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Introduction 

This paper reports findings from the school phase of a larger longitudinal study 
conducted in New Zealand. In that study, the writing development of children in 
six Maori, six Pakeha (Anglo) and six Samoan families was studied at home before 
school entry, and fifteen of the same children were studied in their transition to 
school after age five. The paper focuses on two related interventions aimed at 
enhancing collaboration between teachers and families for developing the 
children's writing expertise. Firstly, it discusses variable influences on teachers' 
and parents' shared knowledge of and goals for literacy development, and the 
effectiveness of classroom activities. It also discusses the strengths and weaknesses 
of the procedures for linking writing systems as well as school conditions 
associated with effective links for writing development. 

Assumptions 

A major assumption made by many literacy educators is that effective instruction 
for children in the transition from home to school requires a degree of matching 
between the literacy activities at home and school (eg Cazden 1988 & 1991, Clay 
1991, McNaughton & Ka'ai 1990). It is assumed that children's transition to 
school will be enhanced to the extent that educators know about the contexts and 
conditions of their learning at home. 

This paper is a shorter version of a lengthier one which was co-authored with the present author's 
doctoral thesis supervisor, Associate Professor Stuart McNaughton, of the University of Auckland, 
New Zealand. 
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This is seen to be particularly important in multicultural settings (Cazden, John & 
Hymes 1972, Cazden 1992, Glynn 1981, McNaughton 1987). But there are 
challenges associated with enhancing teachers' knowledge about children to make 
teaching more effective through increased familiarity. One challenge concerns the 
conditions under which shifts in teachers' knowledge might occur. 

Conditions for expanding teachers' knowledge of children's contexts of learning 
are related to the theoretical framework from which teachers view learning, 
teaching and development. Teachers vary in their expectations of teaching, 
learning and development. Many authorities on whom teachers model their 
programmes in early literacy development do not agree among themselves on 
definitions of early literacy, goals, content and instructional processes (Teale & 
Sulzby 1986, Wilson & Thrower 1985). For example, teachers often have high 
expectations for generic and specific goals in their instruction, but they emphasize 
different things based on their own experience and perspective on teaching, 
learning and development (Goodridge 1989, Westbury, Simon & Korbelik 1973). 

These differences in theoretical frameworks among teachers can determine how a 
single teacher organizes learning for individuals and groups of children from 
various socio cultural backgrounds. Their organization may eventuate in differences 
in classroom interactions (Cazden 1988, Clay 1985, McNaughton & Ka'ai 1990). 
Given these relationships, a teacher's theory of language expertise is a very 
important condition for classroom learning. 

In every community, the tools or means for use of language can vary for 
individuals and groups (Cazden, John & Hymes 1972). For example, many 
Samoan children within New Zealand society learn at home and in Sunday School 
how the conventions of print are represented in reading and in writing by the 14 
letters of the Samoan alphabet. Maori, immersed in their language and culture, 
learn that each vowel is pronounced in speaking, and is written. In spite of these 
differences in linguistic features, children learn that reading and writing entail a 
choice of verbal or graphic means to communicate ideas. 

However, ideas that are linked to different cultural and community usages may not 
be as easy to build on in classroom teaching as they are at home. Children's ideas 
in early literacy which have developed in the context of family activities are 
embedded in everyday themes, topics and activities. In reports of earlier phases 
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of this research, Goodridge (1995) and Goodridge and McNaughton (1993, 1994) 
have described how, to varying degrees, a group of families and their children 
emphasized idiosyncratic things both in their writing products and processes in 
what Goodridge (1995) and Goodridge and McNaughton (1993, 1994) called their 
'activity systems for writing'. There were variations within the cultural groups as 
well as within the communities in narrative, descriptive, expository and other 
forms of writing. It is these differences in ways of learning language that a 
teacher should know about, in order to enhance a child's further development. 
Knowledge, understanding and valuing of these differences depend on the teacher's 
theory of teaching, learning and development (Goodridge 1986, 1988, 1993). 

The position adopted in this paper suggests that teachers need to know how early 
literacy development is related to the influences of the sociocultural practices 
within family activities (eg Rog off 1993). Furthermore, children's learning in the 
classroom is related to resources provided by teachers and peers (Dyson 1991), and 
to the perspective from which the teacher views culture, development, teaching and 
learning (Alton-Lee & Nuthall 1992). This suggests also that teachers need to 
understand how these classroom sources of variation can contribute to the match 
or mismatch between the family activity system and the classroom activity system. 

Optimizing children's learning and development 

Expanding knowledge of contexts of use 

Building bridges between the home writing types and processes and the school 
writing types and processes should be a major task of a teacher during the first 
years of schooling (Dyson 1991). This argument suggests that to maximize 
conditions for children's learning in diverse sociocultural contexts is to select and 
use themes and topics about which children know (Cazden 1988, 1992). Themes 
and topics that children talk, write and read about in everyday activities in the 
contexts of their families and communities have two main features. These features 
are socioculturally specific in specific contexts of use, and general for functioning 
at any level of the community (Gee 1994). 

Merely acquiring information and sharing with the teacher knowledge of what 
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children know about writing at home might not guarantee that the knowledge 
would be used in ways to optimize individual children's development. Indeed, 
teachers design classrooms primarily so that children reconstruct the knowledge 
about writing and language they had before school to fit in with the classroom use 
of language (John-Steiner 1985). A teacher might see this as a highly desirable 
goal, particularly if the teacher's and a family's beliefs, goals and organization for 
learning are not matched and the teacher is not ready to shift her or his views on 
culture, development, teaching and learning. 

Bases for interventions 

Information on children's learning at home might not be enough to enable teachers 
to create a responsive context of learning for all children. Interventions to enhance 
connections should act as progressive scaffolds for teachers to build reflectively on 
their increased knowledge of children's early writing development. These would 
enhance teacher-student interactions, enabling students and teachers to generate 
new meanings and expression in written language, and thus developing children's 
understandings and expertise on the individual or intra-mental level (Cazden 1992, 
Rogoff 1993, Wertsch& Smolka 1993, Vygotsky 1986). 

The interventions reported in this paper were designed to help each family in three 
cultural groups to communicate knowledge of individual children's writing 
expertise and knowledge about their activity system of writing at home to their 
child's teacher. Also, they were designed for the teacher to build on that 
knowledge in collaboration with each family and child. Thus, the study provided 
opportunities for teachers and parents to conceptualize development jointly and to 
plan for the children's writing expertise through joint activity. 

The intervention procedures had two bases. One was the recent theoretical 
writings on co-constructivism. The second was a set of principles of teaching, 
learning and development in bicultural and multicultural contexts (eg in New 
Zealand). 
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Co-constructivist framework 

Valsiner (1994) defines co-constructivism as a synthesis of the sociogenetic view 
of Vygotsky and the psychogenetic perspective of Piaget. The concern of 
Vygotsky (1986) was that an educational activity, such as learning to write, should 
be concerned with developing the child's learning from one mental level to higher 
levels. The initial form of that activity in the cultural development of a child 
appears first on a social level and then on a psychological level. Problem solving 
of a child learning (eg to write) is resolved first by guidance and explicit or 
implicit collaboration with an adult or other expert (eg Davydov & Zinchenko 
1993, Rogoff 1993, Wertsch 1991). In this view, learning is seen as arising from 
activity in socially organized settings. Children acquire expertise within joint 
activities. More expert others provide support through dynamic and flexible 
tutorial processes. In the process of participating in learning in shared social and 
cultural activities, the child becomes prepared for being responsible and managing 
his or her learning in creative ways (Rogoff 1993). 

Undergirding principles 

Five main principles undergirding the study were that: 1) families and their 
children should have choice and autonomy (eg Simon 1990) in selecting types of 
writing that represented the early processes in their sociocultural activities at home 
and in their communities; 2) based on the concept of ako, the Maori culturally 
preferred strategy of teaching and learning (Smith 1986), the interventions aimed 
to build a working partnership in which teachers as well as families could become 
learners about the processes and products surrounding the child's development of 
expertise; 3) there is a need for affirmation of children's expertise, with their 
writing being viewed as valuable cultural artifacts; 4) based on the extended family 
principle, whanau, which, in research terms, means a community that contributes 
to making decisions about teaching, learning and development (Bishop and Glynn 
1993), home-school collaboration should entail caregiving and teaching roles being 
shared in a partnership between the family and the teacher; this would, in 
Bronfenbrenner's (1979) ecological analysis, create a basis for interconnecting 
systems in the school community; 5) sharing understandings about products and 
processes in children's writing development is fundamental to optimizing 
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development. The application of the co-constructionist theory here, could predict 
that success in writing activities is based on shared knowledge and understandings 
of the child, the family and the teacher. 

Method 

Participants 

This longitudinal naturalistic study was set in the homes of 18 families with 19 
children for approximately six months during the first phase, and in the classrooms 
of three schools in three Auckland suburban communities for approximately six 
months in the second and third phases. Table 1 presents an overview of the 
general method, research questions and procedure used in the study. This phase 
of the study reports on fifteen of the children who entered three participating 
schools at different times in the school year, on or soon after their fifth 
birthday. 

Table 1 shows the ethnic grouping of the children and their teachers, as well as the 
three co-educational state schools and the five classrooms which the children 
entered. The children entered the schools in three 'waves'. All schools stated 
goals to work in partnership with the community. (See Goodridge 1993, 1995, and 
Goodridge and McNaughton 1993 for a full description of the families and their 
children, the school communities, schools and classrooms.) 
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Table 1 
Linking Home and School Activity Systems for Writing: An Overview 

Home Phase School Phases 

Pre Intervention (Baseline) Post Intervention 1 and 2 

Setting: 

18 homes in three diverse 
Auckland suburban 
communities 

Duration: 

3 Primary Schools in the 
three communities 

5 Junior (Infant) classrooms 

Same as baseline 

Approximately 6 months for 
each family and child 

Participants: 

Appx. 2 to 4 weeks 
immediately after school 
entrance at five years 

Appx. 5½ months 

18 families (6 Maori, 6 Pakeha 
/Anglo and 6 Samoan) 
with 19 four-and-a-half-
year-old children 

Same children and families 
as in the home phase 

Same as baseline 

School A 
Classroom 1: 

Classroom 2: 

Classroom 3: 

2 Pakeha and 2 
Samoan children 
with a Pakeha teacher 

2: 
1 Maori, 1 Samoan 
and 2 Pakeha children 
with a South Pacific 
Islands teacher 

3: 
1 Maori child with a 
Pakeha teacher 

School B 
Classroom 4: 

2 Maori and 2 Samoan 
children with a Samoan 
teacher 

School C 
Classroom 5: 

1 Samoan child and 1 
Pakeha child with a 
Pakeha teacher 

8 other Junior (Infant) classroom 
teachers across the three schools 
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Table 1 Continued 

Home Phase School Phases 

Pre Intervention (Baseline) Post Intervention 1 and 2 

Research Questions: 

What beliefs and practices 
in, and expectations for 
children's writing 
development do families 
have? 

How do individual children's 
expectations for and expertise 
in writing match with the 
teacher's expectations and 
practice? 

How do the teacher and the 
child interact when the 
teacher's knowledge about 
the child's home writing is 
expanded? 

What things about writing 
is the child learning at 
home and how is the child 
learning to write? 

Data Collection Tools and 
Techniques: 

How do the teacher and the 
child interact with each other 
during writing instruction? 

How can strong and effective 
links of communication concerned 
with developing children's 
writing expertise be established 
early between the home and school? 

i) Observation of writing 
in context of use - event 
sampling 

ii) Interviewing/structured 
conversations with primary 
caregiver and child 

iii) Self-reporting: diary 
writing, specimen 
collection 

i) Observation of writing at 
school - event sampling 

ii) Interviewing/structured 
conversations with 
teacher and child 

iii) Self-reporting: on 
instructional activities, 
specimen collection 

i) Collaboration/intervention: 
Sharing information on child's 
expertise acquired at home; 
collaborating with the teacher 
in linking home and school 
experiences and resources to 
develop each child's writing 
expertise in meaningful ways 

ii) Same as baseline phase. 

iv) Audio-tape recording 
of writing activities 

iv) Audio and video tape 
recording of writing 
activities 

v) Limited testing 
(developmental) 

vi) Preparation for school 
reporting 

v) Limited testing 
(developmental) 

vi) Examination of school 
documents 
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Table 1 Continued 

Home Phase School Phases 

Pre Intervention Post Intervention 1 and 2 

General Procedure; 

i) Using an activity system 
for writing analysis, 
integrating 

beliefs 

Same as home phase 

Matching activity systems for 
writing at home with writing 
at school 

Same as home and baseline 
phases 

Expermental interventions: 

organization for 
learning (ambient, 
joint and 
independent 
activities) 

categories of 
activities 

categories of 
activities 

Observing teacher connections 
with 

i) child's activity and 
writing products at home 

ii) processes of writing in 
the family activity system 

iii) themes and topics used 
at home 

iv) the child's personal 
development of writing 
expertise 

Intervention 1 

i) Preparation of families 
and children to communicate 
knowledge of their activity 
system of writing 

ii) Preparation of teachers 

iii) Families and children 
sharing portfolio of 
writing at home with teacher 

iv) Implementation 

ii) Profile development Intervention 2 

iii) Interconnecting systems 
in the school community 
(eg Bronfenbrenner's 
ecological model, 1979) 

iv) Progressive foregrounding 
(eg Rogoff 1993) 

v) Evaluation: 
multiple baseline 
design 

Independent observer and rater 

i) Teacher preparation: 
Suggestions for 
collaboration and family 
partnership; theoretical 
framework for literacy 
development 

ii) Parent preparation: 
Guidelines for writing 
at home and at school 

iii) Initiating the experiment: 
Home - School writing booklets 

iv) Implementation 
Adapted from Goodridge (1992, 1993, 1995) and Goodridge & McNaughton (1994). 
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Five classrooms, with five teachers, across the three schools were involved in the 
study (see Table 1). However, the final data point for each of the three children 
who entered School B occurred in two additional classrooms with three other 
teachers. These children were transferred before they were 5;6 years. In addition 
to these eight teachers, five other teachers, across the three schools, participated 
in the study, for example, in the interviews. Each teacher was using the New 
Zealand Ministry of Education curriculum guidelines for writing, Dancing with 
the pen (Learning Media 1992). Schools A and C sent home books for parents 
to hear reading, but only in School C did the teacher report good communication. 

Instrumentation and data collection 

Multiple tools were used to triangulate descriptions of processes in classroom 
activities (see Table 1). These tools were similar to those used to collect data in 
family activities. They included audio-taped interviews, observation of writing at 
school, conversational interviews with children, examination of writing products 
produced during and between school visits, school and class records of writing. In 
addition, samples of lessons (ranging from 7 to 20 for each child) were observed 
and video-taped. The average lesson time was 60 minutes. 

A formal interview, similar to the one used with families, probed teacher 
expectations, goals, strategies, practices and home-school links. The researcher 
interviewed each teacher before the children entered school and at the end of the 
study. The same category system for coding children's writing products at home 
was used at school. It included eight broad types of conventions and texts. The 
inter-rater agreement for that category system of writing at home was 95.7% and 
the inter-rater agreement on 33 products gathered at school was 93%. 

Procedure 

The teachers' writing activity systems 

Table 1 also presents the major components of the activity system. The construct 
of a writing activity system, used for analyzing data collected on writing activities 
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in families, was used as a framework for analyzing the data collected on writing 
activities in the classroom (see Goodridge 1995, Goodridge & McNaughton 1993, 
1994). 

The activity writing system of analysis, integrated teachers' beliefs and goals, with 
their organization for learning, activities and children's expertise (see Table 1). 
Beliefs expressed by teachers were categorized in terms of their views about the 
nature of children, learning and development, the relationship between learning 
before school and schooling, and the role of the family in early literacy 
development. Goals were determined from statements teachers made about their 
expectations and intentions for their children's development. 

The ways in which teachers organized instruction were examined in terms of the 
features of tutorials, particularly those which incidentally or deliberately guided the 
children in learning to write particular sorts of things. No parents were observed 
being actively involved in any of the classrooms during the first three months of 
the study in schools. 

Experimental Interventions 

Research design 

A multiple baseline design (Barlow & Hersen 1984) was employed to test the 
interventions. This design provided scope for dealing with logistical problems in 
observing lessons with multiple subjects in a single case design. For example, it 
provided flexibility for the analysis of data of children entering different 
classrooms at different times, with possible variations in their school attendance. 

Baseline 

Two related foci in lesson observations in the baseline phase were to find out 1) 
how individual children's expectations for and expertise in writing matched with 
the teacher's expectations and practices, and 2) how the teacher and the child 
interacted with each other during the writing instruction. (See the research 
questions listed in Table 1.) 
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Specific measures were taken on the frequency with which the teacher was able, 
during interactional episodes in writing, to build on or connect with the child's 
expertise. Four types of connections were observed during the episodes. These 
were connections with 1) the child's activity and writing products at home; 2) the 
processes of writing in the family activity system; 3) themes and topics used at 
home; and 4) the child's personal development of expertise through joint activities. 

The baseline phase commenced for most children on the first day of school 
entrance. For the initial wave of children, the baseline was time-lagged between 
and across schools. The time lag was employed to control possible contamination 
of the results of the interventions and provide replications within and across 
schools. 

The baseline period for each child in a second wave was standardized by five 
observations. There was no time lag. By the time the children in a third wave 
entered school, the main concern was that the experiment should be replicated 
before the end of the school year, and any change in teacher behaviour and the 
context of learning noted. 

Interventions 

Intervention 1 was an experimental analysis of how a teacher and a child interacted 
when the teacher's knowledge about expertise and processes in a child's home 
writing was expanded. It targeted teachers' beliefs and ideas in their activity 
system for writing described earlier. It comprised a portfolio of the child's 
'writing treasures' in family activities which each family shared with the teacher. 
With the writing treasures, families brought and shared their 'theory' on their 
children's writing development through sociocultural activities at home and in the 
community. Each family and child presented and loaned the portfolio to the 
teacher for her reference during implementation of Intervention 1 in lessons. 

Preparation for school reporting on each child's writing at home commenced 
during the researcher's final preschool visit for data collection. During interviews, 
the researcher emphasized the key questions that would match the responses from 
the teachers. In the developmental testing on the final visit, to highlight 
knowledge that could be shared, opportunities to describe the child's expertise and 
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make that knowledge explicit were highlighted also. 

The next step was to give the family guidelines for sharing their knowledge of the 
child's writing expertise with the teacher. And the final step was to prepare each 
family to make optimal use of a teacher's time given for sharing special 
information. The teachers had been given written suggestions in a pamphlet on 
how they could optimize the sharing of information by the families. During the 
sessions, families (and their children) demonstrated their application of the 
principle of choice and presented their children's writing expertise in a variety of 
ways. 

The researcher introduced Intervention 1 for Schools A, B, and C within one week. 
Three scheduled observations followed for each child after Intervention 1. 
Observation of all participants in the classroom when they were present was 
important for noting patterns of instruction. 

Intervention 2 was an experimental analysis of an additional procedure designed 
to reinforce the parent-teacher partnership initiated with Intervention 1. It had 
been observed that in none of the five classrooms were parents directly involved 
in the writing programme in the school. Also, there were no parent volunteers in 
any of these classrooms during the observations of the first wave of children. 

With the exception of the teacher in Classroom 4, teachers neither commented on 
nor asked the researcher anything about the contents of the portfolios which were 
left in the classrooms. Furthermore, the effects of Intervention 1 on interactions 
were inconsistent. For these reasons, Intervention 2 was designed as an additional 
component to initiate and possibly sustain more frequent and effective 
communication links between the home and the school settings. 

The aim of the experimental Intervention 2 was to create stronger links between 
home and school, and to reinforce the parent-teacher partnership in literacy 
education. Intervention 2 focused on setting up and developing procedures which 
would empower teachers and families with their children to collaborate in 
enhancing children's development and learning, both at home and at school. 
Intervention 2 had three related components. These were 1) a pamphlet with a 
theoretical rationale and suggestions for teachers to prepare themselves to develop 
children's writing expertise through collaboration between school and home; 2) a 
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pamphlet which provided guidelines for parents' participation in collaborating with 
teachers in order to develop children's writing expertise at home and at school; and 
3) two four-page booklets constructed to facilitate initiating the activity of children 
writing both at home and at school. 

The pamphlet with guidelines for teachers noted some of the sources of the ideas 
embedded in the intervention. These included the Ministry of Education (New 
Zealand) curriculum documents, research reports on observing young children in 
classrooms (eg Clay 1979), studies on the transition from home to school (eg 
McNaughton and Ka'ai 1990), and an intervention which highlighted the 
importance of parent-teacher partnership in children's education (McNaughton, 
Glynn and Robinson 1987: 5-13, 69-74). 

The pamphlet with guidelines for parents was discussed with each parent (as well 
as with each teacher). That pamphlet comprised 1) rationales for the family and 
teacher to work together, including the claim that writing instruction could be even 
more directly helpful for the child with the collaboration; 2) four specific goals, 
such as the optimal use of resources that the child had at home for learning to 
write in order to back up school learning; 3) a synopsis of the theoretical 
framework of the home-school writing project; (eg one of the points highlighted 
was that the child, like other children, was an active learner, but needed direction 
in learning to write); 4) procedures for each child writing at home with the parent 
or with another person and bringing the writing to school; and 5) an explanation 
to the parents that the child would be able to talk about the drawing and writing 
the next day at school and write some of the details they talked about at home. 
The researcher gave each family the guidelines for on-going reference and 
demonstrated the use of the writing booklet. 

Coding interactions 

The specific unit of analysis in the classroom interactions was the connections to 
family writing activity systems which the teacher made. Four interrelated 
dependent variables were observed during teaching episodes. An interactional 
episode in a writing activity was defined as a sequence of verbal and non-verbal 
exchanges initiated by the teacher or child to achieve a specific goal in writing, 
and ended when verbal and/or non-verbal communication ceased for more than ten 
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seconds, or the goal shifted (Clay 1985, McNaughton and Ka'ai 1990). One or 
more exchanges could take place during an episode. Each exchange was coded for 
the presence of four types of connections. It was expected that teachers would 
make connections to a child's personal expertise by attending to that child's 
idiosyncratic illustrations and other expressions of meanings and by asking 
metacognitive questions that might make the child's learning more obvious. 

Inter-ohserver agreement 

The classroom interaction codes were explained to an expert observer with 
examples of videotaped lessons across school communities, cultural groups, 
classrooms as well as across pre-intervention and post-intervention phases. During 
the training, the researcher and the independent observer collaborated in rating 
examples of episodes of teacher connections. In addition, some examples were 
done independently and discussed afterwards. 

Agreement between the scores during the training averaged 85% and 90%. The 
final independent inter-rater agreement exercise was completed on 14 exchanges 
(13 of them instructional and one of them managerial) in an episode where the 
teacher's goal was to get the child to complete the writing and read it. The 
number of connections in the 14 exchanges was 21 and the inter-rater agreement 
on these was 95%. 

Results 

Initial match of teachers' and children's activity systems for writing: 

beliefs, goals and pedagogy 

Teachers' beliefs were differentiated according to the sociocultural identity of the 
children. Goals were related to their beliefs about the preparation of children in 
various ethnic groups for schooling, and how they organized learning for 
individual children in general, teachers shared goals with families for children to 
learn concepts of print, to write names, as well as some narrations and 
descriptions. All teachers referred to their teaching programme as process writing, 
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but activities were often routinized. There were similarities in the way they 
demonstrated their role in developing the children's writing expertise. There were 
also some differences which were marked by how much teachers felt should be 
revealed or told to children about what and how to write. Their pedagogy was 
traced to the beliefs and goals they set for children in the different ethnic groups. 
While parents believed that they could teach their children to write other texts such 
as expositions and argumentation, and messages and diverse types of relevance to 
their everyday personal, social and cultural activities, teachers did not emphasize 
these forms or functions of writing. 

Categorization of writing activities 

The ideas, goals, and pedagogical practices of the teachers were reflected in the 
children's writing products collected in the classrooms. The distribution of the 
mean number of products collected per child in categories in Schools A, B, and 
C after school entry (age 5;0 to 5;6 years) is shown in Table 2. Also included in 
that table are the mean number of products collected from the same children in 
families before school entry (age 4;6 to 5;0 years). 

Writing names and producing narratives and descriptions were emphasized in both 
home and school settings in each of the three school communities. On the other 
hand, teachers engaged children in a narrower band of writing than did their 
families. Unlike families in all ethnic groups and in all communities, teachers had 
little or no focus on writing labels, writing expositions and argumentation, and on 
writing messages. The band of expertise for text production in Classroom 4 in 
School B was slightly broader than that of the other two schools. 

These comparisons, illustrated in Table 2, show that teachers' activity systems and 
family activity systems were not optimally matched. 
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Table 2 

Mean Number of Products Collected per Child in Categories 

Children (n= 

Types 

=15) in School A. B and C Pre

school A 

and Post-School 

from Maori. 

Entry 

School B 

Pakeha and Samoan 

School C 

Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post 
Conventions 

Alphabet 

Numeric symbols 

Texts 

Naming 

Labelling 

Narrating & Describing 

3.7 

1.9 

11.9 

5.9 

11.0 

Expositions & Argumentation 9.2 

Messages 

Diverse 

Total mean 

3.6 

4.9 

52.1 

26.7 

8.9 

37.9 

1.7 

35.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.7 

111.5 

5.7 

1.2 

10.5 

2.8 

9.7 

2.3 

1.0 

2.3 

35.5 

0.0 

0.0 

40.0 

2.5 

35.0 

4.3 

0.0 

2.0 

81.5 

1.3 

0.0 

13.7 

2.3 

9.3 

2.3 

1.3 

2.0 

32.3 

0.0 

0.0 

12.5 

1.0 

12.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

26.0* 

Note: Pre denotes products collected pre-entry during the period 4;6 to 5;0 years. Post denotes products 
collected during the period 5;0 and 5;6 years. *Indicates withdrawal at commencement of Intervention 2. 

(Table 2 is reproduced from Table 6.1 in Goodridge 1995: 225). 

Table 2 shows that the total mean number of products per child in School A (= 
111.5), and in School B (= 81.5) were more than double the total mean number 
collected for the families in the same time interval (six months) before school 
entry. The total mean number of products for School C (= 26.0) was lower than 
those collected before school entry because the teacher had withdrawn after two 
months in the study. However, the comparisons should be treated with caution 
because, before school, the collection of products was dependent on families 
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retaining their children's writing. Collection of products from schools was more 
systematic because of permanent products in books which were the major sources 
of writing. 

Frequency of total connections across lessons in each new entrant 
classroom 

The frequency of the total connections was obtained by adding the number of 
times connections were made in exchanges with types of family writing activities, 
processes, themes and topics, and personal expertise of the child. The data for the 
total connections were presented by school and by teacher for each of the 15 
children in the first, second and third wave in five figures (Goodridge 1995: 289-
293). A visual inspection of the figures showed that, in general, teachers made 
connections through their interactions on the first day of the baseline phase. The 
visual inspection also showed an increasing trend of frequency of connections 
across the baseline phase in some classrooms, for example, Classroom 4. In 
general, the visual inspection suggested inconsistent effects of the interventions 
across both classrooms and schools. However, limited consistencies were 
detectable. In general, except in Classroom 4, the interventions had little, if any, 
noticeable effect. 

A limited statistical analysis was conducted. In general, this analysis supported the 
visual inspection. In order to tease out further the conditions for effective 
interventions, a close qualitative analysis was effected, using multiple data sources 
from schools, families and communities. 

The interventions 

In general, the teachers who were making more frequent and more effective 
connections and. better connections did so mainly because of the pedagogy they 
were using. Those teachers, for example, the teachers in Classroom 3 and 4, 
deliberately tried to link into the family activity systems which the families had 
described in Intervention 1. The teacher in Classroom 4 also tried to get the 
families to link into her activity systems for writing in shared writing activity 
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between the home and school in the interventions. She demonstrated that she 
recognized and used the child's home and the school as mutually defined planes 
for apprenticeship in writing and reading (Rogoff 1993). She used Interventions 
1 and 2 to good effect to get all the children to talk, write and read about their 
choices of writing activity. By questioning, she developed concepts about the 
ideas for writing and scaffolded their production of written text in school for 
further development. For example, Vascar took home his writing, which he had 
developed at school, and read it at home. Next day, his mother accompanied him 
to school to help him with printing his writing for publication. The teacher and 
Vascar's mother took turns in printing the text for classroom publication while 
Vascar illustrated it. Finally, that booklet was displayed in the classroom, and was 
used for shared reading by both Vascar and his teacher as well as by peers. In 
another example, the Classroom 4 teacher shared with a family meaningful and 
purposeful writing activities with a specific cultural focus, such as a traditional 
Samoan feast after a funeral service, and was able to tap into a Samoan child's 
own resources for building writing in effective ways. 

Subsequent to the production of this writing and reading in Intervention 2 in 
Classroom 4 in School B, the children produced other texts based on topics of 
interest. As demonstrated in the examples, the activity of producing reading 
booklets from shared writing at home and at school could be a solution to the 
problem of lack of appropriate reading books sent home from school for parents 
to hear their children read. 

In summary, it could be said that the Classroom 4 teacher, Mrs. Avis, was making 
more frequent and more effective connections than other teachers because of the 
pedagogy she was using. She deliberately tried to link into the family activity 
system and also tried to get the family to link into hers through shared writing 
activity between the home and school. While all the teachers held the view that 
there were stages of acquisition of skills and knowledge about writing (beginning 
with the conventions and narration) through which all children proceeded, Mrs. 
Avis incorporated in her activity system a broader sociocultural perspective of 
learning. She used the child's home and the school as mutually defined planes for 
apprenticeship in writing and reading (Rogoff 1993). She used the interventions 
to good effect to get all the children to talk, write and read about their choices of 
writing activity. 
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However, the high mean total connections were not sustained throughout the 
baseline phase or the Intervention 1 and 2 phases, even though they generally were 
higher than those in other classrooms. This may be appropriate as new children 
came into the classroom and as the teacher's initial scaffolds (like those of the 
other teachers) were gradually withdrawn. 

Over several weeks, a number of conditions in the classrooms contributed to how 
the interventions proceeded. In Classrooms 1, 2 and 3, one was the presence of 
relief and student teachers on different days. Another was the removal of children 
for peer writing in other classrooms. In Classroom 5, one condition was the 
scheduling for observation on some days when others visitors were observing. 

However, one dominant condition for the effective linking of children's emergent 
activity systems for writing with that of their teachers was the willingness of the 
teacher to value the children's expertise and collaborate with the families in co-
constructing what the children would learn to do after school entrance. 

Discussion 

There is a need for researchers, and practitioners to rediscover, formulate, and 
verify their theories (Wheldall and Glynn 1988, Schrag 1981: 276). Thus, 
Intervention 1 provided teachers with opportunities to check their theories and 
beliefs, experiment with the available (new) knowledge and theory, as well as 
novel modes of practice in their classroom. It provided basic ingredients for 
teachers to generate theories of instruction for children from diverse sociocultural 
settings. Evidence of the beginnings of this generative process was found initially 
in all of the classrooms when there was an increase in the connections that teachers 
made with children's writing at home. This was particularly true in Classroom 3 
in School A and Classroom 4 in School B. However, this generative process was 
not maintained. This posed some limitations on the success of Intervention 1. A 
co-constructivist explanation for this might be that teachers need continuous 
scaffolding in their own expertise development. 

Responses in the face-to-face interviews showed that all teachers had perceived 
themselves as competent and were concerned with the development of individual 
children. Thus, an assumption was made that, in Intervention 1, to leave the 
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portfolios with the teachers for about four weeks would facilitate teachers' 
continuation in making connections with the home writing in which they had 
shown interest generally, and that they would be competent to do so. However, 
studies have shown that teachers' own perception of their competencies might 
filter their perceptions of the need to take into account differences between 
children (Goodridge 1988). 

One reason for the limited effectiveness might have been teachers' ideas about 
what counted as appropriate writing and appropriate teaching. Just as in children's 
learning, there may be an optimal point on an instructional continuum of revealing 
and telling in teacher education (Cazden 1991). Thus, a weakness of Intervention 
1 might have been that teachers were not told directly to try to make connections 
with themes and topics the children wrote about at home. But that it was desirable 
for them to do so was implied by the intervention itself when parents and their 
children shared examples of writing at home. This, therefore, focuses attention on 
beliefs about the effectiveness of present classroom instruction. At issue here is 
whether there is a perceived need to build on children's out of school expertise as 
well as being able to 'see' that expertise. The second intervention was designed 
to increase the collaboration and provide more direct examples. Since a profile of 
any individual's learning and development is dynamic and changes (Rogoff 1993), 
then the home-school writing project in the second intervention was provided to 
ensure that both the teacher and the family had updated descriptions of what a 
child knew about writing, what each child could write independently and what 
each child was learning to write in shared activities. One strength of Intervention 
2 was that it promoted joint activity of teachers and families in constructing 
profiles periodically through home-school writing activities. This shared ongoing 
formative evaluation activity in writing and reading was effective in Classrooms 
3 and 4, and resulted in the production of reading texts. In fact, Intervention 2, 
as an ongoing evaluation tool, enabled the teacher in collaboration with the parent 
to key into children's zone of proximal development. 

Intervention 2 provided more than increased opportunities for the child to recount 
a personal experience in writing or to read what he or she had written at home and 
at school. The writing activities in Intervention 2 engaged children in reflecting 
about their contexts of learning and development. The component of the home-
school writing empowered children to think and make decisions about what to 
write and how to write it. 
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One further strength of Intervention 2 was that it allowed the teacher to rediscover 
and generate theory (eg Schrag 1981) on how to produce reading books that both 
the children and the parents could understand. This meant that children in School 
Community B in the New Entrant class became fully engaged in the practice of 
sending home books in the first year of schooling - a practice investigated by 
McNaughton, Parr, Timperley & Robinson (1992) and others. Sending books home 
had not been a practice in School B. 

Weaknesses in creating links in writing at home and at school were associated with 
the same school and institutional conditions, and teachers' beliefs discussed above 
for Intervention 1. More specifically for Intervention 2, teachers needed support 
services of a theoretical and practical nature, particularly in the beginning, to help 
them to guide parents into helping in the classroom (Glynn, Moore, Gold and 
Sheldon 1992, Goodridge 1993, McNaughton 1987). Guidelines had been given 
on how the help could occur, and the evidence suggests that the families and most 
of the teachers were able to follow the guidelines. But in the case of Vascar's 
mother in Classroom 4 whose formation of the letter 'K' was not perfect, a short 
course in printing for beginners might have been beneficial. Similarly, Cindy's 
parent in Classroom 3 in School B could have been invited in the school system 
to learn word processing skills to enskill her in teaching her daughter to produce 
the text on the computer, if a more skilled peer was not available to help. This 
would have helped the teacher in attending to other classroom responsibilities. The 
dynamics of classrooms make it very challenging for a teacher to switch from 
generic forms of instruction for large groups in order to address special 
developmental needs of individuals. 

In summary, the co-constructivist theoretical framework integrated and extended 
positive features of existing theories for investigating and understanding learning, 
teaching and development of individuals in diverse community settings. From this 
perspective, an analysis of the activity systems for writing in the findings showed 
that conditions for effective instruction in writing included teacher beliefs and 
classroom organization. Conditions for effective instruction also included the 
degree to which there was an optimal match of writing activity systems at home 
and at school, the extent to which teachers expanded and used particular 
knowledge which families shared and the extent to which children's emergent 
writing expertise was fostered through home and school partnership in education. 
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The interventions to create and enhance home-school partnership in order to 
develop children's writing expertise were designed and implemented within the co-
constructivist theoretical framework. In general, the findings suggest that the 
interventions are an effective educational procedure for developing children's 
writing expertise and for the development of reading texts which are meaningful 
for individuals in their sociocultural groups as well as for the wider community. 
But teachers often look to researchers to justify current trends and practices 
(Stanovich 1992). They look to others to affirm and support ideas or theories they 
were developing and implementing in their classrooms. Therefore, the findings in 
the present study warrant further research. Development is a dynamic process 
(Rogoff 1993). Thus, any conceptualization and implementation of projects such 
as the interventions need to be responsive to the developing sociocultural needs of 
the children and their families, the teachers, school communities and educational 
system (Goodridge 1986). 

In conclusion, the interventions were responsive to the current educational reform 
movement in the system and were supported by sound principles, as discussed 
earlier. But teachers need to know that an educational system will respond 
positively and supportively to their valuing of parent involvement in classroom 
instruction, and to their efforts in compiling portfolios and profiles of children's 
development. Recommendations are made, therefore, to that effect (Goodridge 
1995: 358-380). Indeed, interventions aimed at supporting teachers in 
implementing procedures which are effective for linking systems of learning and 
development are relevant generally to educators in any sociocultural setting. 
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