teachers agreed that there were a couple of things they really wanted to change so each would try one change in the next iteration and they would again compare notes (and progress data!).

: Use the programme in a standard way first

: Check progress after agreed time using data

: Make a data-informed decision about whether to extend the trial a further period, or extend the programme to more classes or discontinue or use only with a more specific target group

: Use journals and reflective logs as basis for considering modifications etc.

: Plan to monitor the effect of any changes

This time, in the whole syndicate trial, the two teachers who had begun were able to help the others. Regular meetings were scheduled in order to develop everyone’s skill in using the resource. At the first meeting the deputy principal showed a video of a teacher in a school using the resource and led a discussion following it. One teacher felt unsure about implementing it so she was released to go to observe a teacher who had trialled the resource. Two changes were made but only in the classes of those who had completed the first trial. These changes were documented and included in an in-house handbook that was compiled as a result of everyone’s experiences. The idea was to help new teachers understand the programme and how it operated in the school. Systems were set in place to give regular feedback to the rest of the staff, to parents and to the children about the programme and about children’s performance in relation to it.

: Plan for on-going development of teachers using the resource

: Have documentation of use and formalised systems of information flow and feedback in place

: Continue to monitor refinements in use and their effects

The resource continued to be successfully used at Erehwon over a number of years; in fact it easily outlived expensive computer hardware purchased at the same time!
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Appendices

APPENDIX 1: LETTER OF INVITATION TO SCHOOLS

October 30, 2000

Dear Colleagues,
We wish to invite expressions of interest in a research project being carried out by researchers from the School of Education, University of Auckland. This research has been commissioned by the Ministry of Education and is designed to examine the integration of curriculum support materials for reading.   We wish to work collaboratively with schools to investigate issues around best practice for the incorporation of support materials for enhancing the effectiveness of existing reading programmes. We want to look specifically at how literacy programmes (particularly commercial materials) meet the needs of Mäori students, Pacific students and students for whom English is a second language, acknowledging that these groups of students all have different needs. We would like individual schools to consider whether they might be interested in participating in the study.

We have funding to purchase commercially available literacy packages for 75 schools that will become part of the study.  From the attached list of specifically selected materials, we will ask schools to choose one package that they do not currently have in use, and that they feel will aid them in providing for the needs students in one or more of the target groups (Mäori students, Pacific students and students for whom English is a second language).

Agreeing to participate in this research will entail filling in a monthly log to record details of package use and completing four questionnaire surveys over the next two years. The questionnaires will ask for details about existing literacy programmes and about the use of the new package.  From these 75 schools, 25 will be asked to extend their participation and to act as case-study schools. This will involve a number of school visits by researchers who will talk with personnel, and observe the uses being made of the commercial literacy package.

We are inviting a number of schools in the one to four decile range to apply for materials. From these applications, 75 schools will be selected for the study.  Should you be one of those schools, the package that you have selected will be delivered to you before the end of the 2000 school year.  You will need to plan on incorporating the package into your literacy programme at the beginning of Term One, 2001.  It is then that we will ask you to begin taking brief notes in the log and when you will be asked to complete the first questionnaire.

If your school would like to be considered for this project, please indicate on the form attached which of the literacy materials you would be interested in acquiring.  Please include a second choice, as there will be a limited number of each available. Enclosed are some information sheets produced by the publishers that may help you make your decision.

Please also complete the section on school information and respond to the questions about your students, the package and its intended use. To be considered for participation, willingness to be a case-study school, should it be required, is essential. The information you give will be treated as confidential and, in the event that you are not selected, it will not be used for research purposes.

We need your response by 16/11/00.  Responses including school information sheet should be sent to the address below or faxed to 09 367 7113.

Please give me a call or write to me should you have any questions or would like this project explained to you further.

Yours faithfully,

Margaret Kempton

Research Project Manager

Please send your responses to:

Margaret Kempton

International Research Institute for Maori and Indigenous Education (IRI)

University of Auckland

Private Bag 92019

Auckland

or fax to:

09 367 7113

any queries please call:

09 3737 599 ext. 2393

or email

m.kempton@auckland.ac.nz

Please note:

The research team for this project is  Dr. Judy Parr,,  Margaret Kempton, Dr. Margie Hohepa, Dr. Kathryn Glasswell, Margaret Aikman, Professor Stuart McNaughton and Professor Tom Nicholson.

APPENDIX 2: INITIAL APPLICATION

School Response Form



Please complete all pages and return by 16/11/00

School Information




School





Principal





Address and phone/fax numbers





Decile





School Type (full, contributing)





School Roll





School mix

(e.g. % Maori, %Pacific Island, % Non English Speaking Background)





Are you presently part of any other literacy initiatives (e.g. Literacy Leadership, Books in Homes)? 








Name of person who will be the contact at your school for this project





Do you have an email address and access to the Internet?



Please indicate which of these packages you would like:

(Please indicate your second choice if you have one).

N.B This must be a NEW programme for your school

The Sunshine Magic Box

collection of videos and extension books





Jolly Phonics

systematic phonemic awareness training





PM Plus

fiction and non-fiction readers readers 





Rainbow Reading

readers with accompanying audio tapes


These materials are requested most frequently from the Ministry of Education, however if you would prefer

another similar package please state below what it is and explain why you would prefer it:



Te Reo Māori resources

Kura kaupapa Māori and some schools may want to receive resources in Te Reo Māori. If this is the case please state below the commercial literacy materials which you would be interested in obtaining. We are aware that there are limited resources available in Te Reo Māori. Please indicate if you are interested in any of the below, or let us of any other materials that we have omitted.

(Please indicate your second choice if you have one).

N.B This must be a NEW programme for your school

Price Milburn

(approx 30 readers in Te Reo Māori)





Sunshine

(approx 30 readers in Te Reo Māori)





Tatari Tautoko Tauawhi

training in one-to-one oral reading tutoring procedures (Poutama Pounamu)





Kia Ata Mai

readers and educational resources





Shortland Publications

(approx 30 readers in Te Reo Māori)


Please indicate below other readymade literacy packages in Te Reo Mäori that you would be interested in obtaining and explain why you would prefer it:



Why did you select this package?



Which target groups will you use it with?





Why? 





What information do you currently record about the achievement levels of the students for whom this is intended?



How will it meet the needs of these students?



Please give a brief outline of your literacy overview for 2001, highlighting how this package might be incorporated:



APPENDIX 3: TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE 1 (TQ1)

Dear Colleagues,

The Readymade Literacy materials team would like to thank you for agreeing to participate in this important research. Please find enclosed the first questionnaire of three that you have agreed to complete over the duration of the project. There are several copies of this questionnaire included in this pack. We would like each teacher involved in the use of the materials to complete a questionnaire. In addition, the person who has responsibility for co-ordinating your school’s implementation of the new literacy materials should complete the final sections of the questionnaire. Only one copy of this final section is required.

Our preference would be for each of the above people to complete a copy of an electronic version of the questionnaire and for it to be emailed back to us. For those schools who have given us an e mail address, we have forwarded an electronic version of the questionnaire (MS Word). If you would like us to send you the questionnaire on a disk for you to fill in and mail back to us please let us know. Please print out a copy of filled in questionnaires before you e mail or send disks to us.

Also included in this pack are consent forms for key personnel using the materials and the Board of Trustees and Principal. Although you have already agreed to be part of the project, these need be completed as part of the formal ethical requirements of The University of Auckland. Please return these to us with your questionnaires.

Additionally we have included some information about a “monthly log” which we are suggesting will help schools to record the implementation and integration of the literacy materials. We appreciate that schools will have different ways of  collecting and recording information and these are meant as guidelines which will help with your responses to our questions in the questionnaires and if you are chosen as a case study school.

Again, thank you for your time and commitment to this project. If you have any questions please contact firstly, Margaret Kempton, the Research Project Manager or Dr Judy Parr, Principal Investigator.

Yours faithfully,

The Readymade Literacy materials team:

Dr. Judy Parr (Principal Investigator)  Margaret Kempton, Dr. Margie Hohepa, Dr. Kathryn Glasswell, Margaret Aikman, Professor Stuart McNaughton and Professor Tom Nicholson.

Name of your school


Name of the contact person at your school


Position of contact person


Contact details for the school
ph:

fax:

email:

Your name




Class level(s) at which you are using the materials




Existing provision for literacy development

In this section we would like you to tell us about your existing literacy programme (prior to the introduction of the new materials).  We want to find out about instructional practices and the range of instruction as it relates to the needs of your children.  In this section we will ask questions about how you provide for development in reading and writing for high progress, middle and low progress group children.  Use the tables below to tell us about the strategies you use (for example, how you employ guided, shared, individual, SSR strategies), how you go about grouping your children, what resources you use and who assists you in teaching.  Note that there are three tables, one each for high, middle and low group children. Each table has a section for describing reading activities and one for writing.

Instructional practices for high groups (those reading above age level or who need extension)


Instructional strategy

(e.g. guided reading, joint construction, modelling)
Organisation/

Grouping rationale

(e.g. language needs, ability)
Your main aim/purpose in this activity
Focus

(What do you emphasise?)
Duration

(how often

& how long)
Resources and materials (e.g. Magic Box

levels 1-5)


Personnel

(e.g. teacher aide, trained parent helper,ESL teacher)

Reading










Writing










Instructional practices for middle groups (about age level; need consolidation)


Instructional strategy

(e.g. guided reading, joint construction, modelling)
Organisation/

Grouping rationale

(e.g. language needs, ability)
Your main aim/purpose in this activity
Focus

(what do you emphasise)
Duration

(how often

& how long)
Resources and materials (e.g. Magic Box

levels 1-5)


Personnel

(e.g. teacher aide, trained parent helper,ESL teacher)

Reading










Writing










Instructional practices for low groups (below age level and need support)


Instructional strategy

(e.g. guided reading, joint construction, modelling)
Organisation/

Grouping rationale

(e.g. language needs, ability)
Your main aim/purpose in this activity
Focus

(what do you emphasise)
Duration

(how often

& how long)
Resources and materials (e.g. Magic Box

levels 1-5)


Personnel

(e.g. teacher aide, trained parent helper,ESL teacher)

Reading










Writing










B: Aims for your classroom programme for reading and writing

In this section we would like you to talk generally about your aims for literacy learning and teaching and the ways in which you differentiate for different groups of learners.

What are the main aims for your classroom literacy programme?



How are you presently differentiating for the needs of different language/literacy learners?



What are the three crucial factors that will affect your ability to achieve these aims?

1.

2.

3



C: Finding out about the reading and writing needs of children in my class

In this section we would like you to tell us about how you usually assess the reading and writing needs of your children.  We would like to know about the literacy assessment tools and procedures you have used and about how you have made use of the information you obtained.

Area

( literacy skills & knowledge)

to be assessed
Assessed how

 (what tools and procedures)?
Specific information gained

 (what does it tell you?)
How is the information used ?

 (be specific)






How else do you make judgements about children’s level of expertise?

D. Meeting the needs of specific groups of learners

In this section we would like you to tell us about the major language/literacy learning needs of specific groups of learners at your class level.  An area of interest for this study is the provision made for Maori children, Pacific Nation students and students for whom English is a second language. The specific language, cultural and social resources of children will differ from school to school. In order to take account of this we would like you to complete the next section by giving specific information about  groups of children in your class that  you perceive as having specific language/literacy learning needs.  We would also like you to detail how you identify those needs and how, at present, you are attempting to meet them.

Define your groups (please provide a brief description of the learners in this group)
How are these children distributed in terms of achievement? (Estimate the percentage appearing in the following  achievement groups)
Specific needs (What EXACTLY do you know about competency?

(What information do you have about your students and their progress?)
How have  you identified their needs?(What tools and procedures have you used) 
How well are you presently meeting these needs?


What will help you meet these needs more effectively?


% High






% Middle






% Low






% High






% Middle






% Low






% High






% Middle






%Low





E: Commercial, ready-made materials

From the list, tick any commercial, ready-made literacy materials that you currently have available in your school (please exclude the one we have sent you).

Name of materials/resource


 
Please tick
How usefulness was assessed

Adventure and Discovery (Sunshine)





Bookshelf (Scholastic)



Explorers (Shortland)





Foundations (Lands End)



Galaxy ( Sunshine)





Infoactive(Scholastic)



Jolly Phonics



Letter Land





Literacy Links (Shortland)





Momentum (Gilt Edge)





PM Library





PM Plus (Nelson)



Rainbow reading





Reading Safari ( Macmillan)





Reading Safari (Macmillan)





Ready to Read (Learning Media)





Rigby Literacy ( Heinemann)



Sails Literacy (Heinemann)



Smart Words



Solos (Scholastic)



Story Box ( Shortland)



Story Steps( Shortland)



Sunshine Magic Box Collection





TTM





Tupu titles ( Learning Media)



WildCats ( Shortland)





others:





APPENDIX 4: MANAGEMENT QUESTIONNAIRE 1 (MQ1)

The following sections should be completed by the person in your school who has responsibility for co-ordinating the implementation of the new materials.  This may be your school contact person for this project , your syndicate leader or your principal

F. The commercial, ready-made literacy materials you have selected

 In this section we want you to provide details about why your school chose the literacy materials you have received and how you intend to go about integrating them into your classroom programmes. In the initial application forms, some schools gave similar information however, we need more detailed information for this questionnaire. Please complete all questions.

Why did you apply for these particular commercial materials?



How was the decision made about selection?



What particularly do you see them as providing?



How is this different (or similar) to what you currently provide?



What feature(s) of the package do you think will meet the specific needs of your learners?



G. Organisation and professional development
How do you plan to inform teachers about the new resource?



Outline how you plan to use it (for example)

How many children will be  involved  at what level(s)?



Intended frequency and duration of use



How do you intend to organise use of the materials (e.g. in- regular class time or separate with whole classes/groups/ individual



Who will use the resources? Class teachers, aides or parent helpers (be specific)



What challenges do you anticipate in implementing the materials?



What has to be in place for you to get maximum effectiveness from these

materials?



H. Evaluating the use of the new materials
In this section we would like you to tell us about how you are planning to evaluate the use of the literacy materials you have selected. Please complete all questions.

What data/information will you gather?



What tools/processes will you use?



When do you intend to collect this information?



What sort of information about individuals will be available?



How will information for individual students be aggregated to get an indication of group performance



APPENDIX 5: QUESTIONNAIRE 2 (Q2)

QUESTIONNAIRE 2

School Name:_____________________

Package: _______________

1. How much have the materials influenced the learning outcomes for students?

Underline the number that represents the extent of influence, from 1 Not Much to 5 A lot

Not Much
  1
2
3
4
5   A Lot

2. Why have you chosen this descriptor?

Response:

3. What evidence are you using to measure the success of the materials?(e.g. teacher’s verbal reports & comments; written comments on children’s progress sheets; personal observation of students working; specially arranged assessment consisting of alphabet and sound knowledge; etc). Please be specific (e.g. we do not know what your school-based assessments might consist of!)

Source of Evidence
Rating of Importance

























In the second column “Rating of Importance”, indicate how important each source of evidence was in helping you to decide on the overall rating you gave in Question 1.  Use a scale from 1 Not Important to 5 Very Important.

4. If you have made any changes (e.g. about the way you use the materials or the children who receive the materials etc) as a result of trial and use of the package, what are these? Why did you make them?

Response:

5. What form of information exchange about the materials has there been amongst the staff using them?

Response:

6. What is the most successful form of letting others (your own staff and the wider teaching community) know about the materials and their use?

Response:

7. Regarding cost effectiveness, what else have you found that needs to be factored in, other than the initial cost of the readymade materials?

Response:

8. What specific advice would you offer to other schools considering buying these materials?

Response:

9. Do you intend using these materials again next year?  If not, why not?

Response:

10. Are there any questions you would like to ask the research team?

Response:

Thank you for your time and co-operation.

Earl Irving, on behalf of

The Ready Made Literacy Materials Research Project Team

APPENDIX 6: QUESTIONNAIRE 3 (Q3)

Ready Made Literacy Materials Research Project

QUESTIONNAIRE 3
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School:


Package: 





Section A: Meeting Needs

Think about your NORMAL literacy programme and what you do.


           YES       NO 

Are there features of your normal literacy programme that help you to better cater for the literacy needs of the target groups for this study?





If Yes, give a specific example and if No, what is missing or inappropriate for:

a) Maori students

b) Pacific nation students:

c) NESB students:

d) Other target groups (briefly describe the group):

Think about the package provided for this research project.


           YES      NO 

Are there features of this package that help you to better cater for the literacy needs of these target groups?





If Yes, give a specific example and if No, what is missing or inappropriate for:
a) Maori students:

b) Pacific nation students:

c) NESB students:

d) Other target groups (briefly describe the group):

Section B:  Fit

Think about how well the package you received has “fitted” into your school programme.

Using the scale from 1 (Not at all well) to 5 (Very well) or N/A if Not Applicable, rate how well it has fitted in terms of:

Not at all well
Very well  N/A



         1
2
3
4
5
N/A

Practicality
on-going costs














coping with continuous intake of students














accessibility of materials














physical location & storage issues














teaching space required














resources (incl. TA)














equipment required to use the package




























Implement-ation
level of professional development required to use materials














new systems needed to be put in place (e.g. tracking)














the need to develop supporting resources


















Positioning the package
your ideas/beliefs about literacy teaching & learning














providing extra strength to an already existing part of your programme














providing a new component to your programme


















Section C:  Sustainability

Do you intend to continue with this package in the future?









         Mark only one

Already discontinued



Unlikely to continue



Probably continue, but with major modifications to the use of the package (*)



Probably continue, but with major modifications to target group (*)



Probably continue, but with minor modifications to the use of the package (*)



Probably continue, but with minor modifications to target group (*)



Probably continue with package intact



Definitely continue use of package



Briefly explain your reason(s) for this choice.

How was this decision reached?

What form is the use of the package taking now?

Is this different from the way you started off?  How?

* What form do you think the package will take after this modification?

Section D:  Coverage and extent of use

Children

How many children have regularly used the package in

2001





2002 (to date)



   YES                  NO 

Has the target group changed?  





If Yes, please indicate:

Original target group

Current target group

Why was this done? (please include a description of any evidence you may have used.  Specific individualised data is not required)

Staff:

How many teachers and teacher aides have been involved in using the package in 2001 and 2002?


2001
2002 (to date)


Started
Left
Joined
Started
Left
Joined

Teachers







Teacher aides







How many of those teachers have been continuously
 involved since the start of the project?



How many of the teacher aides have been continuously
 involved since the start of the project?






Finally, are there any questions/matters you would like the research team to answer/address for you?

Thank you very much for your time and co-operation.

APPENDIX 7: QUESTIONNAIRE 4 (Q4)

Ready Made Literacy Materials Research Project

QUESTIONNAIRE 4


School:


Package:

Please return by Friday 6 December 2002

Question 1
Current usage

Which best describes your current use of the supplied material

(Tick ( one)


Continued as first began
Go to Question 2


Modified usage
Go to 1a


Discontinued
Go to 1b

1a  Modified use:          (Scale: 1=Minor/minimal modification to 5 = extensively modified)








               1    2    3    4    5 
To what extent have you made changes in the use of the supplied materials?
0  0  0  0  0  

Describe the way(s) in which you have modified the use of the package.


1b  Discontinued:– if you have discontinued the programme using the supplied material, tick to show the last term in which you used it.

T1, ‘01
T2, ‘01
T3, ‘01
T4, ‘01
T1, ‘02
T2, ‘02
T3, ‘02
T4, ‘02










Question 2
Major reasons for decision to continue or discontinue.

From earlier responses (to questionnaires and to case study interviews), here are some of the most common reasons that have been given for making decisions about continuing or discontinuing.

Rate them as they apply to your school.

NB:  You may add other reasons if these have been important in making your decisions.

(Scale: 1=Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly agree)









        1    2    3    4   5 

The resources were targeted/applicable to important learning needs of our children.
0  0  0  0  0  

The resources were appropriate in content and level for our children.
0  0  0  0  0  

Additional cost associated with the resource was manageable.
0  0  0  0  0  

Time requirements to learn about how to use the resource were reasonable.
0  0  0  0  0  

Time/preparation requirements for class use were practical/doable.
0  0  0  0  0  


0  0  0  0  0  

Question 3
Informing your decisions.

What sources of evidence did you collect to inform the decision you reported in Question 1 above?  (You can choose more than one of these sources.)
What weight/influence did you give to this evidence?
In the last column, indicate what each of these sources of information told you.

NB:  Space has been left for you to name up to two further sources if appropriate.

(Weighting scale: 0=none at all to 5 = A lot)




     Collected
 Weight



       
           Y/N     0    1    2   3    4     5

What it told you.

Teacher comments/feedback.

0  0  0  0  0  0


Observation of students using the material.

0  0  0  0  0  0


Attitude of students to the material.

0  0  0  0  0  0


Teacher collected data (e.g. Running Records, PM Benchmark, HFW …).

0  0  0  0  0  0


Performance on standardised measures of reading (e.g. Six Year Net, Schonnel, Burt …).

0  0  0  0  0  0


Discussion with colleagues/other schools.

0  0  0  0  0  0




0  0  0  0  0  0




0  0  0  0  0  0


Question 4
Comparative rating of this package

Select and name a “well thought of” literacy resource material that you use extensively with the same children as use the supplied package.  Give it a score of 100%.  How do the supplied materials rate when compared with this resource?  (Your rating could be more than 100 if you think the supplied resource is better.)

Name
Rating

Resource you really like & have chosen for this comparison.

100%

Resource supplied by us.





Explain why you have rated it this way relative to the benchmark resource you nominated

Question 5
Sustainability

What aspects (associated with either the package or the context of use) have made it easy for you and your teachers to sustain the use of this package?

What factors (associated with either the package or the context of use) have made it difficult to sustain?

(Scale: 1= Not very easy to 5 = very easy)

           1    2    3   4    5      
Overall, how easy has it been to continue with the use of the supplied resource/materials?  
0  0  0  0  0

Question 6
Purposes/Benefits

Your main purpose for choosing this resource was…

(Scale: 1= ineffective to 5 = highly effective)

          1    2    3    4    5      
In terms of this purpose, how do you now rate this resource?
0  0  0  0  0  

Briefly outline how this package has benefited the students it has been used with.

How do you know how the supplied resource performed against existing/other resources that were also designed to address this purpose?

Did the resource fill other purposes/needs that you did not initially anticipate?  Please explain.

Question 7
Continuity of personnel and students

In a previous questionnaire, you indicated the number of teachers/teacher aides and students who have been involved with the package since inception.  To update us, please complete the figures for the whole of this year only.

Staff:

How many teachers and teacher aides have been involved in using the package in 2002?


2002 


Using package at the start of year.
Left during year.
Joined during year.

Teachers






Teacher aides






How many of those teachers have been continuously involved since the start of the project?





How many of the teacher aides have been continuously
 involved since the start of the project?




Children

Since the start of this year, how many children have regularly used the package?


Question 8
The necessary components for this package

What three things do you think need to be in place for this resource to be effectively used.  Please be specific (for instance, try to be more specific than something like “good teachers”).
1


2


3


Question 9
Fit to ideas and beliefs

How does the package fit into your literacy programme in terms of your ideas and beliefs about literacy and literacy teaching?  Please explain why or why not.

Question 10

Finally, are there any matters you would like to tell the research team about this package or project that may not have been covered?

Thank you so much for your cooperation.

APPENDIX 8: CASE STUDY INTERVIEW SCHEDULE

Case studies

Information we want

Ascertain who talking to, their role/ how involved and how long involved. It is our preference to talk to someone on board since the beginning of last year.

1. Evolution of use of materials

· Are you familiar with the teacher handbook or the publisher’s materials that outline details of the programme/ materials and their use?

How would you describe the way in which you currently use the materials?

(Nature of use: (1). standard usage/ pretty much as package recommends; (2). adapted the materials a bit (3). changed the standard use pattern a lot

Extent of use: Who is now using them (level);

how many classes/ children.

Is it just a specific target group using them? Did you start with this target group? How were they selected?

How often are the materials used?

Has the extent / how often they are used changed since the initial six months of use?

1. With respect to frequency (1) got greater, (2) less or (3) stayed the same since the initial period of use?

2. With respect to coverage (1) got greater, (2) less or (3) stayed the same since the initial six months say?

If  Adaptations

Some detailed tracking of nature of adaptations over time. Ask for scenarios, examples etc.

Explore the reasons why adaptations were made and the basis of the decisions

2. How/Why decided to continue or discontinue (or change direction)

· What type of evidence did you collect that informed the decision to keep on or change or stop?

· Did you collect outcomes data from students and compare this to previous results? What measures were used and at what point(s) did you collect this data?

· What form was the data in (aggregated or able to be broken down by class or year or target group)?

· What did this data show? (May we have a copy?)

· Who considered or discussed the data? What form was it in when they considered it and how did they consider it (individually, in a group, presented to the group by lead teacher etc)?

3. Systems

Do you have an agreed and formalised procedure when considering adding resources or programmes in the literacy area? Describe briefly.

 What procedures do you have in order to match student need with the nature of the resources/programme?

What procedures/ systems do you have to ensure that everyone is informed and stays informed about resources?

How do you support individualised professional development for this resource?

Are there formal systems for peer observation and feedback regarding use of new resources? Briefly describe.

What systems do you have that allow you to track student progress?

1 generally for literacy

2 specifically to consider the usefulness of this resource?

Do you have systems in place that support feedback to the learner? Are these built into the programme or not?

How do you make instructional decisions about the target group and what they will need next? As a syndicate or sub-school?

APPENDIX 9: SEMINAR ADVICE TO SCHOOLS
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e.irving@auckland.ac.nz
20 March, 2002

«Contacts»

«School»

«Address1»

«Address2»

«Address3»

Dear

Ready Made Literacy Materials Research Project – Seminars

Earlier this year I wrote to you advising of a series of seminars that we are running for teachers and aides involved in this project.  I can now advise the details of these seminars, and trust that you and your team will be able to attend one or other of these.

The purpose of these seminars is to

· give feedback to schools about our research to date,

· discuss some issues that have arisen,

· give the opportunity for schools to ask questions of the research team, and most importantly,

· provide time for schools using the same programme to meet and discuss issues in common.

There are two seminars in the Greater Auckland area and one in Hamilton, and you may attend whichever one is the most convenient for you.  As we wish to involve as many teachers and aides using the materials as possible, staff from your school do not have to attend on the same date.

As I mentioned in my previous letter, we do not have any release time built into the funding for this project, so the seminars are all after school.  We realise that for some schools, travel to one of the venues will be time consuming, and may necessitate departing before school finishes.  I hope that other staff can be arranged to cover for those who are coming to the seminar.

At each venue, afternoon tea will be available from 3:20pm.  A local map and details about parking are given on the separate sheet attached to this letter.  There is ample free parking on site at each of these venues.

Monday 22 April, 3:30-5:30pm

ARC Botanical Gardens, 102 Hill Road, Manurewa

Tel: 09 267 1457

Logan Campbell Room

Tuesday 23 April, 3:30-5:30pm



Lincoln Green Inn, 159 Lincoln Road, Henderson

Tel: 09 838 7006

Seminar Room 2.

Wednesday 24 April, 3:30-5:30pm

Ventura Inn, 23 Clarence Street, Hamilton


Tel: 07 838 0110

Conference Room

To assist with catering for afternoon tea, RSVP by Tuesday 16 April.

This is a chance for everyone to get to know each other, and we look forward to meeting as many of you as possible.

Sincerely

Earl Irving

Project Manager/Researcher

Encl: Map and directions

APPENDIX 10: NOTES FROM SEMINARS


Readymade Literacy MATERIALS

REsearch PROJECT

Notes fROM APRIL SEMINARS

teachers comments

 April 2002

The following verbatim notes were from comments made by teachers at the seminars in response to “In the light of what you have heard today and your own experience, what suggestions would you make about …”

Prompt
22 April, Manurewa
23 April, Henderson
24 April, Hamilton

Selection
· Check out logistics – tapes/videos, space, TA

· Assess chns needs

· See resource in action in similar decile school

· Choose something you don’t already have

· Assess schools needs – PROBE – inferential questioning

· Strengths of teachers

· Check out potential for adaptability (all use in …)

· Decision making about package – target area where will be used

· Trial initially for school wide use – where does it fit in terms of balance

· 
· Visit another school

· Characters are important
- grandparents
- gender roles
- fiction
- non-fiction

· Resources before implementation

· Identify a need 
- depends on level, skill
- look at assessment data

· Talk to teachers who will use it – go for the best

· Can resource be used across the school

· What part will it play in the programme – supplement/major instructional prog

· Resource 
- cultural
- NESB

· Value for money 
- quantity
- flexibility

· Appeal to chn for learning needs/styles

· 
· Consider the learning needs

· Availability of people to run

· Look at interest level of resource

· Cost – ongoing costs

· Time – where will it fit in the day

· Timetabling equipment & books
- scheduling start after four weeks

· Teacher belief – how will it fit with our thinking

· PD needs to be done alongside the resource

· Staff ownership

· Content relevant to chn

· 

Implementation
· Match resource to specific level/need.  Some chn it will suit

· Rainbow- need multiple copies

· Think about how resource is introduced to teachers

· Adapt programme/resource to meet students needs

· Share ideas with each other

· Evaluate as you go – impact on chn - challenge unpacking outcomes

· Rainbow – fluency/phrasing improvement but not s.c. rate

· Timetabling – guided lesson as well

· 
· Visit other schools/classes

· How will resource be used

· Value for money vs exposure

· Teacher knowledge of skill development
- focus of chn
- focus of (
· Product knowledge

· First year – follow rules, go by the book

· Adapt in 2nd year

· Include teaching team in evaluation

· Set guidelines for teachers

· On-going professional discussions

· Sometimes it is a ‘leap of faith’

· How much do you have to adapt to use the resource?

· 
· One person trialing resource

· Lead teacher needs to work out systems for implementation – eg where to put books, rewind video

· Time to know resource well – through use, reflecting & sharing

· Consider organisation prior to implementing

· Consider budget

· Support parent/TA

· Sunshine marketed for USA market

· 

Sustainability
· School wide continuity – communal or teacher ownership

· Prof Development 
- other school
- advisers/RT Lit
- release teachers to observe
- staff meeting

· Funding 
- NESB
- planning

· Teacher aide
- training
- monitoring by staff member

· Remember – one package is not enough

· 
· Resource organisation is important - ( needs to know what is there

· Stress ( preparation time

· Budget for
- TA hours
- consumables

· Resource levelling

· Continual promotion

· Ownership

· Accountability

· School organisation
- some chn have it, some don’t

· Philosophy

· Expectations – chn need to be taught daily in small groups

· Identifying a support person

· 
· Consider whether the books should go home

· Continued ( development

· Review resource & make sure in good condition

· Consider home involvement – brochure from JP in new entrant pack

· Chn need to feel successful – feedback to learner

· Ease of use

· Changes to resource – needs to be shared with others

· Release time

· 

APPENDIX 11: SEMINAR POWERPOINT PRESENTATION TEXT

Ready Made Literacy Materials:
Research Project

Seminar Series

April 2002

Introductions – our team

· Judy Parr

· Margaret Aikman

· Kath Glasswell

· Earl Irving

Overview

· Background & Research Design

· What you have told us …

· Strategic Management of Resource

· Goodness of Fit

· Discussion time/Report back

Research Questions …

· What is the range of literacy instruction available prior to the project?

· How do the literacy programmes meet the needs of Maori, Pacific and NESB students?

· How does the new package fit into the existing classroom programme?

· What strategies do teachers have for evaluating this new component against other literacy instruction programmes?

· How does the use of the new programme change over a period of two years?

· What are examples of ‘best practice’ in terms of introducing and sustaining ready-made components into literacy instruction programmes?

Participants

· 67 schools

· Decile 1-4

Ethnicity

· Total student population: 18222

Packages

· 4 English medium packages (Jolly Phonics, PM+, Rainbow, Sunshine) – 66 schools

· 1 Maori medium package (TTT) – 3 schools

· Two schools are bi-lingual – packages in both media

Research design


· Completed:

· Initial Application

· Questionnaire One (138 completed)

· Questionnaire Two (81% in)

· Case Studies (20 schools)

· Videoing (6 schools)

· To Come:

· Sustainability and Outcomes – focussed studies

· Third Questionnaire (May/June)

· Final Questionnaire (October)

We asked …

You!

And this is what you told us …

[Graphs inserted here:

· Reported Influence on Learning Outcomes – All Schools – Jolly Phonics– PM Plus - Rainbow - Sunshine

· Evidence of Measure of Success of Materials]

Strategic Management of Resource

· Managing Learning

· Managing the Resources

· Managing Costs

Managing Learning

· Being Strategic

· Curriculum conversations

· Identifying learners

· Continuity

· Substitute or Supplement

Managing the Resources

· Storage

· Accessibility and time

· “Divvying up”

· Considering the ‘package’

Managing Costs

· Set-up costs

· On-going costs 
· TA

· Photocopying

· Work books

Goodness of Fit 

· Identifying learning goals

· Considering beliefs about Literacy teaching

· Matching packages to

· engage learners

· enhance  teaching.

Identifying Learning Goals

· Who is the target group?

· How to decide what learners need

· How might those needs best be met?

· What support materials are available to help?

· Evaluating the options

Considering beliefs about literacy teaching

· Ideas about literacy and ‘being literate’

· Ideas about diverse needs of certain groups of literacy learners

· Ideas about how literacy is best taught and learned

Matching packages to
engage learners

· age & interests

· cultural inclusivity

· relevant themes

· NZ made

· enhance teaching

· what gets taught

· how it’s taught

· timeliness

· adaptability/ flexibility of the resource
Discussion – groups of 6

· In light of your own experience & what you have heard today

…

if you were going to choose a package to enhance literacy achievement, what advice would you give about

selection

implementation

sustainability

~10-15 minutes

· Report back

Contacting us:

· First base is:

Earl Irving
Tel 09 373 7599 Extn 3045
Fax: 09 367 7191
E-mail: e.irving@auckland.ac.nz
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((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((
Could you please check the address label?

If the number 1 appears at the top right hand side of the address, this indicates that we have yet to receive a signed Consent Form from you.  Could you please complete the enclosed Consent Form, and fax it back to me. (09 367 7191)

If the number 2 appears at the top right hand side of the address label, this indicates that we have not received Questionnaire One from your school.  We would really appreciate receiving this as soon as possible!

If there appears to be any mistake with this (or any) information, please accept my apologies.  Please get in touch with me as soon as possible so that I can correct it.

THANKS!

(((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((
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An Evaluation of the Use and Integration of �Readymade Commercial Literacy Packages� into Classroom Programmes


Report to the Ministry of Education
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Where are we at?


At the end of 2000 we invited over 250 schools in the upper North Island to participate in the research and before schools ended in Term 4 those 75 schools who had been selected were notified that they had been successful. Most schools received their first choice of materials.


In March we sent out our first questionnaire (a major data gathering exercise!) which asks about the range of literacy instruction already existing in schools. We have had a good response with a number of schools e mailing their questionnaires back to us.


This month, 25 schools will be asked to extend their participation and participate as “case-study schools”. A number of schools have already expressed a desire to work more closely with the research team. The case study schools will be visited in June and July by one of the research team who will meet and talk with key personnel, as well as observing the commercial literacy package in use in the classroom.














 “We love the materials…Thanks for the chance to be involved in something as exciting as this”


Teacher feedback











Dear Colleagues…


Kia ora. Welcome to the first newsletter from this research project. The aim of this newsletter is to provide background information about the project and to update participating schools and interested others about the progress of the research.


Background





Readymade Literacy Research Project


This research project is being carried out by researchers largely from the School of Education, University of Auckland and has been commissioned by the Ministry of Education. The evaluation is designed to examine the integration of curriculum support materials for reading.   We will work collaboratively with schools to investigate issues around best practice for the incorporation of support materials for enhancing the effectiveness of existing reading programmes.

















This research has been commissioned to look specifically at how literacy programmes (particularly commercial materials) meet the needs of Mäori students, Pacific students and students for whom English is a second language, acknowledging that these groups of students all have different needs.








Background continued





Funding was provided to purchase commercially available literacy packages for 75 schools. We asked schools to choose one package that they did not currently have in use, which they felt would help them provide for the needs students in one or more of the target groups - Mäori students, Pacific students and students for whom English is a second language.








Participating schools





Schools range from Decile 1 to 4 and (approx 30% decile 1 and decile 4 and approximately 20 % decile 2 and 3 ). These schools are distributed in the greater Auckland and Waikato regions. They are diverse in that they include small rural and large urban schools most schools have significant numbers of Maori students and/or Pacific students and/or students for whom English is second language





Timeframe





The project will continue to run over the 2001 and 2002 schools years. We will be feeding back our analyses and findings to participants early in 2003 and will present the final report to the Ministry of Education in March 2003.





(((((((((((((((((((((((((


A GENTLE REMINDER





To those schools who have not yet sent back Questionnaire One we would really appreciate receiving this as soon as possible!





If you have any problems, queries, or need more copies of the questionnaire, please get in touch with us as soon as you can. THANKS!





(((((((((((((((((((((((((





continued on page 2
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continued from page 1





The materials





An early challenge faced by the research team was to select materials from the range of literacy packages and programmes available in the marketplace today. The final selection of materials reflected those, to date, most commonly requested by schools from the Ministry of Education. They are:


Sunshine Magic Box ( published by Wendy Pye Ltd.)


PM Plus (published by Nelson Price Milburn)


Rainbow Reading (published by Rainbow Reading Ltd.)


Jolly Phonics (published by Jolly Learning Ltd.)





We attempted to provide schools with a te reo Maori option, and while limited resources are available, some schools will be using Maori medium materials both in bilingual and immersion contexts. In particular 5 schools will be using the Tatari Tautoko Tauawhi programme which is delivered by Poutama Pounamu.





The research team are:





Dr. Judy Parr


Principal Investigator





Margaret Kempton


Research Project Manager





Dr. Margie Hohepa





Professor Stuart McNaughton





Professor Tom Nicholson.





School of Education, University of Auckland





Margaret Aikman,


Auckland College of Education





Dr. Kathryn Glasswell


Queensland University of Technology








�





Please contact us if you would like more info:


c/- School of Education


University of Auckland


Private Bag 92019


Auckland


 e mail � HYPERLINK mailto:m.kempton@auckland.ac.nz ��m.kempton@auckland.ac.nz�


ph.    09 37 37599 ext. 2393/ fax.  09 367 7113


visit our website:


www.arts.auckland.ac.nz/readymadeliteracy

















Dear Colleagues…


Kia ora.  Welcome again from the team for this research project.  The aim of this newsletter is to provide further information about the project and to update participating schools and teachers about the progress of the research.  This issue is being sent to each of the teachers in our database and we hope you all find something of interest in it. We are sorry if anyone has been omitted - please let us know so that we can update our records.








Progress to date





The Readymade Literacy Materials team have just sent an Interim Report to the Ministry of Education. Because this is a progress report to the Ministry, it is not a public document.  Also, a few weeks ago Margaret Aikman and Judy Parr talked to the Literacy Advisors at their meeting in Wellington about how the project was going.  To keep you all in the picture here is a summary of where we currently are.





continued on page 2














New project manager





Margaret Kempton has resigned as the Project Manager/Researcher to devote more time to her Ph.D. studies.  In her place we welcome Earl Irving to the team.





Earl was a high school teacher for 29 years, initially in English, then in Mathematics.  From 1986-1998 he was Deputy Principal of Onehunga High School, involved in the administration and management of a high performing decile 3 school.  With this background, you can be sure that Earl understands the pace and pressures that teachers in schools are constantly under, particularly when they have additional work to do (literacy project questionnaires for example).  His wife is also a teacher and she frequently reminds him of what life at the chalk face is really like.





Currently, he is a Ph.D. student in the School of Education at the University of Auckland, where his research interest is in assessment and evaluation (especially teacher evaluation).  In his spare time, he is mad about skiing, jogging and performing in amateur musical productions.





Earl is looking forward to working with you all on this project, and welcomes your comments and advice.  You can contact him about any administrative matter concerning the project during his office hours (see the separate box concerning contact details).





Progress to date (continued from page 1)





At the beginning of this year readymade literacy materials were placed in 71 decile 1 to 4 schools in the greater Auckland and Waikato regions. We were able to accept everyone who was keen to have a package. Schools had a variety of reasons for asking for different packages from the pragmatic “we have all of the others” or “we know of their good reputation” to the very specific “the product will assist children with other primary learning styles”.





We were not asked to evaluate the packages themselves but to look at how the package meets the needs of the children (including how this is evaluated) and also how the package fits the existing classroom programme and to document the strategies teachers have for effective use.  The first questionnaire has given us detailed information, primarily about the literacy programme and the needs of groups of children in each school. To date, about two thirds of the participating schools have returned this questionnaire. We realise it was a lot to ask but this information provides very important background and baseline data for the project. Be assured, any other requests for data will be of a minor nature by comparison!





From June onwards members of the team have visited 25 sites and talked with teachers about the use of the materials. In some cases we were fortunate enough to observe them in use. This feedback has been invaluable. The write ups of these visits are still being fed back to the individual schools for comment.





It is clear that a number of factors influence effective use of such materials in a classroom and we are compiling a “model” of these.








These factors range from physical resources, to organisational or logistical concerns, to features of the materials and the match (or lack of it) between the normal classroom practices and the materials, to how the materials channel or constrain the teacher and also to how teachers “modify” the materials to suit their needs and those of their children.





Next, our plan is to get some detailed videotaped data of how the materials are used from about six teachers and to do this early in term 4.  Later in the year we will be in contact with all the schools again to ask just a few targeted questions.





Next year, we would like to work with a small number of schools that have found the materials useful. We would like to help the school to evaluate the implementation by looking at needs and outcomes and factors in the process. In addition, we will document some best-case scenarios in terms of sustained use. We will still keep in touch with all participating schools and ask for some basic feedback information twice during the year.





Research studies on the packages.





As part of our report, we have collected some studies that investigate the packages we have made available to you.  If you want references to these studies or want to read our summary of this research, let us know and we will happily send the reference or summary to you.





A practical outcome





As a result of this research project we hope to be in a position to write some practical guidelines that schools can use when selecting readymade resources.  After talking to teachers at 25 sites recently, we already feel there is much information that should be shared and this will be refined in the course of the next year.











Contact people in the project team.





We realise that some of the materials have not been straightforward to implement.  Some schools have made changes to the way they use the materials (away from the original intention of the material writers), while others have contacted us for further advice.





To answer any implementation questions Margaret Aikman, who is a member of research team and an experienced primary school teacher, has been allocated the role of School Liaison.  If you have any questions related to the classroom use of the materials please contact Margaret.





E-mail:  m.aikman@xtra.co.nz or phone her on 09 630 5844.





Administrative questions can be directed to the Project Manager, Earl Irving, during his office hours, 8am to midday, Monday to Friday.  Please leave a clear message and return contact details on his voicemail if he is out of his office.





Research Centre for Interventions in Teaching and Learning


School of Education				


University of Auckland			Level 7, 1-11 Short Street


Private Bag 92019


Auckland					Tel:  09 373 7599 Extn 3045


E-mail: � HYPERLINK "mailto:e.irving@auckland.ac.nz" ��e.irving@auckland.ac.nz� 		Fax: 09 367 7191
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