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Many dyslexic children learn to read and write given appropriate early intervention. 
Assessment and intervention are individually based, but problems exist relating to the 
detection and definition of dyslexia. This study arose from the question of whether or not 
mainstream literacy teaching could learn from a successful intervention programme, with 
the premise that if important elements could be included in mainstream teaching, 
dyslexic children may have a greater chance of developing literacy skills without falling 
behind. 

To address the question, the study looked in detail at mainstream literacy teaching in 
one reception class in terms of the literacy development opportunities for young children. 
It looked at how six children, three with apparently strong Baseline Assessment scores in 
early literacy skills and three with weaker scores, coped with the literacy learning 
opportunities and how their literacy skills developed, taking into account home support 
and opinion. The study, adopting a socio-cultural perspective, used neo-Vygotskian 
constructs to examine the interaction between the literacy learning opportunities and the 
learners. The same constructs were used in the analysis of a literacy remediation 
programme, SIDNEY, which shows success, at least in the short term, with young 
children in year one at risk of literacy difficulties. 
The main findings are that children's literacy development potential in the short term 

cannot be easily predicted from school entry assessment. Their progress in class depends 
on complex relationships between many factors. An important factor appears to be the 
level of their close involvement in problem solving, their close interaction with the 
literacy development opportunities within their zones of proximal development. Rates of 
progress may be partly masked by how well a child fits into the ethos of the classroom. 
The analysis of SIDNEY identified a pattern of teaching and learning in which the 

children had a higher rate of active cognitive involvement in the problem solving, and in 
which a clear process of handover leading to appropriation could be seen. Short periods 
of closer involvement with a small group in reception led to some children, previously 
falling behind, overtaking some others in the class. The conclusion attempts to isolate 
and describe the model of interactive teaching that appears to be an important factor in 
successful learning, both in the SIDNEY programme and in the most successful elements 
of the mainstream literacy teaching. 
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Foreword 

A personal note 

Several years ago, an educational psychologist diagnosed one of my children, aged eight 

years, as dyslexic. We had had two years of upset and concern, fuelled by his own 

worries that he was finding it very difficult to learn to read and write, in spite of his 

obvious abilities compared to his peers in all other areas of development and 

performance. He began a two-year programme, later extended to three years, with a 

dyslexia specialist twice weekly, supported by short daily periods of work at home. He 

made good progress and by the time he was eleven years old, his reading age had gone 

from over a year below to a year above his chronological age, though his spelling remains 

weaker. The increases in his confidence and self-esteem were immeasurable. 

I was intrigued. As the parent most often working with him on his programme, I was 

surprised to find that he appeared simply to be learning what, to the best of my 

knowledge, was taught in the very early years at school. His pre-school preparation for 

literacy had been good. He had easy access to a wide range of children's books, pencil 

and paper activities and stories read by an adult as a daily routine, in a house where 

books were stacked in every room except the bathroom. He particularly enjoyed handling 

books and sharing stories, and could confidently re-tell stories with detail. Before starting 

school, he knew most of the alphabetic sounds and could form many of the letters. He 

observed and took part in adult related literacy activities. Once at school, as parents we 

added his shared reading of the school reading books and sets of words to his daily 

routine of stories. 

I was interested to find out what it was about the dyslexia teaching and learning that 

appeared to make it so much more effective for such children than the mainstream 

literacy teaching. I was interested to know why the mainstream appeared to work so 

much better for some children than for others. The specialist programme did have some 

obvious benefits in that it was one to one and multi-sensory in delivery. But it was one to 
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one for only reasonably short periods, some of which were already offered prior to the 

programme. These included reading practise and word learning one to one with a parent 

each evening plus some one to one time in school, usually twice weekly, reading with a 

teacher. The value of working in a multi-sensory way did not escape me, having worked 

with young children for some time. It is a method widely used with pre-school children. I 

wondered whether there was something of value worth investigating that may have a 

place in teaching all young children at school and so prevent some of the falling behind 

and loss of self esteem. 

Several years later as the opportunity arose to carry out the study, it became apparent that 

schools in some areas had begun to routinely assess some, or in some schools all, 

children at the end of reception for signs of risk factors that could lead to literacy 

difficulties. Those most at risk in some schools, particularly in Hampshire, were offered a 

remedial programme, SIDNEY, lasting about fifteen weeks. According to the evaluation 

of the pilot of the programme, it led to a high proportion of children being able to spell 

consonant-vowel-consonant (CVC) words by the end of the programme. It appeared to 

show some success in teaching children skills in a relatively short space of time that they 

had failed to gain in reception. Again, it raised questions for me about why the 'at risk' 

children had failed to absorb the skills and information in reception, but were apparently 

capable of doing so using the SIDNEY programme. Could part of this programme inform 

and usefully be applied to reception teaching before children had the chance to 

experience even minimal failure? 
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Part 1 Introduction to the Study 

Chapter 1 Introduction 

The context 

The context in which literacy is taught in schools has changed dramatically in recent 

years. In September 1998, the National Literacy Strategy (NLS) (Department for 

Education and Employment 1998) was introduced in primary schools in Great Britain in 

a climate of concern surrounding British children's literacy levels compared to those in 

other countries (Brookes, Pugh and Schagen 1996). The aim of the NLS was to raise 

standards of literacy. A national target was set for eighty per cent of all eleven year olds 

to achieve a reading and spelling age at least equivalent to their chronological age by the 

year 2002, a level that should enable the children to cope adequately with the secondary 

school curriculum. This was to be measured by the government set Standard Attainment 

Tests (SATS). The NLS emphasised whole class teaching, with a tight structure of one 

hour split into four blocks of teaching, one of which was independent work for twenty 

minutes. It stressed a three pronged approach to literacy: word level work including 

phonics, sentence work and text level work. The National Literacy Project, in which the 

NLS was piloted, was evaluated by the National Foundation for Educational Research 

(NFER 1998) and by Her Majesty's Inspectors of Schools (HMI 1998). Both reported 

improved scores in literacy tests, though children with special educational needs made 

less progress. 

Alongside these changes, new guidelines were published for the teaching of children 

from the ages of three to five, initially in the Desirable Learning Outcomes (DLO) 

(Department for Education and Employment 1996) and later replaced by the Early 

Learning Goals (ELG) (DfEE 1999). Requirements were also set out for the Baseline 

Assessment of young children on starting school. The ELGs identified a 'new' stage of 

education, referred to as the Foundation stage, extending from age three years to the end 

of the reception year, by which time children range in age from just five to almost six 

years. One element in the ELGs is Language and Literacy, stated to be in line with the 



objectives for reception year teaching set out in the NLS. However, the methods of 

teaching implied in the ELGs and the NLS are quite different. Reception teachers now 

face the difficuh task of meeting the requirements of both with young children who, by 

the end of reception, should be ready to cope with the objectives set out in the NLS for 

year one children. 

The context for dyslexic children in schools has also changed. The condition, though still 

widely misunderstood and still providing anecdotal evidence of scepticism amongst some 

teachers, can be tested for at an early age, for example, using the Dyslexia Early 

Screening Test, DEST, for children from four and a half years, devised by Nicolson and 

Fawcett (1995). Remedial help to some degree or other can be offered. The danger is that 

the 'problem' is seen as having been 'solved', further marginalising less severe though 

average to high ability dyslexics whose condition may not be noticed, assessed and 

properly supported. OFSTED (1999), in the report on Pupils with Specific Learning 

Difficulties in Mainstream Schools concluded that most dyslexic pupils were making 

satisfactory or better progress in their work. The accuracy and reliability of the 

assessments and the effectiveness of intervention programmes, however, still require 

further investigation themselves. For example Dear (1999) included a report from a 

Special Educational Needs Co-ordinator who noted that high ability dyslexics sometimes 

showed a result of a 'low-risk' of dyslexia when tested at the end of reception using 

DEST, but whose condition was quite apparent using a different test at age eight. The 

situation is clearly better for some dyslexic children, but the difficulties are far from 

solved. 

The study 

The purpose of this study was to examine the teaching and learning of literacy in a 

reception class and in particular to consider how six learners fared in terms of their 

literacy development. Alongside this, the interface between teacher and learners in the 

SIDNEY remedial programme was examined with the aim of better understanding the 



factors that contribute to its apparent success. The question of how it differed to 

reception literacy teaching was considered. 

The study was carried out in one reception class in a primary school in a small town from 

January to April 2000. The class had thirty pupils, one full-time teacher, two part-time 

classroom assistants and several regular parent helpers. The literacy hour was conducted 

first thing each morning. For the independent work, children were grouped according to 

ability. The SIDNEY programme teaching took place in the same school with one 

Special Needs Assistant teaching two year one pupils at a time. 



Chapter 2 Review of the Literature 

The Development of Early Literacy 

Before considering how and why a particular programme achieves a certain success in 

helping children along the road to literacy and how, if at all, it could inform mainstream 

early literacy teaching, I first consider how children develop the skills of reading and 

writing, and the factors influencing their development. There has long been a debate 

amongst those involved in researching or teaching children's literacy development about 

the relative importance of 'bottom up' using phonics and 'top down' using whole 

language approaches to teaching children to read and write. Over the years, the debate 

has led to strong feelings on both sides, with proponents of each perspective arguing 

vociferously that without the influence of their approach, children would not learn to 

read and write adequately. 

The psycho-linguistic approach to literacy is based on the belief that, just as children 

acquire language by being immersed in their home language, so children will acquire 

literacy skills by being surrounded by literacy and by sharing books and stories with 

skilled readers. The apprenticeship approach to reading (for example, Waterland 1988) 

and some of the writings from the emergent literacy perspective (for example, Teale and 

Sulzby 1986) are based on these views. Frank Smith (for example Smith, 1973) and 

Kenneth and Yetta Goodman (for example Goodman 1986) are most frequently 

associated with these views and have been influential in teacher education. The emergent 

literacy and psycho-linguistic approaches see children as active, competent learners who 

are adept at making meanings from the complex world around them. Children make 

sense of being bom into a literate society and, by exposure to the purposes of literacy, 

make sense of the processes of reading and writing. Teale and Sulzby (1986), for 

example, state that literacy is not simply a cognitive skill, but a 'complex 

sociopsycholinguistic activity' (page 2) in which the focus for research is the child's 

perspective. The approach has been criticised for ignoring the central role of word 

recognition in learning to read (Stanovich 1980). Doubt has also been cast on the idea 



that as competent, active learners, children should learn to read by reading, by being 

exposed to 'real' books, when clearly some children do not (see for example Beard and 

Oakhill 1994). 

At the other end of the spectrum there has been an emphasis on teaching reading and 

writing in a stilted, strictly controlled manner, teaching phonics first and relying on 

simple, restricted 'reading' books which used a tightly controlled, repetitive vocabulary 

of mainly short words and sentences. Children were similarly encouraged to base writing 

on simple, short words as they were learnt, or copying from a model. Such approaches 

have been heavily criticised for denying children's ability to make sense of their world, to 

enquire and learn in multi-faceted ways. It has been criticised for being restrictive, 

teaching children to read and write language that is unexciting and unnatural and which 

loses the importance of meaning and message. 

In the last decade, there has been a distinct shift towards a balance between these two 

perspectives as a clearer understanding emerges of the processes involved in learning to 

read and write. Frith's research (1985) gave a model of children's literacy development 

as occurring in three phases moving from the logographic (recognising whole word 

shapes) through the alphabetic (grapheme-phoneme correspondences are learnt) to the 

orthographic (automatic recognition of sound-spelling pattern correspondences, syntax 

and semantics). The development of reading and writing support each other in different 

ways at different stages. The interdependent and connected nature of literacy 

development is highlighted and further emphasised by Adams (1990) in her extensive 

review of research relating to learning to read and, to some extent, write. 

The parts of the reading system must grow together... In order for the connections 

and even the connected parts themselves to develop properly, they must be 

developed conjointly. They must be linked together in the very course of 

acquisition. And, importantly, this dependency works in both directions. One 

cannot properly develop the higher-order processes without due attention to the 
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lower. Nor can one focus on the lower-order processes without constantly 

clarifying and exercising their connections to the higher order. (Adams 1990, 

page 6). 

In the very early years of a child's life, research by Hall (1987), Weinberger (1996) and 

Ehri (1995) has demonstrated the importance of a child's access to a literary 

environment, and of seeing adults as role models and collaborators in the use of literacy. 

For children to develop a sense of themselves as belonging to a literate culture, they need 

to see people using literature with purpose and pleasure. For children to see themselves 

as having a part to play in becoming literate, they need to share literary experiences with 

adults, and have access to literacy tools and equipment for their own purposes. These 

might be for use in their role-play, for communicating using drawings, symbols and 

'pretend' writing, for browsing and enjoying. Weinberger (1996), in her research 

monitoring children's literacy development at three, five and seven years of age, found 

that 

Children reading well are those whose literacy was resourced at home, allowing 

them experience of favourite books, whose parents read stories to them, and 

maybe as a consequence, these children chose to look at books in nursery. The 

children saw their parents read at home, and the parents themselves had some 

idea about literacy teaching in school (Weinberger 1996, page 151). 

She adopts a neo-Vygotskian approach in some of her analysis, emphasising the socio-

cultural nature of becoming literate. 

Children can learn a great deal about literacy from having books read to them, 

with adults providing a 'scaffold', where the adult supports the child's current 

abilities and provides help for them to move on to the next stage (Weinberger 

1996, page 9). 



She suggests, for example, that re-reading favourite books to a child leads to the text and 

story being committed to memory, which leads the child to try to decipher the text 

themselves later, using the pictures to help. 

While the emergent literacy perspective has much to offer in understanding very young 

children's literacy development and may explain how some children learn to read and 

write in their pre-school years without formal instruction, it alone is insufficient to 

explain the process. It fails to explain why, amongst children from the same family or 

similar environments, some learn to read and write easily whilst others struggle. Ehri 

(1995) cites evidence that learners must acquire and apply knowledge of the alphabetic 

system if mature sight-reading is to develop. Whilst the 'whole language' approach, in 

which some attention may be paid to letter-sound relationships usually for initial and end 

sounds, allows children to practise many of the processes needed for successful literacy 

development, it does not provide the whole picture. 'Studies indicate that students who 

fall behind in learning to read often do so because they have not acquired sufficient, 

working knowledge of the alphabetic system' (Ehri 1995, page 9). Adam's work (1990) 

echoes the point. 'Studies suggest that, among broad classes of programmes, those that 

include systematic phonic instruction generally give young readers an edge in spelling 

and word recognition skills' (Adams 1990, page 7). 

Although the meaning of the text is of prime importance and the aim for reading and 

writing must surely be to communicate meaning, access to the meaning of a text is 

dependent on what Adams describes as the 'lower-order' skills of decoding effortlessly. 

Only then can 'active attention' be paid to understanding the meaning. But the lower-

order skills of decoding need to be learnt before they can become effortless. Smith's 

research (1994) studied the effectiveness of using a child's own compositions, scribed, 

typed and bound by an adult, as a resource for the child's own learning to spell and read. 

Its success emphasised the importance of the child being presented with the 'whole' 

before attempting to decode. The child already had a good idea of the overall message 



and content of the book. The language was that of the child and, as Donaldson (1993) 

points out, this is very effective in helping the child to decode the words. 

Dombey and Moustafa (1998) draw together the most recent research on the learning 

and teaching of reading. It shows that children learn more readily how to break words 

down rather than build them up. They emphasise therefore an analytic approach to 

phonics rather than synthetic. As children tend to look through utterances to meanings, 

there is a need to begin in the context of whole text work when introducing phonics. The 

review of the research is convincing and the conclusions Dombey and Moustafa draw are 

logical. Analysis may be learned more rapidly than synthesis and the context of the 

'whole' is always important, but in my opinion analysis may draw less than synthesis on 

the growing reserves of skill and knowledge, although it provides the underpinning 

understanding. By gradually incorporating synthesis at the same time, the child is more 

actively involved in using current learning to create new learning and understanding. 

To understand the complexity and connected nature of the process of literacy acquisition, 

Adams draws upon the connectionist theory of learning. It suggests that as people learn, 

they gradually build up more complex mind images of objects, events and knowledge, 

drawing on all the associated things surrounding each encounter to build up ideas of 

purpose, function and characteristics. To make such information more manageable, we 

use labels, which Adams refers to as 'conceptual organisers' (Adams 1990, page 200). 

We use labels to group, sub-divide and refine in our acquisition of concepts. Learning 

comes from activating the 'input' of knowledge that we have to date and creating or 

strengthening associations by re-encountering, remembering or reflecting. 

In my opinion, the theory offers a useful bridge between learning theories based on 

individual psychology and those more sociological or ethnographic in origin in which the 

environment plays an important part. Some children will be better at managing the 

information input, in making the connections and in recalling, retrieving and sorting the 

encounters. However, of importance from the child's environment is the number of 



occasions on which reflections, revisiting and new associations can be made to cement 

the connections and allow learning to take place. What are new, relatively 'unconnected' 

concepts for some children will be more familiar, revisited and 'connected' concepts for 

others. Ideas, concepts and knowledge, however systematically introduced, will always 

be taken up at different levels or rates by individuals, depending on how the ideas fit into 

the system of connections established to date. By making explicit the important, 

fiindamental concepts, which Edwards and Mercer (1987) call 'principled knowledge', 

teachers can assist children in making useful, sensible connections. 

Longitudinal studies show that there is a significant relationship between children's early 

phonological skills and reading development (Bradley and Bryant 1983, Bryant and 

Bradley 1985). Snowling (1996) reviews research into the teaching of reading in the light 

of more recent theoretical developments. She draws attention to the work of Treiman 

(1983) and Goswami and Bryant (1990) for clarifying young children's phonological 

awareness in terms of rhyme, alliteration, and onset and rime as an intermediate level 

between syllable and phoneme, and the use of these in learning to read. Bradley and 

Bryant (1985) and Goswami (1999) have shown that children's awareness of alliteration 

and rhyme are good predictors of later reading success, and that these skills can be 

developed in young children. Snowling (1996) points out that while children need to 

become aware of the alphabetic principle if they are to learn to read, learning via 'larger 

phonological 'chunks' reduces the memory load involved when phonological segments 

have to be synthesised to form pronunciations' {^novAing 1990, page 141). Equally 

important is the fact that in English, larger units have 'a greater degree of orthographic 

regularity' ihsLn at the level of the phoneme (Snowling 1990, page 141). 

Snowling draws the conclusion from the available evidence that phonological awareness 

training combined with reading using 'real' books and work on phoneme-grapheme 

correspondence together offer the best base for children in developing reading skills. 

Such an approach seems to me to make explicit the connections between spoken 

language, the way in which the meaning is sub-divided into words and smaller units, and 
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the way in which this is systematically represented in written language, which in turn is 

capable of being decoded. While some children, it appears, are capable of making such 

connections for themselves without being specifically 'taught', others clearly are not. 

Whilst it is true that most children learn to read proficiently regardless of how 

they are taught, the choice of teaching method is crucial for the child 'at risk' of 

reading failure or indeed who already has reading difficulties (Snowling 1996, 

page 139). 

It is evident from research that the formation of these connections may similarly be 

assisted by encouraging children's emergent writing, where symbols are gradually 

replaced by graphemes, invented and phonetically plausible spellings. Snowling (1996) 

suggests that the effect of encouraging emergent writing on reading progress may be 

based on the fact that it forces children to think about print. Similarly, Adams (1990) 

reports on research into independent invented spellings. She concludes that 

The evidence that invented spelling activity simultaneously develops phonemic 

awareness and promotes understanding of the alphabetic principle is extremely 

promising especially in view of the difficulty with which children are found to 

acquire these insights through other methods of teaching. Equally inspiring are 

the reports that early writing activities promote children's interest in learning 

about what words say and how they are spelled (Adams 1990, page 387). 

As children's phonic knowledge and confidence begin to develop Adams advocates 

gradually more emphasis on correct spelling. 

Connecting sounds and letters is something that Tizard's research across thirty-three 

London infant schools shows has a long-term impact on the rate of a child's literacy 

development (Tizard 1993, Tizard et al 1988). Children who began school already 

knowing some or all of the phoneme-grapheme correspondences went on to be the most 
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able readers at seven and eleven years. The research also drew attention to the influence 

of parental help in teaching a child before beginning school, of teachers' expectations 

and of the positive impact of explicit literacy teaching in reception classes. Such 

research, together with the extensive review of research carried out by Adams (1990) and 

Snowling (1996), indicate that the notion of children gradually and naturally developing 

literacy by being immersed in a literate culture is only part of the story. Explicit teaching 

and learning, whether carried out by a formal teacher or informally by parents or pre-

school practitioners, have an influential role to play. Teale and Sulzby's findings (1989) 

led them to state that children learn through active engagement and trying to work out 

how language works. They learn about literacy through interactions with a carer, parent, 

or siblings around print. This doesn't however provide the more detailed knowledge 

about the most effective types of interaction. Tizard, Adams, Snowling, Bryant and 

Goswami do offer us some insight into what is effective. The teaching and learning is 

particularly effective if based on phonological awareness, phoneme-grapheme 

correspondence, attempts to make connections between spoken and written language, 

and if presented in a context of literacy for a purpose, including pleasure, linked to 

meaningful, relevant text. 

The research evidence has told us something of the objectives for the interaction. There 

is a need to investigate further the nature of the interactions themselves that best help 

achieve the objectives. The work of Lev Vygotsky and that of the socio-culturalists or 

neo-Vygotskians offer a perspective that focuses on interaction and its role in learning. It 

is based on Vygotsky's belief that language and thought are inextricably linked and 

developed out of the social nature of human relationships and the need to communicate. 

An example of this proposed by Vygotsky and later developed by others was the notion 

that social interaction between an adult and child could develop the child's intellectual 

abilities (see for example Wertsch and Tulviste 1996, Rogoff 1990, Schaffer 1996). 

Czemiewska's work (1992), from large-scale research based on the British National 

Literacy Project and her direction of an adult literacy project in New York, points to 
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literacy as a social process. The child is seen as actively developing and redeveloping 

ideas about literacy from experiences and environment. She draws on the work of Heath 

(1983) to illustrate how conceptions of literacy vary between cultures, even within the 

same country, and how these conceptions affect a child's literacy development. Particular 

types of writing and reading are more highly valued in school than others. 

Literacy is not a static concept, its definition varies over time and between 

cultures... Teachers of literacy always need to be asking themselves about the 

view of literacy they are promoting. Does the view support or conflict with the 

literacy practices of the child's home culture? (Czemie wska1992, page76). 

Vygotsky, in Thinking and Speech (1987), addressed this issue of the 'situational 

specificity of mental functioning' (y^trisch and Tulviste 1996, page 65). He offered an 

analysis of not only how conceptual thinking develops through interaction, but also how 

the interaction and thus development are socio-culturally specific, with regard to both the 

setting and the manner of the interaction. It seems that many factors contribute to literacy 

development including a child's socio-cultural background, individual profile of 

strengths, weaknesses and interests and the teaching received. The Vygotskian 

perspective provides constructs that could usefully be applied to an analysis of children's 

literacy development, particularly in examining the nature of the interaction between 

teacher and learner and in taking into account both the social and individual factors that 

influence development. It was by adopting these constructs (explained more fully in 

Methods of Data Analysis page 42) that I attempted to address such issues in this study. 

Throughout the review of the literature on early literacy, it has been evident that 

whatever perspective is adopted or however balanced a position is maintained in 

reviewing the evidence, some children learn to read and write far more readily and 

rapidly than others. It is to a specific group of people who find literacy more difficult to 

acquire that I now turn attention. 
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Dyslexia: 

Definitions 

Definitions of dyslexia have been the subject of debate and disagreement for some time 

(Hammill, 1990). Consequently, the detection and incidence of dyslexia have also been 

debated widely (Miles and Miles, 1999). Nevertheless, amongst those who study and 

teach dyslexics, there is now widespread agreement about remediation: in the words of 

Fawcett (1994), 'Do it well, do it early' (page xvi). The specifics of remediation and the 

notion of prevention have been held up by difficulties in definition, in establishing 

underlying causal links and so establishing precise methods of identification. 

The definition used is often linked to the definer's perspective on the nature of the 

problem, whether it be language based, a reading and spelling problem, a visual 

perception difficulty, and so on. A synthesis of these varying approaches recently has led 

to a more encompassing definition: 

Dyslexia is a complex neurological condition which is constitutional in origin. 

The symptoms may affect many areas of learning and function, and may be 

described as a specific difficulty in reading, spelling and written language. One 

or more of these areas may be affected. Numeracy, notational skills (music), 

motor function and organisational skills may also be involved. However, it is 

particularly related to mastering written language, although oral language may 

be affected to some degree (Crisfield 1996 in Ott 1997, page 4). 

Here is a move away from the original concentration on problems with reading and 

spelling to a definition which sees these as part symptoms, not the nature of the problem 

itself, a stance I find useful. It seems illogical that, once reading and writing are required 

skills, something occurs in the child that did not previously exist. It seems more likely 

that it simply lay undetected. 
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Fawcett and Nicholson's (1999) recent work on the role of the cerebellum in dyslexia 

and the research on the genetic and neurological base of dyslexia confirm the view that it 

is a syndrome in existence in children irrespective of reading and writing. These are 

merely symptoms, though important and central. There are other related symptoms linked 

to motor skill, sequencing, language difficulties, auditory and visual perception to name 

but a few (Ott 1997). Fawcett and Nicholson (1999) concede that the research into the 

role of the cerebellum is currently speculative. Other researchers would see the cause of 

dyslexia as being based in a phonological deficit (Rack 1994), a difficulty in 

automatisation (Yap and van der Leij 1994), or impairment in temporal aspects of 

sensory and motor performance (Lovegrove 1994, Stein 1994). 

Bryant and Bradley (1985) have seen dyslexia not as a distinct deficit, but rather as a set 

of difficulties along a continuum. The continuum runs from ease to difficulty in learning 

to read and write and in language development. They cite many examples of research 

pointing to dyslexic children's varied difficulties in fact being similar to those of children 

matched for reading level rather than chronological age. They do point to difficulties in 

phonological awareness and ability to use all available strategies for reading and writing, 

but claim that these are part of the same process through which other emergent readers 

go. Difficulties for Bryant and Bradley do not equate to specific deficits; the differences 

are quantitative not qualitative. 

Bryant and Bradley's work does give useful insights into the possible prevention of some 

of the symptoms associated with dyslexia. It does not, however, give an adequate 

explanation for all that is known about dyslexia. Neuropsychological findings (Pavlidis 

1990a and b) support the idea of dyslexia being a specific syndrome, though complex and 

difficult to define. The basis for dyslexia being a specific difficulty is that it persists into 

adulthood (although remediation can be very effective in coping with and reducing 

symptoms), it shows distinctive and persistent mistakes in reading and spelling, has 

familial incidence and is more often seen in males (Pumfrey and Reason 1991). 
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As Quin and Macauslin (1986) point out, it is often the observer's restricted view, based 

on professional training and experience that leads to a particular interpretation. Pumfey 

and Reason take it further. 'An adequate understanding of aetiology, prognosis and the 

effects of interventions on children's reading difficulties is unlikely to derive from the 

effort of any one group of specialists' (Pumfrey and Reason 1991, page 8). The complex 

nature of dyslexia and the argument about definitions and cause have led to some 

professionals, especially those relating day-to-day with dyslexic children, to say that the 

arguments are irrelevant. The focus should instead shift to effective remediation, a stance 

Pumfrey and Reason (1991) outline, but with which they disagree. The approach has, 

however, been influential in public policy. In my opinion, research into the underlying 

cause and nature of dyslexia, balanced by comparisons with non-dyslexic children, must 

be pursued if the condition is to be adequately understood and fully accepted. Alongside 

this, research by educationalists into effective remediation should continue to ensure that 

the best possible help, based on current levels of understanding, is available to those who 

need it. 

The 1981 Education Act and later the Code of Practice for Children with Special 

Educational Needs (Department of Education 1994) moved away from the use of specific 

categories of handicap. Instead of concentrating on matching a child to a label with a 

clear definition, children were to be considered individually in terms of their educational 

needs. If these were substantially different along a continuum of need to the majority of 

their peers, resulting in learning being more difficult, special measures should be taken. 

Issues then surround diagnosing the child's learning difficulties and how best to alleviate 

or support them. Resources are needed for this. The issue of allocation of funds comes 

into focus and, at this point, policy again meets theoretical debate. How are limited 

resources for diagnosis and extra support to be made? On the basis of severity of 

difficulty, or potential improvement? On the basis of 'willing but not able' as opposed to 

'able but not willing'? On the basis of meeting targets, perhaps by concentrating on 

children just below a certain level of performance rather than those in a wider spectrum, 

regardless of potential? It is noteworthy that legally dyslexia exists, can be identified and 
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special provision should be made (Chasty and Friel 1991), with the possibilities of 

litigation having arisen. In an educational climate of literacy targets, performance league 

tables, 'value-added' and local school management, issues surrounding detection and 

remediation of pupils with dyslexia have been heightened. 

Detection 

Pumfrey and Reason (1991) offer an indicative list of the range of assessment methods 

linked to teaching of literacy skills currently used to detect dyslexia. Twenty-three are 

listed. Other methods have since been added including the two most used in schools in 

Hampshire. The first of these is the Dyslexia Early Screening Test (DEST) for 4.6 to 6.5 

year olds or Dyslexia Screening Test for 6.6 to 11 year olds (Nicolson and Fawcett 1995). 

The second is the Cognitive Profiling System (CoPSl) for 4 to 8 year olds written by 

Singleton and colleagues at the University of Hull (Singleton et al 1996). 

Given the research available on the social and emotional effects of undetected dyslexia 

(Riddick 1996), the importance of early detection has been stressed. The newer tests aim 

to provide early screening in a form that would be relatively cheap and easy to 

administer. Early detection has not been without problems, however, and this again links 

back to theory, definition and causal debate. If one concentrates on dyslexia as a 

difficulty primarily with literacy, one has to 'wait' to some extent for the child to 

demonstrate some level of failure. It is the mildly dyslexic pupil who is most likely to go 

undetected for the longest period of time, scraping through, underachieving and possibly 

falling relatively further behind, adopting evasive and concealing strategies. Riddick 

(1996) investigated the social and emotional effects of this struggle on the individual and 

highlighted patterns that many people involved in teaching and parenting children in this 

category would recognise. 
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Bryant and Bradley (1985) and Goswami and Bryant (1990) make a strong case for a link 

between phonological awareness and later reading success or difficulty. Phonological 

awareness includes early sensitivity to rhyme and alliteration, onset and rime and the 

ability to detect initial sounds in words and syllables. They suggest that difficulties can 

be prevented by the provision of opportunities to develop phonological skills in the pre-

school years, though evidence that a lack of such skills can be used to reliably detect later 

literacy difficulties was less conclusive. 

Weinberger (1996) found that the children who developed literacy difficulties by the age 

of 7 years had been those who knew fewer nursery rhymes at 3 years. They had lower 

vocabulary scores, were less likely to have had a 'favourite book' by 3 years, and less 

likely to choose to look at books at nursery. Weinberger makes a case for prevention 

being an issue for partnership between parents and early years educators. The child's 

social and cultural literacy environment was an important factor in later success or 

difficulty. The notion of 'family literacy difficulties' 1996, page 121) was 

also noted, whereby parents who had had problems vwth literacy also had children who 

experienced difficulties. Questions of why the difficulties had occurred, how they were 

being passed on, or any links with dyslexia were not within the scope of the research, but 

it does give some support to the idea that a pre-school child's skills and experiences can 

provide indicators of likely difficulties. These must be looked at in the social and cultural 

context of the family. The DEST and CoPSl go some way towards detecting literacy 

difficulties before children experience failure, but do not take into account social and 

cultural factors, which would also need to be addressed if remediation was to be as 

successfiil as possible. 

The Baseline Assessment carried out in reception classes since 1998 gives a snapshot of a 

child's performance on the day(s) of the assessment in the first half-term at school. Many 

different schemes for Baseline Assessment (BA) exist, based on government guidelines 

on what should be included (Schools Curriculum and Assessment Authority1997). The 

use of BA is limited in that it is given at a time when children are adjusting to a new 
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situation in the first half-term at school, rather than in a more familiar environment (at 

home or towards the end of pre-school may be better). Children being assessed vary in 

age from just over four to just over five years, a very wide age range in the early years. 

Given its limitations, it can however begin to offer some indicators of areas in which 

children may experience difficulties or weaknesses. It would do so more accurately if 

some of the shortcomings noted above could be solved, particularly timing and location. 

These, together with a family history, could be used to provide teachers with questions to 

raise about a child's learning needs, or at least which areas required further investigation. 

It covers many of the areas mentioned above, difficulties with which are linked to 

dyslexia, for example phonological awareness, speaking and listening skills, recognition 

of letter shapes, motor skills. They are not the same as the sub-tests used by the DEST or 

CoPSl, but can provide indicators. The Baseline Assessment in Hampshire includes a 

brief family history, asking for details of any specific learning difficulties. I am not 

suggesting that the Baseline Assessment should be used in place of an early screening test 

for dyslexia, but it might highlight potential problems if used in conjunction with 

knowledge about a child's family background and pre-school experiences. 

Incidence 

Miles and Miles (1990) state that incidence of dyslexia cannot be measured because of 

the absence of consistent selection criteria, again returning to the debate about definition. 

However, attempts have been made at estimating the incidence. The 1994 Code of 

Practice states that only two per cent of children have special educational needs. 

Lawrence and Carter (1999) quote figures from recent research and statistics as being 

two to four per cent of the population severely dyslexic and six per cent mildly or 

moderately affected. They also indicate a ratio of four to one incidence of dyslexia in 

males compared to females. The British Dyslexia Association (EDA) estimated that ten 

per cent of children have some degree of difficulty (Crisfield 1996). 

18 



Remediation 

A wide range of remediation programmes is available. Pumfrey and Reason (1991) listed 

twenty specialised approaches to which others have since been added. Despite the 

variety, there are distinct similarities in the approaches, most concentrating on phonics, 

and being multi-sensory, highly structured, detailed and systematic. They also appear to 

have many features in common with mainstream teaching of literacy. 'The important 

differences appear to be in the degree of structure, detail, assessment, systematic 

teaching, record-keeping and overlearning that characterise the specialised approaches 

for pupils with SpLD' (Pumfrey and Reason 1991, page 118). It would be useful to 

investigate further the common factors between the specialist programme and 

mainstream teaching of literacy, particularly to see if aspects of a successful remediation 

programme could usefully be incorporated into the classroom. This study aims to begin 

that process. Not only could this give a better start for mild to moderate dyslexics, who 

are most likely to remain unsupported and initially undetected if a very basic level of 

literacy can be achieved regardless of 'intelligence', but may also benefit the teaching of 

literacy to all children. 

Of the newer remediation programmes, SIDNEY, featured in this study, was piloted in 

1995/6 in nine schools in Hampshire. Since 1996, it has been policy to offer the SIDNEY 

programme to all infant and primary schools in Hampshire. It is a multi-sensory, 

structured programme that aims to develop early reading and writing skills in five to 

seven year olds. It was designed for use by special needs assistants, working one to one 

with a child for fifteen minutes a day for about fifteen weeks, and includes very detailed 

teaching instructions. It has two elements; the phonological route to develop auditory 

awareness of words, syllables, phonemes, onset and rime, and blending; and the core 

route, which uses an alphabet 'rainbow' of plastic letters to teach phoneme/grapheme 

correspondence, blends, and onset and rime. The rainbow is always visible and letters are 

taken from and returned to their position in the alphabet. The emphasis is on systematic 

skill development and constant revision of previously mastered material. The course 
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book recommends a pre- and post-programme spelling test of CVC words (the children 

are not specifically taught how to spell these words) to monitor its success. Evaluation of 

the pilot programme showed improvements in children's ability to write recognisable 

letter shapes, in fine motor control, ability to discriminate phonemes in spoken words, 

and the ability to match phonemes to graphemes (Bentote 1998). Using the pre- and post-

intervention spelling test of six CVC words, the following results were noted from 385 

cases; 

lAYo of all pupils spelled 3 or more cvc words correctly in the post-intervention 

spelling test having scored 0 in the pre-intervention test. 

50% of all pupils spelled all 6 cvc words correctly in the post-intervention 

spelling test having scored 0 in the pre-intervention test (Bentote 1998). 

Dear (1999) in an evaluative study of the SIDNEY programme also noted that SIDNEY 

does 'help most children to achieve basic literacy skills' (page ii). Long term results are 

not yet known. 

In contrast to the individual approach to remediation, Pumfrey and Reason (1991) 

describe a change in the early 1980's as services for children with special educational 

needs shifted from remedial services focusing on helping individual children to special 

educational needs advisory services providing support to schools. More recently, there 

has been pressure from the National Literacy Strategy (NLS) to move further towards 

whole class instruction for all children and away from individualised teaching. It sees 

individual teaching as ineffective and inconsistent (DfEE 1998). In the classroom, there 

is pressure on the teacher to turn the NLS into weekly and daily plans of objectives and 

tasks to meet a broad range of texts, ages and abilities. There is pressure to aim the 

teaching at the higher levels with less scope for individualised target setting to feature in 

the teaching objectives and strategies. 
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Early literacy development and dyslexia 

It is relevant to consider the implications for dyslexic children of the knowledge 

available on early literacy development and teaching. Research and theorists provide the 

following suggestions; 

Socio-cultural context 

• Children begin the process of becoming literate soon after birth by being bom into a 

literate world. The social and cultural context, focused in early childhood on the 

family, is very influential in shaping children's future literacy and in supporting and 

shaping older children's developing literacy (Hall 1987, Weinberger 1996). 

Implications for dyslexics 

Children bom into families where parents have literacy difficulties or where the value 

and pattern of literacy differs substantially to that in school are more likely to 

experience literacy difficulties themselves (Weinberger 1996, Heath 1983). 

Language development 

• Development of literacy is a complex process, rooted deeply in the development of 

language and influenced by social and cultural factors (Beard 1987, Wells 1985, 

Heath 1983). 

Implications for dyslexics 

Dyslexic children often show pre-school language impairment or late acquisition of 

speech (Ott 1997). According to Ott 'Most researchers agree that language 

development is the most significant underlying feature in the identification of 

dyslexia and has to be examined carefully' (page 37). This should be treated with 

caution, however, as some dyslexics possess very good verbal skills (Duane 1991). 
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Phonological awareness 

® More specifically, children's phonological awareness and sensitivity are very 

important in literacy development (Bryant and Bradley 1985, Goswami and Bryant 

1990, Fawcett and Nicholson 1994, Rack 1994, Beech 1994). Again this links to 

social and cultural factors. It has been shown that children's phonological ability can 

be 'trained' in the pre-school phase and that it does have a positive long-term effect 

on learning to read and spell (Limdberg, Frost and Peterson 1988, Biyant and Bradley 

1985). 

Implications for dyslexics 

Dyslexics show a poorer ability to detect and process speech sounds (Rack 1994, 

Bryant and Bradley 1985, Fawcett and Nicholson 1994, Stanovich 1988). Goswami 

(1999) concludes from recent research in reading development and dyslexia that the 

quality of early phonological representations has an important causal connection to 

reading and that dyslexic children have ^phonological representations that are less 

well-specified segmentally, or less distinct, even though their vocabulary may be 

/arge' (page 237). 

Literacy development 

® Literacy develops through a series of distinct stages from the logographic, to the 

alphabetic, and then on to the orthographic. (Frith 1985). Reading and spelling have 

independent patterns of development, but are the driving force of development, each 

influencing the other at different stages of literacy development. 

Implications for dyslexics 

Snowling (1987) and Frith (1985) consider that dyslexic children fall down at the 

alphabetic stage, where phonology has a major part to play. 
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Learning strategies 

• In reading, children use a variety of strategies based on grapheme-phoneme 

recognition, context, whole word recognition and attempting to derive meanings 

(Bryant and Bradley). Similarly, a range of strategies is used in writing. Different 

blends of strategies are used for different needs and the competently literate person 

needs to be able to use the strategies, and know when to use them. This partly forms 

the basis of the NLS approach to teaching literacy, concentrating on three different 

levels of focus, word, sentence and text level (DfEE 1998). 

Implications for dyslexics 

Dyslexics do not necessarily develop the use of all strategies easily. They need to be 

taught about the range of strategies and how best to use them (Bryant and Bradley 

1985, Brooks and Weeks 1999) 

Conclusion 

From the research evidence available to date, it is apparent that dyslexia is a distinct 

condition that exists independent of literacy, affecting people with varying degrees of 

severity. Difficulty in acquiring literacy skills is but one symptom. Dyslexia cannot be 

'cured', but dyslexic people can develop literacy skills given the right approach to 

teaching and learning. The level of skill they acquire depends on their particular severity 

of difficulty and, equally important, on the timing, appropriateness and quality of the 

intervention. As early detection of dyslexia is not yet without difficulty, it perhaps makes 

sense to address the question of how children with potential literacy difficulties develop 

literacy skills in reception and how this might be improved. 

There appears to be a conflict in education currently between individual needs and a 

move towards less individualised teaching. We have individual assessments (Baseline 

Assessment and SATS), more readily available screening programmes for dyslexia (such 
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as DEST and CoPSl), and remediation programmes. On the other hand, there is pressure 

for a less individualised way of teaching, based on nationally pre-determined sets of 

objectives. I attempted to investigate the way in which this conflict impacts on young 

children's literacy learning. In particular, I aimed to look at how the reception literacy 

development opportunities met the needs of children at risk of literacy difficulties, and 

those with low risk, and how this differed to the teaching and learning in the SIDNEY 

programme. 

Research questions 

The questions that were addressed are as follows: 

• What are the literacy development opportunities in the reception classroom? 

• What are the individual children's literacy development needs? 

• What is the relationship between these two? 

• How is the SIDNEY programme used to teach children at risk of dyslexia and how 

does it match their individual literacy needs? 

® How does the SIDNEY programme teaching compare to the mainstream literacy 

teaching in reception? 

An outline and critique of the methodology now follows. 
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Chapter 3 Methodology 

Outline 

Each participant in an educational setting brings his or her own perspective. Participants 

bring with them their current level of skill and knowledge, their culture, familiar 

language and style of interaction, interests, abilities and their ideas about the nature and 

purpose of the setting. Children also bring with them stages of development, which may 

vary between different aspects of development. Whatever educational opportunities are 

made available in the classroom, even where delivery is to the whole class, it will be 

received by different children in different ways. Added to the teaching in terms of 

delivery and learning opportunities deliberately created - the explicit messages of 

education - are the implicit messages in terms of ethos and culture in the classroom, 

which again may affect how individual children learn. 

It is by focusing on the interaction between the learners, the teaching and the learning 

opportunities that I feel gives the clearest view of what and how children learn. It must 

also, in my opinion, include some attempt to hear the participants' views as well as 

observing their interactions, and to attempt some understanding of what they bring with 

them as individuals. In the case of the children in this study it should include their 

experiences at pre-school and at home. In order to address these issues, my strategy was a 

case study. It combined firstly an ethnographic view of literacy teaching and learning 

opportunities in the Reception classroom with a closer look at the experiences of six 

learners, and secondly a neo-Vygotskian analysis of the teaching/learning interface in 

Reception and in the SIDNEY programme. To use Stake's definition, it was an 

'instrumental' case study in that it attempted to 'provide insight into an 

issue...facilitating our understanding of something else' (Stake 1998, page 88), in this 

case to understand better the process of interactive literacy learning for different children. 
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Strategy 

Several different research methods were used to address the research questions. 

Observations of the literacy hour in a Reception class were carried out on three days each 

week from 21^ January 2000 to the end of the Spring term, 13*̂  April 2000. The 

observations included the whole of the literacy hour for each day, giving a total of 

twenty-one literacy hours observed, two of which were video-recorded, and afternoon 

'choosing' sessions. For the initial whole group part of each literacy hour, the 

observations concentrated on content and style of delivery and the children's reactions. 

During the small group work elements, observations again aimed to note the children's 

actions and involvement, and the type of activities in which they were engaged. I also 

noted the assistance and direction given by staff and adult helpers. Literacy opportunities 

in the classroom available during 'choosing' times and incorporated into play activities 

were reviewed and noted. Prior to focusing the observations on target children (see 

below), I spent three weeks in making more general observations of the literacy hour. 

This gave me time to become familiar with the classroom, routine, staff and children, as 

well as to concentrate more directly on the teaching. 

At the end of the term (April 2000) I interviewed the Reception teacher in a semi-

structured taped interview in which I raised issues that had become evident throughout 

the term. The aim was to clarify my understanding of the teacher's underlying beliefs and 

objectives and to be sure that I had correctly understood the routines and procedures. 

To address the question of how children interact with the available literacy development 

opportunities I selected a small sample of six children. The sampling decisions are 

discussed on page 32.1 observed the children in the literacy hours and in the afternoon 

'choosing' sessions, when the children could choose an activity from a given range. I 

focused on a different target child each day until each child had been observed in three 

morning literacy hours and one afternoon 'choosing' session. The observed sessions for 

each child were spread over seven weeks so that all observations for any one child were 
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not on consecutive days. I felt that it was important to gain some idea of how the child 

progressed through the term. It also gave a better chance of gaining a more balanced view 

of a child. If observations of one child ran consecutively, then an emotional upset, minor 

illness or tiredness due to a special event could all affect how the child interacted in class 

and how he or she was perceived. Observations spread over a longer period helped to 

minimise the risk of such impacts. 

In order to add to my information on the children's level of literacy development and 

rates of progress, I discussed the children with the teacher, reviewed her assessments of 

them and photocopied a selection of their work. Having observed the teaching and 

learning for the period described, I gave the children a very simple 'end test' and brief 

interview, with the approval of the teacher. This had not been part of the planned 

research strategy. However, it became apparent over the weeks that there was very little 

evidence of the children's ability to use their phonic knowledge to write simple 

consonant-vowel-consonant (CVC) words from a verbal prompt or to attempt 

independent spelling. I had also not sought the children's views on their favourite books 

or how often they read or had stories read to them at home, although I had questioned 

their parents for this information (see below). 

The 'end test' (see for example Table 2 'Henry's End-Test', page 84) consisted of five 

drawings illustrating CVC words with a space next to each picture to write the word. I 

carried out the test with the six children, one at a time, on 13^ April 2000. The children 

had seen me regularly in their classroom as a helper since January. With each child, I 

introduced the pictures one at a time. I asked if they knew what the picture showed; we 

talked about the object a little ('Do you have a cat?'), and then I asked them to write the 

word in the space before we proceeded to the next picture. I pronounced the word 

clearly, but did not help with the spelling by phonemically segmenting it. I did not 

indicate whether they were writing correctly or not, but simply praised their effort at the 

end of each word, giving time to see whether anything was to be added to their attempts. 
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The test gave me some insight into how the children were able to use their phonic 

knowledge. 

These were very young children, between four and five years of age, in only their second 

term at school, some having only been full-time for a very short period. Consequently, I 

felt that it was important to have the parents' views of their children's pre-school 

literacy, their literacy development at school, and their literacy experiences and role-

models at home. I interviewed the mothers of the six children using tape-recorded semi-

structured interviews (see interview schedule in Appendix i page 134). When asking 

permission to include a child in the study, I addressed the letters to both parents, except 

where I knew that only one parent was at home, and asked them to arrange a time to be 

interviewed at their convenience. However, it was the mothers who replied and with 

whom I arranged the interviews. The questions raised in the interviews were developed 

from the review of the literature with regard to influences on children's early literacy 

development. 

The SIDNEY programme was offered to year one children who had been identified at the 

end of their reception year as being at risk of literacy difficulties. I observed three of the 

SIDNEY teaching sessions which involved a Special Needs Assistant (SNA) working 

with two children for about twenty-five minutes. The lessons did not always involve the 

same two children and I observed three different children in total. One of the observed 

sessions was video-recorded. The observed sessions took place on 10^ February 2000, 6*̂  

March 2000 and 16* March 2000.1 also reviewed the teaching material and two 

evaluative studies of the programme. 

Whilst the original intention had been to review the SIDNEY teaching in light of the 

school's assessment of the needs of the children in the SIDNEY teaching group, this did 

not develop fully. There was some reluctance for the assessments of these children to be 

shared with me and, once they were made available, relationships and timing made it 

difficult to question the meaning of the assessments and the progress of the children. For 
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other reasons that I discuss under Ethical Issues (page 44) I also felt uncomfortable 

pursuing this. Yin (1989) mentions the need for 'adaptiveness' and flexibility in case 

study research, but notes also the need to balance it with rigor. The circumstances meant 

that I maintained the depth of enquiry, but restricted the breadth in one aspect. 

Critique of the strategy 

The strategy was largely successful in that it gave several different viewpoints on the 

mainstream teaching and learning. It offered triangulation in the form of participants' 

perspectives, different methods of data collection and different sources of data, which 

Anderson (1990) describes as 'using triangulation to interpret converging evidence' 

(Anderson 1990, page 163). An impression of the children's literacy progress, for 

example, was based not only on teacher assessments, but also on observations, samples 

of work collected over time, a specific and limited 'end test', and parents' opinions of 

their child's progress. I have, however, gained a gender specific view of the children's 

home environment and pre-school experiences, having only interviewed the mothers. 

This probably, though, reflects the reality of the bulk of the children's pre-school literacy 

experiences, dominated as they are by female carers and role-models. 

An overriding problem with the strategy has been the volume of data generated. Although 

I dealt with the data as it arose (see Methods of Data Analysis page 40), and feel that 

each part has had a useful purpose, nevertheless managing the data has been challenging 

given the constraints of time and word limit. The impression gathered of the SIDNEY 

teaching was more restricted, owing to circumstances and time constraints, but was 

supplemented by reviewing research carried out previously on the SIDNEY programme 

(Bentote 1998 and Dear 1999). 
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Piloting 

Yin (1989) describes the purpose of piloting as helping to refine data collection 'with 

regard to both the content of the data and the procedures to be followed' (Yin 1989, 

page 74). With this in mind, four aspects of piloting were carried out: a trial observation 

of a SIDNEY session; observations within a reception class; video-recording in a 

reception class; and a trial run of a semi-structured interview with a parent. All were 

carried out in a school different to the one used in the study. 

Several things arose. First, young children appeared to be unaffected and lacking in 

obvious curiosity about my video recording. The video-recorder I used was a very small 

hand-held digital camera with fold out screen. I could therefore record the children 

without holding the camera to my face, which could potentially have drawn their 

attention to the recording and placed a physical barrier between the children and my face. 

The quality of sound on the recording was very good and I could zoom in to particular 

children or their work without it being noticeable. However, in spite of its apparent 

success and the possibility for detailed analysis of the recordings, I found that operating 

the camera took my attention from what was going on around me, which could affect my 

decisions about what was important to record. It also gave a rather narrow viewpoint 

when played back and much of the context could be lost, although making notes 

immediately after recording supplemented the tapes. The quality of the notes would, 

however, have been limited by my reduced attention. The adults also appeared to be 

slightly inhibited by the video camera. 

Secondly, I was able to make quite detailed notes very quickly during observations and, 

providing I wrote them up immediately afterwards, felt that I was able to capture an 

enormous amount of detail. I recognise that I was necessarily being selective in deciding 

what was worthy of noting and discuss this further in Methods of Data Collection, page 

36. Interestingly, the children appeared more intrigued by my making notes than by the 

video recording, and asked what I was doing. 
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Thirdly, it was unusual for an extra adult to be present in the SIDNEY teaching sessions, 

unlike in the reception classroom, and my presence could potentially affect the children 

and SNA. I considered setting up the camera and letting it run without being present, but 

decided the risk of missing detail or the best viewpoint was too great. 

In the pilot SIDNEY observation (one hour of four fifteen-minute sessions of an SNA 

working with four individual children), two of the children appeared slightly inhibited for 

the first few minutes. For the study, I attempted to overcome this by emphasising in 

simple terms that I was interested in what and how they were being taught, not in their 

behaviour or abilities; 'I'm watching what Mrs. Cole is doing. Is that okay?' I was able to 

reassure the SNA about my interest in the nature of the programme, rather than her 

ability to use it, in more detail before beginning observations. 

Fourthly, the pilot interview with the parent revealed that the recording of sound was 

adequate and didn't appear to inhibit the respondent, though of course this was only one 

person. It did highlight the need for me to be flexible in the ordering of questioning and 

the style of the interview to suit the needs of the respondent. I had intended the interview 

schedule to be an aide-memoir for a conversation rather than a series of questions to be 

inflexibly asked. The pilot showed that it was possible to work in this way. I also became 

aware of how much I was talking in an effort to reassure and give positive feedback. I 

resolved to attempt to use more non-verbal techniques to communicate the same thing. 

As a result of the pilot observations, I decided to rely mostly on observation and field 

notes made during and immediately after the observations for the majority of the literacy 

hours and afternoon 'choosing' sessions. To supplement this, I decided to video-record 

two literacy hours, one near the beginning and one near the end of the study, which 

would allow closer analysis of the interaction even though the scope would be limited. 

Similarly, I video-recorded one of the three SIDNEY sessions in the study. 
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Sampling 

In a case study, sampling in terms of case selection and sampling within the case are, 

according to Stake, a matter of balancing the required attributes with variety and 

accessibility, but the primary concern must be 'opportunity to learn' (Stake 1998, page 

102). These were my aims in sampling. There were two main sampling decisions to be 

taken. These were the choice of school (and class) and the choice of children. 

The choice of school presented the most practical difficulties, though the aim in selection 

appeared straightforward. The aim was to choose a school that was comfortable with 

operating the National Literacy Strategy and in which the Reception class at least, if not 

the whole school, could be considered as an example of good practice. The rationale was 

to find a school in which children's mainstream literacy development was as good as 

could be expected and was not being held back by obviously negative factors such as 

poor teaching or poor management. The school chosen also had to be in a location that I 

could reach by the beginning of the literacy hour, after fulfilling my own commitments. 

In practice, it was difficult to find someone willing to say which, if any, of the schools 

geographically possible could be considered good examples of reception, key stage one 

or whole school literacy. I unsuccessfully pursued several possible sources of advice. 

Finally, following the advice of the local education authority, I had to rely on Primary 

school SATS league tables, barely appropriate in that they were based on eleven year 

olds' results, and on OFSTED inspection reports of schools chosen from the league 

tables. I finally selected one school on the basis of its SATS results, geographical 

location and OFSTED inspection report. The report contained the following statements: 

Children in the reception classes reach high standards which are above the 

national expectation. 

By the age of five, children's attainment in language and literacy is above what is 

expected nationally. 
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Standards of literacy are high. 

Reading competence is above average. 

Standards of writing are good in both key stages and in the early years. 

The quality of teaching is outstanding. 

The management of special educational needs provision is excellent (OFSTED 

inspection report, July 1997). 

The school proved to be willing to participate in the study. It had two reception classes, 

but the choice of class was made for me by the headteacher. Having no reason to 

question the decision, I accepted. It became apparent that the choice was that of an 

experienced, organised, effective teacher who had a particular interest in helping children 

to reach the high expectations set for literacy development in her class. 

The selection of six children to include in the study was reasonably straightforward, 

though in reality the choice was rather limited. I looked at the Baseline Assessment 

scores for each child and ranked the children according to age. My aim was to select 

children fairly close in age to minimise the influence of development and maturity on 

their abilities and progress, of which three had strong baseline assessment scores and 

three had weaker scores. I hoped to have two girls and four boys to reflect the higher 

incidence of literacy difficulties amongst boys. I began with a group of eight possible 

children and discussed each with the teacher. She advised against including two of the 

children because of developmental/family circumstances, which left me with six; three 

boys and three girls. Others were either too old or young to be added to the sample. Of 

the high scoring group, two were girls and one a boy. Of the lower scoring group, one 

was a girl and two boys. One of the lower scoring boys had not in fact been assessed as 

having a particularly low average Baseline score. However, his weaknesses appeared to 

be in the elements that could potentially show a risk of literacy difficulties, possibly due 

to dyslexia, particularly phonological awareness and gross motor skills. Fortunately, the 

parents of each of the six children selected agreed to their inclusion in the study. 
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Critique of the sampling 

To assess the quality of the sampling decisions taken, I intend to address the questions of 

representation and the rigor of the criteria by which the selections were made. Firstly on 

the issue of representation, I pose the questions by what means and to what extent do the 

samples chosen represent the population from which they are drawn. The school chosen 

was in a reasonably affluent, stable community with a high proportion of owner-occupied 

homes and a very low proportion of children qualifying for free school meals. The 

children apparently come into this school with attainment 'above average for the county' 

(OFSTED inspection report, July 1997). In this sense the school is clearly not an average 

or typical school for the county in which it is placed. However, it is a 'purposive' sample 

(Robson 1993) in that it represents some elements of good practice. Not only are 

children's literacy attainments high, as might be expected given the intake, but the 

standards of teaching and management of the school are also judged as being extremely 

good. In that sense, then, it does provide an example of a school in which the literacy 

teaching and learning are running well. 

The children were chosen to represent those who come into school with already higher 

levels of attainment in early skills relating to literacy development, and those who have 

lower levels of attainment on entry. The aim was that they should be close in age rather 

than from the extremes of age range in the class. Robson (1993) describes this as 

'dimensional sampling'. Other children would have provided a neater sample, for 

example by reducing the age range further or including more extreme 'highs' and 'lows'. 

Considerations of background and the potential impact of the study on child or family 

meant that they could not be included and in the final sample, there was an age range of 

six months between the six children. The value of the sample as being representative was 

in this way compromised slightly to allow for ethical considerations. 

Secondly, I question the rigor of the criteria by which selection was made. For the choice 

of school, 'good practice' and high standards of literacy teaching and learning were the 

criteria used. SATS results were inadequate in two ways: 1) they measure attainment at 
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eleven years, not immediately relevant to reception children's performance or the 

teaching they receive and 2) they measure individual attainment under certain conditions 

using set tests, taking no account of baseline attainment or quality of teaching. Whilst I 

would have been interested in assessment or judgement of the schools from other 

quarters, only the judgement of OFSTED was available. Much time and effort goes into 

the preparation for an OFSTED inspection by a school and the nature of the inspection 

itself could potentially influence how teaching was seen on the week of the inspection. 

How far it shows the usual teaching and learning is therefore open to question. It should 

be recognised that it gives a particular viewpoint. In hindsight, the selection criteria for 

the school has led me to choose a school in which the management, teaching and 

catchment area combine to result in a school efficiently run, well-disciplined and 

achieving high academic attainment according to government measures. 

For the choice of children, using the Baseline Assessment as a measure of attainment on 

school entry is also problematic. It attempts to measure in the child's first half-term at 

school, using teacher assessment, the child's abilities in Language and Literacy, 

Mathematics, Knowledge and Understanding of the World, Information and 

Communication Technology, Physical Development, and a Drawing a Person 

Assessment, the last three being optional for the school. The Baseline Assessment is 

carried out on very young children, who are new to a strange environment, by a person 

who is a stranger to them, when they are in a period of transition. Some of the elements 

of the assessment appear not to be truly valid measures, partly because of the nature of 

child development. Part of the science element, for example, is assessed in terms of a 

child's ability to talk about 'shiny' objects. This is clearly going to be affected as much 

by their language development and their social and emotional development, given the 

timing and setting, as it is by their Knowledge and Understanding of the World. 

I carried out a statistical analysis of Baseline scores for this class, using a t-test. It 

indicated that the younger children in the class were more likely to have significantly 

lower average Baseline score than the older children (see Appendix ii 'Average Baseline 
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Assessment Scores for Older and Younger Reception Children'). With this in mind, I 

attempted to select six children who were fairly close in age and to modify the choices by 

discussions with the teacher. In my opinion, though offset to an extent by the discussions 

with the teacher, the Baseline scores were not an ideal criterion by which to select. They 

were, however, readily available and so a practical solution in this small-scale study. The 

sampling has, then, been a compromise between carefully considered aims and 

practicality in a study limited by time and resources. 

Methods of Data Collection 

The data collection methods used were observation, semi-structured interviews and 

documentary analysis. The observations could be divided into unsystematic non-

participant observation, systematic non-participant observation and participant 

observation. The majority of the observations were unsystematic and non-participant in 

which I sat at the edge of the whole class group or next to groups of children at tables, 

listening, watching and making notes. 

The aim for my observations depended on the stage of the research, the timing and my 

previous observations. For the whole class parts of the literacy hour, for example, I 

concentrated on noting the content and style of delivery by the teacher, the interactions 

with the children and the reactions of the target children. For the small group work, I 

focused on the actions, literacy activities, and interactions of the target child with other 

children and adults. In the afternoon 'choosing' sessions, I followed and noted the actions 

and interactions of the target child. In the three weeks prior to beginning the child-

targeted observations I concentrated on a different group each day. My intentions were to 

be open to what was offered to the children in terms of literacy development 

opportunities and open to the ways in which they interacted with the opportunities. 

Although the review of the literature and my own previous knowledge and experience 

meant that I had a clear idea of what might constitute an early literacy development 
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opportunity, for example saying nursery rhymes, I did not have a set schedule of items I 

was seeking. Instead, I aimed to be receptive to what was actually going on. Adler and 

Adler (1998) describe the advantages of such an approach; 

oZifgrvaf/oM. .. fAg OK/waMfagg (A-owmg f/zg mfo fAg 

phenomenological complexity of the world, where connections, correlations, and 

causes can be witnessed as and how they unfold. Qualitative observers are not 

bound, thus, by predetermined categories of measurement or response, but are 

free to search for concepts or categories that appear meaningful to subjects 

(Adler and Adler 1998, pageSl). 

As a result of questions raised from my early observations, I decided to use a form of 

scheduled observation on two occasions to note which children were invited to answer 

questions or make contributions and which received negative feedback during the whole 

class part of the literacy hour. The aim here was to find out how evenly the invitations 

were spread through the different ability groups and by gender. Although this added a 

useful detail to the picture, systematic observation was not used to create the picture 

itself 

In addition to the non-participant observation, I was sometimes asked by the teacher to 

help a group of children in the small group parts of the literacy hour, or at least to start 

them off on an activity. Occasionally, I assisted children because I could sense that it may 

be needed, an issue I consider later under 'Ethical Issues', page 44. It was during the 

participant observation periods, which accounted for about a quarter of the small group 

observations, that I was sometimes able to be involved with the children in problem-

solving in relation to their given activity and so obtain further idea of their abilities. It 

meant that field notes had to be written immediately after, rather than during, the 

observation and so depended on my memory of events. It also meant that children may 

have been slightly confused about my role, something I discuss under 'Reflective 

Comment', page 47. 
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Semi-structured interviews were used for obtaining the parents' perspective (interview 

schedule in Appendix i 'Parent Interview Schedule') and that of the teacher. Each of 

these interviews, except one, was tape-recorded with the permission of the respondent. 

The transcription of the tape was sent to the respondent for deletions or additions. 

Unfortunately, on one occasion, the tape-recorder failed to work, which didn't become 

apparent until the end of the hour-long interview. I wrote notes immediately afterwards 

and sent them and the interview schedule to the respondent, who was able to make some 

amendments. 

The purpose of using semi-structured interviews was to ensure that key issues of interest 

to the study were covered, whilst retaining the flexibility of a conversational format to 

allow for unforeseen items to arise and to put the respondents at ease. Given this format, 

the interviews varied enormously as I followed the respondents' leads. Some had issues 

they wished to raise and talked freely, in which case I had to check through the schedule 

during the interview to be sure that I also had the information I had anticipated requiring. 

Others were led entirely by my questioning and the interview strayed little from the 

schedule, though I asked supplementary questions as they arose. Others were somewhere 

between the two. 

The final element of the data collection was the review of relevant documents. This 

occurred throughout the study, starting with the review of the SIDNEY teaching material, 

the Baseline Assessments and other teacher assessments of the children at the beginning 

of the study. A review of the teacher's plans for the literacy hours, targets for individual 

children, and work produced by the children continued as the study progressed. Towards 

the end of the study, the teacher's end of term assessment of the children's phonic 

knowledge was included. I also generated an example of the children's work myself in 

the form of the small 'end test' described previously on page 27. This was to bridge a gap 

in my knowledge about the children's abilities that became apparent from the 

observations. 
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The documentary analysis has provided reference points, clarity and sometimes written 

evidence to support observations. In this sense, it has provided detail and markers along 

the way in the study. In some instances, the information gleaned has been contradictory 

to that from the observations. An example of this was in the individual targets set for the 

children by the teacher, some of which called for greater independence in attempting 

writing. From the observations, it was seen that the ethos and procedures used in class 

made it difficult for the children to feel comfortable in doing so: I explain the point 

further in Chapter 4 Whole Class teaching, page 58. T was able to raise points such as this 

in the interview with the teacher. In a sense, the methods of data collection were 

complementary to each other, providing different perspectives. They offered 

triangulation both in the sources of data and in the methods of collection. As Denzin and 

Lincoln (1998) point out, the purpose of using triangulation is to 'secure an in-depth 

understanding' and can best be understood as a 'strategy that adds rigor, breadth, and 

depth to any investigation' (page 4). 

Critique of data collection methods 

In using a combination of methods, I have offset the shortcomings and strengths of one 

against another. However, underlying all of the methods, and indeed the strategy itself, 

are my values and interests. The choice of what to note, what appeared worthy of 

pursuing, on whom to focus attention or the camcorder viewfinder and which aspects of 

interaction to report were all influenced by me. Here, I outline the strategies I used in an 

attempt to overcome being restricted by my values during data collection. 

Firstly, though not a foolproof way of avoiding bias, triangulation has provided me with a 

series of discrepancies and means of corroboration that have led to further analysis. Yin 

(1989) points out that a conclusion is 'likely to be much more convincing and accurate if 

it is based on several different sources of information, following a corroboratory mode' 

(page 97). Secondly, by actively pursuing participants' perspectives (of staff, parents and 

children) my own perspective has been challenged and balanced. By offering the 



interview transcriptions for amendment and giving the opportunity and means to contact 

me with new information as they wished, my recording of the respondents' intentions and 

meanings was negotiated. Thirdly, the review of the literature before and during data 

collection helped to guide and challenge my values, which in turn were reflected in the 

minute by minute decisions about what to record, and in the data analysis. Fourthly, the 

flexibility and openness in the data collection methods allowed new issues to arise. 

Included in this were the unsystematic observations, the semi-structured conversational 

style interviews rather than tightly structured interview schedules or questionnaires, and 

the regular checking of my understanding in short, immediate conversations with staff, 

parent helpers and children, which all allowed for issues previously unforeseen by me to 

arise. 

Methods of data analysis 

Data analysis occurred both during and after data collection. Analysis during data 

collection was formative, described by Huberman and Miles (1998) as inductive, in that 

it helped me to form ideas about what was important, about previously unpredicted issues 

and about which items were missing to answer my research questions. I kept a log of 

questions and issues to pursue as I wrote up each observation or interview. This, and the 

original research questions, was the basis on which the continuous analysis was carried 

out. It was, in a sense, also negotiated with the participants. Stake (1998) describes the 

choice of issues to be analysed as 'chosen partly in terms of what can he learned within 

the opportunities for study' (page 92). But such choices would be made differently by 

different researchers and so in part again reflect background and interests. 

Three levels of data analysis were necessary to answer the research questions in this 

study. The first was an analysis of the data on the teaching of literacy and the literacy 

development opportunities. The second was an analysis of the data relating to the 

learners, their starting point, progression and home influences. The third was an analysis 
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of the interaction between teaching (or opportunities) and learning, both in reception and 

in the SIDNEY programme. Each of these overlap and influence the others. Treating 

them separately for the purpose of clarity here denies the complexity of the 

interrelationships. In the Presentation and Analysis of Data, whilst trying to maintain 

some separation and clarity, overlap between the methods and subjects of analysis are 

more apparent. 

Analysis of the Literacy Development Opportunities in Reception 

To make sense of the wide range of literacy development opportunities available to the 

children in the reception class, I categorised aspects of the teaching. The categories arose 

out of the observations themselves and were not pre-determined. By reviewing each of 

the observations in the field notes and listing each type of literacy activity that occurred, I 

was able to collapse the individual activities into categories. The review of the literature 

helped to inform decisions about which were literacy development activities (for 

example, the use of rhymes or demonstration of alliteration), and how these might join 

into broader categories (for example, phonological awareness), but the categories 

themselves reflect what was seen in the observations. For example, one of the categories 

that emerged was that of a 'child centred approach' in which the teacher regularly made 

links between the children's interests and experiences and the literacy teaching. 

The method equates roughly to Huberman and Miles' (1998) 'tactics' for generating 

meaning which include 'notingpatterns and themes'seeingplausibility'clustering \ 

'making metaphors, a kind offigurative grouping of data'counting' and 'making 

contrasts and comparisons' (HuhQrmm and Miles 1998, page 187). These are the first six 

of thirteen tactics offered by Huberman and Miles, which provide the descriptive stage of 

analysis. It was by combining this with the analysis of the learners and particularly of the 

interaction that I attempted to move from the descriptive to the explanatory. 
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The unit of analysis for the literacy development opportunities was the number of days 

on which a category or sub-category appeared. Counting the total number of occasions on 

which a category occurred rather than the number of days would have given a more 

accurate picture of its frequency, but the manner of observing and recording meant that I 

could not be sure of capturing each small instance of an activity. 

Analysis of the six learners 

For the children, the approach to analysis was to use the observations, parental interview 

transcriptions, examples of the children's work and the teacher's assessments both 

formal and informal, pertinent to each child, and attempt to track the child's progress. I 

was interested in the children's pre-school interests and abilities in relation to literacy 

development, their level of literacy related abilities in the early part of their first school 

year, and the progress they had made up to Easter after two terms at school. I also 

attempted to draw out from the field notes how they interacted with the literacy 

development opportunities in the classroom and how these opportunities apparently 

matched their levels of knowledge and skill. 

Analysis of the interaction 

The video-recorded episodes of observation, both in the reception teaching and in the 

SIDNEY programme, were transcribed prior to analysis. Conventions for transcription 

had to be formulated according to my needs. These are outlined and the rationale for 

them discussed in Appendix iii 'From Scaffolding to Handover: An Examination of One 

Episode of Teaching and Learning'. 

I used constructs from the neo-Vygotskian or socio-cultural paradigm as a guide for 

analysing the teaching and learning interaction between the staff or adult helpers and the 

children. In particular, I was interested in whether or not the teaching and literacy 

development opportunities were within the children's zones of proximal development 

(ZPD). I was also interested in investigating how far scaffolding was evident in the 

teaching and learning episodes, the way in which it was handled, and in looking for 
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evidence of handover, evidence that the children were appropriating the skills and 

knowledge. Each of these constructs is discussed below. 

The zone of proximal development (ZPD) was a concept proposed by Vygotsky (1978). 

It describes the zone from a child's independent ability at one end to the level of 

performance a child is likely to be able to achieve when working with a more competent 

partner, usually but not exclusively an adult, at the other end. Eventually that which was 

once in the child's ZPD becomes part of the child's independent ability, and so the 

child's cognitive abilities develop. 

The term scaffolding, coined by Wood, Bruner and Ross (1976), has been widely used to 

describe the supportive role an adult plays in helping a child to achieve something they 

could not achieve alone, at least to the same level. Wood, Bruner and Ross (1976) 

outlined six features of scaffolding (for details of these see Appendix iii) which I used to 

analyse the teaching and learning in the different situations included in the study. 

Scaffolding gives us some idea of how and to what extent a child is being supported by 

an adult to work in his or her ZPD. This is important because, as Schaffer (1996) points 

out in reviewing relevant research to date, children's performance improves during and 

following joint involvement with an adult in a learning situation. It should be noted, 

however, that most of the evidence cited by Schaffer relates to young children with their 

mothers rather than a teacher. 

Handover refers to the gradual 'transfer of responsibility' (Rogoff 1990) from the adult 

to the child for tasks or elements of tasks as the child's competence grows. The transfer 

of responsibility, according to Rogoff s research, may be initiated by the adult or child or 

negotiated between them. It is related to the child's gradual appropriation (owned for 

themselves) and intemalisation of skills or knowledge which allow the child to act 

independently, at least in part. Intemalisation implies that a 'child's mental approach to 

problems' has been reorganised (Schaffer 1996). According to Schaffer, much more 

research is required on teasing apart the different aspects of child and adult contributions 
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to the learning process. Does the transfer of responsibility precede, follow or occur 

simultaneously with the intemalisation of knowledge or skill? How does each influence 

the other and what role does each participant play? 

In this study, I have looked for evidence of the children's appropriation of the knowledge 

and skills in their contributions. I have looked at what they say and do as evidence for 

what they know. This is clearly an oversimplification in that children may well know 

more than they demonstrate. Equally, they may well be able to pick up clues from the 

teacher as to what is the 'correct' or expected contribution without fully understanding or 

owning the knowledge, what Edwards and Mercer (1987) call 'cued contributions 

However, as an approximation of their knowledge or skills, I have taken 'spontaneous 

and elicited contributions' as defined by Edwards and Mercer (1987). The elicited 

contributions in particular interest me for there is evidence here too of the teacher's or 

adult's role in the interaction. In what way and how often does the teacher encourage the 

child to demonstrate and use his or her knowledge or skills? In causing the child to think 

about and use his or her knowledge, is the process of intemalisation added to by recall 

and application? I used the constructs for analysis of the reception teaching and learning 

(some of which is presented in Appendix iii), for analysis of the SIDNEY teaching and 

learning, and to some extent to analyse how each of the six chosen learners in reception 

interacted with the literacy development opportunities. 

Ethical Issues 

Fontana and Frey (1998) and the British Educational Research Association (1992) 

include under ethical considerations for qualitative research informed consent, right to 

privacy, protection from harm, and reflecting participants' perceptions of themselves. 

These echo the main ethical concerns that arose during this study. 
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The informed consent of the participants is one of the starting points for an ethical study. 

However, in practice, this proved to be something that was not easily achieved and led to 

some compromises and alternative approaches being adopted. Informed consent was 

obtained from the school, reception teacher and the SNA working on the SIDNEY 

programme through the headteacher, who was given a clear outline of the purpose, 

methods and time commitment of the study. I approached the headteacher to ask for 

permission to inform the parents of all the children in the reception class and those 

involved in the SIDNEY programme of the nature of the research and of my presence in 

the classroom. It was agreed that I could write a letter to be sent by the school to the 

parents of the six children chosen for the study, seeking parents' written consent, but 

consent from or information to other parents was considered unnecessary. I felt 

uncomfortable about this, but unable to challenge the decision and risk compromising the 

school's goodwill. I attempted to salvage the situation in other ways. The class had many 

volunteer parent helpers. I made a point of talking to them informally and explaining 

what I was doing, thereby spreading the information without contradicting the school's 

decision. With the children involved in the SIDNEY programme, I decided not to pursue 

my interest in their individual abilities, but to focus more on the teaching and learning 

process. 

Another issue that arose with regard to informed consent was how far the consent of the 

children themselves could be obtained. For such young children, the consent of the 

parents was the primary objective. However, when sitting down at a table with children, I 

did make a point of asking if it was all right to look at their work. Some children were 

interested in my writing and asked me about it. I always tried to explain in simple terms 

of 'finding out what children learn at school' and by asking if that was all right. The 

answer was invariably a nod, but in reality the children were not in a position to object to 

an adult's presence or interest in the classroom. It was highly unlikely that they would 

have voiced any objection, so it cannot be claimed that their permission was truly 

obtained, a problem noted by others in fieldwork with children (Holmes 1998). On 

occasions, though, I could detect that either a child preferred not to be watched, for 
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example in an aspect of solitary imaginary play, or that he or she did not want to answer 

a question. In such cases, I would move away or withdraw the question. 

Parents may also have felt duty bound to agree to something asked of them by the school, 

particularly something that displayed an interest in their children's learning. Equally, it 

was the mothers of the children who replied and whose signed consent I accepted. I did 

not know the fathers' opinions, something I had not foreseen. If I had gone back to 

specifically ask for the fathers' permission, I felt as if I was creating a bigger issue than 

was necessary. As the interviews were also with the mothers, it may have given a gender-

specific slant to the study. 

The issue of confidentiality had to be considered carefully, too, not just in terms of the 

end product and concealing the identity of the school, staff, children and parents 

adequately, but also in the process of the research. I was involved in talking to staff and 

parents separately and felt that it was important to make it clear to each that I could not 

reveal anything said to me by the other parties. Knowing something of each person's 

opinions of others at times felt uncomfortable. 

'Doing no harm' was another ethical issue that arose in the early stages of the research. I 

was concerned that selecting children as 'strong' or 'weak' in terms of early literacy 

abilities might be in some way harmful in the sense that it might label a child and cause 

concern to the child or parents. Attempts to avoid this by not making the basis for 

selection transparent did not sit well with attempts to be open in providing information 

prior to consent. The conflict of interest here was dealt with in two ways. On the 

teacher's advice, I selected children whose parents were less likely to find the 

implications of the study daunting or threatening. How far it is admissible to simply 

avoid including difficult cases is debatable, but in these specific cases the reasons given 

by the teacher sufficiently convinced me that their inclusion could be troublesome to the 

families. I also made clear the use of the Baseline Assessments in selecting children, but 

sought the parents' opinions of how well the BA reflected their children's abilities at that 
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time. The parents therefore had the opportunity to provide extra information, which was 

useful given the limitations of the BA. Whilst the use of the BA scores was made clear, I 

talked with parents only of their own child. At no time were comparisons with other 

children made, although parents themselves occasionally did this, particularly in relation 

to siblings. 

My role in the classroom occasionally raised ethical questions for me about how far I 

should simply observe and how far I should offer assistance. Sometimes the decision was 

made for me in that the teacher asked me to work with a group. Whilst my main concern 

was to observe, I did feel that I had an obligation to help to an extent, to give as well as 

receive. Alongside this was my own history. I have experience of working with young 

children and at times found it difficult to stand back when I could see things that needed 

to be done (children to be supervised in the toilets, a child struggling with clothing after 

PE, sand being thrown at others by a child). Safety aside, I felt that not to help might 

threaten my credibility in the setting. Similarly, it was difficult to simply observe a child 

in difficulty with some literacy activity. Decisions were made on the merits of each 

occasion. I didn't step in, for example, to help children avoid making mistakes unless 

they requested assistance. Even then, I would question to help them find the answer from 

their own knowledge if possible. However, faced with a child who had completely 

missed the point of an activity and had no idea what to do, I did try to offer sufficient 

guidance for the child to then attempt the activity. My overall guiding aim, however, was 

to avoid unduly influencing what would normally happen. It would be naive to assume 

that to be completely possible, or indeed ethical under certain circumstances, for 

example where safety was an issue. 

Reflective comment 

My aim has been to be reflexive throughout the study, from its design, through the 

fieldwork, and during the analysis and writing, and this is evident in much of the report. 
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Here, I attempt to address some of the issues that have not been adequately covered 

elsewhere. 

My role was something that was gradually negotiated during the research period as my 

relationship with the participants developed. Although I thought I had given a very clear 

and quite detailed outline of the study before beginning, other people's understanding of 

that was not automatically the same as mine. At first, in some ways I was treated as a 

parent helper. I was not invited into the staff room at breaks, but was offered coffee with 

the other parent helpers, and I was given a group of children to work with in the class. 

Although I hadn't anticipated it, it was a very helpful way to get to know the children and 

classroom routines. On the other hand, information was shared with me from the outset 

that would not usually be discussed with parent helpers, and the teacher joked about 

looking forward to being told 'how it should be done'. I felt I negotiated through the 

potentially conflicting roles of helper, observer, staff and inspector until, by the end of 

the study, my role of researcher had been established, but with the attached obligation to 

deliver results. The effect of this on me was to increase my resolve to avoid being 

judgmental, and to constantly guard against being presented or seen as some kind of 

'expert'. The children may have found my role confusing, especially as I usually watched 

but sometimes helped. However, their adaptability was interesting and by the end of the 

study, they had settled into a pattern of engaging me in conversation whenever I wasn't 

making notes and largely ignoring me when I was. 

The issues raised during the study appeared to have some impact on some of the 

participants. They appeared, for example, to lead to the teacher pursuing an interest in 

the SIDNEY programme and in incorporating aspects of it into the teaching of her 

phonics recovery group. Parents appeared to become more questioning of the role of the 

Baseline Assessments, of the purpose of individual targets set for children, and of 

children's progress. It seems that the very existence of another person's attention to and 

questioning of something is sufficient to make others re-examine their own perceptions. 
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Whether this is sufficient to bring about any change in beliefs, behaviour or procedures is 

another matter entirely. 

The study also raised issues for me that I had not foreseen, issues that I consider 

important but that could not be pursued because of the constraints of the study. These 

include the following: 

- the impact of a largely female-led environment on young boys 

- the limited scope for uninterrupted, well resourced, child-led but adult-supported 

exploratory play in today's reception classes 

- the difference in children's attention span and involvement between adult-directed 

and child-led but adult-supported activities 

The role of voluntary helpers in schools is also something worthy of further investigation 

and clarification. In some classes, interaction with a voluntary helper forms a large 

proportion of the child's individual close involvement with an adult at school. 

In Part 1, the study has been introduced and the methodology explored. In Part 2, the 

main findings of the study are presented and analysed. 
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Part 2 Presentation and analysis of data 

Chapter 4 Literacy Learning Opportunities in Reception 

In the whole class parts of the literacy hour, many different levels of literacy teaching 

were offered in any one session, shifting constantly between word, sentence and text 

levels. Given the complex picture that emerged from the observations, it was useful to 

produce an overview of how often the elements appeared to gain some idea of their 

relative importance. 

Table 1: Categories of Literacy Teaching in the Whole Class Part of the Literacy 

Hour 

Category No. of days 

Child-centred 21 

Phonics 20 

Reading 20 

- strategies and practice 14 

-meaning/message 13 (i) 

Ethos and expectations 17 

Writing - spelling and letter formation 13 

Phonological awareness other than at phonic level (2) 11 

Writing - composing 9 

Punctuation 6 

Note: 

(1) Days on which categories appear are not mutually exclusive and cannot therefore be added together 

(2) For example, word, syllable, rhyme. 

To give a description of the pattern and frequency of literacy learning opportunities in the 

whole class parts of the literacy hour categories were devised as outlined in Methods of 
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Data Analysis page 41. A more thorough examination of the patterns within categories 

was then made, analysing and explaining each category separately. The categories are 

listed in Table 1. 

It is immediately obvious that phonics and reading as a group with the teacher leading 

played a large role in the literacy teaching in the classroom, with the children practising 

them almost every day. It is also clear that the teacher used what I have called a child-

centred approach for at least part of every session. For example, children were invited to 

bring in items to 'show' every day and these were used as the basis for practising phonics 

and for discussion of science, the purpose of objects, and for number work. The category 

of ethos and expectations also occurred frequently, with the key messages of accuracy, 

diligence, purpose and pleasure. Writing, focusing on the spelling of words and 

formation of letters was taught on over half of the days. Of those, eight days (plus one 

different day) included composition where the teacher scribed a story, poem or list from 

the children's ideas, inviting individuals to help. In half the sessions, phonology other 

than at the phonic level was taught, particularly using rhyme. Emphasis on simple 

punctuation was noted less often. 

The pattern of teaching that emerged in the twenty-one observed sessions was a pattern 

characterised by much emphasis on phonics and reading, with half the amount of time 

spent on writing. It was also characterised by clear expectations and delivered in part 

each day in a child-centred approach. But what did each of these categories mean in 

practice? What are the teaching emphases and the learning opportunities within each? I 

turn now to a discussion of each category as they appeared in practice in the classroom. 

Child-Centred Approach 

The NLS is very prescriptive in its framework, setting out how many minutes each day 

should be spent on whole class work and small group work, and the literacy learning that 

should take place in each over a term. Anyone viewing a whole class section of the 

Literacy Hour will inevitably see this reflected in the children on the mat, the use of the 
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big book, the discussion of the sounds/words/text and usually some whole group writing. 

It is very teacher-centred and teacher-led. It is, however, interactive with the children to 

be kept involved by the use of questioning at different levels to suit different abilities. 

Within the confines of the NLS Framework the teacher in this class used opportunities 

each day that were child-centred and child-led. Children were encouraged to bring in 

objects, drawings, books and toys from home to show to the class. These were shown 

and discussed, often making links with other parts of the curriculum. For example, in 

response to an action figure with a parachute, the child was asked to explain what 

happened and how it worked. 'Why do you think it opens up?' On another day, when 'sh' 

was the sound of the week, a girl brought in a toy sheep to show. The teacher asked if 

she thought she could do a 'sh' on the white board. The girl did, joining the two letters, 

and was praised. Another child had brought in his diary (all children were keeping a 

diary of events at home as a way of remembering the days of the week). He had written 

several sentences, which were read out jointly with the teacher to the rest of the class. A 

child was invited to show and talk about a dolly she had brought in. The teacher then led 

the class in signing 'Miss Polly had a dolly' 

During the teaching of the Literacy Hour, links were often made to children's 

experiences and their ideas incorporated into the sessions. Writing and discussion 

around the week's reading included journeys the children had made, what they enjoyed 

doing at home, and ideas for musical instruments to represent pages in a book. The 

choice of objects used to illustrate sounds in words was child-related; school shorts, a 

shirt, a packet of small biscuits often found in lunch boxes, chocolate. A hand puppet 

was frequently used to take part in activities such as reading or giving the sounds for 

objects. The children were given the task of helping the puppet and pointing out its 

mistakes. As the teacher managed the puppet, it gave a nice shift of power with the 

children in control of correcting and monitoring. They clearly enjoyed and were engaged 

by it. It offered a way of reinforcing, consolidating and practising skills of sound and 
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word recognition without simply being repetitious. Questions about why something was 

incorrect were addressed. 

The approach can also be seen as involving by doing, although this was more clearly seen 

in the small group tasks that I examine later, hi the whole class part, the teacher did not 

simply talk about or point out rhyming words, for example. Instead, the children were 

invited to choose and join in with nursery rhymes, using hand or body actions. The 

teacher did not simply explain and demonstrate the correct formation of a letter. Instead 

she sometimes invited the children to join in with the action, draw the shape in the air 

with a 'magic finger' and invited individuals to attempt to write the letter on the white 

board. 

As suggested in the NLS, the teacher used differential questioning during the whole class 

parts of the literacy hour to take account of children's varying skills and understanding. 

The more capable readers were asked to read a word or phrase from the big book or 

asked to write a word on the whole class composition with a less straightforward 

spelling, for example, 'bam' and 'she'. Younger less skilled children were asked to 'find 

the word that says 'and" on the big book or add the full stop at the end of a sentence in 

the whole class composition. However, although such questioning has a part to play in 

engaging the children and allowing them to participate and succeed in contributing, in 

terms of their involvement in problem-solving or building on understanding and skills, it 

may have more limited use than it first appears. The teacher appeared to usually direct 

questions of these types in terms of extremes. The few most able were always asked to 

read/write words or phrases of which she knew they were capable. The youngest, least 

able were always asked to contribute the full stops. This pattern was borne out when 

looking at the frequency of invited contributions for all the children in the class. On two 

occasions I simply noted who was asked to contribute and how many times. This 

revealed that the groups most frequently asked were the top group (oldest, most able) and 

the two bottom groups, (youngest, less skilled). 
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It is difficult, whilst teaching thirty children and trying to maintain pace and interest, to 

keep track of each child's abilities and the questions they should be asked. The extremes 

are more easily remembered and may be perceived as needing more concerted effort to 

keep them involved and make the teaching relevant to their level. In the reception class, 

volunteering to answer was the norm. Children were rarely asked questions unless they 

volunteered or were disruptive, or clearly appeared to be losing attention. It was possible 

to avoid being questioned, then, by appearing attentive and not volunteering. On the 

other hand, volunteering didn't necessarily indicate the level of the children's knowledge 

or understanding. It was clear on several occasions that children put up their hands 

although they had nothing to contribute, or had forgotten. In my opinion, differential 

questioning had quite limited use in terms of actively engaging the children in the 

problem solving of reading and writing within their zones of proximal development, 

although this still happened occasionally. Instead, its purpose was primarily that of 

engaging attention and maintaining pace and control of the session. 

Phonics 

The teacher focused on two letters of the alphabet each week from early in the academic 

year until all had been completed and then moved onto the blends 'sh', 'ch', 'th', 'wh'. 

The twenty-six alphabetic sounds were taught, rather than the forty-three. The teacher 

was already up to 'r' and 'q' when observations began at the end of January. She used a 

combination of different approaches including the Letterland (Carlisle and Wendon 

1985) finger puppets, Letterland songs and Jolly Phonics actions (Lloyd 1992). 

Emphasis for about half the time was on recognising graphemes. Children were shown a 

grapheme or Letterland puppet with the letter written on and asked to give the sound. 

They were also often asked to do the Jolly Phonics action for the sound, and sometimes 

invited to write the letter on the whiteboard. Occasionally, they were all asked to write 

the letter in the air. Individuals were invited to the front on a couple of occasions to draw 

an object beginning with the given letter, or to highlight the words in the class text 
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beginning with that day's grapheme. Most days, however, involved giving the sound and 

action for a grapheme, and the teacher or invited children writing it on the board. 

The other half of the emphasis was on recognising phonemes in speech, concentrating on 

the initial phoneme - onset - with only three exceptions, all in February. Usually a word 

would be said and the teacher would ask for its initial sound. She then usually asked for 

children's ideas for other words beginning with the same sound. Accurate pronunciation 

of the phoneme was encouraged and on five days the teacher described and demonstrated 

the mouth/tongue position for standard pronunciation of a phoneme. 

On some days, other methods of teaching phonics were used. A 'feely bag' was used on 

five days containing either objects familiar to children or plastic letters. The teacher 

would invite a child to choose an object, name it, say which sound it began with and do 

the action. On one occasion, the bag contained objects of CVC words such as 'fan', and 

the children were asked to give the initial, middle and final phoneme. Children were 

encouraged on a couple of days to 'Listen to the sounds in the words', as a general 

comment, but word segmentation into anything other than the onset (but with much less 

emphasis on the rime) was rare. The teacher explained in interview that she saw 

phonemic segmentation as the next stage. During the summer term, she would begin to 

encourage segmentation of CVC words. The following are examples of interaction. 

1. A child brought in a bag to show to the class. 

T: What sound does 'bag' begin with? 

CA; '6' 

T: Good. What could be in the bag beginning with 'b'? 

Ch: Bat and ball 

(Field notes 2.3.00 page 99.) 

Note: In excerpts from the field notes, a lower case letter indicates the sound of the letter being used by 

participants, for example'd', and a capital letter indicates the name of the letter, 'D'. 
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2. Teacher shows a Letterland finger puppet. 

T: Who can remember what sound this is? 

CA; 'c' 

T: Can you do the action? (All do it, including teacher) 

T: Give me a word beginning with 'c' 

The sequence of teaching meant that often several different senses were used one after 

the other to reinforce the phonics learning, as the example below illustrates. 

The teacher showed the children a finger puppet marked with 'sShe asked the 

children for the sound, which a selected child gave. She then asked all the 

children together to do the Jolly Phonics action for'swhich involved drawing a 

's' in the air with a finger whilst making a 'sss' sound. The finger puppet 

showing the grapheme was held up for view throughout. The children were then 

invited to sing the Letterland song for 'Sammy Snake says 's' in words' all 

together with the teacher playing the guitar. (Field notes 8.2.00 page 48). 

Some permutation of some of the following was used almost every day: 

- grapheme recognition 

- phoneme recognition 

- Jolly Phonics action 

finding a word beginning with a given phoneme 

- giving the initial sound of a visible object 

- use of Letterland characters and/or songs. 

A set sequence in which each sense was consistently included was not used. The 

teaching of phonics could be described as loosely multi-sensory, but not in a systematic 

way of consistently reinforcing each sense in turn or all together. 

The teacher attached importance to learning phonics, partly illustrated by her decision to 

monitor each child's phonic knowledge termly, based on the ability to give the 
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corresponding phoneme for a grapheme. She also set up of a 'phonics recovery' group in 

January (of which I will say more later) for a group of 6 children, who had up to that date 

recognised few, if any grapheme/phoneme correspondences. However, it is clear that 

phonics teaching was considered to be one element, albeit a large and important one, in 

learning to read and write. 

Ethos and expectations 

Part of the literacy teaching involved creating an ethos and a set of expectations within 

which the children's learning about literacy could take place. The teacher presented 

reading as a pleasurable and sometimes exciting experience that related to the children's 

everyday experiences. The teacher frequently expressed enthusiasm about the 'big book' 

to be read, commenting on illustrations, story line or content. Children were encouraged 

to bring in books to show, which were often read to the class at the end of the afternoon. 

Examples from field notes: 

T: All eyes on this wonderful book. What do you think this book is going to 

be about? (Examined book with children, talked about title and cover). 

I'm really looking forward to reading it to you". (Field notes 1.2.00 page 

29J 

When a child brought in a book from home, as children often did. 

T: 'Oh what a super book. Can I put it up here to read to you all later?' 

(Field notes 23.3.00 page 167.) 

In response to a story used in the class, 

T: A very exciting story. It's so exciting! (Field notes 8.2.00 page 47) 

The purposes of reading or writing, other than for pleasure, were rarely explicitly referred 

to but were occasionally implied. On a large sheet of illustrated text of 'Ring a Ring of 

Roses', the class were asked to suggest names for each child in the picture. The names 
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were then written onto the sheet and the purpose of writing to label or identify items or 

people had been implied. On another occasion, the class was asked to compose a poem 

about mothers to be printed and stuck into the Mothers' Day cards they had been making. 

Each child was encouraged to say something about their mother and suggestions were 

then taken for lines of the poem beginning with 'I love my mummy because...' The 

teacher acted as scribe and typed the finished poem for the children to read the next day. 

The implied purpose was that writing was a way of expressing feelings and 

communicating the message to another person. The children's joint composition was 

valued as a text to be typed, read and put into cards as gifts. Another purpose of reading 

was implied when the 'big book' consisted of a non-fiction book about frogs. The 

teacher asked the children what they would like to know about frogs and used the 

contributions to demonstrate how to search the index and find the information required. 

Expectations were regularly stated or implied about children's developing ability to spell, 

read or correctly form letters. Usually these were explicitly stated when writing as a 

group. 

T: 'And\ a nice easy word. I hope you can all write 'and' by now and if you 

can^t, now is the time to learn because it's a Jolly useful word. (After 2 incorrect 

attempts...) Oh, I think I 'd better write 'and' properly! That's our second attempt. 

Who thinks they can write 'and'properly?... Now I'm sure you can write 'how I 

Try and: make your letters properly when you write., siarting at the top ...I 'd like 

you all to be able to write 'and'. You have to practice that.' 

(At end of the whole class session before small group work...) 

'When you're writing, remember your spaces and remember your sounds. And 

I'm sure you could have a go at writing these words. Just listen to the sounds in 

words.' (Field notes 3.2.00 page 39) 

In another instance of the children composing a story all together with individuals being 

invited to write words or parts of words, a child suggested 'Floppy went in the bam' 
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T: ' We can write all the words ourselves' (implying that individuals invited 

up should be able to spell all the words, floppy' and ^barn' were in previous 

sentences visible to the children).... 'Come on, John, you can write 'look" 

(qualified by...) ^Don't worry, I'll help you out.' (Then, when a child was trying 

to write a word...) 'She's forgotten. Who can help her? ̂  (in a supportive, 

accepting tone, not implying disappointment or disapproval). (Field nates 10.2.00 

page 53.) 

So expectations are clearly set for the class, but individuals are supported in trying to 

meet the expectations. The teacher used the phrases "work hard" or "hard work" almost 

daily to encourage the children to concentrate or participate. 

Some of the messages about standards and expectations were implied rather than clearly 

stated and sometimes the stated message was undermined by the implicit messages. For 

example, children were encouraged to 'listen to the sounds in words' and to 'have a go' 

at writing independently, especially in the whole class instructions preparing for the 

small group work. But 'listening' to the sounds in words and 'having a go' at four or five 

years of age results in many phonetically plausible but unorthodox spellings. The implied 

message, on the other hand, was that spellings were either right or wrong. Incorrect 

spellings in the whole class modelled compositions were removed or didn't appear in the 

first place. 

T: 'Let's cross these two out because they weren 't very good' (in response to 

'a' and 'ad'for and). (Field notes 3.2.00 page 39). 

(As a child writes 'ss' at the beginning of 'see') 

T: "Oh, that's a funny way to write 'see' (which is then rubbed out). (Field 

notes 3.3.00 page 109.) 
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The dilemma here is how to encourage independent attempts at spelling when allowing 

an incorrect model to be shown to the children may not be seen as desirable. The 

problem spills over into the small group work in attempts at independent writing. The 

result was that when children were faced with a word they could not spell, which was 

very often for most of them at this age, they asked an adult. The word was then written 

onto paper for them to copy or occasionally spelt out to them, often using the names 

rather than the sounds of letters (usually by a parent helper). 

Also implicit was the expectation that children would read daily to their parents at home 

and practice their spellings. 

T: 'Have you been practising Lydia?' 

T: 'Can yoii write 'theJohn? Because your mummy says you can write 

YAe'.' 

Expectations and standards were set by the choice of children's work to show to others in 

the plenary session and by the comments made about them. Neatness and diligence were 

often praised. 

Reading: Strategies and Practice 

On fourteen of the twenty-one days, some emphasis was placed on either practising 

reading aloud, watching the teacher reading and pointing to the words and/or pointing out 

strategies for using books and decoding words. On six days, the teacher pointed out some 

combination of cover, title, author, illustrator index and back page, using simple terms 

such as 'the person who wrote it' and 'the person who drew the pictures'. 

Using pictures to predict the content of the book or to read meaning was encouraged on 

eight days and sometimes involved asking children to recall the previous day's story 

using the pictures as clues. The children were orientated towards the nature and content 

of the story before reading began which assisted prediction and understanding of the text. 
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Children were also encouraged to predict words using initial sounds/letters, 'words 

hiding in words' such as 'is' and 'his', and using rhyming words. 

T: (after asking for lots of suggestions of rhyming words) *Keep thinking 

about rhyming words because they 11 help you with your reading! 

At times, the teacher read the text to the class, stopping to ask children to predict the 

outcome of the next incident, helping them not only to decode but to think about the 

meaning of the text 

T: 'What's going io happen next?... Why are the children not answering the 

door? Who else could be coming?' (Field notes 2.3.00 page 99.) 

At other times, depending on the difficulty of the text, the whole class was asked to read 

the text with the teacher. The class was usually asked to read back class compositions 

altogether. 

Individuals were asked to read words or phrases in texts to the whole class on three days. 

The teacher appeared to choose the children based on her knowledge of their abilities. 

Children who could read well were asked to read the more difBcult phrases. Other 

individuals were asked to 'point to the word that says...', a simpler task as the word had 

already been given and the clue of the initial phoneme/grapheme helped to identify it. 

T: Can you po int to the word that says ''BEAR'?' 

Ch: (points to 'the') 

T: No. It is difficutt because it is in capitals... Can you point to 'AND'? It is 

in eapitals, so it''s difficult. (Field notes 1.2.00 page 30.) 
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A glove puppet was used regularly by the teacher to perform various reading tasks and 

make mistakes. The children were often asked to correct its mistakes by putting up a 

hand to indicate an error. 

Reading: meaning/message 

Blending into the teaching about strategies for decoding and the practising of reading was 

almost equal emphasis on the meaning or the author's message. This included six of the 

same days mentioned for strategies and seven separate days. It included elements such as 

looking at descriptive language, relating the story to feelings, or giving alternative words 

to those in the text, thereby indicating understanding of meaning. 

(Using a book in which music is played by a girl and described in relation lo the 

sunshine, a forest, a stream). 

T: 'What is he feeling, playing the sunshine?' 

Ch: 'Happy' 

T: 'How do you know she is feeling happy?' (Field notes 15.2.00 page 67.) 

T: 'Henry is going to give us another wordfor 'outing' 

H: 'Going out' (Field notes 14.3.00 page 139.) 

T: What does it mean if you are disguised? (Field notes 4.4.00 page 201.) 

The teacher also discussed with children the sequence of stories by asking them to 

remember the order of events. In the context of Little Red Riding Hood, they discussed 

alternative endings. Children were asked to bring in Little Red Riding Hood books from 

home which were read to the children. They were asked to recall different versions. The 

teacher pointed out how one story could be retold in many different ways. 'All the same 

story, but lots of different ways of telling it' (Field notes 6.4.00 page 211.) 
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Another technique occasionally used to help children to focus on working out or 

remembering meaning was 'cloze' where stickers were placed over certain words in a 

text and children were asked to guess or remember the word beneath the sticker. If the 

story had not been read to the children before, then it was a matter of predicting meaning 

from context and so in part belongs in the 'strategies for reading' category. 

In this class the teacher usually used it on a text that had already been read to the children 

the day before, and so involved memory and/or prediction. One example, when asking for 

suggestions for the covered word was as follows. 

T: 'Something that makes sense with the sentence.' fAfter a suggestion...) 

'Do you want to see if you are right? Come and have a look. A jolly good 

suggestion.' fAnd later... J 'It doesn 't matter if you 're wrong. Have a suggestion. 

Good! You were listening really well.' (Field notes 8.2.00 page 47.) 

Writing 

Sometimes the emphasis was on spelling and handwriting and linked to phonics learning. 

At other times, the route to spelling and writing was through composition. Composition 

without emphasis on spelling and handwriting was, however, very rare. 

In the instances when emphasis was on spelling and letter formation rather than 

composition, it was part of a phonics activity. On one occasion, the teacher used plastic 

letters on the white board to demonstrate spelling and reading by analogy using 'at' as the 

rime and alternating the initial sounds of p, s, b, h, m. Once the combinations had been 

read, volunteers were invited to write one of the words. The plastic letters, now 

disassembled except for 'at' were still on the board. When volunteers were practising the 

formation of 'ch', a clue for spelling was again given to the children. 'It's Pa'o letters, but 

it just makes one sound, 'ch'' (Field notes 14.3.00 page 139.) Similarly, when the class 

was working on 'x' and the teacher asked for words ending in 'x', she made the 

following point. Vf makes a "cks " sound, but some other words (sic) make that sound as 

well, so you 'II just have to learn which is which' (field notes 3.3.00 page 109.) 
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Although correct letter formation and aspects of spelling linked to the phonic work 

appear on a greater number of days, the largest volume of whole class writing was based 

on class compositions. The process of writing was modelled by the teacher from 

generating ideas, to forming them into sentences and writing them into words onto the 

board or large sheet of paper. Sometimes elements of composition such as structure and 

sequencing were mentioned or modelled. This included, for example, re-telling and 

writing a familiar story that has been read to the children recently and talking about the 

beginning, middle and end, encouraging the children to think about sequencing. The way 

to end a story was suggested. 'Now we need a nice finishing off sentence, a rounding off.' 

(Field notes 10.2.00 page 53.) At times, originality was asked for to encourage the 

children to think of new ideas to add interest to the 'story'. When continuing to write a 

class story started the day before, the teacher asked for ideas for something else to write. 

must not be the same as yesterday, because that would not be interesting. It must be 

interesting.' (Field notes 10.2.00 page 53.) 

The teacher encouraged the class to think of ideas before beginning writing. For example, 

after reading a story about a train ride, the class was asked to write about what they 

could see from the train window on an imaginary train ride. The children had been asked 

the day before about any train journeys they had been on. Children's ideas were then 

taken and the sentences written onto the large sheet, with volunteers invited to write 

words in the sentences. When the class was asked to join in writing a poem to go inside 

the Mother's Day cards, the teacher began by passing a teddy round the circle of children 

and inviting the person holding the teddy to say something special about their mummy. 

Children were allowed to pass if they had nothing to say. The teacher then asked for 

ideas to add to the opening line, T love my mummy because...' Children contributed 

sentences and on this occasion the teacher acted as scribe. 

When the whole class was involved in writing a joint composition, the levels of emphasis 

and instruction switched constantly from sound/word level to punctuation, to spelling 
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patterns, and to the meaning being expressed. The work was also interactive. Children's 

ideas were used. They were invited to help with writing and reading back. Tasks of 

different levels of difficulty were offered to children to match their abilities. The most 

competent readers/writers were invited to write whole words or read phrases. Children 

whose writing and reading skills were at an earlier stage of development were asked to 

'point to the word that says 'and',' or to 'write the full-stop at the end of the sentence', or 

write the initial letter of a word. Reading back what had been written was an important 

part of the process and always used. It was used during the composition, especially if the 

work spread over two days, and at the end. 

The following example illustrates how the different levels were inter-related with the 

teaching taking place in context. It was the second day of writing a version of their big 

book story for the week. The previous day's part of the story was displayed on a large 

sheet of paper. The teacher talked to the children about the story first, checking on their 

memory of the story line. 

T: 'Who can remember what a hero is?... What is the title of our story, 

then? ...Let's see if we can read our story first o/a//./' (Field notes 10.2 00 page 

53) 

The children read the story together, the teacher pointing at the words. She then asked for 

ideas for the next sentence. A child suggested 'Floppy went into the barn.' 

The teacher wrote 'Floppy' then said 'We can write all the words ourselves', before 

inviting another child to write 'went'. Details of the rest of the example are quoted from 

the field notes. 

T: 'Leave a space!' 

(The child is asked for the first sound and writes 'wThe teacher then asks the 

class) 

'What sound comes next?' 
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(Child 3 volunteers a 't' next, but the teacher says) 

'What's hiding before the't'? 

(Other children call out 'n' and the rest of the word is written. The teacher 

stresses) 

'Listen to the sounds and try to write it.' 

(A boy is invited to write 'in'.) 

T: 'You can write 'inDon't forget the space.' 

(The child is successful. A girl is then invited to write 'the'. All are volunteers. 

She stands at the board and appears unsure.) 

T: 'She's got stuck. What does it begin with?' 

(Someone suggests 't'. The teacher points out that it is the same as Thursday. The 

weekday word card had been shown to the class a few minutes earlier...A child 

with advanced reading and writing skills for this class is invited to write "barn 

which he does with no help. The teacher reminds the class about a full stop, then 

asks what must come afterwards for a new sentence.) 

Ch: 'A big letter.' 

(The teacher praises her. A younger child is invited to say and write the initial 

sound of 'said\ which she manages. Another child writes 'thewhich is already 

on the board.) 

T: 'Wonderful. Always start at the top with your letter! Now we need a nice 

finishing off sentence - A rounding o f f . 

Ch: 'Everyone looked at Floppy.' 

(Teacher writes 'everyonethen asks for a vohmteer to write 'look'. A volimteer 

comes to the front and writes 'I). 

T: 'Don't worry, I'll help you out.' (Field notes 10.2.00 page 53). 

Throughout, the atmosphere was one of willing volunteers who were made to feel 

supported if they ran into difficulty. The teacher praised regularly, but was very clear 

about what was correct and what was not. 
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The whole picture 

The teaching and learning of reading and writing are complex and the complexities are 

reflected in the use of a variety of techniques and levels of focus employed in the whole 

class part of the literacy hours in the classroom. The teaching shifted from interpreting 

the author's message to predicting and retelling story lines to the punctuation of a 

sentence to the initial grapheme/phoneme correspondence. Each literacy hour frequently 

covered several, if not all, levels and they were inter-woven. An example from the field 

notes illustrates this. The class was working on "ch" sounds and the big book to be read 

was "Mr Gumpy's Outing" by John Bumingham, It was the first day this book had been 

used with the class. The teacher had covered the title and asked the children to predict 

the content and title from the picture. They were encouraged to think of possible 

interpretations of what they saw. 

T: 'What is the little boy doing? Why?... What could the story be 

about?... Who is in the boat?... Where could they be going?... What canyou tell 

me about Mr Gumpy from the picture?' 

(Once the title has been revealed, the children are encouraged to think of 

alternative words to 'outing', so that its meaning is explored and their 

vocabulary of alternatives is extended. The teacher then shifts to introduce 'ch' 

as a digraph. She demonstrates how to write it, joining the two letters and 

describing her movements as she does so. The children are asked to volunteer 

words beginning with 'chLots of correct examples are given; cherry, cheese, 

chair, 'choo-choochildren, champion. One child volunteers 'jam' and the 

teacher points out the difference between 'ch' and '/She also talks about 

spelling 'ch'.) 

'It's two letters, but it just makes one sound, 'ch'.' (Field notes 14.3.00, page 

139). 
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The teacher included reading/text level work, interpreting pictures, decoding words and 

interpreting meaning. She included word level work on alternative words and extending 

vocabulary. She introduced a new phoneme/digraph with emphasis on the sound as the 

onset of words, correct pronunciation, handwriting to form the digraph correctly and the 

fact that one sound is made from two letters. 

Children's Learning in the whole class teaching 

Given the complexity and work at different levels, the teacher nevertheless had a distinct 

emphasis on the teaching of the twenty-six alphabetic phonemes plus digraphs sh, th, ch 

and wh, taught almost exclusively as onsets of words. The phoneme/grapheme 

correspondence was clearly taught and reinforced by the use of actions and visual 

stimulants. Emphasis was also on enjoying and interpreting different texts in terms of 

reading, including 'reading' illustrations. For writing, the emphasis was on accuracy, 

punctuation, and correct spellings. Imaginative writing appeared rarely. Re-telling a 

story was more usual. 

Before leaving an examination of the whole class aspects of the teaching, I consider the 

evidence for the children's active involvement in their zone of proximal development and 

for handover of the skills and knowledge being taught. In an earlier paper (Appendix iii), 

I argued for using neo-Vygotskian constructs of scaffolding and spontaneous and elicited 

contributions to examine the learning process. Whilst a thesis of this size would not 

allow scope for such detailed analyses of all the teaching/learning observed, I intend to 

use the constructs here to examine the learning. I rely on the earlier paper for a more in-

depth rationale. The constructs are outlined in Methods of Data Analysis, page 42. 

The teacher scaffolded the children's learning in so far as it is possible to offer such 

support to thirty children all at slightly different levels of ability and skill. She recruited 

the children's interest in the tasks by using their contributions from home life and their 

interest as a springboard for the teaching. She also used enthusiasm and suspense to 

engage. 
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'What do yon think it is about?' 

'It's a very exciting story. What happens next? 

The teacher simplified tasks for the class, reading most of the words in the texts to them, 

asking for recognition of phonemes generally as onset only, acting as scribe for many of 

the words and sentences produced by the class in whole class compositions. When 

children were invited to contribute, for examples to the reading, spelling or offering 

words beginning with a particular sound, the teacher was adept at correcting, usually in a 

very positive way, pointing out the 'ideal solution' and how it differed to the child's 

contribution. Reading to the class and acting as scribe also offered an idealised version of 

the act to be performed. 

She maintained pursuit of the goal using classroom management techniques of pace, 

interest and questioning of those who appeared to be disruptive or inattentive. She 

moved distracting children closer to her or away from friends. She kept the tasks short 

and used voice variation, visual aids, music and actions to maintain interest. The 

children who chose to respond to invitations to contribute were involved for a high 

proportion of the whole class time. As discussed earlier, the teacher clearly attempted to 

vary the levels of questioning to enable children to be involved at their ability or 

developmental stage, though there were difficulties with putting it consistently and 

successfully into practice, even for this experienced and organised teacher. 

The teacher was scaffolding the children's learning en masse. For a few children, a high 

proportion of the skills teaching (use of books, phonics) was below their ZPD. They 

were secure in their phonic knowledge to at least the level taught by the end of reception, 

could read quite fluently and write sentences with a high proportion of correct spelling of 

simple words. Other aspects of the teaching/learning situation may have been within 

their ZPD, for example social and emotional development, working as part of the class 

and learning the rules and procedures of school. Appreciating different styles of 
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literature and illustration, and aspects of composition were also within their ZPD. For 

other children, the literacy teaching appeared to be at precisely their level and their 

development matched the pace of the lessons. For them, the messages were sufficiently 

explicit and the scaffolding helped them to work in their ZPD. 

Some children, however, appeared to be a little left behind by the pace of the teaching. 

They seemed to find it more difficult to retain what had been taught and so had not 

consolidated one stage of learning before the next was introduced. Some aspects 

appeared to be retained whilst others were not. In some instances, the children had not 

yet made clear links between spoken and written language making the system somehow 

mysterious and complex. For them, the teaching had not been sufficiently explicit or 

enough time allowed for practising and consolidating to gain a more principled 

understanding. The teacher was aware of and concerned about such children. She knew 

which were apparently not keeping up and by January had set up a 'Phonics Recovery' 

group for six of the children most behind. This ran for five minutes everyday, and was 

led by a classroom assistant, following the teacher's instructions and largely using Jolly 

Phonics. More of this and its results later but suffice it to say here that the teacher 

appeared to be aware of the difficulties of the whole class teaching and vigilant in 

attempting to compensate for them. 

So, what do we know of the children's learning in the whole class sessions? What is the 

evidence for handover by the staff, and of the children's appropriation of the new skills? 

Of course, much evidence of their learning may come from other parts of the school day 

or even at home and will not necessarily be confined to the interaction in the whole class 

part of the literacy hour, or indeed the whole of the literacy hour. However, I consider it 

to be important to look for evidence of the handover of knowledge or skills in the 

interaction if we are to see the learning as part of the process. 

As explained in the earlier paper (Appendix iii), there needs to be evidence of children's 

active involvement in the problem solving and of their using the skills and knowledge 
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gained to demonstrate their level of understanding. Only then can the teacher make 

minute adjustments to the teaching to ensure even more appropriate scaffolding towards 

the children's appropriation of knowledge, shifting into ZPDs at a new level. 

As in the earlier paper, I intend to use spontaneous and elicited contributions as an 

approximation of the children's knowledge and skills. Providing the children are not 

simply picking up signals for what needs to be said, ('cued elicitations' in Edwards and 

Mercer's words, 1987) which do not necessarily show any understanding, they should 

offer some clue for the teacher as to what is understood and known. How the teacher 

uses such indicators herself may also show what the teacher sees as important with 

regard to the teaching and learning objectives. 

Many of the contributions from the children were analysed earlier when examining the 

nature of the whole class teaching. Here, I provide a summary of the most frequently 

observed contributions. Spontaneous contributions were rare and generally equated with 

'calling out', or making a comment or question without raising a hand and being invited 

to speak, which was not acceptable. Perhaps when things spontaneously occur to such 

young children, they find it difficult to remember to raise their hand before speaking. 

Such contributions appeared to be received differently by the teacher from different 

children, something I consider further in a later chapter {Henry page82). 

As discussed earlier, the majority of questions posed to children, resulting in elicited 

contributions, related to recognition and production of initial phonemes and graphemes. 

A very high proportion of the class were invited to respond to questions of this nature and 

on some occasions children could be seen demonstrating their knowledge to themselves 

or each other without attempting to raise their hand to be chosen to contribute. Children's 

incorrect contributions were usually handled positively and corrected in such a way as to 

help the child to understand the mistake. For instance, the teacher asked for words 

beginning with'r'. One child volunteered'mouse'. The teacher responded 'No, that's 

not 'rWhat sound does mouse begin with?' (to the rest of the class), thereby ensuring 

the children heard the correct answer. The children were actively involved in the 
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problem-solving process of how to read or write on few occasions in the whole class 

parts of the literacy hour. One particular occasion, referred to earlier on page 66, (field 

notes 10.2.00 page 53), gives a good example of how children can be involved in a way 

that teaches methods and skills they themselves can put into practise, attempting to use 

their newly gained knowledge as they go along. Here, children were involved in 

suggesting a sentence to be written, in breaking down the words into phonemes until the 

sentence, and eventually the story, was written. This is a lovely example of the teacher 

scaffolding and making slight adjustments to the input to take account of the children's 

success in using their knowledge, and thereby maintaining their involvement in problem-

solving. There are two other examples of this kind in my field notes, (not video 

recorded) but unfortunately the observations do not give details of precisely what all of 

the children in the class were doing and to what extent each was involved in the process. 

However, the manner in which this particular piece of teaching was carried out 

encourages me to the conclusion that there was genuinely something for children of 

different ability levels in the class. 

A few of the children could have written the sentences without help with the spelling, but 

they could gain practice in recall and story composition, as well as becoming even more 

familiar with spellings. Other children were involved in phonemic segmentation and 

phoneme/grapheme recognition and recall in a step by step maimer that modelled a 

method they themselves could try to adopt in attempting to write. Much of their ability 

to do this, however, was dependent on their alphabetic knowledge and explains the time 

and energy put into phonic teaching. These children, insecure in their knowledge of 

phoneme/grapheme correspondence, would not be able to adopt this model unaided 

unless a high proportion of mistakes was to be tolerated. 

I have considered the whole class teaching separate to the small group aspects of the 

literacy hour for ease of analysis. Clearly, this is an artificial boundary when looking at 

children's learning, for the small group work is sometimes the opportunity for the 

children to be more involved in putting into practice their new knowledge and skills. I 
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now turn to look at the literacy development opportunities in the small group/individual 

parts of the literacy hour. 

/ffgracy w Aowr 

The children in the class were split into five groups of six for this part of the literacy 

hour. The groups broadly reflected the children's abilities based on the teacher's 

assessments, their ages and on their baseline assessment results. Activities varied each 

week, with groups rotating to a new one each day. Some activities featured regularly, 

often weekly, and included the following. 

- Each child had a phonics workbook with one letter per page in which the child 

drew and labelled objects beginning with that sound, using picture dictionaries 

to help. A few higher ability children wrote a sentence for each object. The 

purpose appeared to be alphabetic knowledge, recognition of initial phonemes 

and graphemes, practice in using dictionaries, and copying words (in very few 

cases, writing independently). 

- Each child had a handwriting book with a letter per page to trace, to trace over 

dots, and with space to practice the letters freehand. 

- A craft activity involving painting, cutting, sticking or dough, loosely related to a 

literacy objective was included, such as painting thick and thin lines when 'th' 

was the sound for the week; or making dough food beginning with 'ch' when 

'ch' was the sound for the week. 

- Worksheets were used involving reading tasks such as 'find the words beginning 

w i t h . . . o r looking for the same words in a row, or matching words to pictures. 
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Sequencing activities were used, sometimes cutting and sticking pictures from a 

story into order, sometimes involving some reading. 

- Word search or word 'bingo' based on sets of key words, again a reading task. 

The children were also involved in one to one reading to the teacher from their reading 

books almost every day. The teacher did this by spending two to three minutes with each 

child whilst simultaneously supervising a group at a table and overseeing the whole class. 

In this class, there was a lot of extra support in the form of voluntary parent helpers, 

student nursery nurses and the class room assistants. The Special Needs Co-ordinator 

also worked with one or two groups during the group work part of the literacy hour on 

one morning per week. It was usual for almost every group to have an adult working with 

it during the group work, though occasionally one group worked alone for this section of 

the literacy hour. The teacher co-ordinated the help carefully, preparing the task for each 

group (with the help of CAs), and giving written instructions to each helper. However, 

how helpers interacted with and supported the learner varied from one to another. 

Although the teacher's weekly plans do not reveal any variation in tasks to take account 

of individual children's or group's differing abilities, in reality there clearly was 

variation. On thirteen days, my field notes record the teacher and classroom assistant 

exchanging views on how the groups had coped with the given tasks. The teacher 

usually prompted this by asking how a group had managed. Plans were briefly discussed 

as to how the work could be varied next time to take account of groups' and sometimes 

individuals' progress. The following excerpt from my field notes provides an example. 

While the children were lining up for assembly, the teacher asked the classroom 

assistant how the group she had been working with had coped with the task. CA 

reported that the 'brighter' 3 had been fine, but the other 3 had really needed a 

list of words for help instead of relying on the dictionaries. The teacher said she 
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would adjust the task for next time. Task was a simple crossword puzzle. (Field 

notes 25.1.00 page 3.) 

The teacher regularly monitored progress by walking around the room, checking with 

children and helpers. The tasks, although the same on paper, were adjusted for groups 

and individuals. Higher expectations were set for more able children, an example being 

the way in which the phonics workbooks were used, as described above. The writing 

tasks and individual reading to the teacher also allowed a child to work in his or her ZPD, 

rather than to a level set for the whole class. 

In reality though, with the best of intentions, it did not always result in the children 

working in a maimer that genuinely made use of and extended their capabilities. My 

critique of one episode of teaching and learning in a small group (Appendix iii) raises 

questions about the extent to which learning can be said to be taking place unless 

children are actively involved in the decision-making and problem-solving of a task, (in 

this case using phonic knowledge to write), making optimum use of the knowledge and 

skills they have acquired to date and gaining new understanding to be put into practise 

next time. It was very effectively done in this reception class for initial phoneme 

knowledge and production of grapheme from initial phoneme. It was less effectively 

done in phonemic segmentation and attempted translation of phonemes into graphemes 

or orthographic units, which would necessarily involve a high rate of error for most 

children of this age. Encouraging independent writing is something that Adams (1990) 

advocates. 

Moreover, whether viewed at the level of text generation, sentence generation, or 

word generation, it is an activity that inherently requires children to think 

actively - and such activities are both invaluable and hard to come by in the 

classroom. (Adams 1990, page 387). 
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In another episode, (field notes 6.4.00 page 207) the highest ability group, helped by a 

parent, had been asked to rewrite the story of Little Red Riding Hood in their own words 

and cut and stick pictures from the story into the correct sequence, putting their own 

captions below. Other less able groups had simply been asked to cut, stick and sequence 

the pictures with the attached printed captions, which was primarily a reading and 

memory task rather than a writing task. 

The teacher's instructions to the parent helper working with the higher ability group were 

to encourage the children to write their own words as far as possible, but this was only 

partly done. Two of the group did show some ability to sound out some of the words for 

themselves and to try to create the words from their speech or from available words. 

Others were less able or willing to attempt it. 

Susan managed to write 'little'from memory. She sounds out 'went' phonetically 

and manages to write it correctly. She wants 'round', writes 'r' herself and asks for 

help. 1 point out how 'ou' make the 'ow' sound in the word and encourage her to 

sound out the rest of the word herself. She manages and writes it correctly. She 

writes 'the' alone then asks for 'cornerI provide elements of the word, 'or' and 

'er', pointing out the sound the combination of letters make, and ask her to provide 

the intervening sounds. She manages. (Field notes 6.4.00 page 212.) 

Katrina asks for 'what' to be spelt. The parent helper gives the letter names, 

W-H-A-T, orally. She manages to write 'big' herself, then asks for 'eyes \ The 

parent helper again spells it out orally using letter names E-Y-E-S. Katrina says she 

doesn 't know how to do a 'Y'. She has written 'y' before in this story, which may 

have been copied, but I think she does not recognise the name of the letter. She later 

asks for 'along', having written 'a' herself. The parent helper again spells out the 

rest of the word orally using letter names. (Field notes 6.4.00 page 212.) 
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Katrina had not extended her ability to phonemically segment spoken words and attempt 

to write them. She wrote the word she could manage herself (big), but the way in which 

she was helped with more difficult words, in my opinion, provided no strategies that she 

could usually appropriate for herself in her future attempts to write, unless she could 

memorise correct spellings given or ask an adult. Her knowledge of how to 

independently translate spoken into written language had not been usefully extended. 

As we see later, the SIDNEY programme is entirely different in that it clearly establishes 

the (simpler and beginning) relationships between spoken and written language in a 

manner that ensures that the child appropriates the knowledge and skills. It extends only 

to the ability to write CVC words. Interestingly, the Additional Literacy Support Scheme, 

introduced nationally in September 1999 for Key Stage 2 children with literacy 

difficulties, adopts a very similar approach for more advanced orthographic relationships, 

which children should ideally have some knowledge of by the end of Key Stage 1. Again, 

it is a specially designed recovery programme, used in groups of about five children per 

adult, which uses an explicit teaching style and attempts to secure appropriation of the 

spoken to written language relationship (and vice versa) by securing the children's active 

cognitive involvement. 

In both these programmes, very specific and detailed written guidelines are given to the 

special needs assistants about what should be said and done in order to support the 

learning. Such detailed guidance is not available to helpers in mainstream classrooms, 

which means that children can face a variety of approaches on a daily basis. For some 

children, this is not a problem. For others, it amounts to confusion. 

Once the children had finished their allotted group work task, they were encouraged to 

find an activity relating to literacy. These included a good selection of puzzles and 
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games designed to teach alphabetic knowledge and a book comer, all of which were 

frequently used with apparent enjoyment by the children. There was also a comer for 

listening to taped stories, and a writing table with pens, pencils and paper and only two 

seats, quite often used so that frustrated children sometimes awaited a place in one of the 

two seats. The role-play area, at first a hospital and then a bus at a bus stop, was also 

very popular and incorporated literacy opportunities, such as a set of bus tickets to be 

written on and stamped, bus timetables and magazines to 'read'. Play dough, 

occasionally used to form dough letters, chalk and white boards for writing and drawing 

were also available. 

In the afternoon, before beginning other tasks, the classroom assistant spent some time 

with the 'phonics recovery group'. The teacher had identified at Christmas a small group 

of children who she felt were behind in their alphabetic knowledge. She set up a 

'phonics recovery group' of six children who were worked with, under her guidance, by 

the classroom assistant for five to ten minutes each day in total, not per child. The CA 

worked on the twenty-six phonic sounds, using the Jolly Phonics actions and introducing 

two sounds per week. Each child in the group was asked to recall and practise phonemes, 

graphemes and actions regularly in the group, constantly using their growing knowledge. 

Three weeks before the end of term, the teacher and CA introduced the 'rainbow' of the 

alphabet to the group, as used in the SIDNEY programme. Thereafter, the 

phonemes/graphemes were always taken from and retumed to their place in the visible 

alphabet rainbow. The 'phonics recovery group' work ensured a high rate of elicited 

contributions from each child. By Easter, four of the six children had mastered all 

twenty-six sounds, overtaking others in the class who had initially appeared more able. 

The other two were well on their way, making particularly rapid progress (noted by the 

CAs) since the introduction of the alphabet rainbow in the last three weeks. 

The analysis of the literacy leaming opportunities in the reception class shows a complex 

picture of literacy teaching and learning on many different levels. The whole class work 
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showed a high level of interaction and involvement, but not necessarily of all the children 

genuinely being fully involved in problem solving within their ZPDs. The small group 

work showed many aspects of literacy learning and genuine attempts to account for 

children's individual learning needs. However, again it was seen that there was room for 

closer involvement of children in supported problem solving, particularly if the 

importance of product could more often give way to that of process. Much was on offer 

to the children in this class. Having reviewed the literacy learning opportunities, I now 

turn to an analysis of how six children fared in terms of literacy development. 
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Chapter 5 The Learners: Six Children in the Reception Class 

I analysed each child's pre-school literacy, his or her progress and the way in which the 

child interacted with the literacy learning opportunities in the classroom. The children's 

names have been changed. 

The high scorers: 

Of the three children chosen with strong Baseline Assessment scores, only Henry could 

read and write before he began school. He had enjoyed pencil and paper activities from 

an early age. 

As soon as he could pick things up, at about eighteen months, as soon as he could 

manipulate the pencil; and then he went on to writing almost of his own accord, 

really (interview with Henry's mother, 10.3.00). 

He could write recognisable letters by three years and by four years was regularly writing 

stories, which were partly incomprehensible but with some phonetically feasible 

spellings. 'You couldjust about decipher it' (Henry's mother 10.3.00). He had also 

enjoyed books from a veiy young age. 7 think that'spartly because I've always read to 

them from a very young ageWith regard to reading, he knew the sounds of letters by the 

age of three and 'began combining them into words at three and a half to three and 

three-quarters, certainly by four years' (Henry's mother 10.3.00). 

He scored very highly in his Baseline Assessments (scores from 0 to 5 were possible) in 

all areas except information technology and dexterity (scores of three), and gross motor 

skills (score of two). So, how did the literacy learning opportunities in the classroom 

match Henry's literacy abilities when he started school and meet the needs for his 

development? Henry was encouraged by the teacher to take home reading books suited to 

his level of ability. He was not given sets of words to learn to read at the beginning of the 
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school year, unlike the other children. His individual targets, set by the teacher for all 

children in October, included: 

To read a range of literature, responding to the plot, characters and ideas. 

To write in sentences beginning to show an awareness of simple punctuation, e.g. 

full stops and capital letters (Individual target sheet 26.10.99). 

By March 2000, the targets had changed and now included; 

To express his opinions about major events or ideas in stories, poems and non-

fiction. 

To continue to develop his joined-up style of handwriting. 

Other targets related to physical motor control and self-organisation, both of which were 

seen as weaknesses by his teacher and mother. 

In the whole class part of the literacy hour, much of the work on phonics and 

phoneme/grapheme correspondence appeared to be below Henry's level of ability. He 

was secure in his phoneme/grapheme knowledge and some spelling conventions before 

starting school. As we have seen in the earlier section on whole class teaching, much of 

the time was devoted to work on phonics. However, the field notes reveal that Henry was 

generally attentive and appeared interested in the sessions. The stories, songs, visual aids 

and interactive devices used by the teacher helped to maintain interest and involvement. 

The teacher also used individual questioning to challenge Henry. This involved asking 

him to read more difficult words from the 'big book' and answering more complex 

questions. 

Henry is asked 'What do binoculars do?' He answers If they 're far away you 'II 

be able to see them as if they 're near,' using his hands to demonstrate. (Field 

notes 9.3.00, page 125.) 
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Although Henry appeared to be attentive and could usually answer any question asked of 

him, he often chose not to volunteer for questions that were well within his ability. He 

occasionally 'called out' to make an observation without first raising his hand and 

waiting to be invited. Unlike most other children, he was very rarely reprimanded for 

doing so. He was listened to attentively and his ideas, suggestions and questions were 

responded to in a manner used for mature, adult contributions. 

Wiienever Henry speaks, he is listened to with respect and if his meaning or 

question is at first unclear, the staff work at trying to understand. It seems that 

they have come to expect sensible, mature comments from him and so if they 

don't understand, they assume they have misunderstood. Very good for his self-

esteem. (Field notes 6.4.00, page 211). 

I do not imply that other children were treated with disrespect, dismissed or their ideas 

not listened to, but Henry was treated slightly differently. 

In the small group work, much of the routine work set for the children again appeared to 

be below Henry's level of ability, but the work was adapted to be more challenging for 

him. For example, on 9.3.00 Henry's group members were working on phonics. They had 

to think of things beginning with 'y' or 'z', drawing a picture and writing the word for 

each, using picture dictionaries to help them. Instead, Henry was encouraged to write a 

sentence for each word, using cursive writing. 

He is competent in his spelling. He writes 'sailing' correctly without help and 

'zebra' without checking in his book. He writes 'yoak 'for 'yolk', but his mother 

(acting as a helper) points out his mistake and tells him to change the 'a' to a 7 

(Field notes 9.3.00, page 121). 

In this way, his literacy abilities were being extended in the small group work, though 

this was not always with evident pleasure. 
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Tension is noted again surrounding writing. Henry is very reluctant to finish his 

story from yesterday, It takes his mother a lot of chivvying to get him going. He 

does it without pleasure or enthusiasm. He had written a whole side yesterday 

(Field notes 6.4.00, page 209). 

However, other aspects of the literacy hour did seem to challenge and interest him. These 

related more to the physical organisation and creative aspects of small group tasks, rather 

than literacy learning. Henry also chose to write sometimes during the free play sessions 

in the afternoon, so clearly did enjoy it. 

Henry sits at the drawing table and draws a complex picture with words. He 

writes 'Tiddley winks' and 'Stephanie' unaided. He also writes 'Dear Mum, thank 

you for the Robin Hood hide out. Love from Henry \ no help, beautifully written 

(Field notes 17.2.00, page 82). 

Henry read daily at home and had recently progressed to what he described to his mother 

as 'reading with his eyes', meaning reading silently (interview with Henry's mother 

10.3.00). On 13.4.00, he described his favourite books to me as being magazines, games, 

crossword books and 'lots of different books'. He has two older siblings and joins in with 

pencil and paper activities while they do homework each evening. His home environment 

clearly supported his early literacy learning, but his mother pointed out that she had been 

led by his interest. One of his older siblings, the middle child, although clearly raised in 

the same environment, had in fact been much slower to read and write and had not 

favoured pencil, paper or reading activities. 

The small 'end test' given to children on 13.4.00 to assess their ability to use their phonic 

knowledge to write CVC words was well below Henry's level of ability. He completed 

the task promptly and accurately (see Table 2 'Henry's end test'). He could have done so 

at the beginning of the school year. 
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Table 2: Henry's End-Test 
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According to her mother (interview 6.3.00), Susan began school knowing few letter 

sounds, but knowing some of the names and able to recite the alphabet. She had enjoyed 

books and pencil and paper activities from an early age, but had only had regular bedtime 

stories from the summer prior to starting school when she was four years old. By 

December 1999, the teacher recorded her phonic knowledge as knowing twelve sounds 

and twenty names of letters of the alphabet. On starting school, she could not write her 

first name completely or read any words. She did do some pretend writing, 'Some letters 

she would do, yes. Scribble' (interview with Susan's mother 6.3.00). Her Baseline 

Assessment scores were mostly fours and fives, except for Drawing a Person and 

Writing, both scoring two. 

Susan made good progress in literacy at school. By 6.3.00, her mother listed her abilities 

as including 

- knowing all the alphabetic sounds 

- reading three sheets of twenty-four words each, sent home from school 

- attempting to build simple words from phonic knowledge when reading 

- correct spelling of two sheets of words sent home from school 

- segmenting and spelling some simple words herself from her phonic knowledge, 

for example 'fox' and 'box'. 'She was just spelling them herself. 

She had easy access to writing and drawing materials at the desk in the playroom and still 

chose to draw, write and cut up paper frequently. 

In the whole class sessions of the literacy hour, Susan was attentive and participative. She 

anticipated questions and was very eager to answer. She raised her hand for a high 

proportion of the questions. The phonics teaching has been within her ZPD and she has 

clearly appropriated the phonic knowledge. In the small group work, her attempts to 

write and occasionally (when encouraged) spell words alone using her phonic knowledge 

show that she had started to make clear connections between spoken and written 

language. 
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In an afternoon free play session in the role- play area, which has been turned 

into a 'busSusan helps a friend to write a bus ticket. She uses sounds and letter 

names to tell her friend how to spell 'bus' correctly (Field notes 13.3.00, page 

i3iy 

To begin with, the field notes show that she was reluctant to try to spell unknown words 

herself, as were most children in the class. 

As other children in the group, Susan is unwilling to make attempts at spelling 

unknown words, but asks for the words to be written to be copied. She is able, 

when prompted, to give the initial sound, but either not able or willing to attempt 

a more complex middle sound (Field notes 29.2.00, page 83.1 was acting as a 

helper to the group on this occasion). 

But by the 6.4.00, when I again helped the group, with encouragement she managed 

'went', 'for', 'she', and the 'r' and 'nd' for 'round'. The simple 'end test' (13.4.00) 

indicated that she had understood and appropriated the alphabetic stage. She was 

confident in her writing (see Table 3, 'Susan's end test'). 

Susan and her friend Katrina appear to thoroughly enjoy the female environment and 

constantly draw attention to and rehearse their femininity in terms of 

- choice of colours (pastels rather than dark colours) 

- neatness and carefulness 

- organising and tidying 

- diligence and sensible behaviour 

- not playing with boys. 

The following examples from the field notes illustrate. The first is from a free 

play period, when the girls were outside at the sand tray, the second from a small group 

literacy activity involving a creative element. 
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TMWcA ff/Mg ^ m g fo rAe yToor c/ear q/'gaW 6)/ 

fwg^mg Z(P wffA <3 akw^aM aW 6n^y/z wAf/e of/zer cAf/(jlreM 7%6y ĝ z/fcA:̂  

come to tell me when a child is not following the rules and throws sand (28.2.00 

page 94). 

Susan says We don't like dark blue, do we Katrina? We only like light blue. Ray, 

}/()« ntyA.' S!Ag w cr/ffcw/ng worj^ fAaf apy)garf fo /ac^ care 

(29.2.00 page 97). 

In terms of the literacy learning opportunities at school, they appear to have been pitched 

perfectly at Susan's level. She has been constantly involved in attempting to answer 

questions, often clearly rehearsing the answers as she waits. Her reading and writing have 

progressed to match the teacher's objectives. She practices her reading and spelling 

frequently at home. She has embraced and taken pleasure in the organisational and social 

rules of the classroom, which is dominated by female staff and helpers. The teacher 

described her as 'a pleasure to teach' because her progress had been steady and her 

interest enthusiastic. It may be that there was a fortunate match between Susan's literacy 

development needs as she began school, her maturity and developmental readiness to 

learn, the literacy opportunities delivered in class and her affinity to the style of delivery, 

classroom ethos and organisation. 

Susan's home environment was supportive of her literacy learning, making books and 

writing/drawing equipment readily available. Susan named her favourite series of books. 

Whilst her mother reported that the school reading books were read with Susan every 

day, Susan said that she looked at other books on her own. She didn't have a bedtime 

story every night, but often watched a video instead. 
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Table 3: Susan's End-Test 

0 
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As mentioned above, Katrina was a good friend of Susan's and there was an element of 

friendly competition between them. Katrina joined Susan in taking great delight in 

femininity, in organisation and in sensible behaviour. 

In her pre-school years, Katrina had been very keen on drawing and pretend writing. She 

enjoyed books and stories. 

Drawing she's mad on. At pre-school, she went straight to the painting easel 

every day. Books she likes as long as they 'repretty... Katrina loves hardbacks, 

flaps, wheels (interview with Katrina's mother 13.3.00). 

She had attended nursery in a different English-speaking country and had learnt some 

letter names and could recite the alphabet. She couldn't recognise all letters. The teacher 

assessment in September showed that she could give the name of eighteen graphemes, 

but the sound of only one. By December, it had increased to ten sounds. She had made 

good early progress in the class with her reading. By April, she could give the phoneme 

for twenty-two of the graphemes shown to her (ability to write the grapheme from the 

phoneme was not tested). Her written work in class was neat and legible and she was 

diligent and rule abiding. 

However, her mother and teacher had both identified an area of slight concern. 'She's 

going through a blip at the moment. That's what we >e calling it' (Interview with mother 

13.3.00). She had lost confidence in her reading ability and was reluctant to try any word 

of which she wasn't absolutely sure. 'You can't even get her to try the first letter. She 

says 7 don't hiow.'' Similarly, she wouldn't try to spell unknown words. 'She 'II copy it 

dowru You write it all down for her, bid she won't try herself... She will not try her own 

spellings' (Katrina's mother 13.3.00). Indeed, my field notes reveal the same 

observations. Katrina was organised, hard working and able to get on with tasks. She 

was, however, unwilling to attempt to sound and formulate words for herself Writing 
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appeared to be something to be endured. The lack of errors in her written work further 

illustrated how reliant she was on copying unknown words from a model rather than 

attempting to form them herself (see Table 4 'Katrina's writing') 

The 'end test' of CVC words (Table 5 'Katrina's end-test') demonstrated to me that she 

felt very unsure of how to phonemically segment words and synthesise them using 

phoneme/grapheme correspondence. She wrote 'cat' instantly without thought, indicating 

that she knew the word from memory. 'Dog', 'mop' and 'bed' were difficult for her, 

though she did get the initial phonemes of'mop' and 'bed'. She appears to have spelt 

'zip' correctly, but with letters reversed. Although I was supportive and non-pressuring, 

she appeared uncomfortable and slightly embarrassed. 

Katrina was in the top group with several other children who were beginning to formulate 

words or who could already read and write. Her lack of confidence may have been based 

on her desire to conform to the group, together with her awareness of her incomplete 

understanding about how to decode or formulate simple words compared to her peer 

group. The targets set for Katrina in March 2000 include: 

To know the sound of all the letters of the alphabet and the blends sh, th, ch. 

To write independently using learned spellings and attempting unknown words 

using her phonic knowledge (individual targets set by teacher). 

We have already seen how the implicit messages and strategies employed in the whole 

class and small group teaching made this quite difficult to achieve. The example from the 

field notes 6.4.00 page 212, which was cited earlier in Chapter 4 page76 illustrates how 

Katrina interacted with the teaching. I suggest that she particularly would benefit from a 

closer involvement in the problem-solving of decoding and creating words, drawing on 

her current knowledge (including phonic knowledge) and skills to practise current and 

create new understanding. She appeared to have missed a link in the chain of translating 

spoken language into written and vice versa, which was creating a mystery surrounding 
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reading and writing and may have accounted for her insecurity. By ensuring 

appropriation of every link in the chain through closer involvement of recall, cognitive 

activity and supported new learning, perhaps such difficulties could be avoided or 

overcome. 

The teacher and Katrina's mother were alert to her difficulties and in partnership 

attempted to address the problem. Her mother had made a point of taking Katrina to buy 

new books. 7 took her at the weekend to buy her some new, silly books, gimmicky stuff, 

to try to get her confidence back and her interest in books, (interview with Katrina's 

mother 13.3.00). The teacher was attempting to build Katrina's confidence by praising 

her work. 

Katrina's writing is praised by the teacher for neatJtess and she is teased gently. 

'Did Mrs. Brown (the classroom assistant) do it for you?' The implication is that 

it is so neat, an adult must have done it. Katrina is pleased, (field notes 31.3.00, 

page 181). 

In the whole class parts of the literacy hour, Katrina was attentive and sometimes 

volunteered to answer some questions. She was very rarely told off The whole group and 

small group phonics work were very much in her ZPD, but in spite of the emphasis on 

this, she had experienced some difficulty in appropriating the phoneme/grapheme 

correspondence within words. Delivery of information within a child's ZPD together 

with home support clearly does not automatically guarantee easy appropriation. 

Something more is called for in some cases. 
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Table 4: Katrma's Writing 

My nam& is 

LiCdo Red Riding Houd 

ittlG ( W ^liXflq i.ooi 
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Table 5: Katrina's End-Test 

4iL±_ 
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The lower scoring group: 

Lydia, the youngest of four siblings and the youngest in the sample, began school 

knowing no letter sounds or names. By December, she hadn't retained any and knew only 

one word from her list of reading words, 'the'. In her pre-school years, she had shown 

very little interest in pencil and paper activities, although drawing and writing materials 

were readily available and her mother provided 'early learner' books for colouring and 

games. Lydia was reluctant to use them. She did, however, enjoy stories and books. 

Bedtime stories were part of her daily routine. Her older siblings also enjoyed reading to 

her. 

Reading books always an interest, but writing, never. But books, yes. And with 

everyone wanting to read to her, it was easily fed to her... She did not choose to 

do (writing and drawing) at all, even though I used to buy her colouring books 

and the house was stackedfull of things. But she never chose to do that (interview 

with Lydia's mother 20.3.00). 

Of Lydia's siblings, two could read and write before starting school, and one had had 

some difficulties before being diagnosed as dyslexic in year three at school. At the time 

of interviewing, Lydia had begun to show more interest in pencil and paper activities and 

was beginning to learn some letter sounds. Her knowledge of phoneme/grapheme 

correspondences out of context was still unreliable, even for the initial letter of her name, 

although she could write her name unaided. The teacher had put Lydia into the 'phonics 

recovery' group in January and she made some progress with her phonic knowledge. The 

rate of progress was noticeably faster once the 'rainbow' of letters had been introduced in 

the phonics group. This is not surprising as the field notes reveal some of Lydia's 

strengths relating to spatial organisation. She was very aware of the placing and storage 

of items in the classroom, frequently helping others to find and tidy away toys or 

equipment. 
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M am:/ g w c c g f i f f f A a_̂ /ey%f Aow /^/ay w#A 

jOtgpZa }p?a2»jYXv%gA&v7y><:ay?VZH;j#)%7B# vLycfwi .%%%%*# 6KN &?%}}%? 

where items in the classroom live and helps her friend to find things. She shows 

gf)06fj%%zAKzf6rw%zng»%3%rzB%d̂ aGyY%Mgrjdbr/Zs, d&tye/fz&fdAakzrMBPzofiozL (fieidiKykss 

17.2.00 page 79). 

Her mother, describing her as 'very organised', reinforced the impression. 

'She will get herself up and get dressed and ask for help if she's 

ffwcA:... Cz^foz^^, fAg 'f fff// /Mz&jWZêf wffA Agr fAogf, ^AvegM 

a/Kf fo orgaMwe Aer Aeê oo/M. 5%g Aog^ace^ 

(interview with mother 20.3.00) 

Being able to locate the letters of the alphabet in a given position and link recall of the 

position to their sounds, as well as to the Jolly Phonics actions used by the teacher, 

appeared to help Lydiato learn. In March 2000, one of her individual targets set by the 

teacher was '7b Imrn the sounds of five (or more) letters of the alphabetwhich she 

clearly was not able to do at that time. By mid-April, however, she was able to give the 

phoneme for fourteen graphemes out of context. 

In the whole class parts of the literacy hour, Lydia was not always attentive or 

participative, something her mother acting as a parent helper in the class had also 

noticed. One of her targets in March was 'To try to concentrate at all times, particularly 

during periods of whole class teaching.' When she was interested and attentive, though, 

it was rewarded. 

Lydia is more attentive than usual through the big book session and is 

volunteering answers very often. Her extra attention and enthusiasm appear to be 

Zy //(g /gacAg/", wAo A y A g r coMA-fAz/f/ow OM /g^w/ 
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occayfo/w, gw/fe /or 5%e M gfvew j90f fYh/e^ecK&ac^ o» eacA 

occasion. (Field notes 4.4.00 page 197). 

In the plenary, she again volunteered and the teacher helped to ensure success, although 

Lydia had problems sequencing. 

6y Aoodi agam a/wwerf. SAe geZf f A g o w e 

right, but the second wrong. The teacher then asks her for the third answer, which 

f/zg gh'gM ay fogrve Aer cAa/zce fo fZA ĉeê ji 7%e fgacAgr 

her by pointing out it was the one she had said before. (Field notes 4.4.00 page 

199). 

The whole class teaching and the practising of phonic knowledge in the small group 

work were clearly within Lydia's ZPD, We have already seen how the teacher 

successfully attempted to scaffold the children's learning. We have here a child who is 

from a supportive home environment, albeit in a slightly chaotic, associative, creative 

manner rather than in logical order, in which two children have already been raised with 

distinct literacy strengths rather than weaknesses. Why then had Lydia's development 

apparently been slow to take off? It could in part be due to her younger age, though some 

children younger than Lydia made faster progress, at least initially. It may be that Lydia 

needed a greater emphasis on close involvement of cognitive activity in recalling known 

and formulating new skills and knowledge. The phonics recovery group, as we have seen, 

used more of this style of teaching and learning, which appears to have been of benefit to 

Lydia. 

In the small group work, Lydia participated in handwriting and reading exercises, in 

using her phonics workbook, and in trying to write stories using spellings given to her on 

paper. For Lydia, this was largely a copying exercise, though importantly it gave the 

opportunity to increase familiarity with letter shapes and sounds. One occasion, when 
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Lydia was being helped to write a message inside her Mother's Day card, illustrates how 

she had not yet made a secure correspondence between spoken and written sounds. The 

classroom assistant, working with a small group, was writing a message on a white board 

for children to copy. 

Classroom assistant (CA) asks 'What does Mummy begin 'with?' Lydia 

immediately says'mThe CA writes 'M' on the board. Lydia says 'Oh, I didn't 

know that!' She had not realised what 'M' looked like. CA writes 'To Mummy'. 

Lydia writes 'To M', which takes up the whole line. CA rubs out Lydia's work 

apologetically and helps her to write it so that it fits onto the line. CA then asks 

'What does 'with' begin with?' Several children call out 'wCA writes the word, 

then asks 'What about 'love'?' Lydia again says 'w\ but changes it to 'V. CA 

writes 'Love from'. Lydia asks 'Where is the love?' On the board is now the 

message 'To Mummy with love fromLydia attempts to copy it as the CA has 

been writing. She ends up with 'To Mummy love with f roml (sic) ' (Field notes 

30.3.00 page 176). 

The writing had given her the opportunity to become familiar with letter shapes and to 

make a connection between initial phonemes and graphemes'm' and i ' . A more explicit 

demonstration and involvement of the children in phonemic segmentation and grapheme 

correspondence may have helped to strengthen for Lydia the connection between spoken 

and written sound. She knew that the words conveyed the message, but was not clear 

which spoken words mapped onto which written words. (It should be acknowledged here 

that the CA was putting particular emphasis on product rather than process partly because 

the cards were meant to be gifts.) 
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Table 6: Lydia's End-Test 
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Although Lydia was one of the children in the class who found the phonics learning 

difficult to appropriate, she showed none of the anxiety surrounding reading and writing 

that Katrina and some other children displayed. The success in the phonics group may 

have helped to build her confidence and stimulate interest in reading and writing. The 

end test showed that she had grasped initial phoneme/grapheme correspondence for the 

words given (see Table 6 'Lydia's end test'). The bracketed letters indicate that Lydia 

asked me, before attempting to write, whether it was 'n' for 'mop' and 'bed'. For 'zip', 

she knew the phoneme 'z' but couldn't remember the grapheme. She drew an 'e' in the 

air with her finger to ask me if that was correct. I indicated that it was 'z'. She was not 

able or willing to add any other sounds to the onset. 

Alan was an exceptionally quiet, reserved, shy child in class. In his Baseline Assessment, 

he scored one and two for the elements relating to Language and Literacy, but higher in 

the Science and Gross Motor Skills elements. On starting school, the teacher recorded no 

knowledge of the sounds or names of letters, though his mother indicated in interview 

that he did know some initial letters of names; his own, his family members and a friend. 

The middle of three children, Alan comes from a home environment accepting and 

supportive of his strengths and weaknesses. He was described by his mother as lively and 

athletic at home, but very quiet in a group setting. However, he had started school 

without showing reluctance or being upset and had made some progress. By December, 

the teacher recorded that he knew only three letter sounds, but stated that his responses 

were so quiet, it was difficult to assess. At this time, he also had sight knowledge of 

eleven of the first forty-five reading words. 

At home, he read his school books to his mother every day, which he enjoyed, and about 

twice a week would choose to look at books, draw pictures and sometimes copy words 

from his picture dictionary. He had easy access to pens, paper and books. When asked on 
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13.4.00, he was unwilling or unable to tell me of his favourite books or whether he 

enjoyed listening to stories at home. 

In the whole class part of the literacy hours, the delivery of the phonic knowledge was 

within Alan's ZPD. He needed to learn and become secure in his knowledge of 

phoneme/grapheme correspondence. In spite of this, he had not appropriated many 

sounds by December. Part of the reason for this may have been his low level of 

involvement in the whole group sessions. From January to March Alan very rarely 

volunteered to answer a question, to make a statement or ask a question in the whole 

class part of the literacy hour. He always appeared attentive and was never disruptive or 

obviously distracted. Consequently, he was very rarely required to make a contribution. 

Alan looks attentive throughout the mat session on the weather-, date, 'showing 

time' and literacy, hut does not volunteer. The teacher does not tend to ask 

children who do not have their hands up, unless she has a reason such as not 

paying attention or being disruptive. (Field notes 2.3.00 page 95). 

Alan was put into the phonics recovery group in January and by April was able to give 

the phoneme for twenty-two graphemes out of context. In the phonics group, he was 

required to make contributions constantly for a short period of time in a smaller group. In 

this setting and manner, his understanding and misunderstandings were clear and 

progress easier to plan and monitor. The example below is taken from the field notes 

immediately following my observation of the phonics recovery group. 

CA initiated a discussion with me on the difficulty for some children in 

distinguishing between the graphemes 'i' and 'j\ which were introduced together 

to the children and do not look very visually distinct except for direction. We 

talked about Alan's particular difficulty in distinguishing between them. I pointed 

out that I had noticed his left-handedness and that he had written his name as a 

mirror image. I asked if he often did that. CA confirmed that he did. We discussed 
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how indistinct the two letters would appear to someone for whom direction was 

MOf oZyWozty, aW G4 way:; q/" mA-ocAmrmg 

letters next time. (Field notes 14.2.00 page 61). 

From later observations, it appeared that Alan was not consistently left-handed and in 

fact began to favour his right hand more and more. I had noticed his dexterity and spatial 

abilities in assembling a cardboard teddy bear with paper fasteners. It was unusual for 

Alan to take the initiative to attempt a task without waiting for permission or reassurance. 

In view of this, perhaps the use of the 'rainbow' of letters later in the phonics group 

helped to harness his strengths and provide a frame for the learning. 

In the small group parts of the literacy hour, Alan was quiet and diligent but lacking in 

self-confidence. He would not attempt to ask for instructions or risk doing something 

alone. He was in a lively group with two children who could be boisterous and my field 

notes reveal that he usually followed whatever they did in terms of work. In the following 

example, the group was working on pencil control activity sheets while waiting to read to 

the teacher. 

Alan completes the sheet by 9.47 am. He sits quietly, waiting. Paul also finishes 

and tells the teacher in a firm voice. She praises him and tells him to get on with 

colouring in the picture. Alan, listening to this, follows the instructions too. Again 

he works quietly. (Field notes 2.3.00 page 95). 

On another occasion, the group was working on a sheet to choose the correct initial 

sound for each of a set of pictures (see Table 7 'Alan's work sheet'). It was a very 

disrupted, noisy session as building work was being carried out next to the open plan 

classroom. The children were distracted and the CA had to work hard to maintain focus. 

Alan was quiet and diligent. His sheet was completed correctly and later I notice that the 

teacher had written 'Unaided' on it. In fact, my field notes reveal that Alan had copied 

the work of two other children. That is not to say that he was incapable of completing it 
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alone. As his confidence in the small group setting developed, later in March and early 

April, he became a little more forthcoming. Acting as a helper on one occasion, 1 

challenged him to use his own ideas. 

Paul writes and draws 'chair 'for the first 'ch' word, Alan does the same. Paul 

does 'chip' and Alan shows intention of doing that too until I challenge him to 

words in the dictionary himself He also thinks of an original one that no one else 

has, 'Chewits'. (Fieldnotes 14.3.00page 137). 

He was able to hear the 'ch' sound at the beginning of words and recognise them himself 

In the early months, Alan often adopted a tense facial expression when he anticipated 

being asked to read or write. It was a distinct expression with eyes screwed up as if be 

was desperately trying to remember or think of a word, even before he had been asked to 

do anything. The teacher was encouraging and praising. However, I suggest that he was 

so rarely required to draw upon and use his current knowledge and skills that he was 

missing the opportunity to develop confidence and security in his knowledge base. When 

he was required to recall and use his knowledge to problem-solve new knowledge, for 

example in the phonics group and when challenged to think of things for himself, he 

appeared to begin to develop a little more confidence. By March, his individual targets 

set by the teacher included: 

To speak clearly and confidently in a group situation. 

To learn the sounds of ten (or more) letters of the alphabet. 

7b /o ZimM a jgcwg j/gAf 

To start to write independently using familiar words and initial soimds. 
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Table TrvAilaii's Woik Sheet 

Choose the correct initial sound. Write and colour. 

a t S b m 

V / 

© Folens. SOUNDS OK - Photocopy Master Book A F5577 "̂1= 
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Table 8: Alan's End-Test 
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In the end test (Table 8 'Alan's end-test'), Alan gave the initial letters quickly and 

accurately. When 1 gently prompted with 'Anything else?' to see if he could add anything 

more to each word as it was written, he shook his head. However, he appeared so secure 

in his phonic knowledge by then that I felt, given the smallest guidance or prompting, he 

would have been able to make feasible attempts at the end if not the medial sounds. This 

had not yet been the objective of the classroom teaching. 

Tiam 

On beginning school in September, the teacher recorded lan's phonic knowledge as 

consisting of the sounds of four and the names of six letters. By December, he had learnt 

fourteen sounds and was able to read twenty-three out of the forty-five words from the 

reception reading list. His Baseline Assessment scores consisted of three for Speaking 

and Listening, Reading Behaviour, Letter Knowledge and Handwriting. He scored two 

each for Phonology, Writing and Gross Motor Skills. Most of his other scores were three 

to five. I had selected Ian as 'low scoring' because of his comparatively low scores in 

some of the elements later associated with literacy difficulties. 

Ian was the second of two children and spent his early pre-school years in another 

country with a different language. He went to a bilingual nursery and had a nanny from 

another language group. He showed little interest in pencil and paper activities in his pre-

school years and did not engage much in 'pretend' writing or very much drawing. 

Massive difference with his sister. He hardly wanted to pick up a pencil or crayon 

at all. He did hardly any colouring. He didn 't do any of that kind of pretend 

writing. He'sJust reluctant. I haven Ypushed it... He has been into more 

structured type of things like dot to dot or mazes. He likes those. (Interview with 

lan's mother 20.3.00). 
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However, he always enjoyed stories and books as part of his routine and had favourite 

books from an early age. Ian was able to describe his current favourite book to me on 

13.4.00 and elaborated by describing his bookshelves and books. Each evening, he read 

his schoolbook when he arrived home and on most nights he had a bedtime story. 'He 

wonldn 't dream ofgoing to bed -without his stories.. It's never just one... he chooses to go 

and look at books at times' (interview with mother 20.3.00). He was familiar with 

magnetic letters, Letterland characters and enjoyed Letterland books and games, all of 

which were available at home, as well as a variety of drawing and writing materials. 

The targets set for Ian by the teacher in October included: 

To leam the sound oftwelve letters of the alphabet. 

To start to build up a sight vocabulary of key words. 

To write his name neatly at all times without being asked. 

By March, the targets had changed to include; 

To know the sounds of all the letters of the alphabet and the blends sh, th, ch. 

To continue to build a secure sight vocabulary. 

To write independently using learned spellings and attempting unknown words 

using his phonic knowledge. 

By April, the teacher recorded that he knew all of the sounds and the given blends. The 

work in class on phonics and the approach to learning to read, mainly using a logographic 

approach with picture and initial letter clues appear to have been within lan's ZPD and 

he has been able to appropriate the knowledge. He appeared to have gained a secure sight 

vocabulary of a set of words. 

It seems to be he is much more into recognising whole words. He doesn't seem to 

use the sounds much, although he's starting to do that a bit more now... he uses 
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%Pr;fo?g &9;Hh7/,2;fAnk̂ g7/e. 

all (interview with mother 20.3.00). 

Ian was using his phonic knowledge for initial sounds of words when attempting to write, 

but beyond that he didn't use his phonic knowledge to attempt to phonemically segment 

and recreate words in the whole class or small group work. Indeed, as we have seen 

earlier, much of the style of teaching and learning in the class did not encourage it. In 

Appendix iii, the child labelled P3 was in fact Ian. We can see the pattern of relying on 

learned spellings, initial phoneme/grapheme and then the copying from a given model 

when approaching writing. The end result was writing without any spelling mistakes or 

phonetically plausible but incorrect attempts. It reads back well, but would be difficult 

for the child to recreate alone using the learnt strategies. The strategies rely on learnt 

whole word spellings and adult support to provide unknown spellings. Tackling unknown 

words independently would be difficult if relying on these strategies. 

In the end test (Table 9 Tan's end-test'), Ian began by putting only the initial letters of 

the words. 

1 encouraged him slightly by saying 'Listen to the sounds in the words,' but didn V 

sound the words for him. I could see his mouth moving silently to form 'mop 

apparently thinking about the sounds. He was quite successful at segmentation 

and wrote part of 'mop\ the whole of 'bed' and made a good attempt at 'zip\ 

getting the initial and end sounds, (field notes 13.4.00 page 221). 

He had reversed some letters, but had shown that he was able to make plausible attempts 

to translate simple, spoken words into previously unlearnt written words by drawing on 

his phonic knowledge. 
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Table 9: lam's End-Test 

a 
L 0 ^ / v 

C^fv 

y V/' 

1% 



Ian was in the same small group as Alan. He was lively and enthusiastic in his 

relationships within the group and was sometimes seen by staff as needing to focus and 

concentrate more. His individual targets reflected this; 

To complete a directed task to the required standard {Octoh&c 1999) 

To work hard to maintain a high standard of behaviour in the classroom (March 

2000). 

In the whole class work, Ian showed interest in what was going on. He didn't often 

volunteer to answer, but sometimes showed that he did know the answer. 

He draws a 'p' in the air to his friend when that is the answer to the question the 

teacher has just asked, and demonstrates the Jolly Phonic action for another 

letter whilst a child is trying to write it (Field notes 15.2.00 page 65). 

Ian is attentive on the mat, mouthing words and sounds, bixt not always 

volunteering (Field notes 16.3.00 page 143). 

He was not chosen to contribute very often. On the two occasions I monitored invitations 

to answer, he was asked twice on the first day and once on the second. The number of 

invitations per child ranged from nought to seven. He was mildly reprimanded quite 

often, but did not show signs of being upset or withdrawn. 

He was usually focused and able in the small group work, although his manner of 

working could involve talking to others, which was sometimes seen as disruptive, as was 

the case in the example below, in which he had to match initial letters to pictures. 

Ian is ver}^ capable in this task He has completed three of the nine entries before 

being officially 'allowed' to start. Some of his talking is to confirm his ideas or 

make queries about exactly what a picture is showing so that he can choose the 

correct sound. For example, he asks Angela for help with identifying the 'ape' 
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picture, but realises himself it is meant to be 'monkeyHe is interested and 

focused on his work, although there are lots of distractions. (Field notes 15.2.00 

page 66). 

The children then played word bingo, the CA having abandoned the other planned tasks 

for the group because of a perceived lack of concentration. Ian was able to read the 

words in the game easily and confidently. My field notes reveal that in my opinion, Ian 

could have achieved much more in this session, and that the work was now below his 

ZPD. 

lan's social relationships and choice of activities in the afternoon 'choosing' time were 

boisterous and masculine, involving jokes, cars, and trucks being chased and captured. 

He appeared to enjoy being part of a boyish social group, but this did not fit well into the 

female oriented classroom. On one occasion, a male newly qualified teacher spent some 

time in the classroom. He was quiet and appeared reserved. He was asked to work with 

the group to which Ian and Alan belonged, male dominated and often boisterous. 'Group 

appeared to be much more focused with male teacher. Boys responded very positively' 

(field notes 17.2.00 page 74). This was just one incident from which little can be 

concluded, but it may serve to raise questions about the role of gender in the classroom. 

COM wg k a r w / r o m A g k a r n g r g ? 

Children come into school with widely varying levels of ability and achievement. The 

differences between individuals are not immediately obvious from the Baseline 

Assessment scores, and the BAs alone cannot provide a reliable prediction of how a child 

will progress in reception. Home support, a literary environment at home and an 

awareness of how and why literacy is taught in school are not automatic precursors to 

rapid literacy development in young children, although the absence of these may indeed 

have a negative impact. The parents most well-informed and concerned were not 
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necessarily those of the children making most rapid progress, although in these six cases 

all parents showed a good degree of concern and effort in relation to their children's 

literacy progress. 

What appeared to make the most difference was whether or not the teaching and learning 

style suited the child's needs. If a child was participative in terms of actively trying to 

seek answers to the questions posed, to problem-solve with the teacher when invited, and 

the teaching was within the child's ZPD, then the child had a good chance of achieving 

appropriation. However, if a child was not participating, or found it more difficult to 

quickly assimilate and retain information, or had missed or misunderstood part of the 

chain of information or skills, he or she may find it difficult to appropriate knowledge 

from the literacy hour. The things most explicitly taught and most often requiring the 

children's active cognitive involvement (in this reception class, initial phoneme and 

grapheme recognition and production, and whole word recognition of given words) were 

most likely to be appropriated. Even then, by setting up a phonics recovery group with a 

more rapid rate of success in appropriating phonic knowledge, the reception teacher 

demonstrated the effectiveness of a small amount of input when it requires closer 

cognitive involvement of the child. Progress appears to come fi^om involving the child in 

working from his or her current state of knowledge, through the child's ZPD towards new 

knowledge. 

Issues relating to how well a child fits into the ethos of the classroom may, to some 

extent, mask a child's true level of knowledge and skill. Given that female staff and 

helpers dominated this reception classroom, as in many others, children who fit more 

readily into the culture may be seen as more successful than those who do not, which 

may in turn affect how adults respond to them. That is not to say that it is a simple matter 

of cause and effect. Instead, I suggest it is but one shade in the total picture of how a 

child negotiates with the teaching and learning situation. How a child is seen in the whole 

class context is but one part of the child. Other elements help to complete the picture. 

These include how the child responds in small group and one to one teaching situations, 
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and the child's level of skill and ability at any given time. The relationship between home 

and school may further have a bearing on the child's position in the situation, a position 

that is not necessarily stable, but is ever re-negotiated. 

The parents of the six children all expressed a great deal of confidence in the teaching 

staff and report good relationships with them. The members of staff in the reception 

class, led by the teacher, show a deep concern for the individual child and his or her 

learning. Whilst ensuring a high standard in the delivery of the NLS through the literacy 

hour to thirty children, the teacher seems to recognise the shortcomings of trying to teach 

to each child's level at once. She tries to address this through individual targets, to be 

worked on in partnership with parents. She also sets expectations for work to be done at 

home, groups the children along ability lines for small group work and identifies those in 

need of extra support, such as the phonics recovery group. But the question remains of 

whether some changes in approach might be more successful in ensuring learning for all 

of the children. 

Having looked in some detail at the literacy learning opportunities and the interaction 

between these and the literacy development of six children in the reception class, I now 

examine the teaching and learning evident in the SIDNEY programme. 

112 



Chapter 6 

The SIDNEY Teaching and Learning. 

In order to address questions about scaffolding, handover and appropriation in the 

SIDNEY programme, I have focused on the detailed analysis of one video recorded 

episode of teaching and learning, using the same method as for an episode of mainstream 

small group literacy teaching (Appendix iii). This is supplemented by field notes of the 

other SIDNEY sessions observed. The complete transcription of the videotape is 

included in Appendix iv and the conventions for transcription are made clear. 

The episode 

The child observed in this episode (PI) had almost completed the SIDNEY programme 

and was familiar with the pattern of teaching and learning. He also appeared to have 

formed a relaxed working relationship with the Special Needs Assistant (referred to as T 

in the transcription). The very beginning of the session, where the SNA settled both of 

the children to work (P2 works on a worksheet alone, whilst waiting for his turn) was not 

recorded. This episode, according to my observations, recordings and review of the 

teaching materials, appeared to be typical of the style of teaching and learning used in the 

SIDNEY sessions, though the particulars of what was taught depended on the individual 

child and their stage in the programme. 

Evidence of scaffolding 

I first examine how the child is supported to work in his zone of proximal development, 

using Wood, Bruner and Ross's (1976) description of the features of scaffolding. 
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Recruiting interest in the task; maintaining pursuit of the goaL 

From the videotape, there was little evidence of the teacher recruiting interest in the task 

in any way other than by involving the child in the tasks to be performed. From the 

outset, the child was constantly active in carrying out parts of the task and making small 

decisions, based on his knowledge. Such involvement does not automatically recruit or 

maintain interest in itself, particularly if the task is too easy or too difficult for the child. 

However, when a task includes some element of cognitive challenge, whilst also drawing 

on the child's current knowledge and skills, and each small success is encouraged and 

rewarded, interest can be stimulated and maintained and confidence built. 

Sequence 1 

1 00.00 T>P1 (PI takes the letter y'from the arc.) 

2 00.06 T>P1 Oh, well done. Now can you write it for me in the sand? (Tpasses sand tray to 

PL PI uses finger to correctly form 'y' in the sand.) 

3 00.11 T>P1 Oh, that's a really good one. Can you do it in the air? fPi fraces a/arge y / ' « 

the air with his finger.) 

4 T>P1 Brilliant! Can you do it with your finger on the board? (Tmoves sand tray out of 

the way. PI traces 'y' on the board using his finger.) 

5 T>P1 Do you think you could be really clever and do one in your book? (Tpasses 

exercise book and pencil to PL) 

Sequence 2 

49 T>P1 Could you do this word for me, PI? In your book could you do 'bad'? (Tlooks 

in pot for pencil P2 shows T broken pencil.) 

50 T>P2 Can you sharpen it for me? Over there at the bin. (PI begins to write.) 

51 5.07 T>P1 Oh, well done. We can tick that one off. How about 'kid'? (PI writes again, T 

watching.) Oh, excellent and you remembered which sort of 'k' it was. Why is it that sort of 'k'? 

52 5.28 P1>T 'i' 

53 T>P1 Because it's followed by a? ' /y 

54 P1>T 'i' 
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Sequence 3 

62 T>P1 Now, where did we get to? (T checking records) We're going to make some 'ip' 

words. Do you think you could find me the letters that make 'sip', PI? 

65 P1>T 's-i-p'. (PI takes each letter in turn and puts it into position on the board.) 

66 T>P1 Can you sound it for me? 

67 P1>T 's-i-p'. 

68 T>P1 SpeUs? 

69 P1>T Sip. 

In these examples, the child was asked to cany out each of the tasks himself and was 

usually praised for his success. Some of the tasks were challenging, as in sequences 4 and 

5 below. 

Sequence 4 

25 P1>T 
26 T>P1 Can you do me two more? (PI nods, looking contented.) Really good ones. (PI 
begins. Interruption by P 3 coming into room with query for T. T answers, P3 leaves.) 
27 3.30 T>P1 Try one more? Nice and straight. fPl does so.) Can you think of something that 

begins with that letter? (PI puts pencil to head and looks around, evidently thinking.) 

3.47 

3J7 

28 

29 

30 

31 

No response.) 

32 

33 

34 407 

(T waits for sometime to allow child time to think. No response.) 

T>P I Place with lots and lots of animals? 

P1>T Zoo. 

T>P1 Yes! Can you think of another one that begins with 'z'? (Tgives time to think. 

T>P1 Black and white stripes? 

P1>T Zebra. 

T>P1 Yes! There aren't many 'z' words, are there? 
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Sequence 5 

71 T>P1 Oh, well done. Can you change 'rip' into 'dip'? (PI puts back 'r' and takes 'b 

making 'bip'. T notices but does not immediately correct.) 

72 7.41 T>P1 PiiQ you §,omgto sound It outfox vcLsP. (T points at letters. PI begins to sound the 

first letter, saying'd' instead of 'b'.) 

73 T>P1 Oh, is that right? Have a look at that letter again. 

74 P1>T 'p', no, 'b'. (Tpoints to other letters) 'i-p'. 

75 8.11 T>P1 Is that'dip'? Did that sound like'dip'? Try again? (Pi/!a5a/rea(i^reafoet//!Z5 

mistake and swiftly changes the 'b 'for 'd'.) 

76 T>P1 That's right, that's right. Well done. Change'dip'into'tip'. 

Others were less challenging and at one point, PI appeared rather bored with the routine 

of a new letter being introduced by tracing it in the sand, air, on the board and then 

writing it (Sequence 6 below). 

Sequence 6 

17 T>P1 'zzz'. Now, I'll show you how it goes. (T takes pencil and traces 'z' in the sand, 

saying as she does so...) Across, back... Can you put your finger on it and try it out? (PI does so.) And 

what sound does it make? 

18 2.23 P1>T 'z' 

19 T>P1 'z'. Are you going to try one by yourself, now? 

20 P2>T I found two 'z's. 

21 T>P2 Well done. Can you colour in, now ...the pictures? (PI traces a 'z' in the sand 

with his finger.) 

22 2.36 T>P1 Oh, that's a really good one. Let's see if you can do it in the air with your finger. 

(PI and T trace 'z' in the air with fingers simultaneously.) Can you do it on the board? (PJ does so. He 

looks slightly bored at this point, though has not until now.) Can you do one in your book? (Tpasses book 

back to PI.) Now, where does 'z ' go? It sits on the ... ? 

23 P1>T Line. 

His boredom was momentary and he soon appeared to be involved again in his tasks. He 

could probably grasp this newly introduced letter without the routine, but by using the 

steps, the learning was consolidated and practised, the aim being that it would become 
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more automatic. Children who retain new skills and information more rapidly and easily 

may not require such an emphasis on consolidation, thereby removing the danger of 

boredom, but only by constantly involving the child and drawing on his or her knowledge 

and skills could a teacher make such a judgement about the rate of progress. 

Simplif^g the task; demonstrating an idealised version of the act to be performed; 

marking critical features and discrepancies between what has been produced and 

the ideal solution. 

Simplifying the task was partly done by breaking the task down into a series of steps, 

demonstrating how to perform each step and encouraging the child to copy, then carry 

out the step for himself 

Sequence 7 

13 T>P1 If s cdled'Z\ isn't itl (Interruption from attother teacher. Tpasses sand tray 

back to PL) Do you know what sound it makes? 

14 2.03 P1>T \]m (shakes head), I AorCt'kciow. 

15 T>P1 It goes, look at me, it goes'zzz'. Try it. What sound does it make? 

16 2.11 P1>T 'zzzz' 

This combined in some instances with demonstrating an idealised version of the act and 

marking critical features by talking through the demonstration. 

Sequence 8 

17 T>P1 'zzz'. Now, I'll show you how it goes. (T takes pencil and traces 'z' in the sand, 

saying as she does so...) Across, back... Can you put your finger on it and try it out? (PI does so.) And 

what sound does it make? 

18 2.23 P1>T 'z' 

19 T>P1 'z'. Are you going to try one by yourself, now? 

20 P2>T I found two 'z's. 
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21 T>P2 Well done. Can you colour in, now .. .the pictures? (PI traces a 'z' in the sand 

with his finger.) 

22 2.36 T>P1 Oh, that's a really good one. Let's see if you can do it in the air with your finger. 

(PI and T trace 'z' in the air with fingers simultaneously.) 

In this instance (sequences 8 and 9), part of the marking of the critical features occured in 

advance of the child carrying out the step in order to ensure a good chance of success. 

Sequence 9 

22 2.36 T>P1 Oh, that's a really good one. Let's see if you can do it in the air with your finger. 

(PI and T trace 'z' in the air with fingers simultaneously.) Can you do it on the board? (PI does so. He 

looks slightly bored at this point, though has not up until now.) Can you do one in your book? (Tpasses 

book back to PL) Now, where does 'z' go? It sits on the ...? 

23 P1>T Line. 

24 3.02 T>P1 Line. (PI writes a 'z' in his book.) Oh, well done. What sound does it make? (P2 

is muttering words. T does not respond. P2 may be simply saying words aloud to himself, as T does not 

usually ignore pupils!) 

25 P1>T 'z' 

26 T>P1 Can you do me two more? (PI nods, looking contented.) Really good ones. (PI 

begins. Interruption by P 3 coming into room with query for T. T answers, P3 leaves.) 

Another feature of the SIDNEY teaching, an example of which was in this taped episode 

(sequence 5 earlier), but also noted in other observed sessions, was the encouragement of 

the child to spot his or her own mistakes supported by the teacher. In this way, 

discrepancies between what has been produced and the ideal solution were picked up by 

the child and so became part of the child's repertoire of methods of checking his or her 

own performance. It is cognitively less passive than simply being told where a mistake 

has been made. This is not, however, the same as simply allowing children to learn from 

making mistakes or simply asking them to check their work. Had PI not noticed the 

discrepancy, from my other observations, it is clear that he would not have been allowed 

to miss it. It would have been pointed out to him that he had selected 'b' and made the 

sounds 'b-i-p' rather than 'dip'. The teaching was therefore explicit, but involved the 
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child's cognitive activity in the learning. Another example taken not from this episode, 

but from field notes of my other observations of SIDNEY teaching, further illustrates the 

point. 

Child is asked to make the word 'quit' using the plastic letters. He makes 'qit 

Rather than immediately pointing out the mistake, T says 'Does it look right?' 

When the child does not realise his mistake, she prompts further by saying 'Does 

'q' look right on its own?' and then 'What do we always have with 'q'?' The 

child then realises his mistake and inserts 'u' into the word. (Field notes 16.3.00 

page 151). 

Whilst this can seem rather like a guessing game, with the teacher trying to prompt the 

child into saying the right thing, an example of what Edwards and Mercer call 'cued 

elicitation' (Edwards and Mercer 1987, page 142), it is in my opinion an approach that 

encourages thought. It also offers strategies that can be used by the child independently, 

in these cases checking whether a spelling says what it is supposed to and checking 

whether it looks right. Because the approach is used consistently, the child regularly has 

to draw upon these strategies to check their work and be involved in creating the words. 

It is also based on 'principled knowledge' (Edwards and Mercer 1987, page 92) of the 

spelling rules which are taught explicitly as part of the programme: 

- use 'k' before 'i' and 'e' 

- always follow 'q' with 'u'. 

The children have greater opportunity for being involved, understanding and so 

appropriating the knowledge and skills. 

Controlling frustration during problem solving 

There was little evidence of this aspect of scaffolding in the taped episode. However, it 

could be argued that the very design of the programme and the nature of the teaching and 
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learning approach in themselves serve to prevent and control frustration. The step-by-step 

nature of the programme, its systematic build up of skills and, most importantly, its 

involvement of the child's cognition throughout with the teacher making tiny 

adjustments to support and pace depending on the child's progress, means that frustration 

is largely avoided. Sequences 1 and 9 above illustrate the point. The problem of boredom 

occurring through repetition of method was noted briefly once, but the pace of progress 

adjusted for each child and the use of child-centred rewards helped to reduce the threat of 

boredom. 

Evidence of handover and appropriation 

As in previous analyses (Appendix iii, and earlier section on whole class teaching, page 

68), having established that scaffolding was taking place, I turn to an examination of 

evidence for the handover of knowledge and skills, for appropriation by the child. I again 

looked for evidence of what the child knew and could do independently, and for evidence 

of the process that ensured new knowledge and skills were appropriated by the child. As 

before, I used 'spontaneous' and 'elicited contributions' (Edwards and Mercer 1987 page 

131) as an approximation of the child's knowledge. 

As in previous analyses, spontaneous contributions are extremely rare. It appears that 

children in these circumstances expect to be guided by the teacher and follow her agenda. 

One instance of a spontaneous contribution occurring here was that of PI suggesting a 

word beginning with 'z' after the teacher had indicated an intention to move on. 

Sequence 10 

31 T>P1 Yes! Can you think of another one that begins with 'z'? (T gives time to think. 

No response.) 

32 T>P1 Black and white stripes? 

33 P1>T 
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34 4.07 T>P1 Yes! There aren't many 'z' words, are there? While you've got your book out, 

shall we practice some of these words? (PI is mouthing 'zoo' to himself.) 

35 P1>T Ah, I've got another one. 

36 T>P1 Oh, go on then. 

37 P1>T Zowie (pronouncedas in 'know') 

38 T>P1 Pardon? 

39 419 P1>T Zowie. 

40 T>P1 Oh, Zowie! (pronouncedas in 'how'.) I don't think I've got Zowie with me. (T 

looks in pencil holder.) 

41 P1>T No, Zowie! (pronounced 'know' emphatically) 

42 T>P1 Zowie... oh, the girl's name. Do you know someone called Zowie? 

43 P1>T Yes. 

44 T>P1 Hmm, well done. 

45 P1>T Mrs H's little girl. 

46 T>P1 Oh, yes. I remember her. Are you going to sit up nicely? (PI has slumped into 

chair) 

PI had clearly been trying to think of 'z' words and, dissatisfied with only having the two 

examples 'zoo' and 'zebra' prompted by the teacher, continued to search for one of his 

own. Once he had thought of one, he was assertive in ensuring that it was heard correctly 

and in explaining its origin. 

Elicited contributions 

The episode of teaching, typical of the SIDNEY teaching I observed, was littered from 

beginning to end with elicited contributions. Rather than attempting to refer to and 

comment on each instance, which would result in almost the entire transcript being 

replicated here, instead I list the skills and knowledge elicited from the child. The line 

numbers refer to the transcription. Appendix iv page 169. 

- ability to recognise and select the grapheme 'y' from its given phoneme (line 1) 
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- ability to copy the grapheme 'y' in sand, in the air, on the board, and on paper using a 

pencil (lines 2, 3, 4, 5, 6) 

- knowledge of the position of the grapheme 'y' when written on a line (line 7) 

- knowledge of the position of 'y' in the alphabet (line 10) 

- ability to copy 'z' from example and instruction (lines 19,21,22,23,24) 

- ability to think of a word beginning with 'z' (lines 27, 35, 37) 

- ability to formulate and write the words 'bad', 'kid', 'bed', 'dig', and 'bag' (lines 49, 

50,51,55,60) 

- ability to give (correct) reason for choosing 'k' in 'kid' (lines 51, 52, 53, 54) 

- ability to select and order plastic letters to formulate the words 'sip', 'rip', 'tip', 'zip', 

and 'pan' from a verbal request (lines 62, 65, 70,76, 82, 83) 

- ability to sound out and so read back the words formed (lines 66, 67,68, 69, 80, 81, 

83,84,85) 

- ability to return letters to their correct position in the alphabet (line 88) 

- ability to recognise a mistaken 'b' for 'd ' when prompted by the teacher (lines 72,73, 

74,75,76). 

Only two of these contributions involved the child in copying, a more passive form of 

cognitive activity. The others (perhaps less so for the prompted correction) involved a 

more active drawing upon and using knowledge and skills. Sequence 11 illustrates: 

Sequence 11 

86 9.03 T>P1 We found another'z'word, didn't we? Now, here's a difficult one. Think about 

which letter you need to keep. Can you change 'zip' into 'pan'? (JPlputs back 'z' and 'i') Oh, well done. 

(PI forms rest of 'pan' using plastic letters.) Sound it out for me? (T pointing at letters.) 

87 P1>T 'p-a-n'. 

88 T>P1 Oh, brilliant. Can you put them back in the alphabet, all of them this time? 
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An example taken not from this episode, but from my field notes of other observations of 

SIDNEY teaching, show how typical this pattern of teaching and learning is of the 

programme. 

A child is asked to make the word 'yipthen to make a word that rhymes with 

'yipusing the plastic letters. She makes 'hipThe child is asked to make 'zap 

then to make a word rhyming with 'zapShe makes 'capHere the child is 

drawing on her knowledge of what makes words rhyme (the rime!) to help her to 

spell by analogy, as well as drawing on her knowledge of phoneme/grapheme 

correspondence and phonemic segmentation (Field notes 6.3.00 page 117). 

It is the pattern of teaching and learning that I believe ensures a more rapid handover of 

knowledge and skills and helps to explain the rate of learning. The contributions were not 

necessarily verbal, but they involve the child in recall, thought and use of the developing 

skills and knowledge to demonstrate current and simultaneously formulate new 

understanding. This is the process of learning. 

How does the SIDNEY programme help? 

In terms of literacy learning, what does the SIDNEY programme offer to children? Its 

emphasis is clearly on teaching the alphabetic system. To use Frith's model of literacy 

learning which describes the progression from logographic to alphabetic to orthographic 

stages of reading and writing (Frith 1985), the programme sits firmly in the alphabetic 

stage. As it is designed for children experiencing or at risk of literacy difficulties, this is a 

very sensible aim. Research has shown that dyslexic children often appear to 'get stuck' 

in the logographic stage, with difficulty in cracking the alphabetic code and orthographic 

stages of reading and writing. This leaves some children with the very laborious and 

difficult task of learning each new word logographically (Frith 1985, Snowling 1987). A 

child can be helped towards moving beyond this hurdle by explicitly teaching and 

ensuring learning of the alphabetic stage (Ehri 1995, Snowling 1996). 
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At first glance, it appears that the mainstream literacy teaching based on the Early 

Learning Goals (DfEE 1999) and the National Literacy Strategy include a similar aim. 

Certainly the teaching observed in the reception class placed great emphasis on learning 

phonics, the basis of the alphabetic system. However, on closer examination, I believe 

there to be three small but fundamental differences, in addition to fact that the SIDNEY 

programme is taught one to one and is consistently multi-sensory. 

First, there is greater and more explicit emphasis in the SIDNEY programme on the 

direct link between spoken and written language, using both the 'phonological' and the 

'core' (alphabetic) routes. Shortcomings of this feature, beneficial in the early stages of 

reading and writing, may become apparent at a later stage as clearly all reading and 

writing does not work phonetically. This can be avoided if the orthographic rules of 

spelling and reading are taught in a similar manner, in the way that 'qu' was introduced 

(field notes 16.3.00 page 151) and as in the Additional Literacy Support programme. 

Generally speaking, though, SIDNEY does not aim to go further than the alphabetic 

stage. 

Secondly, the SIDNEY programme makes use of cognitive supports and strategies that I 

suggest offer 'conceptual frames' in which to locate the learning. An example of this is 

the consistent use of the 'whole picture', the rainbow of letters always visible in 

alphabetic order, giving a defined set of letters to be learnt, to select from, and a place in 

which to locate each one. Another example is the systematic nature of the skills' 

development, helping the child to assimilate the new information. An excerpt from the 

field notes illustrates the point. 

This is how each new phoneme/grapheme is introduced to the child: 

new letter is introduced 

its sound is asked for and given 

child looks at its position in the alphabet rainbow 

child is asked to think of something beginning with that sound 
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child writes in the air with a finger 

- child writes in the sand with a finger 

child writes on the hoard or table with a fiinger 

child writes on paper with a pencil, teacher checks its position on the line and 

talks about it 

child is asked to use it correctly to create words using plastic letters and to write 

words 

child is asked to return the plastic letter to its correct position in the alphabet. 

(Field Notes 10.2.00 page 57) 

Spelling rules are made explicit and practised, drawing children's attention to them and 

requiring them to be able to recall and use the rules at later sessions. 'Which type of 'c' 

do we need before 'a'?... WJtich type of'c' do we need before '/'?... What does 'q' always 

need after it?' (Field notes 6.3.00 page 115) 

Self-help or self-checking strategies such as sounding out and reading back the words 

that have been created with plastic letters or written, and checking to see if they 'look 

right' further encourage appropriation. They also help to make the links between skills 

used by young children for reading and those used for writing. The research of Bryant 

and Bradley (1985) shows children do not automatically make such links. Using the skills 

of each for the other help children to make leaps forward in both reading and writing. 

The third, and I believe most important difference, is the amount of involvement of 

the child's cognitive activity in the problem solving and so the existence of a process 

more likely to result in handover and appropriation. Whilst the content of the literacy 

teaching in SIDNEY is clearly important and the style of its delivery suits the needs of 

the children using it, the most interesting and useful feature I believe to be the implicit 

model of teaching and learning on which it appears to be based. It is this that I feel can 

offer most to mainstream teaching. I suggest that its effects could apply equally well to 

125 



the teaching of other subjects and not be confined to literacy learning. I attempt to 

identify and describe the model in the conclusion. 
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Part 3 Conclusion and Discussion 

Chapter 7 Conclusion 

Tizard's research (Tizard et al 1988) suggested that teachers and parents tended to 

apportion blame or credit to each other, but that the characteristics of the child often 

appeared to be overlooked. The research also pointed to the special importance of 

teaching in the reception year as something that could be used to redress the gap evident 

between children's literacy skills and knowledge on starting school. This study has 

attempted to take into account individual children's characteristics and interactions in 

looking at literacy teaching and learning. It has also attempted to identify a model of 

teaching and learning interaction that may be even more effective in helping children to 

progress. In the conclusion, I now attempt to make this more explicit. 

Though I realise I am not comparing like with like by studying the SIDNEY programme 

in year one alongside the NLS in a reception class, it was the differences in the style of 

teaching and learning in which I am specifically interested. Clearly there are some 

obvious differences which could help to explain the apparent success of SIDNEY. The 

programme operates on a one to one or one to two basis in year one, so the children are a 

year older than reception children. It is offered to children who have been identified as 

being 'at risk' of literacy difficulties. Literacy recovery is clearly on the agenda for these 

children and it is feasible this might influence the behaviour of parents and teachers 

towards them which in turn could influence the rate of recovery. It is also, in common 

with many dyslexia remediation programmes, a highly systematic, multi-sensoiy 

approach. 

However, I believe that there are other distinct though slight differences between this 

programme and mainstream teaching. These are differences in the way in which the 

children are involved in the learning process. It is these that interest me and which I feel 

could offer important lessons to mainstream teaching. 
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Firstly, the information in the SIDNEY programme is presented to the children within 

what I would call 'conceptual framesIn other words, not only are the objectives explicit 

and what is expected of the pupils made explicit, but a constant reminder of the 'whole' 

gives a pattern into which new information can be slotted, thereby making it more 

manageable for the children to understand and remember. An example of this is the use 

of the rainbow of plastic letters of the alphabet, presented as part of a closed set with a 

specific place for each, making the information more manageable. When the children are 

asked to create CVC words using the plastic letters, they take them from and return them 

to the rainbow. This reinforces the link between spoken language being translated into 

written language using the alphabet. Another conceptual frame is the explicit teaching 

that spoken and written messages are divided into words and that words are divided into 

syllables and phonemes, which are made up from the alphabet. 

The mainstream reception teaching, though incorporating very similar content, appeared 

not to use these devices consistently, except where they were introduced to the 'phonics 

recovery group' with seemingly impressive results in helping some children. The 

exception to this was the way in which the teacher promoted a sight vocabulary of 

reading words. The words were presented to children pictorially as bricks making up a 

wall. The words also featured in the reading books that most of the children used. 

Secondly, there is the greater involvement of the children in problem -solving the 

creation of words or in reading words presented to them. Only a close examination of the 

interaction transcription reveals how much the SNA in the SIDNEY programme used 

elicited contributions to ensure direct involvement of the child, compared to level of 

involvement in problem solving in the reception class in the whole class and small group 

work. In my opinion, it is this close involvement, the rehearsal and putting into practice 

learnt skills and knowledge and the joint problem-solving of new tasks which leads to the 

faster rate of appropriation. This may in part be responsible for the high 'success-rate' of 

the SIDNEY programme in teaching children to read and spell CVC words (Bentote 

1998). 
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Thirdly, the incremental and systematic nature of a programme such as this is also, I 

suggest, part of its difference in approach to learning. By this, I do not mean 'systematic' 

in the sense that it is usually meant, that one stage must logically and inflexibly follow 

another, although that is part of its nature. Instead, I refer to the way in which 

understanding and appropriation of each step by the child is ensured before any attempt 

is made to move the teaching forward. Whilst this may sound slow and laborious, it 

instead allows for dynamic interaction, involving the child closely, ensuring 

understanding and the ability to use information while stepping up to the next stage or 

level of knowledge. The rate of progress is set by the child's ability to understand, retain, 

recall and use knowledge or skills. It is an approach that appears to build confidence, as 

the child becomes secure in his or her knowledge and understanding. The teaching never 

goes ahead leaving the child behind, and there are no 'mysteries' for the child, with the 

teacher unaware that minute though possibly important levels of understanding have not 

been achieved. The model (Table 10 'Interactive teaching and learning model') attempts 

to illustrate. 

In the model, the elicited contributions are not simply a method of checking the child's 

knowledge, although this is in itself important. Rather, they also involve the child in 

recalling and using what he or she knows to develop deeper understanding and 

appropriation as well as beginning to form the next level of understanding. 

The mainstream reception teaching is systematically and carefully planned and delivered. 

It does offer flexibility to take account of children's varying needs and attempts to build 

in individual learning objectives. However, a close analysis shows the much smaller 

amount of close involvement of some of the children in problem solving, drawing on 

their knowledge and skills. 
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Table 10 Interactive teaching and learning model 

Starting point 

(A)= child's current level of knowledge and ability 

Teacher elicits (A), supports child in 
problem-solving using (A) and adds new 
input in small amounts, leading to (Ai). 

Child uses (A) and (Ai) to practise new 
s)d\\s, problem-solve using these skills, recall information 
and consolidate learning, leading to (B) = child's current level 
of knowledge and ability 

Teacher elicits (B), supports child 
in problem-solving using (B) and adds new 
input in small amounts, leading to (Bi) 

Child uses (B) and (Bi) to practise new 
s\ii\\s, problem-solve using these skills, 
recall information and consolidate 
learning, leading to (C) = child's current level 
of knowledge and ability. 

But what of the difficulties involved in achieving this type of teaching and learning with 

a whole class of children? Before despairing, because it clearly is easier one to one or 

one to two, I do think there are ways in which the important elements can be 

incorporated into the general reception classroom, some of which the experienced, 

competent and concerned reception teacher I observed has demonstrated. 
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1. Some of the conceptual frames can be provided for the children quite easily in the 

whole class teaching and in the small group working. For example, the use of an 

alphabet rainbow could be included whenever phonics, writing, spelling or 

reading is taught. Being very explicit about phonology may help, for example how 

spoken language is divided into words and words into syllables; that spoken 

language can be split into sounds and the sounds written as letters and words; that 

some words 'sound out' easily and others don't. 

Taking Edwards and Mercer's (1987) point on the need to be explicit about what 

is to be learnt, I suggest that there is room for many of these things to be made 

more explicit. In the same way, reading strategies can be made very clear to 

children rather than waiting for the children to discover the strategies for 

themselves. The reception teacher in this study clearly encourages whole word 

recognition, use of context clues, use of illustration clues, and phonics (mainly 

initial letter clues) to help children to learn to read. I suggest being even more 

explicit by telling children in simple terms about the strategies that might help 

them, rather than just demonstrating their use. 

2. A little bit of regular closely involved teaching and learning interaction goes a 

long way. The 'phonics recovery group' in reception, described earlier, showed 

rapid progress in phonic knowledge, overtaking some other children in the class 

during the spring term, although the group only ran for five to ten minutes each 

day. 

It appears that by carefully grouping the children based on their current level of 

knowledge, skill and ability, providing the conceptual frames and explicit 

messages, it is possible to make a difference. This could be done in short bursts of 

time by involving the children closely in problem-solving, using elicited (and 

spontaneous wherever possible) contributions to ensure effective scaffolding, 

work in their ZPDs and continuous appropriation. I emphasise the short but 
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regular time slots, particularly for young children, who may find the more active 

cognitive involvement tiring. 

The reception class teacher has shown us how children can be actively involved in the 

process of whole class writing, though it is not clear how many of the children were 

actually involved. My feeling is that the interactive model of teaching and learning 

described above would be most effective in small to medium size ability groups where 

the contribution and so understanding and performance of all the children could be 

effectively monitored, and the support accordingly adjusted. This would differ to the 

more individual work currently done in small groups in reception, where achievement of 

end product is sometimes at the expense of the learning process and genuine, deeper 

understanding (Appendix iii). 

The other dilemma, of course, is that clearly not all children need this approach in order 

to leam. Many of the children are learning at a perfectly acceptable rate with the current 

arrangements and some were well ahead in reading and writing even before formal 

education began, apparently through no specific input (see Henry, page 80) Some 

children seem more able to make sense of the complex messages around them and able 

to assimilate, order and put into practice information and skills. Other children, on the 

other hand, not necessarily through any lack of 'intelligence', find it more difficult to 

decipher or unravel implicit messages, to maintain a pace of reception and 

understanding. Once left behind in one or two key sub-skills or nuggets of information, 

other new things become a mystery, particularly as new understanding can depend on 

previous understanding. A challenging thought is that perhaps the very able children 

would leam even more rapidly and with greater understanding, using the approach. Based 

on the evidence presented in the study, I suggest that it might be both possible and 

beneficial to move all children forward with greater understanding and pace by 

employing this model at least for some of the time, sufficient to affect progress. 
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It may not be easy to implement in a busy class of thirty or more children, whilst trying to 

put into practice the government initiatives of Early Learning Goals, National 

Curriculum, National Literacy Strategy and the Numeracy Project. However, minor shifts 

in approach may make it more possible to engage in the complex task of helping each 

child to learn, leaving fewer behind. Further research into the nature and impact of a 

more interactive model of teaching and learning, in which learning rather than delivery 

comes into sharper focus, is needed. Other remediation programmes successful in 

helping people with literacy difficulties to learn may provide sources of useful data. 

Final comment 

I set out expecting to find something of interest in the content of the SIDNEY teaching 

programme that would account for its greater success in helping children with potential 

literacy difficulties along the road to literacy development. I was surprised and intrigued 

to find that the differences may be in the detail of the model of teaching and learning 

used, rather than in the content. This has been a very small-scale study and the 

conclusions drawn can be only tentative, indicating the need for more research. However, 

given the possibility that the pattern of interactive learning, if corroborated by fiirther 

research, could have potential benefits for other areas of learning, I feel that further 

research would be worthwhile. 

The study has gone some way towards understanding the processes involved in literacy 

teaching and learning in one reception class. It has raised questions about the extent to 

which 'scaffolding' as described by Wood, Bruner and Ross (1976) contributes to 

learning and has attempted to show that active cognitive involvement by the child, 

though supported by an adult, may be more conducive to learning than the child simply 

being supported in a more passive sense. 
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Appendices 

Appendix i 

Interview Schedule 
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Parent Interviews 

Pre-school rioj/rzoM m 

When did your child start talking? Did s/he have any speech difficulties at all? 
1. In your child's earlier years, how much interest did s/he show in 

- books, stories 
- 'writing', drawing? 

2. Did s/he know any letter sounds/names before starting school? Was s/he able to read 
or write any words before starting school? (NB. Name, pretend writing) 

3. How frequently did you read to your child or spend time writing with your child? Did 
you try to teach your child to read? How? 

4. What sort of pre-school or nursery experience did your child have? How did the pre-
school encourage literacy, if at all? (eg. teaching letters, encouraging writing, pencil 
control, use of books). Describe frequency, type of activities, routines. 

Starting school 

5. (Assuming you have seen your child's Baseline Assessment), how accurate do you 
think it was? Anything that didn't seem to accurately reflect your child's abilities? 

6. How did your child feel about starting school? 

Now 

7. How is your child progressing with reading and writing now? What do you think are 
his/her capabilities at the moment? (letter sounds known, reading, beginning to 
write?) 

8. Is there anything your child is not so good at? Do you have any concerns? 

9. Does your child choose to look at books, read, write (or pretend) at home? What does 
s/he do to have access to books, paper, pencils? (ie. does child need to ask, are they 
readily accessible, where are they located?) 

10. What are your child's favourite free-time activities at home? What does s/he choose 
to do when playing alone? 

11. What is you child's favourite book(s)? 
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12. How oAen do you or a member of the family spend time reading with/ writing with 
your child? for how long? Give examples. 

13. Can you give me some examples of how your child would routinely see members of 
the family making use of literacy? (Reading, writing lists, using lists, catalogues etc) 

14. What were the targets for your child at Parents' Evening? How are these being 
worked on? By whom? 

15. What are your thoughts on how literacy is taught/encouraged in reception? How 
much do you know about it? What about the contact between home and school? 

16. Has any member of your family (extended family, child's grandparents, too, if 
known) had any difficulty when learning to read or write? 

Thank you! Please fee! free to phone me or contact me at school if you think of other things in relation 
to the conversation (howe\'er small), or if you want to change the information given. 

You or your child will not be identified in the study. However, I may use direct quotes from the 
conversation or paraphrase parts. I may phone you to check my accuracy of understanding. Is that 

okay? 
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Appendix ii: 
Average Baseline Assessment Scores ibr Older and Younger Reception 
Children 
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Analysis of Average Baseline Assessment Scores for Reception Children 

In order to see if there was any link between age and Baseline Assessment scores, the 
ages of the children were turned into a numerical code that would allow the ages to be 
plotted against the numbers of the scores. Years and months do not translate simply into 
a figure useful for calculations clearly because of their non-decimal nature. Instead, the 
children were given an age in numbers of days over 4 years on the 1̂ ' November 1999, 
the date on which the Assessment was completed. The figures ranged 6om 383 days to 
64 days. 

The next step was to plot the ages against the scores, which ranged from 0 to 5 over a 
number of elements. To begin with, each child's mean score was used. A line of best fit 
was drawn and the correlation coefficient calculated. The result was very low, indicating 
that there was not a strong linear relationship between the two variables. 

I then explored the differences between the scores for the 'older' children and the 
'younger' children. This was done by calculating the average age and comparing the 
average score amongst the 12 above average age children with that of the 17 below 
average age children. The results looked considerably different for each of the two 
groups, even with the inclusion of the two lowest scoring older children in the first group 
and the 3 higher scoring younger children in the second group. A T-test showed the result 
to be statistically significant (0.014); that is, it is unlikely to have occurred by chance. 
The figures are shown overleaf 
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Older children 
No. of Days over 4 yrs on 1.11.99 Average Baseline Score 
383 4.2 
377 3.8 
375 4.4 
369 3.3 
365 3.5 Older sroup 
332 4.4 Average BA score 
312 4 
294 4.2 
275 3.3 
271 2 
249 2.6 
231 3.3 

Younger children 

206 3.3 
199 2.9 
194 2.7 
181 3.5 
170 2.8 
161 2.8 Younser sroup 
141 3 Average BA score 
121 3.1 Stand. Dev. 
113 3.1 
105 2.7 
102 3.6 
99 3.3 
84 2.3 
78 2.7 
69 2 
67 2.8 
64 3.3 

3.58 
0.55 

2.93 
0.17 

0.0145 
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Appendix iii: 
From Scaffblding to Handover: an Examination of One Episode of Teaching 
and Learning. 

The following paper was an assignment for the Classroom Interaction elective as part of 
the portfolio submitted for the M Phil (Res Meth). I used one six-minute episode of a 
video-taped observation from the main study to analyse in detail. The purpose was partly 
to pilot the of analysis, and partly to allow for detailed analysis that the word 
limit on the main study would not allow. The findings were then referred to in the main 
study in a much abbreviated form, though supported by the weight of the evidence 
contained in this paper. 
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Introduction 

The process of how children learn interests me. The socio-cultural theories of learning by 
apprenticeship in an interactive manner with an adult or more competent peer guiding 
and supporting the learning offer a convincing approach to understanding the process. 

In this paper, I use the approach to examine evidence in one episode of teaching and 
learning for how the guidance and support given by the teacher result in learning by the 
children. By evidence, T do not mean some form of post-test of independent ability, but 
rather evidence during the interaction of understanding and skills established and of fine 
tuning of further support to build on growing understanding and abilities. 

I intend to describe and explain my choice of sample before briefly highlighting some of 
the issues involved in recording and transcribing. The underlying approach to analysis is 
then outlined and the analysis carried out, looking at the teacher's scaffolding and the 
children's contributions. I conclude that scaffolding alone, even when done by a 
competent, experienced and sensitive teacher, may not be sufficient to lead automatically 
to intemalisation unless elements of handover or transfer of responsibility are constantly 
built into the teaching and learning situation in truly interactive joint problem-solving. I 
suggest the use of spontaneous and elicited contributions to monitor this and make it 
possible. 

The sample 
The sample of classroom interaction used was collected as part of a larger research 
project. It is taken from one of two literacy hours in a Reception class which were video 
recorded. For the main research, many other literacy hours were observed, though not 
recorded, over a 10 week period and field notes made. 

The excerpt chosen from one of the two recorded literacy hours shows a six minute 
episode of the teacher at a table with initially five children. It shows the children 
rewriting a story in their own words that had previously been read to them. The teacher is 
helping them. At the beginning of the excerpt, the children had already been working on 
their stories for 5 to 10 minutes, but this earlier work is not on tape. I had been recording 
other small groups. 

My intentions in video recording were to try to capture evidence of the literacy teaching 
taking place and the children's interaction with it. I wanted to capture evidence of their 
learning in progress. To do so, T wanted to be able to study the words and actions of the 
participants. Words alone from audio-tape would have meant missing essential elements 
of the teaching and learning. 
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Edwards and Westgate (1994) warn about the impact of the researcher's orientation on 
the research carried out. 

'This will inflnence the choice and definition of topic. It will affect ways in which 
ore aW m wA/cA oz/fco/wej: are 

conceived and reported. Any claim to absolute neutrality or objectivity would imply a 
failure to grasp the inescapability of these inter-related choices' fpage 57). 

I will attempt to briefly make my own orientation clear; it is based on a belief that 
teaching and learning are two separate though obviously linked things, and that the 
teacher and learner bring different things to and make different sense of the situation. It 
is also a belief that some teaching/learning situations are more likely to result in the 
learner eventually owning and being able to use the skills or knowledge than others, 
though what the learner brings to the situation may impact on this as much as what the 
teacher brings. Even given each teacher and learner's individual characteristics and life 
histories brought to the situation, there are generalisations that can be made about types 
of situations or processes and how, why and to what extent they succeed in the learner 
'understanding'. 

I was examining the literacy teaching/learning situations with a 'very good' reception 
teacher in a 'very good' school, which nonetheless had less success with some children 
during a year than a 'remedial' literacy programme subsequently had in about 15 weeks. I 
recognise the complexities and values involved in labelling schools and teachers as 'very 
good', but will not go into them here. 1 therefore set out to look at the distinguishing 
features of the teaching/learning situations. This has influenced my choice of sample to 
analyse. It is an example of individuals in a small group learning to write. It is an 
example typical for this class and shows the teacher guiding and assisting the pupils to 
write their own version of a story. 

Edwards and Westgate (1994) rightly point out that decisions about how and what to 
record, transcribe and analyse come partly from questions such as 
'How transparently does language cany meaning? In the organisation of talk in 

particular settings, what are the critical 'indicators' which reveal what is 'happening'? 
Is other evidence needed to supplement the recorded talk? (page 60). 
For me, the evidence is in the talk, the actions, the gestures and the non-verbal 
communication. I have focused on what is said and what is done. 

Issues of recording and transcribing 
Recording 
The recording was done v îth a small hand-held digital video camera. I had been in the 
classroom as an observer and helper for two weeks before this recording was made, but 
this was the first time I had video-recorded. The teacher may have felt inhibited or ill at 

144 



ease during recording, but this was not apparent when compared to her earlier and later 
unrecorded teaching. However, it remains an unresolved issue. 

There were problems with the recording of which I was not really aware until I came to 
transcribe the tape. The diagram below illustrates the positions of the teacher and pupils 
around the table. The first part of the tape is taken from viewpoint A. The second and 
longest part of the tape is taken fi"om viewpoint B. 

T PS 

P3 
B 

P3 is one of the target children for my main research and apart from a very short part at 
the beginning of the tape, he is almost always in view. There are occasions, however, 
when I focus on the children's work and the children and teacher cannot be seen. The 
teacher's speech is louder and clearer than that of the children and on a couple of 
occasions 1 cannot hear the words said by a child. 1 had previously carried out a pilot run 
of video taping in a different reception classroom before beginning the main research and 
the sound quality had been better, but I was unaware of the difficulties with this 
recording. The problem could have skewed the results slightly. It appears from the tape, 
for example, that these children rarely spoke to each other during this time and spoke 
infrequently to the teacher. That is also my memory of the situation, but in fact children 
who were out of view, talking quietly to each other, would probably not have been picked 
up by the recording. 

Transcribing 
Before transcribing, I used Wray et al's guidelines for Transcribing Speech 
Orthographically (1998) and Edwards and Westgate's (1994) examples of transcription 
conventions to raise my own questions about what I needed to show in the transcription. 

'The final report must provide evidence in support of whatever conclusions are 

sections of the record... In general, the guiding principle is still to suit the type and 
quantity of data to the kind and depth of analysis intended' (Edwards and Westgate 1994, 
page 61). 

My analysis (the rationale for which I outline in Approach to analysis, page 8) was to be 
based on aspects of scaffolding as defined by Wood, Bruner and Ross (1976) and then 
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evidence of 'handover' or 'appropriation', using Edwards and Mercer's (1987) 
'spontaneous and elicited contributions' (page 131). In this context, by contribution, 1 
mean both words and actions. For example, a child writing '1' would be an elicited 
response to the teacher's prompt to 'Do a '1". I also wanted to analyse these things from 
the point of view of different learners. The transcription therefore needed to show: 
- who was speaking and to whom 
- participant's actions when in view, whether speaking or not 
- an indication of time elapsing during the 6 minutes of the tape 
- line numbers for ease of reference and to give an idea of the amount of text extracted 

and its place in the whole episode when selecting examples for the analysis. 

The shortcomings of the recording became more obvious as the restricted view and 
occasionally indistinct speech of the children gave only partial information. I decided to 
use conventional punctuation for ease of reading. I haven't emphasised pauses or 
intonation in the speech, except for where a word had been deliberately segmented as 
part of the teaching or learning, for example 'g-et', 'ge-t'. In describing the participants' 
actions, I have tried to balance being brief, giving sufficient information, but avoiding too 
much interpretation. Children who appear to be waiting for the next instruction are 
described as 'sitting looking' or 'not writing'. 

I have been selective both in the recording and transcribing, for example by omitting 
complex descriptions of intonation and non-verbal communication. I have chosen 
elements 1 consider to be important if an analysis of the features of 'scaffolding' and 
'handover' is to be made. Furlong and Edwards (1986) suggest that in classroom research 
from any perspective, the 'facts' recorded and interpreted are in fact based on underlying 
theoretical assumptions. They argue that the 

'separation of 'theory' and 'method' is quite unrealistic' (page 51) 
because the researcher determines what counts as data and how to collect it as well as 
how to analyse and interpret it. 

'In this review of approaches to classroom interaction, what is in question is not 
the 'objectivity' of the accounts but the researchers' awareness of their selectivity arid 
the theoretical basis of that selectivity' (page 52). 

Further selection was made in choosing sections of the transcription to use in the 
analysis. Furlong and Edwards (1986) have praised the work of Barnes (1976) for using 
lengthy transcriptions to make more explicit how he views the interaction and to make it 
more available to the reader for own interpretation. Given the small scale of this 
transcription and analysis, I have included the complete transcription in the appendix for 
just these reasons. 

146 



Approach to analysis 
My theoretical framework for analysis of the interaction is based on the Vygotskian 
tradition and the neo-Vygotskians: Bruner, Rogoff and Edwards and Mercer. It begins 
with the belief that children's cognitive development takes place in a socially interactive 
way, culturally specific, based on their own attempts to make sense of their world, but 
also mediated and guided by others. Language and action are both important, the first 
acting as a symbolic tool for cognitive activity and the second a means of developing and 
demonstrating skills based on cognitive activity. 

Vygotsky's notion of the zone of proximal development labels the gap from actual to 
potential cognitive development when guided and assisted by an adult or more competent 
peer. The process of guiding and assisting has been referred to by Wood, Bruner and 
Ross (1976) as scaffolding. The aim of this is to make it finally possible for the child to 
appropriate or internalise the knowledge and/or skill and so proceed beyond the need for 
scaffolding at that level. As Rogoff (1990) points out 

'Most users of the term include notions of continual revisions of scaffolding to 
respond to children's advancements' (page 94). 
She herself describes the handover as transferring responsibility 

'From the perspective of the caregiver, effective transfer of such responsibility is 
facilitated by sensitivity to children's competence in particular tasks so that 
responsibility is given according to their skills' (page 100). 
Alongside this are 

'Children's active efforts to arrange for participation at an appropriate level' 
(Rogoff 1990, page 100). 

Schaffer (1996) strengthens this point, saying that concentrating on only the input of the 
adult or competent peer is inadequate alone. 

'The adult does not impinge upon and shape an inert child but instead must act 
within the context of the child's characteristics and ongoing activity. Whatever effects 
are produced emerge from a joint enterprise to which the child as well as the adult 
contributes' (page 263). 
Whilst accepting this to be the case, I suggest that the asymmetrical power relationship of 
a young child with a teacher in school may mean that the child is inhibited to a greater or 
lesser degree from fiilly participating in the learning situation in a truly interactive sense. 
The child may only partially make clear his or her interests, wishes, confusions and 
understanding, unless the teacher actively sets out to promote this. If all children interact 
fully at once, classroom management may be threatened. The teacher has to balance 
interaction with active young minds with managing the class of 30 children. 

Using the 6 features of scaffolding suggested by Wood, Bruner and Ross (1976), 1 intend 
to analyse the classroom interaction for evidence of the teacher using the technique and 
of the children working in their ZPD. However, this alone, in my opinion, is insufficient 
to examine the process of 'handover' or intemalisation of the knowledge and skills being 
taught and learnt. At which point(s) in the scaffolding and by the use of which means is 
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the guiding adult or peer ensuring handover? What is it that ensures and demonstrates the 
move towards independent functioning or understanding, rather than remaining in the 
scaffolded state? Schaffer (1996) reviews research on the mechanisms for intemalisation. 
He refers to the 

^ Basic problem, of how social interactions can affect children's cognition in such 
a way that joint solutions become the children's own internalised solutions, to be applied 
independently on all future occasions' (page 276). 

One of the ways in which the amount of intemalisation can be assessed is through the use 
of 'spontaneous or elicited contributions' (Edwards and Mercer 1987). Only when a 
person attempts to express or do something unaided can their understanding or 
competence be gauged. Even then, it may only be an approximation of genuine 
understanding, ritual rather than principled to use Edwards and Mercer's words. By 
examining the spontaneous and elicited contributions in the interaction, we are able to 
gain some idea of how the teaching/learning situation fits into the child's ZPD, how the 
child is progressing and how involved the child is in the learning. Without elicited or 
spontaneous contributions, it could be argued that it is difficult for the teacher to decide 
whether or not s/he is working in the child's ZPD. S/he could be unclear as to whether or 
not she is making the fine adjustments described by Rogoff (1990) and Wood, Bruner 
and Ross (1976), and what effect it is having on the child's intemalisation. In the second 
part of the analysis, then, I intend to examine the interaction for spontaneous and elicited 
contributions. 

The spontaneous contributions, Edwards and Mercer suggest, are the ones least 
influenced by the teacher's control, but still tend to be swayed by the teacher's setting of 
the agenda and criteria for deciding on the relevance and appropriateness of such 
contributions. These things are often developed over time in the classroom and so may 
not be immediately obvious from one episode of interaction. Edwards and Mercer define 
them as 

'Occasions when pupils offered, without explicit invitation from the teacher, 
information, suggestions or analyses of the curriculum subject matter which had not, 
according to our observations and interviews, been taught or demonstrated' (1987, page 
132). 
In this analysis, I include actions such as attempting to write a word without prompting 
by the teacher and children's questions, which might indicate their line of thought. 

'Elicited contributionsEdwards and Mercer define as contributions 'directly 
constrained by teachers' questions' (1987, page 132). They suggest that the teacher's 
questions 
'function as discursive devices through which the teacher is able to keep a 
continual check on the pupils' understandings, to ensure that various concepts, 
information or terms of reference are jointly understood, so that subsequent discourse 
may be predicated on a developing continuity and context of intersubjectivity' (1987, 
page 132). 
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Again, I include actions as well as words in the definition o f elicited contributions', for 
example a child writing 'w' in response to being asked to 'Do a 'w". However, I think it 
is important to distinguish between actions that demonstrate some level of intemalisation 
of knowledge or skill and those that merely mimic or copy a model. I have also included 
the teacher's prompts as eliciting contributions, not just questions. A prompt to 'Come on 
then, do a ' r " which leads the child to produce the grapheme 'r' from memory gives an 
elicited contribution demonstrating some level of skill, understanding and memory. 

Using each of the tools of analysis outlined, I will consider the interaction by focusing on 
different children to ascertain what each has experienced. As the teacher holds 
simultaneous conversations with children, this often necessitates jumping from one 
section of transcription to another to indicate the continuing conversation with an 
individual. 

Analysis: 
Scaffolding 
The characteristics of scaffolding, as described by Wood, Bruner and Ross (1976) are as 
follows: 
1. Recruiting interest in the task 
2. Simplifying the task 
3. Maintaining pursuit of the goal 
4. Marking critical features and discrepancies between what has been produced and the 

ideal solution 
5. Controlling frustration during problem solving 
6. Demonstrating an idealised version of the act to be performed. 

What evidence is there for the existence of scaffolding in the episode of interaction? 

As the children's task was started before the video recording began, it is reasonable to 
assume that any recruitment of interest in the main task was done at the beginning and so 
would not appear in the transcript. There are, however, three examples in this episode. 
The first is in the preparation the teacher had done for the task. Each child's book had a 
sheet stuck into it with a picture of a teddy and the words 'This is the bear...', with space 
below to write the story. It can be seen as a way of recruiting interest and helping the 
children to begin. 

The other two examples are in the transcript. 

Key: 
1 Line number 
0.02 Time on video camera 
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T > Teacher talking to ... 
PI > Pupil talking to... 
'The' Words written or to be written as part of the story. 
't' Sound of letter given 
(...) Speech unclear 
'boy' 

( Speech overlap 
'boy' 
(Tpoints) Observer description 
'g-et' Sound segmentation 
: Part of transcript omitted 

Sequence 1 
69 T>PLP2.P4.P5 What you people are going to do - (Tto PI) Full stop, please! - is go on the 
floor - (TtoP3) Hurry up, P3, you're ( . . . ) - is go on the floor and draw me a lovely picture of what you've 
written about. 
70 P 2 > T (...) 
71 T > P 2 Wait a minute, please. You'll have to work on the floor. We haven't got a table. 
72 4.21 T > P1.P2.P4.P5 A really nice picture. Draw in pencil, colour in crayon. 

Sequence 2 
88 5.50 T >P9 Right, P9, we're going to write about that story. Oh dear. 

Sequence 1 shows the teacher recruiting the interest of the original group of children in 
the next task to be done. Sequence 2, which comes right at the end of the tape, shows the 
teacher recruiting the interest of a member of the next group of children who are about to 
write the story. 

There is much evidence of the teacher simplifying the tasks for the pupils in this episode. 

Sequence 3 
14 P2 > T 'Went'. (in response to earlier question by T'The boy?) 
15 0.43 T >P2 'Went', 'went', 'w'. {P2 shakes head while looking at T, then writes Sv') 

The teacher gives P2 the initial sound of the word 'went' to encourage him to write. 

Sequence 4 
5 0.19 P3 > T 'Lunch' 
6 T > P 3 Right. Leave a space. What does it begin with? 
7 P3 > T '1' 
8 0.23 T > P 3 Come on then, write 'lunch', '1'. Good boy. {P3 has pen poised, looking at T, mouthing 
T) 

12 T >P3 Come on, P3, 'lunch'. Write it yourself. ' {P3 holding pen up, looking at T, hesitant) 
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16 0.49 T >P3 Come on, P3. Can you do '1'? {P3 shakes head. T demonstrates with finger in air 
how to write T. P3 writes it, then waits. PI is now visible again, sitting, looking) 

The teacher at first asks the child for the initial sound of the word, then recognising that 
P3 is apparently having difficulty in remembering the grapheme for T , she simplifies it 
by drawing it in the air with her finger. This is also an example of controlling 
frustration. 

Sequence 5 
23 1.17 T > P 2 'Theboy went','w-ent'. (P 2 had written'w'. T takes scrap of paper and 
writes "went'. P3 and P4 visible, sitting looking. Tpasses paper back to P2) 
24 P2 > T I've done a 'w'. (P2 starts to copy 'went'. P4 still sitting, looking. P5 's book in view, 
not being touched) 

The teacher breaks 'went' into its onset and rime, then writes the word out, simplifying 
the task further by providing a written model to copy. 

Sequence 6 
26 1.37 T >P2 Good boy,'went to'? 
27 P 2 > T 'Get' 
28 T > P2 What does 'get' begin with? 
29 P 2 > T 'g' 
30 T >P2 Good boy, go on. (P2 begins to write) 
31 T > P 2 Leave a space, leave a space! 

34 1.52 T >P2 'G-et', 'g-e-t', 't ', 't ' {said in response to P2 having written 'g', then 
sitting waiting. P2 writes 'ethen looks to T again) 
35 T > P 2 Y, Y,'ge-t'. 
36 T > P 2 Good! 

Here we can see encouragement of a child to give the initial sound of the word, one of 
the first stages of phonemic segmentation, by elicited contribution. In response to 'g' 
being written by P2, the teacher offers the onset and rime, then the complete phonemic 
segmentation, emphasising the 'e' to encourage the child to write 'e', which he does. The 
child again looks for support and the teacher simplifies the task again by providing the 
final phoneme and segmenting the word to emphasise the final phoneme. The child 
successfully writes 'get' and is praised. This is a good example of the teacher modelling 
a method of phonemic segmentation of a CVC word. Whether or not the child would 
then be able to do it himself is not evident from the tape. There is also evidence in this 
sequence of the teacher maintaining pursuit of the goal, line 30, and of marking 
critical features and discrepancies, line 31. 

There are many examples in the transcription of the teacher simplifying the task by 
providing the child with a written model of a word so that it can be copied. 

Sequence 7 
2 0.02 T > P4 or P5 'Picnic', right,'picnic' (T writing on scrap of paper) 
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19 1.05 T > P3 'Lunch', right. {T takes scrap of paper and writes'lunch'on it. While 
she is writing, PI indicates to T that she has written the next word. P4 and P2 are both in view, sitting, 
looking) 

23 1.17 T > P2 'The boy went', 'w-ent'. (P2 had written'w'. T takes scrap of paper and 
writes 'wentP3 and P4 visible, sitting looking. Tpasses paper back to P2) 

38 2.03 T >P2 'His', you can do 'his', 'h-is'. We did it on the board. Do you remember? Go on then. 
(7 takes a scrap of paper, writes on it and passes it to someone out of view, possibly PI) 

40 T >P3 'i' {PS has written'T instead of-or partly forming-'1'. T notices, writes T on 
paper and passes it to P3). 

45 2.40 T >P3 'It', go on, spell it. Do a ' t ' then you've got it. Look! The word 'it' (taking scrap of paper 
and writing 'it') is spelt 'i-t'. (T passes paper back to P3) 

50 T >P2 Good boy, you've done really well. (T writes 'socks' on scrap of paper and hands it to 

55 T >P3 Go on then. (P3 starts to write.) Leave a space. You must leave a space. {Twrites, 
possibly 'raining', on scrap ofpaper and passes it to PI) 
563.18 T > P3 'Was' , 'w'. (T takes scrap of paper and writes'was'. Passes it to P3.)lX's 6x^c\i\t, 
'was'. It's not written as it sounds. 

83 T > P3 Come on, then do a 'r'. Leave a space. Off you go. Do a 'r'. {P3 puts a finger on his work 
to mark a space, pen poised, ready to write 'rT takes scrap of paper to write 'raining' 

It was preceded, in most cases, by the teacher asking the child to provide the initial 
phoneme/grapheme. 

The teacher is often seen actively maintaining pursuit of the goal using different 
techniques, which include giving instructions, asking questions, using gestures and 
praising. 

Giving instructions 
Sequence 8 
87 5.39 T >P3 Cross it out because you need to go and draw your picture in a minute. Would you 
quickly cross out your 'r ' and then write 'raining', please {Tpointing at scrap of paper) and then go and do 
your picture on the floor. Hurry up, then, (P3 has pencil poised and begins to write next letter, copying 
from paper) 

Asking questions 
Sequence 9 
32 1,41 T > P3 Right, 'This is the boy who ate the lunch,' Full stop. What else are you going to write? 
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Using gestures 
Sequence 10 
18 ' w e n t L e a v e a space. Now do a {.Tputs finger on P2 's page to indicate a finger 
space. PI back in shot, sitting, not writing) 

60 3.36 T > P3 Right, P3,1 don't think we really want you being silly. {P3 is pulling faces at the child 
next to him). Are you going to write 'was'? (7 points at scrap ofpaper given at 3.18. PS has pen poised, 
ready to write.) 

67 P2 > T (P2 reads rest of words, following T's pointing finger. Can't be heard on tape.) 

Praising 
Sequence 11 
8 0 j 3 T > P 3 
T) 

20 T > P 1 
begin with? 
21 PI > T 
22 T > P 1 

26 1.37 T>P2 

30 T > P 2 

35 T > P 2 
36 T > P 2 

50 T > P 2 

62 T > P 2 

67 P 2 > T 

68 4.08 T > P 2 

84 5.24 T > ? 

(PI still sitting, not writing, then out of view) 

(P2 begins to write) 

(P2 writes't) 

T > P2 Good boy, you've done really well. (T writes 'socks' on scrap of paper and hands it to 

T > P2 Good, brilliant. Full stop and read it out to me. That's very good. 

anderfiiL {Tpasses scrap of paper back to PS) 

In the taped episode of interaction, most of the praise is directed at P2. He appears to be 

the most successful in following the teacher's lead promptly, writing 'get' and 'his' and 

copying the words given to him. 

It appears from the transcription that the critical features most encouraged relate to 
accuracy in simple punctuation, letter formation including correct case, spelling, 
recognising initial phonemes and general standards of neatness, care and completion of 
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the task or sub-tasks. Apart from initial phonemes, these are given as instructions and not 
in the form of elicited contributions. 

Leaving a space 
Sequence 12 
6 T >P3 Right. Leave a space. What does it begin with? 

17 T > P2 No, I need a space. Cross your 'w' out with a pencil and leave a space before you write 
18 'went' .(. . .) Leave a space. Now do a {.Tputs finger on P2's page to indicate a finger 
space. PI hack in shot, sitting, not writing) 

20 T >P1 Good girl, leave a space. (Tpasses 'lunch' toP3). 'It was', what sound does 'was' 
begin with? 
21 PI > T 'w' 

22 T > PI Good girl. Leave a space. (PJ still sitting, not writing, then out of view) 

31 T >P2 Leave a space, leave a space! 

55 T > P3 Go on then. (P3 starts to write.) Leave a space. You must leave a space. {T writes, 
possibly 'rainingon scrap of paper and passes it to PI) 

The children frequently appear to forget to leave spaces between words and so are 
reminded or corrected by the teacher. 
Letter formation and case 
Sequence 13 
40 T > P3 'i' (P3 has written'T instead of-or partly forming-T. T notices, writes T on 
paper and passes it to PS). 
41 T > P3 There's a capital 'I'. I've done it. 

85 T > P3 Right. Oh, oh that's a big one. Do a lower case 'R' please. Cross it out in pencil. {Thands 
pencil to PS) Cross it out in pencil, in pencil. Right. (PSpicks tq)pencil, shows it to PIO next to him. PIO 
starts to hit pencil) 

P3 appears to still be confusing the use of lower and upper case letters. The teacher 
directs him. 

Phonemic segmentation 
Sequence 14 
6 T > P3 Right. Leave a space. What does it begin with? 
7 P3 > T '1' 
8 0.23 T > P3 Come on then, write 'lunch', '1'. Good boy. {PS has pen poised, looking at T, mouthing 

V 

15 0.43 T > P2 'Went ' , 'went ' , 'w' . {P2 shakes head while looking at T, then writes'w') 

20 T > PI Good girl, leave a space. (Tpasses 'lunch' to PS). 'It was', what sound does 'was' 
begin with? 
21 PI >T 'w' 
22 T > P 1 Good girl. Leave a space. {PI still sitting, not writing, then out of view) 
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23 1.17 T > P2 'The boy went','w-ent', (P2 hadwritten "w". T takes scrap of paper and 
writes "wentP3 and P4 visible, sitting looking. Tpasses paper back to P2) 

27 P 2 > T 'Get' 
28 T > P2 What does 'get' begin with? 
29 P 2 > T 'g' 

34 1.52 T > P2 'G-et', 'g-e-t', 't', 't ' {said in response to P2 having written 'g', then 
sitting waiting. P2 writes 'ethen looks to T again) 
35 T > P 2 Y/t ' , 'ge-t ' . 

38 2.03 T > P2 'His', you can do 'his', 'h-is'. We did it on the board. Do you remember? Go on then. 
{T takes a scrap ofpaper, writes on it and passes it to someone out of view, possibly PI) 

53 3.03 T >P3 'It was', what does 'was' begin with? 
54 P 3 > T w' 

79 5.11 T > P 3 'It was'what? 
80 P3 > T 'Raining' 
81 T > P 3 Right, what does 'raining' begin with? 
82 5.17 P3 > T 'r' 

The teacher implies through her questioning that the children should be able to share 
responsibility for identifying the initial phonemes, though she sometimes offers them 
herself She also models how to segment some CVC words. 

Correct spelling 
Sequence 15 
42 P3 > T How do you write 'I'? 
43 2.32 T > P3 'It!' You need a ' t ' on the end of that, 'i-t'. Put a ' t ' on the end of your ' i ' , 'it'. (T 
pointing to place on P3's writing. P3 still appears hesitant, pen poised, looking at T) 

45 2.40 T > P3 'It', go on, spell it. Do a ' t ' then you've got it. Look! The word 'it' (taking scrap of paper 
and writing 'it') is spelt 'i-t'. {T passes paper back to PS) 

56 3.18 T > P3 'Was' , 'w' . (T takes scrap of paper and writes "was". Passes it to PS.) It's difGiailt, 
'was'. It's not written as it sounds. 

The teacher distinguishes between words that she feels the children would find easier to 
spell, for example 'it', and those that are more difficult, 'was'. Both are often given as a 
written model, however, and no explicit distinction is made between words that are 
written as they sound using simple phoneme/grapheme correspondence and those that are 
not. 

Standards of neatness, care and completion 
Sequence 16 
57 3.22 P6 > T (...) (P6 comes from another table to show completed work to T) 
58 T > P6 Right, have we got full stops (...)? Are they-coloured beautifully? Let me have a look. (T 
looks at P6's work) 
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59 3.28 T > P6 I think we could colour a bit neater than that, couldn't we. Take care with your colouring 
and put your buttons on your television. {T turns away from P6. P6 moves away. P4 andPS still sitting 
looking. PI writing, copying from scrap of paper). 

74 T > Red group Okay, red group, (...) Put them in the finished tray with your name on. (...) 
Well, you'll have to leave it, now. You've had plenty of time. Leave the (...) there. Put in (...) Make sure 
it's named. Sweetie, please. {Red group had been working on the floor until now 

85 T > P3 Right. Oh, oh that's a big one. Do a lower case 'R' please. Cross it out in pencil. {Thands 
pencil to P3) Cross it out in pencil, in pencil. Right. {P3 picks up pencil, shows it to PIO next to him. PIO 
starts to hit pencil) 
86 T > P 8 PS 
87 5.39 T > P3 Cross it out because you need to go and draw your picture in a minute. Would you 
quickly cross out your 'r ' and then write 'raining', please {Tpointing at scrap of paper) and then go and do 
your picture on the floor. Hurry up, then. (P3 has pencil poised and begins to write next letter, copying 
from paper) 

Expectations are set relating to simple punctuation, neatness and diligence in completing 
the tasks and sub-tasks. 

These two aspects of scaffolding often blend into each other. In sequence 4 (page 11) a 
child is trying to write 'lunch'. The teacher notices P3's hesitancy and first provides a 
model of the grapheme '1', then provides a model of the word 'lunch' on paper. In 
sequence 6 (page 12), the teacher also notices that a child has stopped making progress 
and so she provides a model of how to proceed, this time by phonemic segmentation. 

In the sequence below, there appears to be some confusion between what P3 appears to 
be doing and the teacher's perception of what he is trying to do. 
Sequence 17 
40 T > P3 'i' {P3 has written'T'instead of-or partly forming-'1\ T notices, writes 1'on 
paper and passes it to P3). 
41 T >P3 There's a capital T . I've done it. 
42 P3 > T How do you write '1'? 
43 2.32 T > P3 'It!' You need a ' t ' on the end of that, 'i-t'. Put a ' t ' on the end of your ' i ' , 'it'. (T 
pointing to place on P3 's writing. P3 still appears hesitant, pen poised, looking at T) 
44 T > PI (off screen) What does 'raining' begin with? (...) 'Raining' 
45 2.40 T > P3 'It', go on, spell it. Do a ' t ' then you've got it. Look! The word 'it' (taking scrap of paper 
and writing 'it') is spelt 'i-t'. (T passes paper back to P3) 

The source of confusion or frustration from P3's point of view is not explored. The 
teacher does not, for example, find out why he wanted to know how to do a '1' when she 
thought he was trying to write 'it'. Instead, the idealised version was provided, at first by 
verbal instruction and then by a written model, which P3 accepts. 

Sequence 18 
62 T > P 2 Good, brilliant. Full stop and read it out to me. That's very good. 
63 3.49 P2 > T 'The' {P2 hesitates, trying to read back his own work) 
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64 T >P2 'The bear who ate' {Tpointing at P2'swritingandreadmgwith him) 
65 P2 > T 'the picnic lunch' 'boy' 

( ( 
66 T > P2 'picnic' 'the' 'boy' 
67 P2 > T (P2 reads rest of words, following T's pointing finger. Can't be heard on tape.) 

In this sequence, P2's hesitancy in reading some of the words prompts the teacher to join 
in, providing the words needed and leading with her finger. 

The only other signs of frustration in the whole episode of interaction are the times when 
the children sit waiting for the next instruction. These do not truly appear to be signs of 
frustration, but rather indicators for the teacher that help or the next instruction is needed. 
PI, for example, is not in view for all of the tape, but it is possible to track her writing 
and interaction with the teacher. Much of her time is spent waiting. 

P i ' s actions 
Sequence 19 
10.00 T > P 1 'The bear', go on, off you go, ' i t ' , ' i t ' ' i t ' . (Tpointing with pencil at Pi's writing 

16 0.49 T > P3 Come on, P3. Can you do '1'? {P3 shakes head. T demonstrates with finger in air 
how to write P3 writes it, then waits. PI is now visible again, sitting, looking) 

19 1.05 T > P3 'Lunch', right. {T takes scrap of paper and writes'lunch'on it While 
she is writing, PI indicates to T that she has written the next word. P4 and P2 are both in view, sitting, 
looking) 
20 T > PI Good girl, leave a space. (Tpasses 'lunch' to P3). 'It was', what sound does 'was' 
begin with? 
21 PI > T 'w' 
22 T > PI Good girl. Leave a space. (PI still sitting, not writing, then out of view) 

44 T > PI (offscreen) What does'raining'begin with? (...)'Raining' 

52 T >P1 Do a 'r ' for raining. Poppet (PI's hands have been in view since line 39. She has 
not been writing. P3 is sitting, looking. P5 and P4 are both sitting, not writing.) 

55 T > P3 Go on then. (P3 starts to write.) Leave a space. You must leave a space. {Twrites, 
possibly 'raining', on scrap of paper and passes it to PI) 

59 3.28 T >P6 I think we could colour a bit neater than that, couldn't we. Take care with your colouring 
and put your buttons on your television. {T turns away from P6. P6 moves away. P4 and P5 still sitting 
looking. PI writing, copyingfrom scrap of paper). 

69 T > P1.P2.P4.P5 What you people are going to do - (T to PI) Full stop, please! - is go on the 
floor - (T to P3) Hurry up, P3, you're ( . . . ) - is go on the floor and draw me a lovely picture of what you've 
written about. 

PI appears to have written 'It was raining' during the time of the tape. 'Raining' was 
provided by the teacher on paper, 'it' may have been written alone, and the ' w' of 'was' 
had been provided by PI, though it is unclear how she achieved the rest of the word. 
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It is unclear how much progress is made by P4 and P5 during the tape as they also move 
in and out of view. However, it does appear that they too spend much time waiting. 

P4 and P5's actions 
Sequence 20 

2 0,02 T > P4 or P5 'Picnic', right,'picnic' (T writing on scrap of paper) 

9 T > P5 'It was raining'. Full stop. 

110.38 T>P2.P4 (...) 
13 P 4 > T (...) 

19 1.05 T >P3 'Lunch', right. {T takes scrap of paper and writes'lunch'on it. While 
she is writing, PI indicates to T that she has written the next word. P4 and P2 are both in view, sitting, 
looking) 

23 1.17 T > P2 'The boy went','w-ent'. (P2 had written Sv'. T takes scrap of paper and 
writes 'wentP3 and P4 visible, sitting looking. Tpasses paper back to P2) 
24 P2 > T I've done a 'w'. (P2 starts to copy 'wentP4 still sitting, looking. P5 's book in view, 
not being touched) 
25 1.26 T > P3 Come on, P3, please, 'lunch'. (T pointing at word on paper. P5 's hands in shot, 
writing a word. P4 still sitting, looking.) 

46 2.45 P5 > T Done it, done it. 

51 3.01 T > P5 Just a minute, P5. 
52 T > Pi Do a 'r ' for raining. Poppet (PI's hands have been in view since line 39. She has 
not been writing. P3 is sitting, looking. P5 andP4 are both sitting, not writing.) 

59 3.28 T > P6 I think we could colour a bit neater than that, couldn't we. Take care with your colouring 
and put your buttons on your television. {T turns away from P6. P6 moves away. P4 and P5 still sitting 
looking. PI writing, copying from scrap of paper). 

69 T >P1.P2.P4.P5 What you people are going to do - (T to PI) Full stop, please! - is go on the 
floor - (T to P 3) Hurry up, P3, you're ( . . . ) - is go on the floor and draw me a lovely picture of what you've 
written about. 

My impression is that P4 has finished writing and has been sitting waiting throughout the 
tape and that P5 had only 'picnic' left to write, which was given on paper by the teacher 
and copied. Although one interpretation of the evidence would be that the children spend 
much of their time awaiting the next instruction or modelled version to copy, another 
interpretation could be based on the age of the children. They are very young children, all 
4 years at the time of the recording, who had been writing for several minutes before 
taping began and have now reached the end of their attention span. They therefore need 
extra support and guidance to keep them going. Having observed many such sessions in 
this classroom, I conclude that both are true. The pattern of writing the initial letter after 
prompting then waiting for the word to be given was typical. Their ability to do this with 
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any sort of momentum often did drop towards the end of a task and the children 
sometimes expressed relief when they had finished. 

Scaffolding is not simply a set of features that can be considered individually in the hope 
that they add up to cumulative teaching and learning. Instead, it is the description of an 
interactive process. I have identified all of Wood, Bruner and Ross's features of 
scaffolding as being present to a greater or lesser extent in the taped episode of teaching 
and learning and the features do often blend into one another. The greatest emphasis 
appears to be on simplifying the task, maintaining pursuit of the goal, demonstrating an 
idealised version and marking discrepancies between this and what has been produced. 
The pattern of scaffolding may to some extent reflect the timing of the taped episode in 
the whole literacy hour. 

From the learners' point of view, they have been involved in: 
- thinking up words to re-tell the bear story from memory, 

sometimes producing the initial phoneme of the words and writing the grapheme, 
prompted or helped by the teacher, 

- on three occasions writing a word themselves that was familiar or had been 
phonemically segmented by the teacher, without a written model, 

- and copying the majority of other words from a written model produced by the 
teacher. 

Almost all of these involved the children in waiting and prompting from the teacher, or 
waiting and indicating to the teacher that the last sub-task had been completed. The 
teacher appears to be successfully scaffolding, but what of intemalisation? What is the 
evidence for the children's understanding and appropriation of the skills and knowledge 
being taught, for the process of handover? Rogoff (1990) maintains that the evidence for 
advances in understanding are present in the interactions or 'social exchanges' 
themselves and that it is here 'that we should look for the advances in individuals' ways 
of thinking and acting' (Rogoff 1990, page 195). 

If these are not to be solely reflective of what the teacher has just given to the child, but 
instead to offer some idea of what progress the child is making in contributing to the 
task, using his or her growing skills and understanding, then we need to look at the 
spontaneous and elicited contributions. 'Cued' contributions, as described by Edwards 
and Mercer (1987), will not be so enlightening. 

Spontaneous contributions 
There are very few spontaneous contributions from the children, only 7 appearing in the 
taped episode. 

Sequence 21 
3 0,06 P2 >P3 Did you use these (.,.)? (P2 pointing at PS'swork) 
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19 1.05 T > P3 'Lunch', right. {T takes scrap of paper and writes'lunch'on it. While 
she is writing, PI indicates to T that she has written the next word. P4 andP2 are both in view, sitting, 
looking) 

24 P2 > T I've done a 'w'. (P2 starts to copy "went'. P4 still sitting, looking. P5's book in view, 
not being touched) 

26 1.37 T>P2 Good boy, 'went to'? 
27 P 2 > T 'Get' 

42 P3 > T How do you write T? 

46 2.45 P5 > T Done it, done it. 

57 3.22 P6 > T (...) (P6 comes from another table to show completed work to T) 

613.14 P 2 > T I'veMshed 

Of the spontaneous contributions, one possibly, though not decisively, involves P2 
writing 'to' completely undirected and unaided (lines 24 to 26). One involves P3 asking 
for help in writing '1', but the question seems incongruent with the teacher's perception 
of what P3 should be trying to write and so P3 is redirected. We are left unclear about 
why he thought he needed a '1'. The others are all indications that the child has 
completed part of the task and is awaiting further help, prompting, praise or permission 
to proceed. They do not tell us anything of the children's understanding or abilities, 
except that they need help, prompting, praise or permission before they feel able to 
proceed. 

Elicited contributions 
These fall into different categories: contributing words to tell the story; demonstrating a 
knowledge of initial phonemes; demonstrating the ability to write initial graphemes; 
demonstrating the ability to read with some assistance; demonstrating the ability to copy 
words written by the teacher, and demonstrating the ability to write some words when 
segmented by the teacher. 

Contributing words to tell the story 
Sequence 22 
4 0.14 T > P3 Right. Come on, I want you to hurry up. 'This is the bear that ate the' what? {T 
pointing with pencil at P3 's writing) 
5 0.19 P 3 > T 'Lunch' 

10 T > P2 'The boy?' {P3 still sitting, looking hesitant) 

14 P2 > T 'Went'. (in response to earlier question by T'The boy?) 

26 1.37 T >P2 Good boy,'went to'? 
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27 P 2 > T 'Get' 

32 1.41 T > P3 Right, 'This is the boy who ate the lunch.' Full stop. What else are you going to write? 

37 T > P3 'It was raining' (P3 may have volunteered this before T, but it can't be heard on the 
tape) 

76 T >P3 Come on, 'it was' what? One more word to write. Which word do you want? {P3 looks at 
his work) 

79 5.11 T>P3 'It was'what? 

ao P 3 > T 

Demonstrating knowledge of initial phonemes 
Sequence 23 
6 T >P3 Right. Leave a space. What does it begin with? 
7 P3 > T 'I' 

20 T >P1 Good girl, leave a space. 7mwc/z'toPij.'It was', what sound does'was' 
begin with? 
21 PI > T 'w' 

28 T >P2 What does 'get' begin with? 
29 P 2 > T 'g' 

48 T > P2 'Get his...socks' begins with? 
49 P 2 > T 's' 

53 3.03 T >P3 'It was', what does 'was' begin with? 
54 P 3 > T 'w' 

81 T >P3 Right, what does 'raining' begin with? 
82 5.17 P3 > T 'r' 

Demonstrating the ability to write initial grapheme once phoneme has been 
established 
Sequence 24 
15 0.43 T > P2 'Went ' , 'went ' , 'w' . {P2 shakes head while looking at T, then writes'w') 

28 T > P2 What does 'get' begin with? 
29 P 2 > T 'g' 
30 T > P 2 Good boy, go on. (P2 begins to write) 

34 1.52 T > P 2 'G-et', 'g-e-t', 't', 't ' {said in response to P2 having written 'g', then 
sitting waiting. P2 writes 'ethen looks to Tagairi) 
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52 T >P1 Do a 'r' for raining, Poppet (PI's hands have been in view since line 39. She has 
not been writing. P3 is sitting, looking. P5 and P4 are both sitting, not writing.) 
53 3.03 T >P3 'It was', what does'was'begin with? 
54 P3 > T 'w' 
55 T > P3 Go on then. (P3 starts to write.) Leave a space. You must leave a space. (T writes, 
possibly 'raining', on scrap ofpaper and passes it to PI) 

81 T > P3 Right, what does 'raining' begin with? 
82 5.17 P3 > T 'r' 
83 T > P3 Come on, then do a 'r'. Leave a space. OflF you go. Do a 'r'. (Pi puts a finger on his work 
to mark a space, pen poised, ready to write 'r'. T takes scrap of paper to write 'raining') 
84 5.24 T > ? Wonderful. {Tpasses scrap of paper back to P3) 
85 T > P3 Right. Oh, oh that's a big one. Do a lower case R' please. Cross it out in pencil. {Thands 
pencil to P3) Cross it out in pencil, in pencil. Right. {P3 picks up pencil, shows it to PIO next to him. PIO 
starts to hit pencil) 

Demonstrating the ability to read with some assistance 

Good, brilliant. Full stop and read it out to me. That's very good. 
'The' {P2 hesitates, trying to read back his own work) 
' The bear who ate' {Tpointing at P2 's writing and reading with him) 
'the picnic lunch' 'boy' 

( ( 
'picnic' 'the' 'boy' 

(P2 reads rest of words, following T's pointing finger. Can't be heard on tape.) 

Sequence 25 
62 T > P 2 
63 3.49 P 2 > T 
64 T > P 2 
65 P 2 > T 

66 T > P 2 
67 P 2 > T 

Demonstrating the ability to copy words written by the teacher 
The following words are given to the children to copy. As far as we can tell from the 
tape, all are eventually copied successfully: 
PI Possibly 'was' and 'raining', unclear from tape. 
P2 'went', 'socks'. 
P3 'lunch', 'it', 'was', 'raining'. 
P4orP5 'picnic'. 

Demonstrating the ability to write words when segmented by the teacher 
P2 'get% 'his'. 

What can be concluded from the elicited contributions? We can see that the children are 
contributing their own ideas for words to use in re-telling the story. To translate those 
words into a written form, we know that the children can often give the initial phoneme 
and can sometimes produce the grapheme for the initial phoneme, though the child does 
not always perform both of these tasks unaided. We also know that at least one child can 
write the graphemes for other parts of simple words once the teacher has phonemically 

162 



segmented the word for him. We know that the children can copy the written words 
provided by the teacher. 

We do not know from this episode whether or not the children are able to extend their 
ability for phonemic segmentation from the initial phoneme to other phonemes in the 
words or whether they can translate phonemes into graphemes, other than for the initial 
phoneme. We are not able to determine the stage of the children's independent word-
building and writing skills. The strategies they appear to have learnt to adopt are to wait 
or indicate a need for assistance so that the teacher will phonemically segment or, more 
usually, write the word to be copied. 

Conclusion 
The teacher in this tape has stated a desire, both to me and to some of the parents, for the 
children to begin to read and write more independently, to 'have a go' and not worry too 
much if mistakes are made. In practice, it is difficult to see the strategies that are being 
taught or learnt to make that goal become more realistic. The teacher is working very 
hard to maintain the children's pursuit of the given task and to support and guide what 
and how they are writing. She is clearly meeting the criteria for 'scaffolding' the 
children's learning and they appear to be acting as observers and apprentices in the 
writing process as she models the correct way to phonemically segment, to form letters of 
the correct case, to space, read back and spell correctly. 

However, what is missing is clear evidence of the process of handover or appropriation of 
the knowledge and skills by the children in action. That is not to say that I would expect 
to see a beginning, middle and handover in an episode as short as this. These are skills 
the children have been working on throughout the year and will continue to do so. But 
the processes by which they are being given elements of responsibility or independence, 
in which they are seen taking part in the decision-making or problem-solving, 
demonstrating their developing understanding and confusions are not clear. 

Rogoff (1990), in reviewing the research on conceptual development, concludes that: 
skills improve faster when a child is engaged in conversation about his or her 
rationale for decisions rather than simply having the rationale explained 

- progressively simplifying the task leads to greater success at the time , but less 
success in a post test of independent ability 

- most success in a post test occurs where the scaffolding during training has constantly 
been adjusted to take account of the child's progress. 

'A crucial aspect of social interaction is the extent to which children participate in a 
shared thinking process with a more skilled partner' (Rogoff 1990, page 164). 
'It is within social exchanges that we should look for the advances in individuals' 
ways of thinking and acting' (page 195). 
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I have chosen to use spontaneous and elicited contributions as evidence of advances in 
thinking and acting, decision-making and of constant ac^ustments to allow for progress. I 
believe that the analysis of the taped episode shows that in spite of successful 
scaffolding, there is potential for children's more active involvement in decision-making 
and in developing strategies for translating ideas and spoken words into a written form. A 
more active process of appropriation might be possible if greater use was made of 
elicited contributions, of involving children more directly in decisions about how words 
should be formed. 
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(Appendix to paper) 
TTETmscription: Rexcemtioii Class, Feb 2000, Literacy Hour - working in 
small groups. 

Five children and the teacher are sitting around a table. The children each have an 
exercise book in front of them and pens. They are supposed to be re-writing a story in 
their own words that had been read to the class earlier on. A sheet has been glued into 
each child's book with a picture of a teddy and the words 'This is the bear . . .with space 
underneath to finish the story. 

Key: 
2 Line number 
0.03 Time on video camera 
T > Teacher talking to ... 
PI > Pupil talking to... 
'The' Words written or to be written as part of the story. 
't' Sound of letter given 
(...) Speech unclear 
'boy' 

( Speech overlap 
'boy' 
(Tpoints) Observer description 
'g-et' Sound segmentation 

Line Time Speaker to 

1 0.00 T >P1 'The bear', go on, off you go, 'it', 'it' 'it', (Tpointing with pencil at PI's writing) 
2 0.02 T > P4 or P5 'Picnic', right,'picnic' (T writing on scrap of paper) 
3 0.06 P2 > P3 Did you use these (...)? {P2 pointing at P 3's work) 
4 0.14 T > P3 Right. Come on, I want you to hurry up. 'This is the bear that ate the' what? {T 
pointing with pencil at P3's writing) 
5 0.19 P3 > T 'Lunch' 
6 T >P3 Right. Leave a space. What does it begin with? 
7 P3 > T '1' 
8 0,23 T > P3 Come on then, write 'lunch', T . Good boy, {P3 has pen poised, looking at T, mouthing 
T) 
9 T > P5 'It was raining'. Full stop, 
10 T >P2 'The boy?' {P3 still sitting, looking hesitant) 
110.38 T > P2. P4 (.. .) 
12 T > P3 Come on, P3, 'lunch'. Write it yourself, {P3 holding pen up, looking at T, hesitant) 
13 P 4 > T (...) 
14 P2 > T 'Went', (in response to earlier question by T'The boy?) 
15 0.43 T > P2 'Went', 'went', 'w', {P2 shakes head while looking at T, then writes "w) 
16 0,49 T > P3 Come on, P3. Can you do'1'? {P 3 shakes head. T demonstrates with finger in air 
how to write 7'. P3 writes it, then waits. PI is now visible again, sitting, looking) 
17 T > P2 No, I need a space. Cross your 'w' out with a pencil and leave a space before you write 
18 'went', (,,.) Leave a space. Now do a {.Tputs finger on P2's page to indicate a finger 
space. PI back in shot, sitting, not writing) 
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19 1.05 T > P3 'Lunch', right. {T takes scrcq) of paper and writes'lunch'on it. While 
she is writing, PI indicates to T that she has written the next word P4 and P2 are both in view, sitting, 
looking) 
20 T > PI Good girl, leave a space. (Tpasses 'lunch' to P3). 'It was', what sound does 'was' 
begin with? 
21 PI > T 'w' 
22 T > PI Good girl. Leave a space. {PI still sitting, not writing, then out of view) 
23 1.17 T > P2 'The boy went', 'w-ent'. (P2 had written "w". T takes scrap of paper and 
writes 'wentP3 and P4 visible, sitting looking. Tpasses paper back to P2) 
24 P2 > T I've done a 'w'. (P2 starts to copy 'wentP4 still sitting, looking. P5's book in view, 
not being touched) 
25 1.26 T > P3 Come on, P3, please, 'lunch'. (T pointing at 'lunch' on paper. P5's hands in shot, 
writing a word. P4 still sitting, looking.) 
26 1.37 T>P2 Good boy, 'went to'? 
27 P 2 > T 'Get' 
28 T > P 2 What does 'get' begin with? 
29 P 2 > T 'g' 
30 T > P2 Good boy, go on. (P2 begins to write) 
31 T > P2 Leave a space, leave a space! 
32 1.41 T > P3 Right, 'This is the boy who ate the lunch.' Full stop. What else are you going to write? Sit 
33 on your bottom please, rather than jiggling around in your chair. Sit on your bottom. 
34 1.52 T > P 2 'G-et', 'g-e-t', 't ', 't ' {said in response to P2 having written 'g', then 
sitting waiting. P2 writes 'e', then looks to T again) 
35 T > P 2 't'.'t','ge-t'. 
36 T > P 2 Good! 
37 T > P3 'It was raining' (P3 may have volunteered this before T, but it can't be heard on the 

38 2.03 T > P2 'His', you can do 'his', 'h-is'. We did it on the board. Do you remember? Go on then. 
{T takes a scrap of paper, writes on it and passes it to someone out of view, possibly PI) 

39 T > ? 'It was raining' Yep. Yeh. (...) 
40 T > P3 'i' {PS has written'T'instead of—or partly forming- T. T notices, writes'I' on 
paper and passes it to PS). 
41 T > P3 There's a capital T . I've done it. 
42 P3 > T How do you write '1'? 
43 2.32 T >P3 'It!' You need a ' t ' on the end of that, 'i-t'. Put a ' t ' on the end of your ' i ' , 'it'. (T 
pointing to place on PS's writing. PS still appears hesitant, pen poised, looking at T) 
44 T > PI (off screen) What does 'raining' begin with? (...) 'Raining' 
45 2.40 T > P 3 'It', go on, spell it. Do a ' t ' then you've got it. Look! The word 'it' (taking scrcq} of paper 
and writing 'it) is spelt 'i-t'. {T passes paper back to PS) 

Done it, done it. 
Full stop. 
'Get his...socks' begins with? 
's' 

Good boy, you've done really well. (T writes 'socks' on scrap ofpaper and hands it to 

Just a minute, PS. 

Do a 'r' for raining, Poppet (PI's hands have been in view since line 39. She has 
P3 is sitting, looking. P5 and P4 are both sitting, not writing.) 
'It was', what does 'was' begin with? 
'w' 
Go on then. (PS starts to write.) Leave a sp^ce. You must leave a space. {T writes. 

46 2.4S P 5 > T 
47 T> ? 
48 T > P 2 
49 P 2 > T 
50 T > P 2 

51 3.01 T > P 5 
52 T>P1 
not been writing. 
53 3.03 T>P3 
54 P 3 > T 
55 T>P3 
possibly 'raining 
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56 3 18 T > P 3 'Was', 'w'. (T takes scrap of paper aiid writes SvasPasses it to P3.) It's difficult, 
'was'. It's not written as it sounds. 
57 3.22 P6 > T (...) (P 6 comes from another table to show completed work to T) 
58 T >P6 Right, have we got lull stops (...)? Are they coloured beautifully? Let me have a look. {T 
looks at P 6's work) -
59 3.28 T > P6 I think we could colour a bit neater than that, couldn't we. Take care with your colouring 
and put your buttons on your television. {T turns away from P6. P6 moves away. P4 and P5 still sitting 
looking. PI writing, copying from scrap ofpaper). 
60 3,36 T > P3 Right, P3,1 don't think we really want you being silly. {P 3 is pulling faces at the child 
next to him). Are you going to write 'was'? {T points at scrap ofpaper given at 3.18. P3 has pen poised, 
ready to write.) 
613.14 P 2 > T rveGnished 
62 T > P2 Good, brilliant. Full stop and read it out to me. That's very good. 
63 3.49 P2 > T 'The' {P2 hesitates, trying to read back his own work) 
64 T >P2 'The bear who ate' {Tpointing at P2's writing and reading with him) 
65 P2 > T 'the picnic lunch' 'boy' 

( ( 
66 T > P 2 'picnic' 'the' 'boy' 
67 P2 > T (P2 reads rest of words, following T's pointing finger. Can't be heard on tape.) 
68 4.08 T > P 2 Oh,brilliant. 
69 T >P1.P2.P4.P5 What you people are going to do - (T to PI) Full stop, please! - is go on the 
floor - (TtoP3) Hurry up, P3, you're (...) - is go on the floor and draw me a lovely picture of what you've 
written about. 
70 P 2 > T (...) 
71 T > P2 Wait a minute, please. You'll have to work on the floor. We haven't got a table. 
72 4.21 T >P1.P2.P4.P5 A really nice picture. Draw in pencil, colour in crayon. 
73 T > P3 You stay there, P3, (P3 has been sitting looking, not writing. PI, P2, P4 and P5 
leave the table and go onto floor) 
74 T > Red group Okay, red group, (...) Put them in the finished tray with your name on. (...) 
Well, you'll have to leave it, now. You've had plenty of time. Leave the (...) there. Put in (...) Make sure 
it's named. Sweetie, please. (Red group had been working on the floor until now) 
75 4.52 T > PS P8, come and sit next to me, please. (Redgroup comes to sit at the table) 
76 T > P3 Come on, 'it was' what? One more word to write. Which word do you want? {P3 looks at 
his work) 
77 5.01 T > P2 P2, P2, you need your work. You're going to draw a picture. {Tpasses book down to P2) 
78 T > P8 PS, sit next to me, please. 
79 5,11 T>P3 'Itwas'what? 
80 P3 > T 'Raining' 
81 T > P3 Right, what does 'raining' begin with? 
82 5,17 P3 > T 'r' 
83 T >P3 Come on, then do a 'r'. Leave a space. Off you go. Do a 'r'. (P3 puts a finger on his work 
to mark a space, pen poised, ready to write 'r'. T takes scrap of paper to write 'raining') 
84 5.24 T > ? Wonder&l. (T passes scrap of paper back to P3) 
85 T > P3 Right. Oh, oh that's a big one. Do a lower case 'R' please. Cross it out in pencil. (Thands 
pencil to PS) Cross it out in pencil, in pencil. Right. (P3 picks up pencil, shows it to PIO next to him. PIO 
starts to hit pencil) 
86 T > P 8 P8 
87 5.39 T > P3 Cross it out because you need to go and draw your picture in a minute. Would you 
quickly cross out your 'r ' and then write 'raining', please (Tpointing at scrap of paper) and then go and do 
your picture on the floor. Hurry up, then. (P3 has pencil poised and begins to write next letter, copying 
from paper) 
88 5.50 T > P9 Right, P9, we're going to write about that story. Oh dear, 
89 6,00 End of tape. 
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Appendix iv: 

Transcription of SIDNEY teaching video recorded on 10.2.00 

Context: Two children are sitting at a table with a special needs assistant. One child (P2) 
is working alone on a worksheet, while the SNA works with the other child (PI) using 
the SIDNEY programme. After 10 mins, the SNA works with P2. The transcription 
covers the 10 minutes with PI. 

Key to conventions: 
T> Teacher talking to... (In this episode, the teacher was a Special Needs Assistant) 
P1 Pupil no. 1 talking to... 
P2 Pupil no. 2 talking to... 
(/to/zc5^Participants' actions 
(....) Indistinct speech 
'd' Refers to sound of letter 
'D' Refers to name of letter 

Line no. Rev. 

1 00.00 T>P1 Can you find the letter that says 'y'? (PI takes the letter 'y 'from the arc.) 

2 00.06 T>P1 Oh, well done. Now can you write it for me in the sand? to 
PL PI uses finger to correctly form 'y' in the sand.) 
3 00.11 T>P1 Oh, that's a really good one. Can you do it in the air? (PI traces a large 'y' in 
the air with his finger.) 
4 T>P1 Brilliant! Can you do it with your finger on the board? (Tmoves sand tray out of 
the way. PI traces 'y' on the board using his finger.) 
5 T>P1 Do you think you could be really clever and do one in your book? (T/7aj5es 
exercise book and pencil to PL) 
6 00.35 T>P1 What can you tell me about 'y' when you're doing it on the line? 
7 00.47 P1>T It goes under the line. 
8 T>P1 It does, doesn't it? See if you can do me a really good 'y' there. (PI writes 'y' in 
his book, watched over by T. T is interrupted by another teacher in the room. PI watches then continues to 
do a line of 'y 's in his book.) 
9 1.25 T>P2 That's really nice colouring, P2. Very good. Can you find all the 's's? Can you 
see them all here? (Tpointing to worksheet.) 
10 1.31 T>P 1 That's lovely, P1. Now, can you put this 'y' back in the alphabet for me? (Tgives 
letter 'y' to PI.) Show me where it goes. (PI takes it and replaces it in the arc of letters in the correct 
place.) 
11 1.45 T>P1 Can you find me the next one? (PI picks up 'z' and hands it to T.) Wow! Do you 
know anything about this letter? (Tshows 'z' to PL) 
12 P1>T It's called'Z'. 
13 T>P1 It's called 'Z', isn't it? (Interruption from another teacher. Tpasses sand tray 
back to PL) Do you know what sound it makes? 
14 2.03 P1>T Um (shakes head), I don't know. 
15 T>P1 It goes, look at me, it goes'zzz'. Try it. What sound does it make? 
16 2.11 P1>T '2ZZZ' 
17 T>P I 'zzz'. Now, I'll show you how it goes. (T takes pencil and traces 'z' in the sand, 
saying as she does so...) Across, back... Can you put your finger on it and try it out? (PI does so.) And 
what sound does it make? 
18 2.23 P1>T 'z' 
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19 T>P1 'z'. Are you going to try one by yourself, now? 
20 P2>T I found two 'z's. 
21 T>P2 Well done. Can you colour in, now .. .the pictures? (PI traces a 'z' in the sand 
with his finger.) 
22 2.36 T>P1 Oh, that's a really good one. Let's see if you can do it in the air with your finger. 
(PI and T trace 'z' in the air with fingers simultaneously.) Can you do it on the board? (PI does so. He 
looks slightly bored at this point, though has not until now.) Can you do one in your book? (Tpasses book 
back to PI.) Now, where does 'z' go? It sits on the ... ? 
23 P1>T Line. 
24 3.02 T>P1 Line. (PI writes a 'z' in his book.) Oh, well done. What sound does it make? (P2 
is muttering words. T does not respond P2 may be simply saying words aloud to himself, as T does not 
usually ignore pupils!) 
25 P1>T 'z' 
26 T>P1 Can you do me two more? (PI nods, looking contented.) Really good ones, (PI 
begins. Interruption by P 3 coming into room with query for T. T answers, P3 leaves.) 
27 3.30 T>P1 Try one more? Nice and straight. (PI does so.) Can you think of something that 
begins with that letter? (PI puts pencil to head and looks around, evidently thinking.) 
28 3 47 (T waits for sometime to allow child time to think. No response.) 
29 3^7 T>P1 Place with lots and lots of animals? 
30 P1>T Zoo. 
31 T>P1 Yes! Can you think of another one that begins with 'z'? (Tgives time to think. 
No response.) 
32 T>P1 Black and white stripes? 
33 P1>T Zebra. 
34 4.07 T>PI Yes! There aren't many 'z' words, are there? While you've got your book out. 
shall we practice some of these words? (PI is mouthing 'zoo' to himself.) 
35 P1>T Ah, I've got another one. 
36 T>P1 Oh, go on then. 
37 P1>T Zowie (pronounced as in 'know ) 
38 T>P1 Pardon? 
39 4 19 P1>T Zowie. 
40 T>P1 Oh, Zowie! (pronouncedas in 'how'.) I don't think I've got Zowie with me. (T 
looks in pencil holder.) 
41 P1>T No, Zowie! (pronouncedas in 'know' emphatically) 
42 T>P1 Zowie.. .oh, the girl's name. Do you know someone called Zowie? 
43 P1>T Yes. 
44 T>P1 Hmm, well done. 
45 P1>T Mrs H's little girl. 
46 T>P1 Oh, yes. I remember her. Are you going to sit up nicely? (PI has slumped into 
chair) 
47 P2>T I can't find yellow. 
48 446 T>P2 There was one in there. (T looks in pencil holder) 
49 T>P1 Could you do this word for me, PI? In your book could you do 'bad'? (Tlooks 
in pot for pencil. P2 shows T broken pencil.) 
50 T>P2 Can you sharpen it for me? Over there at the bin. (PI begins to write.) 
51 507 T>P1 Oh, well done. We can tick that one off. How about 'kid'? (PI writes again, T 
watching.) Oh, excellent and you remembered which sort o f ' k ' it was. Why is it that sort of 'k '? 
52 5^8 P1>T 'i' 
53 T>P1 Because it's followed by ...(Tpoints at 'i) 
54 P1>T 'i' 
55 T>P1 'i'. 'Bed' (PI begins to write, Twatches.) Oh, that's super. You got that one 
right. 'Dig'? (PI writes, Twatches. Talso checks on P2 and her records.) And you remembered the letter 
that goes under the line. 'Bag'. 
56 6.03 P2>T (...) 
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57 Donek? 
58 PgXT 
59 6.10 T>P2 Not yet. 
60 T>P1 (PI has written 'bag'.) That's excellent, isn't it? (PI nods.) Really good. Now 
you're going to try to build some words with your letters. (Tmoves PI's book away.) 
61 6.25 P1>T Hey, where has it gone? 
62 T>P1 Now, where did we get to? (T checking records) We're going to make some 'ip' 
words. Do you think you could find me the letters that make 'sip', PI? 
63 6.47 P2>T Done it, done it! 
64 T>f2 \VeUdmK. 
65 P1>T 's-i-p'. (PI takes each letter in turn and puts it into position on the board.) 
66 T>P1 Can you sound it for me? 
67 P1>T 's-i-p'. 
68 T>P1 Spells? 
69 P1>T Sip. 
70 7.12 T>P1 Can you change 'sip' into 'rip'? (PI changes's 'for 'r'.) 
71 T>P1 Oh, well done. Can you change 'rip' into 'dip'? (PI puts back 'r' and takes 'b 
making 'bip'. T notices but does not immediately correct.) 
72 7.41 T>P1 Are you going to sound it out for me? (Tpoints at letters. PI begins to sound the 

first letter, saying'd' instead of 'b'.) 
73 T>P1 Oh, is that right? Have a look at that letter again. 
74 P1>T 'p', no, 'b'. (Tpoints to other letters) 'i-p', 
75 8.11 T>P1 Is that'dip'? Did that sound like'dip'? Try again? (Pi tea/reatfyreafoet/fe 
mistake and swiftly changes the 'b'for'd'.) 
76 T>P1 That's right, that's right. Well done. Change 'dip' into 'tip'. 
77 P2>T Is there any blue? (T looks for blue) 
78 T>P2 You'll have to use this one. (PI looking at his letters.) 
79 P1>T What am I doing again? 
80 T>P1 'Tip'. (PI correctly changes 'dip' into 'tip'.) Are you going to sound it for me? 
81 P1>T 'T-i-p'. 
82 8.45 T>P1 Now, we've been using a new letter haven't we? Could you change'tip'into 
'zip'? (PI does so looking pleased. Tpoints to the letters and PI sounds them.) 
83 P1>T 'Z-i-p' 
84 T>P1 Spells? 
85 P1>T 'Zip'. 
86 9.03 T>P1 We found another'z'word, didn't we? Now, here's a difficult one. Think about 
which letter you need to keep. Can you change 'zip' into 'pan'? {PI puts back 'z' and 'i) Oh, well done. 
(PI forms rest of 'pan' using plastic letters.) Sound it out for me? (Tpointing at letters.) 
87 PI>T 'P-a-n'. 
88 T>P 1 Oh, brilliant. Can you put them back in the alphabet, all of them this time? 
89 9.44 PI>P2 Whoops (...) 
90 P2>P1 (...) 
91 T>P1 Would you like to do this sheet for me, while I talk to P2, now? 
worksheet to PI, pointing at top to indicate instructions.) What sound is this? 
92 10.43 P1>T 's' 
93 T>P 1 Yes, find the 's ' (...) and colour the picture. 
94 T>P2 P2, are you going to put that away now and do this with me? 
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Harmondsworth: Penguin. 

175 



Rack, J. P. (1994) Dyslexia: The Phonological Deficit Hypothesis. In Fawcett and 

Nicolson (1994) m Hemel Hempstead: 

Harvester Wheatsheaf. 

Riddick, B. (1996) w/zY/z London: Routledge. 

Rogoff, B {1990) Apprenticeship in Thinking. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 

Robson, C. (1993) Oxford: Blackwell. 

Schaffer, H. R. (1996) Joint involvement episodes as context for development, in 

Daniels, H. (ed) London: Routledge. 

Schools Curriculum and Assessment Authority (1997) The National Framework for 

Baseline Assessment. London: SCAA. 

Singleton, C., Thomas, K. and Leedale, R. (1996) Cognitive Profiling System (CoPSl). 

Nottinghamshire: Chameleon Educational Ltd. 

Smith, B. (1994) TTzz-oz/g/; /o ybr 

Literacy. London: Routledge. 

Smith, F. (1973) Psycholinguistics and Reading. New York: Holt, Rinehart, and 

Winston. 

SaowUng, M. J. (1987) /[ CognzY/vg f g/'jgpgc/zvg. Oxford: 

Blackwell. 

Snowling, M. J. (1996) Annotation: Contemporary Approaches to the Teaching of 
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