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Abstract

Natural resear ch behaviours may present in children younger than eight years but tend to

be overlooked by professional researchers, with t he result that young children are rarely

recognised as agents in enquiry con cerning matters affecting them. This exclusion amounts

to social injustice asit underestimates c¢ hi | d capabities and denies  them particular

rights. The thesis proposes that young children engage in research activity congruent with
professional adulehavious,s asgpartoohtleir dad ily lives . Furthermore, the

inequity caused by excluding children from recognition as researchers may be addressed if

professional researchers weretofind ways to recognise and value the ¢

contributions as researchers.

The empirical study that is the focus for the thesis secured a taxonomy of research
behaviours from professional adult researche rs which was then applied to naturalistic
observations conducted with - and by - children aged 4 -8 years in their settings and homes.

A 6ji gsawd muwdshdomted,|featgring constructivist grounded theory and critical
ethnography , among other methodologies . Throughout, the project was committed to
participatory, emancipator y and inductive principles, though challenges were encountered

along the way. Alongside observation s, multiple other methods and analysi s were employed
in the co-construct ion of data with children and their practitioners in three English early

childhood settings and  children and their  parentsin five homes. Professional adult

researchers also contributed to primary and meta -data.

Results indicated that problem solving, exploring, conceptualising and basing decisions on

evidence were regarded by professional researchers as the 6most i mportantd r
behaviours. Children engaged in these behaviours of their own volition , alongside other

research behaviours.  Their activities included exploring materials to create novel artefacts in

art work, rolling in giant cylinders, cooking and ordering objects systematically. While

undertaking these activities, children often revealed higher ord er cognitiv e processes such

as trial and error elimination, causality, analogy and a posteriori  conceptualisation.

The study produced a Oplausi bl e accouiBtyéarsdoueggagest i ng
in research activity naturalistically as part o f their daily lives and that this activity is

congruent with professional adult researchersé behawv
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Chapter 1:

Introduction
This thesis reports and discusses an empirical study undertaken to conceptualise
ways in which young children aged 4 -8 years are researchers and may be
recognised as researchers. | began working on this project shortly after | moved to
work as a senior lecturer in higher education, following a career as an early
childhood teacher spanning two decades. In my work as a teacher, | observed
young children researching as part of their daily lives. Anecdotally | withessed them
investigating, quest  ioning, developing systems to achieve goals, testing properties
of materials and exploring; these seemed to be higher order processes in which
children engaged with greatest involvement when they had time, freedom and
opportunity to direct their own activi ty, particularly during free play. Then, shortly
after my move to work in higher education, | attended an international early
childhood research conference. At this conference, infants and young children were
the focus of attention for delegates disseminat ing research, but whilst nearly a
thousand delegates attending the conference discussed research they had

conducted with, on or about children, there were no children at the conference. At

that point | realised that, despite all that | knew anecdotally of children as
researchers, O6échildren are ewolrwdédéthraamitshe ha
academy (Redmond, 2008a: 17): a space where 6l earners and Kkt
pr odu c eonverge and where knowledge is produced (Warren and Boxall,
2009:281) , a O-keepngevor |l dé6 (Lees, 1999: 382) which se

0t he peoplebdé (Bridges, 1998).

Nonetheless, childrenés abilities to engage as
recognised by the academy ( Kirby, 1999; Fielding, 2001; Kellett, 2005 ), though
ths recognition has tended to require children toc

trained by adults to assume adult research protocols. Participatory approaches in

research have begun to emerge in a context of a
(Corsaro, 2005:3; 0O 06 K g, 2008), positioning children as rich, competent social

actors from birth (Dahlberg and Lenz Taguchi, 1994; James et al ., 1998). However,

these participatory research  approaches have tended to locate with older children

(Chambers, 1994; Ozer etal ., 2010) , indicating that the academy marginalises

younger children in particular.
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This marginalisation may have more to do with a
meanings underlying young childrends behaviours
(Hardman, 1973; Bae, 2010; Alderson etal ., 2008) . Young childrenés ab

develop 6éa philosophy of what c owepstesologys knowl ed
(Strega, 2005:201) T were established years ago (Isaacs, 1944) yet there remains
little acknowledgement of the potent ial contribution that young children might

make to research, even in matters affecting them (Office of the High Commissioner

for the Rights of Children (  OHCHR) 1989 ). Indeed, this issue appears to reside

partly with  OHCHR (1989 ), which posits the notion of evolving capacities , a concept
claimed to balance childrends pr ohbhaaotdancenwithwi t h t
their relative i mmglansdowr, 3005aix d). Tiis halnteis delicate;

it resonat es Vheotylof géhétiaapistemd s ology (1972), which proposes

that chi |l drends abilities to construct O&éhigher | e

time, with experience. Yet this is a contested space, filled with subjective realities

and truths: tension presents between the view of the chi Id as a n evolving human
and the new sociological context in which even very young children are considered
Oexpertsd in their own | i Qoetempdrayyouggshildresth mdy9 94: 29

be regarded as 6éi mportant peopl e whlumdanave ri gh
beings capable of understanding, communicating and influencing (their) own lives
and t hose ar ouMladouft tehat.mld0Bl: 7().

I n this context it seems appropriate to challen
any aspect of society, least of all those which may affect their lives: it is an issue of

social justice ( Truman etal ., 2000 ). Shortly following the conference, | was to

begin my doctorate so | was able to begin to develop the present enquiry with

young children, their parents and pract itioners, as well as academics , to explore

further the notion of young children as natural researchers. Rather than training

children in adult modes of enquiry, I wanted to
naturalistic behaviours, with a view to exploring wh ether or notthese  may be

claimed to be research  (Bridges etal ., 2009). Central to this pursuit was the

definition of research , so establishing this became a starting point for the present

enquiry.
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| devised an aim and questions for an exploration of young childrends res
engagement; the project adopted the widely accepted definition of early childhood
as children up to eight years ( OHCHR, 2005). Its original aim was
6 d conceptualise ways in which young children aged 0 -8 years are
researchers and may be considered to be researchers 0 .
However, the data co -constructed with children aged 4 -8 years was so rich and
prolific that in practice, it was not possible to build data with children aged 0 -3
years within the scope of this doctoral study. Four guestions shaped the study:
1. Within the field of early childhood education and care (ECEC), what is the
nature of research?
2. How can a study be conducted to establish young children as researchers?
3. What enquiries are important to young children and how can they engage in
them?
4. What support structures might encourage young children to participate in

research? What barriers might prevent this?

The development of this aim and these questions was an attempt to position young
childrenmorepowerfu | |y in the academyods research space:
enterprise, these ambitions were focused on securing enhanced quality of social

justice for young children through an enquiry that might facilitate both their

participation and ownership. Howeve r, in a sense, the project was flawed from the

outset because no matter how altruistically the aim and questions were intended,

theywere myai m and questions, not childrenés. Whil

N

recognition for young children as researchers, at its inception, the project looked
set to reinforce power inequities. Attempting to overcome these tensions led to
exciting and daunting challenges with regard to research design and

implementation. The thesis charts this process.

The study was co -constr ucted in three phases in an English context. As part of the

methodology, a grounded theory approach was adopted (Glaser and Strauss,

1967), assuming Strauss6 favoured approach that
empirical data with extant theoretical fra meworks (Kelle, 2007). The present

s t u d hadse | explored perspectives on research, while Phases Il and Il focused

on children aged 4 -8 in their ECEC settings and their homes. The thesis opens with
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three chapters outlining t he ethitabodentatien. Itileeh hodol og
addresses the nature of research in a methodology chapter and a literature review:

Phase I. Two further reviews follow concerning literature related to Phases Il and

I'l: O6spaces6 that adul ts c¢ on s thatehildren €onstructc hi | dr e n
t hemsel ves. I n this context, O6spacesd may refer
2005) as well as social, cultural, discursive, ethical and other experiences that

children that children may encounter (Moss and Petrie, 2002). Later in the study,

two related methodology chapters focus on empirical data co -construction with

children and their practitioners in ECEC settings and children and their parents at

home. The thesis then outlines the studyodés anal

before revealing and discussing findings and their potential meanings.

The chapter that follows introduces and discuss
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Chapter 2:
Methodology (1) - Paradigm
2.1 Introduction
This chapter considers the meaning of &éparadign
context of the present enquiry and my own Opres
have framed the study. | then present the argument for the paradigm selected for

the present stu dy.

6Paradigmé derives from the Greek oéparadei gmabod:
2007:150 -151) . Definitions of paradigms include ©6a
world and organise it6é (Hughes, 2010: 35), O0aca
the o6rayghtofw doing thingsé (Thomas, 2007: 39; 9
of beliefs about what constitutes knowledge and about our relationships with it,

together with practices based upon those belief s 6 ( Mac N atalg,t2010: 367).

Kuhn (1970) is wid  ely attributed with identifying the use of paradigms as

6structureso6 for c oni.e Bghastaka2002; Thenase 2007 cBnyanf

and Char maz, 2007 ; Hughes, 2010; Wr ay, 2011) , t
discussion concerns the development of new models of enquiry that emerge from

anomalies in existing models.

Paradigms are socially constructed andthewoyial ly
met hods, and st andBKuhrgX70t 01§Ck tThomas2007). Kuhn (1970)

established that operating within a specified paradigm character
vocabulary and skillsbé6 (p.64) proviParadigmsl egi t i ma
then, seem to be important for contemporary research (Hatch, 2007; Hughes,

2010); Schostak (2002) ar g the atus df etdrnaldruth,theat st ake
final guarantee of there being some sense in |i
there exists 6...no single objective definition

gual ityo r eseearat.hl®98.) pdradigngs e present variably (Thomas,

2007: 151; Schostak, 2002). Donmoyer (1996) observes that educational research

6is a field characterised by paradigm prolifera
posits that 6. .. fAparadigmd has come idtemmologieahn s et

presuppositions®é which frame research within th
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2.2 The research context of the present study
This study is located at the intersection of educational research and early childhood

research:

Figure 1: Intersection of Educational and ECEC Research

‘ Early
Educational childhood
Research
Research

Both educational research and early childhood research include enquiry focused on

numerous disciplines (Appendix 133) (Bridges, 2006; Alexander, 2009; Teaching

and Learning Research Programme, 2012; Gammage, 2006; Institute of Education
(IoE) and Departmen  tfo r Education (DfE); 2012 Journal of Early Childhood

Research (JECR), 2012;  Early Child Development and Care Journal (ECDC), 2012 ).
From these eclectic areas of focus the present study draws on research capacity,

research approaches, user engagement, children's lives and voices, issues in
research, communities of enquiry and .Hotweverdr ends
themes of history, philosophy, sociology, psychology, neuroscience, family,  informal
and formal learning contexts, political, economic and cultural contexts, human
development, aims and values, teaching processes and adult roles in young

childrendéds | ives are also embedded within the e

2.3 My own presuppositions

Hatch (2007) develops the emphasis that Thomas (2007) places on

Opseppositionsdé by promoting o6different ontolog
assumptions6é as 06l egitimated underpinning for 0
this study, | have followed guidance from Hatch (1995) who suggests that

researchers should ask themselv es OWhat are my assumptions ab
appropriate ways to study it?6 (p.121). Some of
perspectives in literature and policy; all have emerged from my career in early

childhood education, spanning more than two decades at the outset of the

research. | approached this study assuming that:
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1 Early Childhood is the age range 0 -8 years (Office of the High
Commissioner of Human Rights (OHCHR), 2005:2)

T 6Chil dren are excluded by tradition, autho

the adult world ( James etal ., 1998 ; Qvortrup, 1994), and then from the

even more rarefied worlds of academia and
2008:9);
T The 6academyd privileges certain protocol s
power;
yet:
Children may engage in research (Punch, 2002);
Childrenbés ways of ¢ o ntifferenifrorna t i moginfemoatpy b e
- those of adults (Shevlin and Rose, 2003);
T Childrenb6s capabilities are onl gthemivaedoh
things a person may value doing or beingd (Sen 1999:75) ;
9 All children have the right to be respected as persons in their own right
(OHCHR, 1989) and to be regarded as competent social actors (James et
al., 1998);
T I'n matters affecting children, chil drenos
importa nt as those of adults  (OHCHR, 1989) but this is not always
recognised by adults.
Additionally...

1 Early childhood education encompasses early childhood education and
care (Gammage, 2006);
1 Research in the field of early childhood may be conducted in many va ried
ways (Hatch, 1995);
1 1am part of the worlds | study and the data that are constructed
(Charmaz, 2006).
These assumptions are indicative, rather than exhaustive; the final point leads into

a consideration regarding the selection of paradigm for the pre sent study.

2.4 Paradigm selection
Kuhn (1970) suggests there is virtue in selecting a single paradigm. However, this
enquiry is concerned with complex O0socially

andlhavesought &dappropri at e wthgrslatitely new,tmulil y 6disciplinary
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field of early childhood (Hatch, 1995:121). Equally, | have attempted to limit my

own perspective to give primacy to people in their own contexts. Therefore, |

rejected a constraining single set of 6conceptuatlr ameantianls t ool s6 su
one paradigm (Kuhn, 1970: 37) in favour of framing the study with a range of

Opostmodern epi st e Bladnhford, 20A0GH:A199), iBdludira |

interpretivism, postpositivism, constructivism, critical research and

poststruct uralism. Each was adopted for a specific reason; together they create a

rigorous framework that enables the study to co
resources of learning developed by science, the Enlightenment and democratic

norms O(Siraj -Blatchford, 2010b: 199).

Respect for young childrenés abilities and righ
than d&ésol vi ngKubhn, 19700 b I haveéttempted to explore and highlight

young childrends resear ch buwenaredis¢oarse.r.by pravidingbenr i ¢ h
interpretationsd (Hatch, 1995: 48) . Qualitative
(Edwards, 2010). Throughout, work has been framed by an interpretivist paradigm,

within which participants® 06s uldoleea etialv 2800A24)r | ds 6

Dahlberg etal . (1999) indicate that such an approach is particularly appropriate to

early childhood contexts: | regarded the young children T and other participants -

who were part of talkkd iveseaomdah i dutd0lpvbithwhamee, 20 (
|l 6...continually negotiated the meanings of ac
2010: 41).

Whilst | was aware that emergent patterns may never be fully exposed in the

complex ¢6éreal worl doé/ fieldwork contmypditens | al s
that dd emer ge. The adopted interpretivist paradigr
orderdo; conversely, | quickly |l earned the i mpor
management! Contemporaneously with the interpretivist paradigm, then, it seemed

appropriate t o adopt a postpositivist paradigm, which proved effective in

accommodating the selected constructivist grounded theory methodology (CGT)

and its systems for eliciting and managing data (Hatch, 2007; Charmaz, 2006).

Detailed discussion is provided in the next chapter regarding the adopted CGT

methodology (Charmaz, 2006), which was congruent with a constructivist paradigm
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inwhich 6. . .individual perspectives. . .are tHatthen 1t o
2007: 13). Furthermore, adopting a constructivist paradigm lent additional

coherence to the research design as it aligned with several of my initial

assumptions.

|l nevitably, those initial assumptions were Obag
through the study; several transmogrified into a critical st rand. Whilst the study

was predominantly exploratory, there was an el e

t ransf or midatch, 2007613 )(1 sought ways to do and show research that

promoted social justice (Carspecken, 1996; Brown and Strega, 2005). | hoped thi S
study might provide a conduit for young childre
recognised by the 6academyd, by their practitio

were indications that this happened. For example, Practitioner H (PRAC H) said to
me:
6.now that youbve come iné there has kind of ¢
AOh, could chil dr en (lHePRACeHIZ la-ICPRACTHE3). 0 6
Inthisway T and by adopting features of Carspeckends
as part of its methodology, discussed in the n ext chapter - the study was

both exploratory and critical.

The adoption of plural par adi gms to frame the study reject
there is only one way that knowledge can be con

study recognises 6. . . mu |l t ieg,leach witle i bwn tlaims to coherence, and

(@}

none can be | ogically prpostsirdctargisnd dlatahr 2067n18 t).h e r
The poststructuralist paradigm is reflected fur
(Strega, 2005; Hatch, 2007), including young c¢hi |l dvesha drguages n

(Edwards etal ., 1998; Lansdown, 2010; Bae, 2010). Had | selected only one

paradigm from the start, | would have denied the children and other participants

those possibilities because | would have dictated the tone and conduct of the study.

| did, however, reject positivism for several reasons. Firstly, the present study

guestions who can construct knowledge, whereas positivism privileges those who

have | e tgitmate methods, problems, and standards of sol ut Kumao (
1970:47). Secondly, this study explores multiple perspectives of multiple realities in

real world contexts, i ncongruent with positivis
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single objective reality (  Hatch, 2007:9). Thirdly,  given that even Kuhn (197 0)

acknowledges that ©6éno paradigm that provides a

completely resolves all its problemsoé (ipevén9) , i
refute - the elevated position of positivism as the 6gold standard for s
researchdé (Brown and Strega, 2005: 8). Paradoxi
plural paradigms may itself be an emerging paradigm (Kuhn, 1970).

2.5 Link to Chapter 3
Research decisions regarding paradigm and methodology are closely linked

(Hughes, 2010); t he studyo6és selected methodol ogy is di
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Chapter 3:
Methodology (2) - The Selected Methodology

3.1 Introduction
This study attempts to reveal the perspectives of a marginalised group - young
children 71 in a context from which they have been excluded by dominant
methodological approaches (Truman etal ., 2000 ; Redmond, 2008a). It seemed
likely that an orthodox methodo logical approach might not be sufficient to challenge
deeply embedded structures. Th e rprumloparadigmsnitsr r or i n
qualitative methodology is constructed of a suite of qualitative methodologies
(Hatch, 1995), which fit like jigsaw pieces to reify the construction and revelation of
multiple voices:

T Constructivist / constructionist grounded theory (CGT) (Charmaz, 2006);

9 Critical Ethnography (CE) (Carspecken, 1996);

fMosaic Approach (MA) (Clark and Moss, 2001, 2011);

fCase Study (CS) (Bassey, 199  9):

Figure 2: .
A Qualitative ‘Jigsaw’ Methodology 3

\l |'
. A e
Mosaic Approach

. -
Case Study Methodology ll
l 4

APPROACHES
Inductive
Participatory
Emancipatory

i | Constructivist /
Critical Y /| Constructionist

Ethnography ] %) Grounded Theory | .
L — e
The methodologyds form matches its function: as

explore young children researching in their everyday lives, its methodology
encouraged young children, practitioners and parents to collaborate actively and

authentically in democra tic research. To achieve this, the methodology is guided by
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inductive, participatory and emancipatory approaches. In this chapter, | briefly

share my understanding of each approach before focusing on the four

met hodol ogies that f or m thhoed od togdyyod s schjoiwgns a wm rmge t:
at the end of the chapter.

3.2 Selected methodological approaches

3.2.1 Inductive approach

Inductive approaches are based on inductive reasoning, which rejects Aristotlean a
priori thinking (Mouly, 1978; Scruton, 2001) in favour of knowledge derived from
6sensory experiencesd (Hanna, 2006:273). l nduct

qualitative studies framed by postmodern and interpretivist paradigms

(MacNaughton and Rolfe, 2010); in the inductive model, the researcher ente rs the

research process with the fewest possible preconceptions regarding outcomes

(MacNaughton and Rolfe, 2010). As a doctoral student, | was required to begin with

aims and questions and | also had 6ontological
(Hatch,19 95: 9) derived from my experiences as an e:
researcher, which inevitably affected the enquiry. However, | maintained the study

as an Oexplorationd. An inductive approach enab
empirical data co -constructed with participants ( Charmaz, 2006; MacNaughton and

Rolfe, 2010; Roberts  -Holmes, 2011).

3.2.2 Participatory approach

Partly influenced by Freire (1972) and (OHCHR, 1989 ), participatory methodologies

including children have gained popularity in recent year s (Veale, 2005; O0OO06K
2008). Kemmis and McTaggart (2005) identify three characteristics of participatory

research: o6...shared ownership...community base
an orientation towards community adststudy.rFigstly( p. 56
| attempted to share ownership of this study with participants. Because it was my

doctoral study | was limited by the requirement to direct it; for example, the

studybés aims, ethics and methodol ogy had to be
Nevertheless, the project originated from my prior encounters with headteachers

and professional researchers discussing their views of research (Murray, 2006), so

the studyds focus emerged from coll eagues in th

included d&cyonrmawmreidd models focused on the study:
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(Kemmi s and McTaggart, 2005: 560): the exclusio
from the academy ( Redmond, 2008b ). Thirdly, inits co  -constructions, the project

was oriented towarde®ndc ¢ Kemmmi sy aadt Mc Taggart, 2

Clark and Moss®6 aim in developing the participa

6children as experts in their own |livesd (Clark
this influenced my own guiding assumptions and the present studyods ai
conceptualise ways in which young children aged 4 -8 years are researchers and

may be considered to be researchers. OO06Kane (20
techniques fall/l within the interpretiveless,raditd.

the commitment to a participatory approach presented challenges during the
research process (Pascal and Bertam, 2009). The nature of those challenges and

the ways they were addressed are revealed in the thesis.

3.2.3 Emancipatory approach

Schostak (2002) posits that o6...the powers of indiyv
be discovered and exercised if the circumstance
proposition that capabilities are o0...the alter
achieveandfromwh i ch he or she can choose one loall ect

context where  knowledge derived from logical positivist methodologies is privileged

(Brown and Strega, 2005), availability of o6func
inequalities impact on research processes and outcomes (Truman etal ., 2000).

Thus, hierarchies affect the ways in which knowledge is produced (Foucault, 1989),

potentially resulting in social exclusion.

Emerging from critical social theory (Kant, 1787; Marx, 1867), emancipatory

approac hes developed as a critical response to power inequalities, particularly

logical positivism ( i.a. Horkheimer, 1937; Habermas, 1987). The framing of

knowl edge in diverse ways gained recognition, e
knowing thatoé (Ryilte,kd®@wlBédged )(,P dIMondyei ,2 kMneo2w! e
(Gibbons etal., 1994) and O6cultural capitald (Bourdieu
Emancipatory approaches have developed particularly strongly in enquiries with

marginalised people (Denzin, 2005; Kovach, 2005; Oliver, 1997; Duckett and Pratt,

2007) because emancipatory research 6...seeks t
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enquiryé (Letherby, 2006: 88); emanchepatory and
commonly intersect (Truman et al ., 2000; Kovach, 2005). Equally , Habermas

(1987) highlights characteristics of emancipatory approaches as social interaction,

equalised relationships, self reflection and communication free from hegemony,

whil e Kovach (2005) highlights &écollectivity, r

Wilson (2001) sees the aim of emancipatory rese
(p-73).

Because this study was my doctorate, | knew from the beginning that it would have

tobe conducted within the ac éldrgreayes 4996 ldal, s t 1988¢t i on
equally, from my work as a teacher and a researcher | knew | would be charting a

context that generally excludes young children: the academy ( Redmond, 2008b)

The academy is populated by professional researchers (Ball, 1994) and is

characterisedas a privileged space where 06l earners and
converge and where knowledge is produced (Warren and Boxall, 2009:281); a

O0sce&kreeepi ng (hees, 19906382) whi ch exercises hegemony o
peopl ed (Br i diAthmsghthelo®eta®hi. ng f ocus was on expl ori
research, | set out mindful T and wishful - that the enquiry may also 6reduce
existing injusticedo Wil bfacusedimg @@ dn: 7sdgalintekagtiana | | vy ,
and mutual respect, coupled with attempts to equalise relationships and

communication among everyone involved (Habermas, 1987; Kovach, 2005;

Letherby, 2006). As | reveal in later chapters, these efforts were not always

achieved with complete success, yet the study attempted to confront, rather than

ignore pow er inequalities. Nevertheless, an emancipatory, participatory approach

was indicated (Truman etal ., 2000). Discussion now turns to the four selected

methodologies.

3.3 Selected methodologies

3.3.1 Constructivist / constructionist grounded theory (CGT)

Amid the o6éparadi gm wa rgsoonded theory (GI)nvgs, devel@pedby
Glaser and Strauss (1967) to gain parity of esteem between qualitative enquiry and
positivism (Bryant and Charmaz, 2007a). GT is often used to complement other
gualitative metho dological approaches (Charmaz, 2006) and there is precedent for

its use with ethnography (Timmermans and Tavory, 2007) and emancipatory
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approaches (Denzin, 2007). T here are many versions of GT, i n
postpositivist, constructivist, objecti vist, postmodern, situational and computer

as s i s(Dendnd2007: 454), though GT is 6éa set of principles
pr escr i fCharnmap 8006: 9). Even Glaser and Strauss could not agree on one

version: Strauss is open to integrating exis ting theoretical frameworks with new

empirical data, whereas Glaser focuses exclusively on new empirical data and a

wholly inductive approach (Kelle, 2007). GT is a contested space (Bryant and

Charmaz, 2007b), yet there are common tenets, including emergen ce of data from
participants, systematic codification and comparison of data to elicit meaning and

theory, reflexivity and its potential for the real world to inform and generate theory

and vice versa, making theory accessible (Glaser and Strauss , 1967). The
accessibility of GT fits well with t hBowpang sent
Strega, 2005)

For Gl aser and Strauss (1967), sociological the
research, providing modes of conceptualisation for describing an d explainingé6
(1967:3). Glaser and Strauss (1967) distinguish between different types of theory,

though value all. They argue that GT is rigorous because researcher bias is

diminished, its interface with participants has a quality of veracity and its analy sis is
necessarily systematic. Although this position is contested (Thomas and James,

2006), oO6groundednessd is also regarded el sewher
(Audi, 1998). Audi (1998) suggests that different types of grounded beliefs may

address particular types of questions. Gadamer (1
that gives a judgment dignity is its having a b
(p-271) and, despite their protestations, Thomas and James (2006) describe GT as

6 p e r hthepnsost accessible and appropriate way of doing qualitative research in

educationd6 (p.792).

| selected GT as 6...a way to |l earn about the w

for developing theor i es(Charmazwaoé:.e r9% Eqaallydthet h e mo

induc tive qualities of GT  (Bryant and Charmaz, 2007b) as well as its alignment with
emancipatory approaches and ethnography (Timmermans and Tavory, 2007,

Denzin,2007) seemed | i kely to provide space for part
strongly. Furthermore, the potential of GT to operate alongside other
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methodologies ( Charmaz, 2006 ) was attractive at this early stage in my research
career: | perceived that GT would enable me to learn more about a range of
methodologies while giving me time and space to make metho dological decisions as

data unfolded, so that | could make them from a more informed position. |

narrowed this decision further to constructivist grounded theory (CGT) (Charmaz,

2006) for a number of further reasons. Firstly, GT presumes that data and theo ries

are O6discoveredd by the researcher, whereas CGT
constructivistspaces, 6. . . i ndi vi dual perspectives. . .are te

r eal iHatgh&@007: 13) and in CGT, Oresearch participan

experie ntialviews i and researchersoé f i ni s hieadkcapstracionsd ed t |

of r e &hdrmay, 8006:10) . This was an important distinction as | wanted to
empower participants. Secondly, CGT O6assumes we
andthedataweco | Il ect &6 and that we O6construct our gro

past and present involvements and interactions with people, perspectives and

research practicesd6 (Charmaz, 2006:10) . Having
years teacher and researcher in si milar contexts to those the participants inhabited

(Murray, 2006), | began the study from a position of 0]
i nvol vements and interactions with people, pers
(Charmaz, 2006:10) located at the heart of the present study. Thirdly,

constructivism has strongly influenced the ECEC field: although Piagetbds view ¢

constructivism (1929; 1955) has its detractors (Lourenco and Machado, 1996), it is
widely corroborated  (Vygotsky, 1962; CACE, 1967; Flavell, 1977; DeVries and
Kohlberg, 1987;  Beilin, 1990; Rushton and Juola -Rushton, 2008). Furthermore, the

use of constructivist methodology aligns function and form in this study.

Neverthel ess, whil st Charmazés version of const
adopted for the study (2006), additional dimensions were included which

transformed it into a constructionist methodology ( Papert, 1991) . Papert (1991)

argues that constructionist s assume the constructivist position but add meta -

cognition and public dissemination. Meta -cognition is built into the thesis in the

form of my own reflections and meta -analyses undertaken by participants, while

aspects of the work have already been dissem inated, with plans for more. In this

study, t herefore, O0CGTO6 refers to Charmazb6s con

with the additional dimensions of meta - cognition and public dissemination that
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make it constructionist grounded theory. The CGT process ( Charmaz, 2006 ) was

applied to the data (Appendix 134).

3.3.2 Critical ethnography (CE)

Charmaz (2006) advocates that grounded theory and ethnography are an

appropriate fit, describing ethnography as o6rec
(entailing) sus tained participation and observation in their milieu, community or

social worlddéd (p. 21) . gyRMead 192B; Geertz, 493, hr op o | o

et hnography 6éis concerned wi tBlatchfdrdy20IDa:27)per i enc e
requiring 6t hicke d¥g Gaertzpld73:®)rthat partRigant

observation provides alongside O6supplementary d

maps, photographs, formal; i nt éGharmae w2X062Y).d quest
Ethnographic approaches usually embrace complexity (Silver man, 2006) and
require time to develop fully (Jeffrey and Troman, 2004). The present study was

planned to be ethnographic; | perceived the authentic capture of the maximum

data as respectful to participants. Equally, ethnography is widely used in ECEC

res earch ( Hatch, 2007; Siraj -Blatchford, 2010a ) as it contemporaneously reveals

Omi eandmacro -l evel s of child care practicebd at the
government policies, family systems, and pract.i
settings ( Buchbi nder etal ., 2006: 46). Therefore the ethnographic characteristics

outlined above were planned into the study. However, a little way into the project, |

began to question if description was sufficient.

My aim to empower young children ( Letherby, 2006) and guiding assumption that

the 6academyd excludes youn Redntond| 2008 imdicktedo m r e s e
the adoption of  critical ethnography. Kincheloe and McLaren (1994) define a

criticalist as 6éa researcher or t hewrkasat who a
form of social or cultural criticismd (p. 139)
Car s p e c &ance dhat research cannot be value -free and that it is 6
and epistemologically importantdé for rdicsearcher
researcho (1996:207). O@Ghyspbokenbsamodeb of o6c
ethnographyd (1996) that slotted in smoothly wi
genuinely useful for the study were included: reflexivity with participants was

maintained and CE fitted the study rather than overpowering it with a rigid rubric.
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Correlating CGT with CE supported transformatio

categories and theoretical interpretationd (Cha

3.3.3 The Mosaic Approach

ClarkandMoss (2011) also emphasise reflexivity, focu
process, involving not just hearing but interpreting, constructing meaning and

respondingd (pionsiwitmt@eécadctdt dr e rarepantdfthsdul t s [ v

process6 ( p.t9epsandiRterpretafioascemerging from these interactions

enhance 6communication, reflection and actionbd
to CE, MA is located in 6lived experiencesbd (ClI
designed specifically for use wit h young children who are viewed
own | ivesd (Clark and Mos s, osdcAppiloach (MO A).enskresu al |y
that <children, parents and pcoancsttirtuicotnoerrssd o(ppe.r9a)t

constructivism, albeit social const ructivism.

A key benefit of the MA for the present study was its adaptability (Clark and Moss,

2011); similarly to CGT, it is not about O&épresc
Alisteningd and the relationships and processes
2011: 11). OListeningd goes beyond dhearing verhb

understanding that encompasses relationships, dialogue, interpretation and the

hundred | anguages of childrend: the many, varie
communicate (Moss etal ., 2005:1) The MA also functions as an organising

framework; drawing on mosaic patterns, it is constructed from a variety of

methods, selected for their fithess for purpose (Clark and Moss, 2011). The MA

study comprises two stages: 0Chi unientaion..@ecimg adul t
together information for dialogue, reflection a
2011:13). These stages dovetailed neatly with the other methodologies employed

in the present study and the MA positioned children at the centre of the study.

3.3.4 Case Study Methodology

Because the enquiry was | oCharmazR006:i h78)scasesudya | s i t
methodology enhanced my capacity to co -ordinate it. Three case studies were

conducted in early childhood settings and five were conduc ted in childrenobs

homes, creating a multi  -layered case study series, constructed collaboratively by
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participating children, practitioners, parents and myself. Ade Iman etal . (1980)

define the case study as O6the study of an inst a
(1993) views it as O0...a strategy for doing res
investigation of a particular contemporary phenomenon within its real life context

using mul ti ple sources of evidenced (p.5). Both
and procedure for use of case studies in this study. A further rationale was derived

from Nisbet and Wattdés suggestion (1984) that c
greater un derstanding of how abstract concepts and ideas align with each other as

a framework for and collection in the study. Equally, adopting case study

methodology supported organisation of data construction and analysis in this study

by facilitating comparisons of data: important for CGT and CE methodologies.

The specific case study model that was used was
2012) : it provided 6rich and revealing insights
behaviours in their homes and settings (p. 49). Bassey (1999) refers to this type of
case study-taes |dsntgodbr ywwhen a narrative account i s
drawingd when a descriptive account is provided
both explore and analyse and may lead to theory (p.62). Picture drawing case

studies were adopted for this enquiry: these aligned well with all three other
methodologies, but were particularly congruent with the ethnographic elements of

the study.

3.4 Summary

In this chapter | have outlined the four methodolog ies and three approaches that

were brought together to construct a single gqua
direct and shape the present studyobés progress.
my own ontological assumptions. These led to the development of a methodology

that was participatory, emancipatory and inductive and aligned the form of the

study with its function. This was important because, whilst the study was an

exploration of young childrends research, it wa
chil d r ermséasch is excluded from the a ¢ a d e nRedmorfd, 2008b ). Throughout

this process, I have critiqued the academyds po

develop the study as an example of T and vehicle for - democratic research.
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In the chapter that follows, | discuss ethical issues and challenges that presented

during the enquiry.
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Chapter 4

Methodology (3) - Ethics
4.1 Introduction
This chapter considers ethical principles and procedures. It considers the nature of
ethics and the role of ethics in research generally, before discussing ethics in
relation to this studyo6s four selected methodol
Specific det ai | regarding ethical procedures for eac
phases is discussed in later methodology chapters, while literature concerning
childrenés 6éethical spacesd is revi €hed dwienldisn

Spaces.

4.2 Natur e of Ethics

Ethics may 6. . .refer to the set of rules, princ
claim the authority to guide the actions of a particular group; sometimes it stands

for the systematic study of r easoirfSingeg 19942h ut how
Aristotl e (350 B. Cverfartlandevery iacqdiry taidaimilardy every

action and pursuit, i s t houg lThe etynology of@thigst s o0 me
derives from the Greek Bt hi,komeani ng 6customsd ( Setmcgisr , 19
related to morals (Williams, 2006), they are no
scientific or philosophical treatmentof mor al i tyd (Cathrein, 1909).
field that relates to various contexts; different types of ethics have been identifi ed,

for example, situation ethics, virtue ethics and practical ethics. P ractical ethics 7

0t he application of et hi (Siager,201l:4) mpyrbaasti c a | i ssue
framework for égoodd behaviour. However, O6good?é
contested (Singer, 2011) so that 6...a theory c

may not existd (Seabright, 1993:396).

4.3 Ethics in Research

Increasing international focus on ethics in research and human rights has

developed since the Nuremburg Tri als (Weindling, 2001 ; Hufner, 2011, Elliott,

2011) . Ethics for research is defined as 6. ..th
principles to prevent harming or wronging others, to promote the good, to be

respectful, and to be f air BatidnsSguiding eesearchivithd 3 : 14 ) .

animals or people focus closely on ethics (Robson, 1993; Council for International
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Organizations of Medical Sciences and World Health Organization (WHO) (2002)

British Psychological Society (BPS), 2009); in Europe, since the 1975 Declaration of

Helsinki amendment (World Medical Association (WMA), 1975), research is subject

to ethical approval from committees bound by ethical codes (Druml etal ., 2009).

Their judgements tend to be congruent with the moral orientation of the overseeing
organisation: the Nuffield Council on Bioethics
relevant featuresdé related t owhereag rRoach (87 )Jand qu a
propos es that nursing research should be regulated by caring components . Ethics in

research often concerns the balance of costs and ben efits (Robson, 1993; Cohen et

al., 2007; Dawson, 2005; British Psychological Society (BPS), 2010). Equally, whilst
ethicscommi tt ees seek to secure justice, participan
primacy (Centre of Research Ethical Campaign (COREC), 2009) so i nevitably, their

decisions limit  research ( Skelton, 2008; O 6 R e fketlall.,y2009). A s a result of these
developments, s ome consensus regarding social science ethics exists. This includes

non - malfeasance, beneficence , participantsé protection, v ol
fieldwork access, confidentiality and right to withdrawal (Robson, 1993; Cohen et

al., 2007; Coady, 2010 ): considerations for the present study.

4.4 Ethics in Grounded Theory (GT) Research

There is relatively little discussion of ethics in GT literature (Glaser and Strauss,

1967; Strauss and Corbin, 1997; Charmaz, 2006; Bryant and Charmaz, 2007).

Olesen (2007) confirms that classic GT texts tend to downplay ethical issues

because it is O6commonly and tacitlyo6é taken for
adopted throughout its procedures (p.425). As GT approaches inductively derive

theory from participants, by its nature GT conforms to 6. ..th,
ethically sound research that are used to guarantee the protection of human rights:

autonomy, beneficence,non -mal f easance amkKKymajaia it 199% 226 ).
Conversely, when ethical protocols are devised and followed instrumentally without

philosophical understanding, rights and well -being may not be protected (Valdez -

Martinez etal ., 2006). For these reasons, Portrata (2010) suggests that research

ethics committees may consider allowing greater f reedoms to experienced GT
researchers, given that no secure evidence of 0
(p.154).
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4.5 Ethics in Critical Ethnography

Carspecken (1996) suggests that ethics are also implicit in critical ethnography

processes (CE): h is text is replete with explicit discussion on the moral importance

of democratic research and how critical ethnography may achieve this. However,

Madison (2005) explicitly addresses ethics in CE, discussing how CE aligns with

accredited ethical codes and urging critical ethnographers to ask themselves:

Howeéwill our work make the greatest contributic
(p.4). Critical ethnography challenges power structures to reify social justice so

whilst human rights principles such as a utonomy and justice are addressed,

perspectives on  non-malfeasance in CE will tend to be contested. For those who

consider protection and promotion of human rights as desirable, the reflexive

practices, equalised power relationships and pa

position it as an ethical approach to researc h (Witkin, 2000).

4.6 Ethics in the Mosaic Approach

Kjgrholt et al . (2005) perceive ethics as a step beyond rights. The Mosaic Approach
(MA) gives primacy to listening by regarding it as ethical practice (Clark and Moss,

2011), an approach aligned with fe minist approaches including ethics of encounter

and ethics of care  (Levinas, 1980; Fisher and Tronto, 1990 ; Dahlberg and Moss,

2005), discussed in the Literature Review on Childrenbts Spaces

Kjarholt etal . (2005) suggest that an ethics of listening includes exploration and

active participation in collaborative contexts, where listening i s 6. . .s®thsi ti vi
patterns that connect  ...not just with our ears but with all our senses ...time full of

silences ...interior liste  ning, listening to ourselves  ...an active verb  that involves

interpretation . . . not easyd ( Ri20)aAlighingwitRoth€$bwho hbvég

written about research with children ( i.a. Cameron, 20 05; Clark and Moss, 2011)

advocate a reflexive approach - everyone involved in the MA list ens and this

process is regarded as contemporaneously active and hermeneutic. In these ways,

the MA is ethically congruent with both GT and CE.

4.7 Ethics in Case Study Research
Stake etal., (1991) emphasise that case study fthesearc

people we are studying...intruding into...a private place... intending to make it
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publicd (p.12). I n this way, though case study
towards O6insider6 status (Griffiths, 1998) they
empowering participants as are GT, CE and MA. Yet Bassey (1999) identifies

6respect for democracy...truth and...personso a
study research (p.73), appearing to conform to most ethical ideals of the other

methodologies selected for this study. However, whilst Vasconcelos (2010)

reiterates the guidi  ng principle of respect  for participants in case  study research,

she refers to subjects, rather than co -researchers or participants and co -operation,

rather than co -construction or collaboratio n. For the present study, this highlights

the importance of using case study in conjunction with other methodologies to

ensure its ethical protocols were congruent with its participatory, emancipatory and

inductive approaches.

4.8 Ethics in research with children
Ethics in research with children has emerged slowly Hill (2005); in rese arch,
children are regarded as marginalised (MacNaughton and Smith, 2005), vulnerable

(Bull, 2010), yet competent (Danby and Farrell, 2004; Harcourt and Conroy, 2010)

and capa ble (Mortari, 2011). These disparate pe rspectives aligmaysi t h
of participating in research O6withoé, o6withouto,
and by children. Furthermore, these perspectives reflect tensions between

provision, protection  and participation in the United Nations Convention on the

Rights of the Child (UNCRoC) ( OHCHR, 1989 ), making ethical conduct in research

involving children challenging. Equally, these perspectives raise questions regarding

6...the basi cethgallysound rgséaechs...used to guarantee the

protection of hKkylmé etalr,il1908: 226 6), which are now considered.

4.8.1 Primacy of participation or protection?

Alderson and Morrow (2011) suggest that current research ethics protocols neit her

protect children from harm nor adequately encourage their participation and this

should be addressed. While Farrell (2005) notes that research with children is

governed by O0éstringent |l egislation and policyée
childreplbafpd@wn (2005) suggests that childrend
participation. However, Qvortrup (2008) <claims theaturitypét he a

s] achi eved at the cost of children having new e
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guidance,t he National Chi | dr ends Bureau (NCB) (2011) focus
participation and protection but gives primacy to protection and furthermore

assumes that 6. ..vecygniyotunlge cipeaacteerd t o unders
data protection issues and should not be exposed to them (p.28) so denying

children participation opportunities.

4.8.2 Can children be autonomous in research?

Involving children in research is relatively new phenomenon (Creswell, 2008): until
recently children were regarded as property (Slee, 2002) and only recently deemed

worthy of academic interest (Postman, 1994). However, the complex power
relationships in research (Humphries and Martin, 2000; Cohen etal ., 2006 ) may be
amplified in research with children (Alderson, 1995; Woodhead, 2005). Hill (2005)

posits that competence, power and vulnerability
(Lahman, 2008), suggesting there are par twithcul ar
childrendé (p. 66); Mayal | (2008) suggests that r

their subjugation.

Et hical codes wusually require participantso6 vol
with children, this involves children knowing the research aims, what they are

required to do, who will share outcomes, whether or not confidentiality will be

secured and whether there will be feedback Hill (2005). Children younger than five

years can give voluntary, informed consent, provided that information is presented

to them in a way they can understand (Ford etal ., 2007; even premature babies

are shown capable of gi  ving volunt ary informed consent (Alderson etal ., 2006).

Yet voluntary, informed consent is often given
their behalf (Alderson, 2005; De Lourdes Levy etal ., 2003 ), while gatekeepers in

their settings may also make deci sions for them regarding their research

engagement (Flewitt, 2005; Grieshaberinffornedo7). A

assent, may be provided once parents6 informed cor
Conroy, 2005; Gibson and Twycross, 2007; NCB, 2011):a ssent is o6affirmat
agr eement Oetal .R2083s132), distinguishable from informed consent by

greater legal compulsion embodied within the latter (Coyne, 2010). T hese

conservative practices pertain to the UNCRC (OHCHR, 1989 ) which predicates
childrenés rights to form and expr es s(Lamddevws on
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2005), rather than seeing children as compl et el

birth ( James and Prout, 1997 ; Dahlberg and Lenz Taguchi, 1994:2).

Much focus on research with children positions
participantsd (Woodhead and Faul kner, 2008). Ra
researchers (Clark and Moss, 2011; Lundy and McEvoy, 2012) and more rarely as

researchers (Fieldin g, 2004); even then, adults tend to impose their agenda on
children ( Kellett etal ., 2004). Although children can assume autonomy within
research (MacNaughton and Smith, 2005; Clark and Moss, 2011) , the academy

offers little evidence of this.

4.8.3 How can beneficence be assured in respect of children?

The notion of beneficence resonates with refers to benefits to society provided by

research (Aristotle, 350 B.C.E.; Tayler etal ., 2005); beneficence juxtaposes non -
malfeasance - minimisation of harm - which prevails as a guiding principle in ethical
codes ( i.a. BPS, 2009; BERA, 2011; NCB, 2011). Key factors for beneficence in

social research with children are participatory approaches, trust, respect and

openness (Tayler etal ., 2005): guiding fe  atures of the present study.

4.8.4 In research, what is justice for children?

In this stud v, justice is interpreted as social justice , amulti -faceted term which can

be regarded as: a process, valuing all people as individuals and for their

contribution and a rebalancing of power and resources for individuals and their

communities (Griffiths, 1998). Pott s-opprasdiveBr o wn
research is social justiced and see such resear
relationship s & (p. 262) . E q u adt &l y (2000 locattp docial jestce

research as 0emanci MahaaghtgnéandrSmith €2805)sdek ways to

secure childrends rights, equality and social |
adults that they describea s &é e tphdlciot i cal engagement 6 and ack
challenging (p.114). S  ocial justice research undertaken with children resonates with
aspects of ¢éindigenous researchdé in terms of it
processes, issues of power, relationships, anti -oppressive stance and respect for

ownership of knowledge (Denzin, 2005; Kovach, 2005 ).
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4.8.5 Is research ethics different when children are involved?

Focus on ethics in research with children is increasing ( Alderson, 1995; Morrow and

Richards, 1996 ; Alderson and Morrow, 2004; 2011; Farrell, 2005 ) and ethics has

often been regarded as the distinguishing factor between research with adults and

research with children (Punch, 2002). Yet Alderson and Morrow (2011) argue that

most issues regarding ethics and children are transferable to all research

participants. Al derson and Morrow0s perspective

6otheringdéd of children (Lahman, 2008), so reduc

4.9 Ethical Framework for the Present Stud y

Notwithstanding the contested spaces in the field of research ethics | was required

to conduct this doctoral study according to an ethical framework, articulated in an

ethical statement which was submitted with my original proposal. | was advised to

const ruct this statement in a manner | ikely to se¢
Research Ethics Committee. Because the present study was conducted within an

English Universityods School of EtdicalcGaitelinesfori t was
Educational R esearch (British Educational Research Association (BERA), 2004) (the
proposal and fieldworkpre -dat ed the 2011 BERA guidelines).
Et hical Code and the School of Education Ethica

ethical statement  (Appendices 1-4).

| retu rn now to a point made earlier, that instrumental approaches to ethical

statements by themselves do not necessarily secure ethical processes: 6...ethical
sentences are cognitively meaningless because t
(Putn am, 1993: 143). Although | followed an instrumental pathway to develop an

ethical statement in order to progress to the next stage of my doctorate, the study

has moved beyond the instrumental. Its form and function were constructed on

strong ethical princ  iples congruent with its three approaches and driven by my own

assumptions. Therefore, its construction, according to ethical principles is its ethical

6met hod of wverificationd (Putnam, 1993: 143).

4.10 Summary
This chapter has outlined the literature on the nature of ethics and its role in

research, as well as addressing ethics in relat
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methodologies and research with children. A brief overview of the ethical
framework for this st udy is provided here, but specific detail regarding the present
studyodés ethical procedures and issues is provid

chapters focused on Phases |, Il and Il of the study, the first of which follows now.
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Chapter 5:
Methodology (4) - Phase| - Whatis Research?

5.1 Introduction
The studybés data were constructed in three ph

 Phase I: What is Research?

1 Phase II: Children in their Settings

1 Phase lll: Children in their Homes
Al igning with the studyds gr oStracke 967, thisr oac h (
chapter introduces Phase | methodological concerns ahead of a review of the Phase
| literature. It sets out the early stages of the study and why and how professional
early years and educational researchers (PEYERS) were invited to par ticipate. The
chapter then moves on to discussing the participant profile, locations where data
were constructed with them, methods used, ethical considerations, and brief

reflections on the methodological procedures adopted for Phase I.

5.2 Starting Out: Phase|l - PEYERs

A preliminary study conducted with headteachers and professional early years and

educational researchers (PEYERS) to identify their views of research proved useful

for the present study (Murray, 2006) (Appendix 5). Firstly, the preliminar y study

gave me further practical experience of identifying problems in empirical study,

particularly in relation to educational research (Robson, 1993). Secondly, the
preliminary study provided justification for
interest in research among two participating groups: headteachers and PEYERS.

Thirdly, the preliminary study enabled me to ground my doctoral study in

6sensitising conceptsé (Blumer, 1969), define

as

Gl

t h

d

and guidance inapproac hi ng empiri cal instancesédirections:

(Blumer, 1969: 148) and 6...certain research
conceptsd which provide 6ideas to pursued and
(Charmaz, 2006: 16). Together with the decis ion to focus on children 4 -8 years -
made because of the preli mina enwithchidery 6 stwdntg c k
one sensitising concepts  emerged (Appendix 78). These slotted into five categories:

research definitions, rationalising research, warrant of research, research in

practice and research participation.
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5.3 PEYERs as Participants?

During Phase | of this study, because of the interest PEYERSs indicated in the
preliminary study, | returned to them to elicit further views about research. |
wanted to interrogate some of the findings that had emerged from the preliminary
study in the context of the new enquiry; in particular, | wanted to explore further
how PEYERs defined research, as | perceived them as powerful in terms of

research.

PEYERsarea subset of ac ad daefinedassdademit profeésionals who

are responsible for planning, directing and undertaking academic teaching and

research within (Higher BEdscationtStatisticoAssodation ( HESA)

2012a), with the added crite rion that they work  within early years or educational
researchspaces. This group is | ocated WarerandBoxalhe 6acad
2009; Lees, 1999; Bridges, 1998), an institution that tends to exclude children

(Redmond, 2008b). | work as an academic pr ofessional with responsibility for

planning, directing and undertaking academic teaching and research in a university,

so throughout the study | was culturally and historically located as a PEYER (Graue

and Walsh, 1995) . My perspectives therefore contribut ed to the data so that | was

situated as both researcher and researched.

From my experiences as a teacher and lecturer in early childhood, | was aware of a

power imbalance in research: my perception was that professional researchers

dominate research and  exclude other groups. My perception is co rroborated in the
literature (Hargreaves, 1996; Hillage etal ., 1998). As | moved to work in higher
education, | found that t his hegemony is perpetuated in England by the Rese arch
Excellence Framework (REF), preceded by the Research Assessment Exercise

(RAE). This ensures that those who have the appropriate cultural and economic
capital (Bourdieu and Passeron, 19 90) to produce and publish peer -re viewed work,
gain recognitonas 6ér esearchersdé and consequently acquir

cultural and financial capital to consolidate that position.

The present study contests the exclusion of young children from the academy as an
issue of social justice. However, because oftheacad emyds hegemony, c hal

the academy had to be made in a form that the academy would recognise: | set out
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to contest the academyés culture on its own pre

academyébés construction of research ewas the firs

5.4 PHASE |: Methodological Issues

Building on the  sensitising concepts  (Blumer, 1969) outlined above, it was possible

to identify the present studyés original resear
although these changed a little as the project pro gressed:
To conceptualise ways in which young children aged 0 -8 years are

researchers, could develop as researchers and may be considered to be
researchers, providing warrant for their research to inform policy in matters
affecting them.

Research guestions:

1. What is the nature of ECEC research?

2. How can a study be conducted to establish young children as researchers?

3. What enquiries are important to young children and how can they engage

in them?

4. What support structures might encourage young children to participate in
research in ways which could enable them to influence policy in matters

affecting them? What barriers might prevent this?

From the start of the study, | wanted to work with participants to reveal their

perspectives,whi | e chall enging the academyds hegemony.
grounded theory approach (Glaser and Strauss, 1967) but before | began, | was

advised by an experienced researcher to adopt 6
qualitative met hods 6. methoddiogydsuccesshilly forthemi x e d

preliminary study, so at the outset, | opted to build a simple mixed methodology

into a grounded approach for Phase |, using questionnaire surveys, interviews and

a focus group with the view that more detailed data would em erge from the

interview and focus group to allow greater insights and build on the original

6sensitising conc e p Cresivell(280B)uHowerer, duting 6 9 ;

implementation, these plans changed somewhat. The remainder of this chapter

discusses how and why the Phase | methods were developed, amended and
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i mpl emented and considers participants®o

briefly reflecting on the methodological procedures adopted for Phase |I.

A

55 Phasel Participant s&é PFopcatiorisl es and

Outcomes from the preliminary study, the critical focus of this study in relation to
the academy and my own experiences, outlined above, indicated that PEYERS

should be the éinitial sampling6: O&édwhere

provid es an overview of Phase | participants:

Table 1- An overview of Phase I participants

Phase I Pilot survey Survey Interviews Focus Group
Method
Perspectives 2 PEYERs 20 PEYERs 9 PEYERs 5 PEYERs
sought from... | (Professors)
Location 2 universities 2 universities 1 university 1 university
1 participant
home
Sampling type | Initial sampling | Initial sampling | Theoretical Theoretical
(Charmaz, (Charmaz, sampling sampling
2006) Purposive | 2006) Purposive | (Charmaz, (Charmaz,

(Robson, 1993)

1 x educational

and
convenience
(Robson, 1993)

2006) Purposive
and
convenience

2006) Purposive
and
convenience

research (Robson, 1993) | (Robson, 1993)
1 x ECEC Educational and
research ECEC research All educational All ECEC
research research
Selected Highly Knowledgeable | Knowledgeable | Knowledgeable
because... knowledgeable | and experienced | and experienced | and experienced
and experienced | regarding regarding regarding
regarding epistemological | epistemological | epistemological
epistemological | issues and issues and issues and
issues and English research | English research | English research
English research | in field of in field of in field of ECEC.
in fields of education. education. Willing to give
education and Willing to give Willing to give time.
ECEC. Willing to | time. time.
give time.
5.5.1 Phasel Survey Participants

In the preliminary study, | had piloted a survey with two PEYERS: an educational
researcher and an ECEC researcher; they were selected because they were
knowledgeable and experienced regarding epistemological issues and English
research in their fields, ev  idenced by their output. | transferred what | learned from
the pilot to the present study and sent surveys to twenty more experienced

PEYERSs. At the outset of the study, there were 164,875

the United Kingdom, of which 15,505 (9.4% ) were professors (H ESA, 2012b), so

academic staff working in

profile

you st
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the ratio | used for the surveys aligned with the national profile. However, later, for

an interview stage, there was a greater ratio of professors to other academic staff.

Participants volunteered in response to request

S.

The survey group of twenty participants was relatively small and all but one worked

within my university department; the sole external participant was a neighbour who

was a highly experienced research active lecturer from a different university. | had

several reasons for adopting this relatively small convenience sample. Firstly, |

could be sure that all the participants were

significant

as

(HESA, 2012a)

researchers were important. The second reason was that | planned to follow up the

HESAOGS

def i ni

experienced

tion

of

researchers

academic

and, given the project focus, informed responses from

T this was

experienced

survey responses personally with interviews and a focus group; thirdly, as | was a

part -time doctoral stude

nt with a full

carefully. Lastly, | predicted that colleagues may be more likely to respond.

This survey group was then subdivided into two sub

expertise in educational research and five PEY

ERs with expertise in ECEC research.

5.5.2 Phase | Interview Conversation Participants

-time workload, | had to manage my time

-groups: nine PEYERs with

PEYERs in the educational research group were each able to secure one hour to

engage in 1:1 interview conversations with me. Apart from the first interview,

which is discussed later, these were all conducted in the university department

where we worked and studied: | selected this neutral, familiar space to attempt to

equalise power relationships and to minimise distractions so that focus remained on

the discussion:

Table 2: PEYERs who engaged in interview conversations
PEYER Brief description of background.
Participant | (Deliberately vague to retain anonymity)

Highly Experienced | PhD PhD | Background | Background
experienced | educational Cand asa as primary
educational | researcher. secondary school
researcher. teacher. teacher.

A v v v
B v v v
C v v v
D v Vv v
E v v v
F v v v
G v v v
H v v v
I v v v

staff
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5.5.3 Phase | Focus Group Participants

| also set up a focus group with five early childhood education and care (ECEC)

researchers. ECEC work tends to focus strongly on c ollaboration (Siraj -Blatchford et

al., 2008), so a focus group rather than individual interviews was indicated; again,
this took place in the university department where we worked and studied to
attempt to equalise power relationships and to minimise distractions. Reflecting the
multi -disciplinary nature of the ECEC field, each ECEC PEYER had begun their

careers in practice in one of a range of

health (Lumsden, 2012), although a former health worker who had planned to join

the focus group was unable to do so because of family commitments.

c hi

| dr

Table 3: PEYERs who engaged in the Phase I focus group
Brief description of background.
PEYER (Deliberately vague to retain anonymity
Participant Highly Experienced | PhD PhD Background Background
experienced ECEC Cand. | as a social as primary /
ECEC researcher worker nursery
researcher teacher
J v 4 v
K v v v
L v v
M v v v
N v v

5. 6 Phase | Methods
Phase | methods included survey, interview conversations and a focus group. Each
is discussed here, with my reasoning for selecting each of them and brief discussion

regarding their implementation included.

5.6.1 Phase | Survey

Myrationale for wusing a

200 8:

survey was, belefslfandlpl or e P

opinionséd (Creswell, 389) . As with the p

used e -mail to send the survey as an attachment (Schonl au etal ., 2002) because

of perceived benefits. Participants could print off the attachment to read, save and
add to, so were likely to feel some control. The attachment model seemed to have

the same 0i nst aw#nntaibsurgey ail thetsyveys would appear in

participant s 6 iasdonanasl sentdahermand vice versa (Cohen etal .,

2007), so | would quickly know who had responded. | thought it would save time

and effort, in comparison with h-analdddessgsyareby pos

readily available on the internet, and | t hought that they were likely to access their
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e-mails more frequently than accessing hard copy post from campus post rooms.

Additionally, because participants would word - process their own data, potential

errors inputting data would be avoided (Cohen etal ., 2007). In addition to wanting

to explore PEYERs® 6. . .attitlwdneedtp divethemef s (and)
0flexibility in respondi msgli d&€v elsoavpé ds,eac2d @thoasl b1
semi - structured survey (Creswell, 2008: 389) ( Appendix 6 ) w hich included open

guestions and opportunities to provide expansive responses. It featured different
question types, including rank ordering, Likert and matrix formatted (Cohen, et al.,

2006),accordng t o how each suited the studyo6s sensiti

| piloted the survey with two PEYERs who were professors in different universities;

for the pilot, | believed that it would be beneficial to have fresh, external

perspectives to provide the template for any necessary changes. Although Schonlau

etal . (200 2) suggestthate -mail surveys are likely to result in a poorer response

rate than hard copy surveys, | received detailed responses from both participants.

This encouraged me to send the survey to twenty more PEYERS, all but one of

whom worked in my univer sity department. However, this time, Schonlau etal .

(2002) were right: | only received one response and that was from my neighbour

who was the only other participant who worked in a different university.

Disappointing though this was, | wanted to find ou t why. | began by reading

through the one response | received, which gave some indications of why others

may not have responded. Although there were some positive comments, this

participant had also noted that the supokey was

|l onger than the 15 minutes suggesteddéd and he su
about the purpose of some questionsao. I n develo
account of relevant methodological literature and advice, but evidently, | had much

to learn if | was going to be successful in my enquiry. It seemed that | may be able

to learn from this participant so | asked if he would meet me for an interview and

he agreed to do so.

5.6.2 Phase |, Interview 1
| framed a schedule for a semi -structured int  erview (Appendix 7b) predicated on
the study aims and opportunities to bui Id rapport, whilst including some probing :

particularly in relation to the issues with the survey (Silverman, 2006). However,
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once | had gained informed consent (Appendices 6i, 7a), the interview did not
progress in quite the way | had intended! This was a good thing. Possibly because

he was a very experienced educational researcher, this participant seemed

confident and relaxed and the interview was almost immediately like a

conversa tion, with the agenda led more by him than me. In terms of eliciting his
views, this was positive but it was also beneficial for me because of his experience:

he gave me a good deal of guidance on developing the project.

The participant urged me to move a way from using a survey: he suggested that

writing takes a great deal of effort so that open questions in a questionnaire may

irritate participants. He cont esali@dd .Cr.eastweiltlubdse

beliefs ( an d(2008389) n byosnggdsting the survey was an inappropriate

instrument for eliciting 6peoplebs understandin
their philosophical underpinnings, their prejud
6Because a questi onnadideter misnionfg 6 tasned fé Whsa tp ryeo u
extensive account from your respondents and you
questionnairebo. He continued by advising me to
interviewing: O6You want to know what ta&opl e gen
invol ves askingbé6.

After this encounter, which was audio -taped, | transcribed and analysed the data

then reflected on this participantdéds words. Alt

was very experienced in the field of educational research so | believed that his

advice was likely to be helpful to the project. Following discussion with my

supervisor, | redeveloped the research design into an exclusively qualitative design

which would combine a  constructivist grounded approach (Charmaz, 2006) with
critical ethnography  (Car specken, 1996) for the reasons discussed. Later findings

from Phase | also led me to adopt the Mosaic Approach (Clark and Moss, 2001) and

case study (Bassey, 1999; Yin, 2012). These are discussed in Chapter 12 ( Findings
1: Phase | ).
5.6.3 Phase I, Intervi ews2 -9

| regarded the remainder of Phase | as an opportunity to continue to learn from

PEYERs regarding the first two study questions:
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1. What is the nature of ECEC research?

2. How can a study be conducted to establish young children as researchers?

The ot her interviews with eight PEYERs were conif
conversationsé (Charmaz, 2006) during which | I
sensitivity and encouraged the participants to

broad,open -ended questionsé (Char maz, 2T0Theseinterdetv) ( App

conversations also followed the studyoés approve
taped, again to allow for authentic transcription. During each conversation, |
adapted the framework to follo w the participantso interests,

possible perspectives, yet | worked hard to contain the conversation within a
coherent framework so that the study focus was retained. | reviewed the
framework after each conversation, adjusting as ind icated by either the nature or

the content of encounters with participants.

5.6.4 Phase |, Focus Group
I't was particularly important to gain the perspectives of PEYERs with expertise in
ECEC as this is the specific field within which the enquiry was loca ted. Again, |
sought greater detail in relation to the first two research questions:
1. What is the nature of ECEC research?
2. How can a study be conducted to establish young children as researchers?
I opted to use a focus groluect whe cihnt sr @i ¢ wp ewlo
emerge through group interaction (Cohen etal., 2007: 376). The decision to
channel ECEC PEYERSs views through the focus group, rather than the interview
conversations was a response to the participant
discussed. The focus group method was chosen to generate data quickly and to
empower the ECEC PEYERSs to share their views in their words (Cohen etal.,, 2007).
The decision to use a focus group with ECEC PEYERSs rather than interview
conversations may have  resulted in different outcomes, but it is not possible to
know this. However, discussing this issue during the focus group, PEYER J justified
it, noting: 61 think together we make more of a

because we bounce offeachot her i youknow T i deasdé6 (FGpA121).
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5.7 Phase I: Specific Ethical considerations
In this section, | focus briefly on specific ethical points arising in Phase | and how |
addressed them. In regard to all participants, ethical protocol was followed

according to my doctoral ethical statement, with reference to BERA (2004), as well

as my institutional ethical codes (Appendices 1 -4) . Participantso6é vol un
informed, written consent was sough t and provided and | ensured participants
understood and agreed to participating o6...with
research getting underwayd (p. 6). I also ensur e
deceived, knew that they could withdraw at any time, d id not receive undesirable

incentives, did not experience detriment because of the research and had their

confidentiality and anonymity preserved. In regard to the survey forms, an

explanation of the study, ethical considerations and the survey focus was p rovided

in e -mails to participants along with survey forms (Appendix 6i); return of the form

constituted consent (University of Essex, 2012). Before the start of each of the

PEYERs® interviews and the focus group, [ provi
6i ) and verbally explained the study, and the p

participant then voluntarily completed a consent form (Appendix 7a).

In the thesis, it may have been helpful to have provided more detailed descriptions

of part i cikgraunds and expedence. However, had | done this, their

identity may have been revealed so the barest facts were included to preserve
participants6 anonymity. T-benditanalsisanrethieax a mpl e of

conduct (Robson, 1993; Cohen, etal.,, 200 7). Another issue with anonymity arose

because of the use of e  -mail to administer and collect the survey (Cohen etal .,
2007). When surveys were returned by e -mail, | could see from par
accounts who had returned which surveys. | did offer e -mail participants the option

of posting their responses but the only three that were returned (two pilot surveys
and one other) were all returned by e -mail. This may have been a factor in the poor

response rate.

It may be argued that another ethical issue in P hase | was my bias: my own
experiences, prior reading and ideas were part of the material that informed the
focus and structure of questions in the survey, the interview and the focus group.

These are elements of the O6per sombStraussaral i ty of
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Corbin (1990) refer to as O6theoretical sensitiyv
participatory, ethnographic study, that | entered having been a child, early years 6

teacher, lecturer and researcher, | was located visibly within the researched

landscape: my i ases were inevitablebd but also o6valid
Therefore, even i or perhaps especially 1 in the first phase of the study, while |

was fumbling to establish methodological direction, my views and experiences were

part of the ent  erprise and no less thoug  h no more important than others

5.8 Summary
In this chapter, | have explained that the stud
view of O6researchersé by questioning whether <c¢h
researchers. In Phase |, |l e ngaged with members of the academy -6power ful
peopl ed ¢étalo RWHIZ27) -t o el icit their views in rela
two research questions:

1. What is the nature of ECEC research?

2. How can a study be conducted to establish young children as researchers?
The PEYERSs provided responses to these questions; these are shared and discussed
i n Chapt Eindings 2. Phage!l 1 WhatisResearch? 6. Two findings frc
impacted particularly strongly on the studyo6s resea
Ab6s advi ce, | abandoned quantitative methods. N
children from the academy (Redmond, 2008), there were several indications in
Phase | from PEYERs to co nfirm that | should engage with children in the study:
PEYER B suglg&sdtiedc!| wde chi | @PEYERGqudstdBell why Wwas | e
asking academics 1 not children - about research by children (C28i) . These findings
led me to adopt  the Mosaic Approac h (MA) (Clark and Moss, 2001) and Case Study
methodology (Bassey, 1999) and include children in the research design. Having
considered the Phase | methodological approach, in the next chapter, | explore

further the academydés per speawing relevantlilerature. e sear c h
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Chapter 6:

Literature Review 1 - What is Research?
6.1 Introduction
This chapter discusses structures and issues in English educational research,
including ECEC research, with consideratson of
engagements in research. In this study, | have adopted the position proposed by
grounded theorists Strauss and Corbin (1990) and Charmaz (2006): literature may
be interwoven with the emerging empirical data to complement and inform data

construction and  analysis.

6.2 Research versus practice?

Although there is a view that intuition may have value (Foucault, 1981; Holton,
1995), in relation to educational research, policymakers and the academy in

England 1 and elsewhere - currently give primacy to positiv ist ap proaches (Oancea

and Pring, 2008). This view has its basis in th

externalised, objective truthodo (Williams, 2002)
including Locke (1690) and Hume (1748), who rejected metaphysical accounts as
any basis for o6truthd (Pring, 2000). Hume al so

premises can, at best, only support conclusions, as inferior to deductive reasoning,

where premises logically guarantee the truth of a conclusion, exemplified by t he
syl logism 6AI'l A areCBis CAds(Ayare hel 239d) e
6 Al I M are P,
AllS are M

Therefore, all S are P.

For example,

All men are mortal.

All Greeks are men

Therefore all Greeks are mortald (Bonjour, 19¢
Humeds i nfl ue n dte(Siman,slo8B; Kmagffe2007; Schechter, 2013,

forthcoming ). Johnson -Lai rd and Byrne (1991) note that 0B
deduction yields a conclusion that must be true
2). Conversely, ininductive reasoning,th e O6étruth of the premises
guarantee the truth of the conclusionéa reasone

(i) All swans that have been observed are white;
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to the conclusion
(ii) All swans are white
is reasoning inductively. The premise provides evidential support for the conclusion,
but does not guarantee its truth. It is compatible with the premise that there is an
unobserved black swan. 06 ( Sch e Apet (28940) poditdthaB, f or t h
6 Wh ave mean, when we say that we have good reason to believe a proposition,
which is not formally demonstrable is, | think, simply that it is supported by strong
inductive evidence, or , in other words that it
(pp.190 -191). In ductive reasoning tends to be regarded by empiricists as fallible
(Ayer, 1940). However, as Ayer (1940) points ou
status of inductive reasoning. We may say indeed that the probability of the

conclusions which we reach by inductive methods would, in general, be higher if

these methods had never yet actually failed usbé
Humeds o6éprinciple of verificationd (Hume, 1748)
should include O6...abstract reasoniogrg concernin
6...experimental reasoning concerning matter of

1748:123) to be considered robust (Thomas, 2007). Creswell (2008) suggests that

6...1in an experiment, you test an idea (or prac
Robson (1993) posits that O6éa central feature of the
know what you are doing before you do ité (p. 78
aligned with social social sciences research which may include testing,

experimenting, studying or exam ining in its processes  (Stebbins, 2001). The view

of enquiry congruent with Humeds o6éprinciple of
Redmond (2008a) suggests that c hirbrefiedevorldafr e e x c |
t he ac a dpeliiHowever, at around the turn of the twenty  -first century,

comment ators suggested that many others were al
(Ball, 2001). Educational research in England became the target for harsh critique

(i.a Hargreaves, 1996; Tooley and Darby, 1998; Hillage et al., 1998), with
condemnation that it is something O6virtually no
The identification of this detachment between researcher and researched

questioned the academyds hegemony with a sugges
useful, i t mu st be useful to its users (HEFCE, 2005;

proposal (1984) that social science theory is bound into practice, thus different
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from the theory / practice O0silod approach prev
condones this view. The w  ork of Stenhouse (1975) and colleagues in developing

action research addressed this to some extent, yet various critical commentaries

indicate that there is more to do (Hargreaves, 1996; Hillage et al ., 1998; Biesta,

2007).

6.3 Building Research Capacity

Since the turn of the century, further commentators have advocated increased

research capacity among users (Furlong and Oancea, 2005; OECD, 2002, Edwards

et al ., 2005; Elliott, 2007) and some professional educational researchers (PERS)

seem prima facie to have noted this. The Teaching and Learning Research

Programme (TLRP) -6 The UKO6s | argest investmenwasin educ
widely recognised as a prestigious enterprise for English educational research. It

included O6éover 500 r estehartchhoeurssa,n dvso rokfi npg awcit i t i
undertake 6éover 70 projectsd (TLRP, 2007). How
engage users it was dominated by PEYERs, exemplifying 60t he caution of so
academics towards close engagement winthéSopial act it
Sciences (CSS), 2003:5).

6.4 Research and policy

A section of the TLRP  website addresses the policymaker , demonstrating the

projectés commitment to |linking research and po
for research totdifryf romianyd |(ymudhdetterinkgsamde | | as ¢
relationships between policymakers and ac ad e2003:¢23. Blowéver, Hallam

(2000) strongly articulates that policy makers sideline any research output which

does not accord with contemporary political ideology and Power (2007) argues that

on an international scale, recent reforms in education have tended to be politically
generated, rather than emerging from the relatively secure evidence base of high

quality research.

Bridges et al . (2008) suggest that centralised governance has caused much of the
current mismatch between researchers and policymakers. They propose that this is
because centralisation results in policymaker sao

of local communities and that when researchers report their findings from those in
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the communities, policymakers are often disappointed to find the y do not match
their own concerns. This alienates policymakers from the researchers and

encourages policymakers to prescribe their desired outcomes. Since the

policymakers often fund research, researchers seeking commission s often have

little option but to conform to their wishes.

Furthermore, given the same policymakers are often funding educational practice in

England, the relationship between practice and research is affected by

policymakerso6 power. Since the Educatiian Ref orn
educational practice have increasingly become dictated by policymakers, with more

funding following the practice which most closely matches policy. Practitioners tend

to take the pragmatic view that only the outcomes of research which enable them

to mov e in these directions is worthy of their engagement. This was exemplified by

the Rose Reviews (2006; 2009), both of which we
However, both were commissioned in prescriptive detail by the Secretary of State

for Education, both  conformed to the required detail and both were warmly received

by their commissioner. The former has impacted on the lives of all children learning

to read in government funded settings in England though the latter was rejected

when a new administration wa s elected to power.

6.5 Researchersd Responses to Policy
Given policy focus on use  -inspired basic research (Pasteur, 1878, cited in Stokes,
1997; OECD, 2002) , some PEYERSs -imasyp ibree de nbgaasgiicn gr
rat her than O6pur e dhral®i8cited ey Stokas; 1997) t¢ sAfeguard
their hegemony and their livelihoods. S ome PEYERs seem to have been successful
in supplyifmg eddgrd6 out put whil st apparently ret
autonomy. An example of this is the Nationa | Foundation for Educational Research
(NFER) which seems to attempt to cover all eventualities. This is indicated by the
organi sationds apparent-lngsscontradictory strap
f 6Guiding policy makers and those working dir
improve | earners6 experiences of education.
f Our research and evalwuation work is tailorec

the information you need, when. you need it .
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NFER also dichotomises its dissemination process, regularly producing one
publication aimed at educational researchers ( Educational Research ) and one at

teachers ( Impact ).

Another example of this is the prolific list of commissions completed by Sylva and

her team for the Effective Provision for Pre - School Education (EPPE) (Institute of
Education and DfE, 2012). The success of EPPE may initially have been due to its
alignment with the policy zeitgeist early childhood education and care (ECEC)

(Sylva etal ., 2007). The popularity of EPPE among policymakers may also be

related to its comparatively experimental slant, although Sylva etal. (2007) assert

that the EPPE Project was  driven by a mixed methodology. Sylva et al . (2007) have
explored factors that have supported EPPEG&6s suc
it to the processof O knowl edge & x(cWalntgeer 2005) which invo
partnership with their commissioners th at they perceived as equal, and Sylva et al.

(2007) articulate that the team maintained its autonomy.

6.6 Children: researched or researchers?

Contemporaneously with the recent discourse surrounding research, greater focus

on young chil dr egsedrchhas vemerged §i.ai @lark etal ., 2003).

Differentiating researcher from researched seems to be important: Fielding (2001)

and Kellett (2005) both worked on up - skilling children and young people in the

academybdbs research met hod sitionid theveegentrstudyisthad pr opo s
chil drends research roles emerge naturally in t
ways in which these are interwoven with consistently sensitive hearing, seeing,

reciprocity and reflexivity of participant adults that em powers the child as

researcher. Ways to support young children to develop as researchers continue to

emerge ( i.a. Clark and Moss, 2011;  Christensen and James, 2008) and Edwards et

al. (2007) suggest that it i s engsirgngtheastithewi t h t h

warrants of r@&gearcho (p.

6.7 Educational Research and ECEC Research: Emergent, dynamic and
varied
Thomas (2007) refers to the practical nature of educational theory and he

highlights that educational research per se is a relatively young social science.
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Oancea and Pring (2009) make the point that Osu

said to be the cause of what worksé, if that in
accumulation of knowledge through thoroughly tested general hy pothesesdo (p. 2
Moreover, Smeyers (2008) suggests that causality T cause and effect 1 seems to
underpin human 6int el | efphysiallsystanmsadretiveig andi ng

or gani s ms 6Hume (1788) ) posited that causality cannot be secure without an

und erpinning of first  -hand experience. However, Smeyers (2008)  points out that

even where causality is claimed upon a basis of first -hand experience, it cannot

al ways be guaranteed in the complex o6real world
place, because hu man behaviour is often unpredictable. Equally, Smith (2011)

notes that O6écausalityé is sometimes c¢claimed whe

appropriate indication; in other words, Smeyers (2008) and Smith (2011) suggest

that claims of causality are not alw ays warranted.
Alongside causality, experime  ntal work and predicatability, patterned behaviour is
characteristic of the o6traditional scientific w

world is | ogical and obeys r atHobmesa RO1IE70)i Thint i f i c
model of theorisation emerged strongl theduring t
application of Newtondés | awsd ( Smeetaghysisal 2008: p
models of human understanding (Trochim and Donnelly, 2006) , described by Kant

(1787) oadls dG@eedom and i mmandtealdcedtthgnd with thing8 9 5)

6concemather of fact and existeBgeadl (HumehelddhB
generalisation arises frequently in the discuss
because generalisationpro vi des O6predictive power O6dudafiohab ma s ,

policymakers want to be able to predict as well as seeing patterned outcomes and

patterned behaviour. They oft ¢g@angeauadPrimgequi re oW
2009); so much so in the United States t hat, by law, educational research must

be éempirical, experimental and quantitatived t
States Department of Education, 2001: Article 37). However, Popper (1953)

proposes that O0éthe acceptanca tlyesry eincet ofit at
we may reject a |l aw or theory on tEquallylbecauses of n
they may challenge existing theories, anomalies may be regarded as important as

patterns in research (Kuhn, 1970). In considering whether or not a research

method or finding is generalisable, the main concern is whether or not the method
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provides appropriate evidence (Elliott and Lukes, 2009). Focus on generalisability is
often successful in 1 and necessary for - experimental research (Wilkinson an d
Pickett, 2009; National Center for Education Statistics, 2012). However,

experimental research tends to exclude, by design, that which it cannot easily

generalise, predict or | i nkwebbgingofpupgsanditeacher f or e
wor k| oadeyérs, Z08Bnp.79) . In this way, experimental research,

characterised by its generalisablilty and focus on patterned behaviour often

sidelines important aspects of education (Smith, 2011). Scruton (2001) notes

Kant 6s argument ipdrset prosides siabasisdonjudgement; rather it is
mental activity that leads to judgement (1787). Kant (1787) suggested that such

mental activity falls into two conceptual categories: a priori (analytic) propositions
which have no basis in first ~ -hand experience and  a posteriori (synthetic)
propositions which are predicated on experience but can only lead to judgement in
combination with mental activity. Bridges (2003) describes a priori concepts as

6phil osophaiposteliod caommdcept s as O6empi rp.2&)asbggesting ci ent

that O6philosophising in educational resear cho i
model for educational research might &édissol ve
(p-28).

In addition to its links with philosophy, educational research is widely associated

with other established disciplines including psychology, sociology, history and
economics (Siraj -Blatchford, 1994; Bridges, 2006; Thomas, 2007; TLRP, 2010).
Positioned as a subset of educational research, and drawing on a similar range of
disciplines, ECEC research has recently gained increased focus with the introduction

of imaging tools used by psychologists (Catherwood, 1999) that seem to have
satisfied both scientists and policymakers of t
betweenth e ages of 0 -8 years is critically important to the lifespan. The

contribution of both innate and environmental factors to human development have
acquired new credence through pure scientific method (Goswami and Bryant, 2007;
Sylva et al., 2009), resonating with Kant (1788). Coupled with large -scale
longitudinal studies such as the National Child Development Study (Centre for
Longitudinal Studies, 2010) and the Perry Pre -school Project (Schweinhart, 2001),
this has provided rationale for governments to fund ECEC (United Nations (UN),

2009; DCSF, 2009). Investment in our youngest children is seen increasingly as
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economically prudent (Heckman and Masterov, 2004; Sodha and Margo, 2010)
though the spaces they inhabit are now increasingly monitored and controlled by
policymakers (Moss and Petrie, 2002; Murray, 2009; 2010).

6.8 Summary

This section has briefly discussed the field of ECEC research, nested within

educational research and has found it varied an
positivisti ohhadasrwawelibtas and ieatale 2005y partly ed ( Cot
because it is also multi  -disciplinary (Siraj -Blatchford, 1994; TLRP, 2010). Its

variability is its strength, since it enables us to gain deeper and broader

understandings of its many users and contexts. Yet its variability is also its

weakness, since it often gives an impression to
(Oancea and Pring, 2008) that it is not fit for purpose. Notwithstanding this, English

educational research is well  -respected internati  onally (OECD, 2002). Post -

Hargreaves (1996), a new will to engage users in more equal ways in educational

research processes has emerged (Edwards etal.,, 2007; TLRP, 2010). The next two
chapters explore the I|literature on ayewalwingg chi | dr
model.
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Chapter 7:

Literature Review 2-Adul tsd Spaces for Children
7.1 Introduction
Chapter 7 discusses literature focused on spaces constructed by adults for children,
predominantly in relation to England as this is where the present study 60s empirica
data were constructed. Three themes emerging strongly from the literature are
addressed: adult paradigms which view children, adults who populate and shape
childrenés |ives and places created by adults f
thet hemes reveals perspectives of cultural histo
created for children. Discussion points are sometimes addressed recursively in this

review, as themes interweave.

7.2 Adult Paradigms focused on Children

As discussed, the complexity of educational research is partly due to the range of

disciplines which inform it. The adults operating wi thin these paradigms note
childrenés behaviours, tending toodtioewechihlednr é
and articul at ¢ldahbnyanma,du2x0s8: 285). This may pres
incapacity and need for representation (Cannella, 2002), excluding children from

their own social action. Challenging this presumption is at the heart of this study so

examining adultsd s p astuetediswnpatane Disciplines fecusing n

on children are many and varied (Siraj -Blatchford, 1994) and their interactions

complex and dynamic (Lewin, 1951; Bronfenbrenner, 1979). However, the study is

confined within the field of ECEC research nested in educational research so the

most prominent disciplines in that field are briefly considered in this section.

7.2.1 Adult Historiansdé Views of Children

Only since the 1960s has the study of children and childhood in western cultures

become a recognised academic discipline (Aries, 1962; Cunningham, 2005;

DeMause, 1976; Hendrick, 2008). Although the ancient Greeks recognised

chil dneeadsGass separate from adulArssdloeR)Esiablstes 1997)
that western children were not distinguished from adults for centuries . This began

to change in the C16th; gradually, most western children became separated from

adults by their 6deficitsd in literacy, educat.i
Jenks 2005; Postman, 1994, Renold 2002; Meikle, 2007 ),cumi nati ng i n a O6hi
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watermark of childhoodd between 1850 and 1950 (
centuries, English children have tended to be subjugated and controlled; this

perpetuates today in educational contexts in England and some other countries as

children are prepared for the future workforce (Hall and Ozerk, 2008; Murray,

2010; Becker, 1993; DfE, 2010b). Equally, in some western cultures, pre -

pubescent children present increasingly with precocious sexual awareness,

underpinned by commercialism (Postma n 1994). T he time and space for children to

be separate from adults may be disappearing (Postman, 1994; Palmer, 2006): a

return to the pre  -Enlightenment position.

7.2.2 Adult Philosophersé6 Views of Children

This study is concerned with epistemology and et hics: branches of philosophy
concerning 6knowledge and justificationdéd and pr
1998:10; Singer ,1994:2 ; Robinson and Groves, 2007). Socrates believed that

active | earning which ¢ brmaostéefiective (Coopwernléo&)rThis i s t he
view was also expressed by Rousseau (1762), Pestalozzi (1801) and Froebel (1826)

in respect of ECEC during the Enlightenme nt, a period of debate and critique about

ideas (Porter, 2001; Gay, 1969): OMan's ommer gen
understanding without guidan ce from anotheroCdkKaatselly840)ock
view of the child as 6tabula rasad (1692) |l ocat
adults to transmit knowledge. Kant (1788) assumed an interactionist stance,

believing t hat human understanding emerges from human experience combined

with human biology. Kantds perspective has rece
interest in contemporary ECEC (Sylva et al ., 2004). Yet the determinism debate

continues in England with an increasin g focus on 6schoolificati ont
resonant of Locke (1692) (Kaga etal. , 2010; DfE, 2010b; 2012a).

7.2.3 Adult psychologistsdé and neuroscientists®o
Psychologists have also reiterated the determinism debate: behaviourists pro pose

that all human behaviour is driven by environment ( i.a. Watson, 1928; 1930);

Pavlov, 1927; Skinner, 1957; 1963; 1968), nativists posit biological determinism

(i.a. Gesell, 1925; 1928; Gesell and Thompson, 1929; Chomsky, 1957; 1959;

1968), while intera  ctionists perceive that internal and external factors integrate to
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affect human development and learning ( i.a. Freud, 1917 -19; Erikson,1963; Piaget,
1929; 1936; 1969 Vygotsky, 1962; 1978; Sylva et al. , 2004).

Early psychologists developed their ideas in practice then reported their findings

(Freud, 18964, b, c); this practice has transferred to contemporary ECEC practice

as child observation (Forman and Hall, 2005), in part attributable to key figures

who have worked across both ECEC and medicine discipli nes (Montessori, 1916;

Isaacs, 1930). Child psychologists have increasingly focused on empirical work, but

devel opments in ethics have affected their prac
experiments with a toddler (1920) would be unacceptable now and while P i aget os
work is often revered (  Papert, 1999), his early experiments with his own children

(i.a. 1936) were open to criticism (Donaldson, 1978). More recent work undertaken

by psychologists Johnston and Watson (2004) has informed early reading policy in

England (Rose, 2006), yet might be considered ethically dubious as they used a

control group. Skinner (1953) addressed ethical considerations by using animals in

his experiments but claims of transferability to human contexts are debatable and

pose ethical questio ns regarding animal rights. Most recently, the development of

neuroscientific instruments capable of revealing aspects of the human mind

relatively harmlessly have proved useful for child psychologists (Blakemore and

Frith, 2005; Winter, 2010). This has already led to important intelligence indicating

infants6é significant capabilities (Shore, 1997;
and Phillips, 2000; Meltzoff, 2005; Goswami and Bryant, 2007; Gopnik, 2009).

Moreover, empirical evidence pr ovided by neuroscience has proved convincing for

policymakers (Gammage, 2006).

7.2.4 Adult Policymakers6é6 and Economistsd Views
Becker (1964) demonstrated to policyma kers the value of investing in human

capital , particularly through education. Sen (1985) and Nussbaum (2000) have

since developed an alternative rationale for investing in people - the Capabilities

Approach ( CA) : a fl exible economic model which advo
doing activities that people value and have reason to va l ued with the aim
securing universal empowerment (Alkire and Deneulin, 2009: 32) . Through the

work of Anand et al . (2005) and the Human Development Index (HDI) (United

Nations Development Programme, 2010) the Capability Approach is impacting on
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policy i nternationally (United Nations (UN), 2000 -2015; United Nations Educational,
Scientific and Cultural Organisation (UNESCO), 1995 -2015). Yet the HDI has been
criticised (Anand and Sen, 1994; Harkness, 2004; Noorbakhsh, 1998; Panigrahi

and Sashi, 2002) and in  ternational monitoring literature suggests that many

countries are not adequately addressing the development of human capital in

young children (OECD, 2001; 2006a, UNICEF IRC, 2007; UNICEF, 2010; UNESCO,
2010). Disproportionate numbers of children live in various states of poverty,
including |l ack of access to recreation or |l earn

(UNICEF IRC, 2008 ; Palmer, 2012). N  otwithstanding successful attempts in the

early C21st to address issues of child poverty (Glass, 1999; Her Ma jestyds Treas
(HMT), 2007), England only achieves moderately well against international

measures (OECD, 2003; 2006b) and since 2010, progress has declined (UNICEF

l nnocenti i Research Centr e, 2012) . Further mor e,
spaces h as diminished (Valentine and McKendrick, 1997; Tucker and Matthews,

2001 ; Sel f, 2010 ; Powel | , 20009 ; Layard and Dunn
and early learning have become colonised by policymakers who view the lifespan

between 0 -19vyearsasprep ar ati on for tomorrowbs economic i
2008). This centralised construction of English
human rights (OHCHR, 1989 ; Sen, 2005).

7.2.5 Adult Sociologistsdéd Views of Children

While Ariés (1962) is general ly att ributed with identifying childhood as socially
constructed, Coroxard ®@g yoé md w c hhildhdod am étructurak ws 6 c
formé (2005:3): the child is cast as a O6structu

consuming O6cul preparedfortbemp i by adults (Bourdieu and Passeron,

1977). This hierarchical model resonates with social theories from Parsons (1951:

205) and Durkheim (1893) which locate acquired, shared beliefs and practices as

crucial underpinning for the successful operation of societ ies. Others argue that

humans are biologically disposed to share certain basic ways of thinking (Tylor,

1871; Levi -Strauss, 1962). These views indicate  different childhood s for different

children (Frones, 1993; Dahlberg et al ., 1999; Murray, 2009) or even little or no

time that might be termed 6childhood6é (Post man,
Qvortrup (1994) articulates that children should be able to enjoy their transient

experiences as children, rather than exclusively spending time preparing for
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adul thood: O6Chi | deirgs, nat roely "Hunana becomings "' (pp. 18).
Qvortupbés position frames Corsarobs recognition
creative soci al 3)agwew tsizaid by atleOndw  sociologists ( i.a.

Dahlberg and Lenz Taguchi, 1994; James etal., 1998), who posit that societies
dichotomise their views of the child as &éDionys
Valentine, 1996a; Jenks, 2005); English education policy for children from four

years has tended to adopt the Dionysian view, recently locating the child as

deficient within a framework of 0p-83 Georgeramdt i vi ty

Clay, 2008; West, 2010). For the short -term at | east, this contest
views ofthechidasa parti cipatory O6social actord (Hardm
James and James, 2008 ; Alderson,1 9 9 5 ; 2001; Hi | |, 2008).0Mew OO6 Kan
sociological perspectives (James and Prout, 1997; Dahlberg et al. , 1999; Cannella,

2002 ; MacNaughton, 2005) resonate wi th postmodernist or poststructuralist

ideologies (Foucault, 1972; Freire, 1970; Lyotard, 1984), presenting and debating
uncertainties as a positive way to develop our understanding of the evolving nature

of 6chil dhoodso.

7.3 Adults who populate and shape childrenés I|ives
Discussion in this section is loosely framed around an ecological system model
(Bronfenbrenner, 1979), widely used in the ECEC field ( i.a. Fumoto etal., 2004;
Swick and Williams, 2006). Three groups eades adul
are addressed briefly:
1 Policymakers;
1 Professionals in ECEC contexts;
1 Parents, primary carers and adult family members.
Inevitably, this list is not exhaustive; it represents three groups of adults with
potential to affect the lives of young children aged 0 -8 years at macro -, meso - and

micro -levels (Bronfenbrenner, 1979).

7.3.1 Adult Policymakers

Arguably more than ever b efore, international policy has the potential to impact on
young chil drMatodk Milanovié snd (Jankovi | , 2 Otlerdugh
infrastructure, transport, communication links, technology and international

projects (UN, 2010) as well as monitoring national governments ( OHCHR, 1989 ;
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CEC, 2006 ; L6Europe de LO6ENnfance, 2010 ; OHCHR,
on English p olicymakers has had little effect: regulation of provision for children

aged0-5 years pushes practitioners into O0delivery
6rrelevant and pernicious paradigm of school ef

policymakersodatviewuntf sdwhFi el Hdpkingetal.2 QDI : 134 ;

Murray, 2010). Equally, policymakers may al so i
children in England are far less likely to have freedom, time and opportunity to play

unsupervised then previous generations ( Smith and Barker, 2000) and they are

the objects of policymakersdé surveillance durin

and Thomsen, 2004; Parton, 2008; James, 2009; Murray, 2009). These policies

may sideline the authentic needs of children (Boyle, 20 01) and may explain why
well-bei ng among En géndsmpatticusarlygdoi (Grden etal., 2005;
UNICEF IRC, 2007; Layard and Dunn, 2009).

7.3.2 Adult Professionals in ECEC contexts
Most children Iiving in England cemi®s into cont a
professionals though the nature of this contact is variable (Waller, 2009); for

example, some children may meet more social care professionals than others

(Parton, 2005). A minority of children encounte
professionals becaus etheyarehome -school ed ( Mei ghan, 1981) or
educationd (Ofsted, 2010). This section focuses
contexts, particularly teaching assistants, ear

professionals, as these are m  ost likely to be the professionals young children see

most frequently and they are among the groups who contributed to the empirical

data construction in the present study. These professionals occupy a wide range
(Moss, 2000; McGillivray, 2007; DfE, 2010a) with varied qualifications (Nutbrown,
2012) .

7.3.2i Adult Teaching Assistants

Because of New Labour policy (DfEE, 1998; Her M
chil drenés workforce developed exponentially in
England. Policy de volved administrative tasks from teachers to teaching assistants

(DIES, 2002) and between 2002 and 2009 the numbers of state -funded teaching

assistants (TAs) doubled. The role became professionalised (Edmonds, 2003); a
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range of qualifications and a new sta tus (Higher Level Teaching Assistant) were
introduced for these workers (Rose, 2005). The aim of introducing more para -
professionals was to improve standards but the evidence for this r emains
inconclusive (Cremin  etal.,, 2003; Blatchford etal.,, 2009; Brow n and Harris, 2010).

7.3.2ii Adult Early Yearsd6 Teachers
Conversely, there seems to be clearer evidence
development can be positively affected by high quality teachers (Sylva etal ., 2004,

Fleer, 2008; Barber and Mourshed, 2007). Pollard (1985) found that primary

teachers value childrends work in terms of effo
value childrends social behaviours in terms of
autho rity. The nature and supply of teaching is impacted on by policymakers (DfE,

2010) but in England there is little policy distinction between teachers working with

children of different ages. However, for early
pedagogic practi ce is characterised by caring and education, principles, knowledge

of individual children, child development, teaching skills, curriculum and

safeguarding, assessment practices, reflection, reciprocity, partnerships and

teamwork (Siraj -Blatchford etal ., 2 002, Moyles etal ., 2002; Primary National

Strategy 2005; MacNaughton and Williams, 2008). Yet since the Education Reform

Act (HMG, 1988), a managerialist approach to teaching has been imposed, jarring

with key educationalists and ECEC authors who espouse values as drivers for

education ( i.a. Dewey, 1910; Krishnamurti, 1953/1981; Steiner, 1919/1997;

Schiller, 19 79; Pring, 2000; Noddings, 2005 ; Montessori, 1916; Isaacs, 1929;

Bruce, 2005).

7.3.2iii Adult Early Yearsd Professional s
Conversely, values of em  pathy and commitment underpin the Early Years

Professional (EYP) role (Colloby, 2008). Persuaded by research of the benefits to

young childrenés | earning and the economy of at
an early year s 0 etale 20d04; n$chweishart \etaal.,, 2005) , the English

government passed the Childcare Act 2006 (HMG, 2006) , establishing a

commitment to professionalise the ECEC workforce, including a new type of

graduate early yearsd worker: the Early Yearsbd

However, pay and conditions for EYPs are not addressed at national level as are
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teacher sé6 ( Owen an dNutbBrawn, 2@1l8), , cauifgTecruitment and

retention issues and undermining the status of ECEC in England.

7.3.3 Parents, primary carers and adult family members

Parentsareseenas 4G . .t he most i mportant people in thei
(1994) : 6. ..childrendéds first and most importan
Moreover, Peters etal., ( 2008) suggest that: OPdernents play
influencing the aspirations and achievem ents of their childrend (p
view shared by Galinsky (2010), who postulat es a view of children as deficient , SO

requiring parents to 6 pr omote essential :160if foe usdelfadofdreld i n t |

perspective taking, communicating, making connections, critical thinking, taking on
challengesandself -di rect ed, engagpp.ds-1l)e ahismsdctiorgadnsifers
some of the actions parents take for their children, how policy has affecte d
parenting, and challenges and alternatives in parenting. Unless otherwise stated,

6parenté and 6éprimary carerd® are used interchan

7.3.3i What do Parents do for Children?

Ginsberg (2007) posits that parents provide social role modelling, while Lamb and

Lewis (2005) claim that parent: child relations
development and interactions. This view is triangulated by psychoanalysts and

attachmen t theorists (Freud, 1933; Axline, 1964 ; Bowlby, 1988 ; Ainsworth et al.,

1978; Winnicott, 1953),though Er i ckson (2005) suggests that
support in the home is more likely to come from mothers than fathers.

Nevertheless, Hancock and Gillen (2007) note that some children do not receive

emotional support from either parent; this may result in developmental and

psychological difficulties.

7.3.3ii Policy, Parenting and Partnership

In the latter half of the C20th, family stru ctures changed in England: fewer children

now grow up within a nuclear family, while women are having fewer children and

are working more (Banton, 2004; National Family and Parenting Institute (NFPI),

2009). Equally, during the first decade of the C21st, p olicy has focused on diverse
parenting issues with significant emphasis on p

(James, 2009), congruent with research suggesting that active parental interest
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i mpacts positively on childrenoés sd®®9;cbDesfeeges ( Fei n
and Abouchaar, 2003; Harris and Goodall, 2007; Peters etal ., 2008; Melhuish et

al., 2008). Whilst children from lower socio -economic status (SES) homes often

remain disadvantaged, government policy seems fixed on a notion of middle -class

parenting for all (Lareau, 2000; Weininger and Lareau, 2009): homogenous habitus

(Bourdieu and Passeron, 1977).

The idea of engaging parents in their childrenbt
1801; Froebel, 1891; Hadow, 1931; 1933; CACE, 1967). More over, in

contemporary USA, the  National Education Goals Panel (2000) has encouraged

parent partnership and Skolverket - the Swedish National Agency for Education T
advocates O0cl ose awrod ecroantfiiode mtiitahl tchoe homedé (20!
Alexander found flourishing parent partnership in India and Russia, though little in

France (2001). Yetthe  recent expanse of parenting policy emerging from English

government (National Family and Parenting Institute (NFPI) , 2010), may be

perceived as intrusion into private family spaces: in countries with fewer parenting

policies, parents may feel greater autonomy and confidence to support their

children naturally within their daily lives (Rogoff, 2003; Paradise and Rogoff, 2009).

Furthermore, English popular media has exploited parentsd vulne
years (Channel 4, 2010; BBC, 2005).

Terminology relating to the parent: school interface can reveal power relationships.
Miller (1997) describes OParticipation, Parent
Involvemen t Partnershipbé (p.147) whilst Wolfendal e

spanning foaoamadNDIto OPar tetrale (1999)isymdest that o we

6involvementd might include mundane activities
administration, though Cannella (2002) wa byrcanstructing the language of
Aiparent involvemento educators place themselves

beings and their parents as those who possess the accepted knowledge that must
be Areveal ed 20324070t her s 6

Equality and r espect are regarded as characteristics for successful parent
partnership (Pen Green Team, 2000; Dahlberg et al ., 1999; New Zealand Ministry
for Educatio n, 1996) though Laloumi  -Vidali (1997) suggests that educational
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professionals often find this challenging. Moyles and Hargreaves (1998) posit that
practitioners may benefit from |l earning of Ot he
intuitive teaching which takes place outside sc
Early C hildhood Education Forum (ECEF, 1998). Moreover, Athey (1990) identifies

that it is beneficial for oO6parent s, grandparent
order to increase quality of mind for young <chi
7.3.3iii Some Challenges and Alt ernatives in Parenting

Grandparents may also have a role in supporting
devel opment in respect of childrends understand
(Gregory, 2005), childrenbds early literacy (Fei

un derstanding of early science (Ruby etal., 2007) . Equally, up to 2/3 of lone parent
families in England are reliant on grandparents Ocare (Griggs, 2010), largely for
economic reasons, though Wang and Marcotte (2007) suggest that this is not

confined to Eng land. Economic hardship is a reality for many families living in

England today where households with children are more likely to be low -income :
around 31% in England in 2010 (Palmer, 2010). Despite substantial policy designed

to address child poverty, outc omes remain unfavourable for children and an
intergenerational link proves difficult to break (Feinstein etal., 2008; Millburn,
2009; Wagmiller and Adelman, 2009 ). This seems to establish itself early in life:
Feinstein etal . (2008 ) posit determiners for intergenerational links (Appendix 129).
However, one group of children does not have parents caring for them: looked after

children (LAC). For these children, outcomes are among the worst (Gaskell, 2010).

7.4 Spaces Created by Adults for Children

7.4.1 Introduction

In a social context which excludes children from agency (Qvortrup, 1997; Cannella,

2002; Mayall, 2006) and physical spac es (Valentine, 1996b; Matthews etal., 2000;

Thomson, 2005; Wake, 2008), this section discusses some spaces which adults

create for children ( Rlaltshauesasracialrole2 0 i grovidingd A
suitable environments and exp draicd Santedrssgtal.(ng chi | d
2007:xv) sospaces they create may affect young chil
research. T his section considers three spaces where English children may spend

time:
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1 Home
1 ECEC settings
1 Recreational spaces away from home or ECEC settings
Kernan (2010) notes that children in England are increasingly limited to the

0i sl andsdé of t atings ;whilemkeseret (2011) designates spaces

created for children as 6domesticated?©d, 6Oinstit
7.4.2 Home
Pellegrini (2004) notes that &6...we stil!]l know

school sett iThigsecton drgws Bgether some of the knowledge,
considering the nature of O6homed, O6ébeing at hon

home and school.

7.4.2i The Nature of Home

Di scourse surrounding 6t he wisdplnary anddyfamib omedé i s
(Mallett, 2004: 62). Home is a Ohaven6 (Harden,
of comfort, security and safety (Dovey, 1985), a private place (Saunders and

Williams, 19888ntame dfhef &mi ly | ifed (Moore, 200
home is the site  for hostility (Judge  etal., 2006), poor educational aspirations for

children of low socio -economic status (SES) (Strand and Wilson, 2008), poverty

(Bradley etal.,, 2001), familial dysfunction (Harvey and Mukhopadhyay, 2006;

Clark etal., 2000) and violenc e (Meltzer etal., 2009).

The significant changes that have occurred in home spaces in the past generation

have resulted in more O6blendeddé family househol
single parenting and smaller households and for younger children, m ore time with

grandparents (Office for National Statistics (ONS), 2009; Griggs, 2010). However,

the affective nature of home in young childrenbo
et al. , 1978; Cresswell, 2004; Sylva etal ., 2004; Ebling etal., 2009): human

functioning relies on belongness and love needs as a foundation for personal

growth and fulfilment (Maslow, 1943) . Sense of place and emotional attachment

are linked in the home ( Lewin, 1935; Agnew, 1987; Laing, 1969; Miczo, 2008) and

although emotional at t ac h me nt tramszgnd tihe.material characteristics of

domestic spacebdé6 (Moore, 2000: 207), humans i mbu
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meaning and symbolism derived from experiences ( Csikszentmihalyi and Rochberg -

Halton, 1981; Winnicott, 1953). Equally, chan ges in family structures or house

moves disturb childrends e mlanteta n2010) swheeasai t y ( We
stable home provides  'confidence or trust that the natural and social worlds are as

t hey appeaGidderns, 1846375 Miczo,2008 ): 6 othol ogi cal securit
(Saunders, 1989: 186).

7.4.2ii Being at Home
Every home is a unique cultural construction (Bourdieu and Passeron, 1977): an

intimate environment (Yee and Andrews, 2006). Literature provides limited

perspectives on home experiences and there is consensus regarding home as a
60éfoundtad itowmi | d i ndividual and group ideninity a
etal., 2010:132; Marris, 1991; Altman and Low, 1992; Busch, 1999). This section

considers primary car er s oOnfarchidesatlomed t heir provi

While 6home i s seen as the appropriate place for c

2000: 47; James  etal.,, 1998),t here are inconsistencies in the literature regarding

homes that adults create for children. Although parental employme nt may provide

some stability for children (Taylor and MacDona
education outside the home for pre -schoolers has meant that home is not always

the childés placed (Holl oway and Valentine, 200
advocates integration of care with education in ECEC set tings (OECD, 2001; 2006a;

Kaga etal., 2010): experiences that primary carers provided at home in previous
generations (Harevenanti9o@d8me &ac€Cki edséehy | inkedEé
trustand affecton -on the condition that there is at | e
(Forsberg and Strandell,  2007: 393; Bowlby, 1988), yet parental child care at home

is regarded as either Opriceless or worthlesso
and SES seem to impact on the time parents spend with children (Sandberg and

Hofferth, 2001; Craig , 2006; Wilmott and Nelson, 2003; Sullivan, 2010); equally,

gendered division of parental domestic labour remains a contested area (NFPI,

2005; Beagan etal. , 2008; Ristovsk i-Slijepcevic etal., 2008; Sullivan, 2010).

Parental attitudes, dispositions and material goods they provide in the home seem

to affect childrends gl obal development (Brooke
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Hofferth and Sandberg, 2001; Goode etal.,, 2008; DeVault, 1991) and p arental

weal th and c¢hi lakstomly sorrdtated(Rdsh etal., 2005; Field, 2010).

Equally Engl i sh childrenés activity within their o0h
characterised in traditional educational terms (T izard and Hughes, 1984; Wells,

1986; Sylva etal ., 2010). Conversely, Tizard and Hughes (1984) also found that,

similarly to South American childre n (Paradise and Rogoff, 2009), English children

learn much informally in daily activity with their parents. C hildrends | anguag
literacy learning at and around home seems particularly dependent on SES (Tizard

and Hughes, 1984; Wells, 1986; Neuman and Celano, 2001; Hart and Risley,

1995), though Sylva etal. (2010) emphasise that parmentsd a
i mpacts on early |l anguage and |iteracy |l earning
and literacy experiences at home and school are discussed further below. Two

themes emerging strongly from the studies are d
tolanguage dur i ng everyday activities and play as a

development and learning.

Ginsberg (2007) art ibaullatsesactthate,plhaywld hy bodi e
healthy brain devel opment 6 fanplialtettonships.Pd asehts engt h
play ing with their young children can support development of pro - social behaviour

(Lindsey etal.,, 2010; Landy and Menna, 2001; Lindsey and Mize, 2001). Yet, whilst

many parents know their childrends play interes
ide ntifies a recent decrease in parent -child play. For middle  -class families, one

cause may be increased formal extra  -curricular activities (Vincent and Ball, 2007);

whil st these may enhance chil dr en ®eBows etali al enga

2009), they may also inhibit childrenés gl obal

Parents often construct childrenb6és experiences
physical spaces( Cr esswel |, 2004), characterised by 6.
sl eepi ngtbtemmorcamy childrends bedrooms (Busch, 1
respect of technology (NFPI, 2005; VanZutphen et al ., 2007). Children in higher

SES homes and urban locations tend to access computers at home more than other
children (Holloway and Valenti ne, 2000a; Siraj -Blatchford and Siraj -Blatchford,
2006), though Marsh (2010) perceives an increasing trend for younger children

accessing o6onlined t elcnhneonlgolgaineds aantd htohnmee .US, chi
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to physical spaces is affected by parental c oncern for chi (Pdiorend6s saf
2005; Clements, 2004) : far fewer parents allow their children to play without close

supervision than a generation ago (Ginsburg, 2007; Valentine and McKendrick,

1997) . | n E nogelthamode, thireof childnen n ever play NFRE si ded
2005: 3) and consequently miss important developmental experiences ( Hutt etal.,

1989; Meadows, 2006; Fry 1987; Hancock and Gillen, 2007). However, parents in

other countries continue to make provision for their children to engage in risky

outdoor play (Ziviani etal., 2008; Little, 2010). Notwithstanding many English

parentsod6 focus on childrendés safety, some <chil d
parents (Harden, 2000): up to 500,000 children experience physical abuse at home

annual ly (Womendés Aid, 2009).

7.4.2iii Home - School

This section develops the theme of home -school links further. Here, as mentioned,
childrenb6s | anguage and | i ttkenaoow nagr e hbrlide felnyd sr e
mathematical engagements at home are considered. As indicated, these are

strongly emphasised by English policymakersd fo

from a young age in a context of economic pressure and international comparison
(Alexander, 2010:87; Mayall, 2000; Matthes, 2007; DfE, 201 0; 2012; OECD, 2000;
2006b; 2010) . This section also considers ways that adults support

transitions between home and ECEC settings.

Several studies have addressed parent s6é provision for childrert
literacy experiences at home, (Tizard and Hughes, 1984; Wells, 1986; Hart and

Risley, 1995; Neuman and Celano, 2001); further related literature is discussed

here. The Bullock Report (1975) has strongly influe nced English children
experiences (Cox, 1989; DES, 1989). Bullock (19
(1971) to advocate that childrends home | angua

similarly to Bercow  (2008) thirty -seven years later, Bullock (1975 ) noted the

l imited nature of many childrenés home | anguage
that educational settings explain to parents how they might support young

c hi | d taegonages This paternalistic view has been replicated, for example, by the

introduc t i on o f-schdolagneement s6 ( HSAs) ( HMG, 10a8,8; Col dv
2003). Marsh (2003) alludes to the prevailing hegemony of educational settings in
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engaging parents; she found that settings often sideline wor king class chil
home literacies in favo  ur of middle -class perceptions of literacy. The phrase

Oparent al i n vvadespread éheéeter andsConnor, 2009; Whalley, 2001,
Desforges and Abouchaar, 2003) but it detracts
Ded At h, 1989) because itwassumesytbaet pavehwved?d
childrenb6s | earning on edueAbreu and @lihe (Z)@)arguengs 6 t e

that -4aywé directives from school to home disadyv
cultural expectations at home do not match those at school. Furthermore, such

hegemony militates against O0étrue dialogue6, <ch
respect, trustandcari ngo6 ( Tueta.p 2d00:644). However, in Engl and

wayd approach has recently gained furtherd momen

Department of Health, 2011).

Notwithstanding this point, when parents from all SES categories read with their
children, socio -economic diffe rences seem to diminish (Sylva etal.,, 2003;
Vandermaas -Peeler etal.,, 2009 ; Hannon and Nutbrown, 1997; Evangelou etal.,

2005). However, work commitments, tiredness and parental illiteracy present

barriers for parents sharing books with children ( Jama and Dugdale, 2010; National
Literacy Trust, 2011); indeed, a downward trend in literacy has emerged in the

United Kingdom in international comparisons ( OECD, 2010; 2006c; 2000).

Equally, the United Kingdombs position in mathe
comparison with other countries (OECD, 2010; 2006a; 2000). Children with

Chinese heritage seemto do pa  rticularly well in ma  thematics; their parents tend to

value mathematics and encourage their children to aspire to mathemati cal

excellence (Zhao and Singh, 2011), whereas Caucasian parents tend to place

greater emphasis on ot her abvegsdSkwaschul 2009.hei r chil
Parental income also seems to affect mathematical achievement ( Hirata et al.,

2006; Vandermaas -Peeler etal., 2009).

Whilst English government emphasises literacy and mathematics (DfE, 2010) :
Brooker etal. (2010) found thatteac  hers and headteachers believe this focus
detracts from young childrenés socThesd and emot.

perspectives reflect ongoing tension between education and care that may affect
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young chil dr ece$atrapsiign @aints éKaga etal., 2010). OECD ( 2006b )

suggests that:  d-acilitating t r ansi ti ons for children is a pol
noting that many children do not experience the
mi ni mising 6regression and failured (OECD, 2001
challenges seem particularly promine nt between ECEC and primary education (Kaga

etal ., 2010 ; Dahlberg and Lenz Taguchi, 1994). English policy has maintained

disparity between these phases (DfEE and QCA, 2000; DCSF, 2008; DfEE and QCA,

1999), but this has diminished somewhat in English ECEC with its recent emphasis

on 6school r eadi n esesuring abdfcéntenti@ud theng across

international literature (Dockett and Perry, 2002; Brooker, 2008; Kaga etal ., 2010;

Action Team on School Readines s, 1992; DfE, 2010c; High, 2008; Bertram etal.,

2009).

Transition is aligned with change (Fabian 2007; Lam and Pollard, 2006); Brooker

(2008) observes that transitions in young child
increasingly globalised context and posits that
frightening for young children (2008:3). Equally, Tizard and Hughes note that:

6éschool and home make very different demands o
(1991) distinguishes betwedenrym(ymg echiilcdarl édn 6 st rl
such as starting  school (Nelson, 2004; Brooker, 2002) and shorter -term

[ 6hori zontal 6] transitions which might occur se

mealtimes or bedtime. Transition irathemthadanl vy vi ew
event 6 ( ®twah d2005sv)andth ere i s consensus to support
(2001; 2006a) that successful management of you

adults is important for lifelong outcomes (Nelson, 2004; Ghaye and Pascal, 1989;

Pollard and Filer, 1996; Yeboah, 2002; Whalley, 2001). To this end, the literature is
replete with suggestions for how this might be achieved (Murray, 2004; Bullock,

1975; Wheeler and Connor, 2009; Willey 2000; Atkinson, 1988; Cleave and Brown,

1990; Dowling; 1995; Laverick, 2008; Whalley, 2001).

7.4.3 ECEC Settings
This section considers ECEC settings for children aged 0 -8 years. Although children
in England enter formal education in the term after their fifth birthday - in practice

often earlier ( Cleave and Brown, 1990) i the O -8 years age range aligns wit  h the
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international def i nit i oUnmitedNations@€Cenanittéeyonthehi | dhood
Rights of th e Child, 2005:2). OECD (2006 a) c o nrheprovision df dquality : 6
early childhood education and care (ECEC) has remained firmly on government

agendasin r ecent (p.&2; asanentioned, a key factor in this is perceived

economic return (Becker, 1964; Heckman et al. , 2010; Walker, 2011). In England,

despite policy shifts to raise childcare quality (HMG, 2004; HMG, 2006), there is

much still to do to mak e this both affordable and consistently high quality (Price

Waterhouse Cooper, 2011; Truss, 2012). Equally, English primary education policy

has become more focused on managerialism at the expense of care and a

meaningful experience for every child (Forres ter, 2005; Murray, 2010). Discussion

now turns to focus on the nature of provision, curriculum and pedagogy and

accountability.

7.4.3i The Nature of Provision

In 1998, the Early Childhood Education Forum identified twenty different types of

settings comm on in England, reflecting the lack of commitment by successive

English governments to universal ECEC provision (Pugh, 2001), in common with

many countries (UNICEF and Bernard van Leer Foundation, 2006). However, as

di scussed, New Labour é&s SNanitegy!l (ORIEIEdcrdis2@98) be
the physical, social, emotional and intellectual status of young children through

i mproved services6, predominantly through O6Sure
2004, all 3 and 4 year  -olds became entitled to 12.5 hou rs free childcare a week,

rising to 15 hours, wit  h 95% uptake (DfE, 2010d) , and disadvantaged two  -year -

olds included from 2013 (DfE, 2012b). SureStart was loosely modeled on the US
HeadStart programme, though it was a generously funded universal service wh ich
l ed to 3,500 childrenbés centres opening across

differentiated provision for children and their families, according to local need, with
some attached to schools (Rudge, 2010). 't coul
policybrought further diversity in ECEC, since chil
provision. However, many childrends centres hou
such as sessional and full day care and myriad services for families and parents
(National Audit Of fi ce, 2006 Rudge, 2010). I n this way

a new coherence to provision for young children in England (Whalley, 2006); eight
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types of provision were identified by the DfE in 2010 (Appendix 132), though since
2010, budget cuts have depleted services (Williams, 2012).

The variety of ECEC settings in England has also resulted in diversity in the physical

environments experienced by young children; the physical environment is often

overlooked in considering the quality of young child renbs experiences 1in
settings (Penn 1997, Bilton, 2010). Yet the physical environment is recognised as
significant for young chil dr en 6 schedandehckep ment ( F
1996; Gandini, 1998 ; Nicholson 2005): Clark (2010) notes that the lives of young
children 6éare deeply involved in the physical
while artefacts that young children may encounter are also regarded as potentially

valuable for their learning and development (Hart, 1997; New, 1998). To t his end,

Ball and Niven (2005) suggest that the devel opn
England has generally improved the physical environments where many young

children regularly spend time. Equally, during the time that New Labour were in

power in England (1997 -2010), a large -scale building programme was launched to

rebuild or renew 45% of Englandés primary schoo
that thousands of children aged 4 -11 years could experience buildings better suited
to their learning needs (Peck, 2007). H owever, this project ended abruptly under

the coalition government in 2010 (Harrison, 2010).

OQut door experiences have |l ong been advocated as
development and learning (Froebel, 1826; McMillan, 1919) but only became

statutory for children five and younger from 2000 (DfEE and QCA, 2000). Recently,

there has recently been a significant increase in literature focusing on outdoor

experiences for children aged up to eight years in their settings, ( i.a. Ouvry, 2003;

Dyment and Bell, 2007; Waller, 2007; Bilton, 2008); this has run

contemporaneously with discourse noting the demise of free outdoor play for

children away from their settings ( i.a. Valentine and McKendrick, 1997; Tandy,

1999; Clements, 2004). However, children aged five y ears and older have fewer

opportunities for free time to play during the school day (Moyles, 2010a): Gleave

(2009) identifies t hainaybavehdeceehseddy as yntch as&Gperd é
centsincethe 1970s6 (p. 4). This deni @ty (@HCHR,#98% n t he.

as well as diminishing the potential for play t
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sophisticated i mpact on, the development of ind
(Bruce, 2010:288).

7.4.3ii Curriculum and Pedagogy

Arich seam of liter  ature focuses on curriculum and pedagogy that adults provide

for young children ( i.a. Moyles etal., 2011; Riley, 2007; Cable etal.,, 2010;

Pal ai ol ogou, 2010); given that the present stud
with children aged 4 -8 years in E ngland, discussion will focus predominantly on

Englanddés two statutory frameworks that cover t
Foundation Stage (EYFS) (DfE, 2012a) directs provision for children from birth until

6éthe end of the academiuwr ny efairvead (wh.i c) tanredy tth

Curriculum (DfEE and QCA 1999) follows from that point until age sixteen.

The EYFS incorporates s ome Fumdamedtal®nntipleRi (Bhllf r epor
1994551 -52) (Appendi x 13 0EghtKay &lem@is®DSuccessful Early

Years Policy (2001:126) (Appendix 131) but has regressed from the previous

frameworkés fully integrated model of educati on

6competent | earners from birt htdtedcting&Hlearnhg 08: 11)

to ensure childrenés 6school readinessé (DfE, 2
focuses strongly on its own outltcompesesthreeear |l y | e
elements - learning and development, assessment and safeguarding and wel fare -

and highlights communication and language, physical development and personal,

social and emotional devel opment as Oprime ar ea
EYFS (DfE, 2012a) maintains principles and emphasipsleashnéed, purposefu
(DfE, 2012a: 6; DCSF 2008:11).

In regard to play, England seems to focus more on controlling children than many

other countries. Whilst England aligns itself with other ECEC frameworks

internationally by featuring play, the English model puts comparatively str ong
emphasis on practitioners directing childrenods
requirement for practitioners to plan and provi
2012a: 6) jars with facilitating chownhaglayen t o 6p
(Schw einhart and Weikart, 1993), with children expressing their Oper s«

uni guenessod t hAusralianlGovprhment Department of Education,
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Employment and Workplace Relations for the Council of Australian Governments,

2009 ), giving children agency 6t o control and form goal sdé (Sart
Johansson, 2006:47)  or with children simply engaging spontaneously in their own

play (New Zealand Ministry of Education, 1996; Skolverket, 2006). Yet there is

evidence to suggest that once adults attempt to cont rol childrenbdés pl ay,
longer regard the experience as play and their participation reduces (Emils on and

Folkesson, 2006; Howard etal.,, 2006), so the English model may often deny

children their full rights to play and participation (OHCHR, 1989) . Equally, although

DfE (2012a) posits that characteristopbapyingoan
exploringéactive | earningécr eajpi6nrn7y italsockstattdsi nki ng

that these are to be taught, again advocating adult hegemony.

Play is not in evidence in the statutory National Curricul um (DfEE and QCA, 1999;
Santer etal.,, 2007).In 1988, Tizard etal. (1988) found that playtime and

l unchti me consumed 28% of English childrené

(@
(7]
n
(@)

playtimes for children in England were reduced (Blatchford and Baines, 2006).

Notwithstanding these points, Alexander (2010) notes that English primary

education has changed little since the nineteenth century. The original National

Curriculum (DES, 1989) was given legal force by the Education Reform Act (HMG,

1988) which defined separate Okey stagesd, the
aged 5 -7 years. The revised National Curriculum, current at the time of writing

(DfEE and QCA, 1999), has four purposes: 6To establish an entitlem
establish standards...to promote continuity and coherence... (and) to promote

public under st a+i3).iFor ghddre( yppo.age Eldven, DfEE and QCA

(1999) coverst en statutory subjects, religious education and non - statutory

Personal, Social and Health Education and Citizenship. Three subjects i English,
mathematics and science -ar e designated O6cored6 subjects; t
bet ween EYFS O6prciinieéc 6a nadr edasspeand t he National C

One subjects. English primary school pedagogical approaches have tended to cleave

to whole -class transmission teaching advocated by Alexander, Rose and Woodhead

in 1992. At Key Stage 1, the curriculum, rat her than the child, tends to become the
focus and children become aware of losing their locus of contr ol (Daniel and
Gustafsson, 2010 ; Sanders etal., 2005).
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However, two major primary curriculum reviews in England (Rose, 2009;

Alexander, 2010) catalysed the development of more interactive approaches and

broader curricular offers likely to ease the jarring transition between EYFS and KS1

(i.a. Haydon, 2008; Bowden, 2010). Yet both reviews were sidelined by the

coalition government in 2010 and at the time  of writing, the primary National

Curriculum is under review again, with an emphasis on 6a tighter, more ri
model of the knowledge which every child should expect to master in core subjects

at every k¢€fE, 2010la 0 6 This intent ion signposts @& standardised

i mage of childhoodd (Woodhead, 1999: 3) .

7.4.3iii  Accountability

There is recognition that variability of ECEC provision in England correlates with

variability of quality (Sylva etal., 2010). All provision in England for children and

young people aged 0 -19 that is in receipt of government funding is inspected. Prior

to the 1988 ERA, schools were inspected-by Her
school provision was inspected by social services. Since 1993, English schools have

been in spected by the Office for Standards in Education (Ofsted), extended to

nurseries in 1998; the Childcare Act 2006 (HMG, 2006) heralded integrated

inspection for 0 -19 provision but in 2012 inspections for schools were separated

from settings oarshBRegEaréyo6vYeOfsted, 2012). Ye
imperatives may not necessarily accord with 6sound educational (or e

pr act iMgbes 009: 45, Gammage, 2003).

Inasmuch as settings and schools are monitored they are also agents for the

mon itoring of children (Craig, 2004; DfE, 2010b). Adults gather data on children to

feed into databases for monitoring and comparison by those who then acquire

Opowlkemowl edgedé about groups of children and ind
Murray, 2010). Whils t t hi s O6panopticand practice (Bentha
similar models are practised elsewhere (Hatch and Grieshaber, 2002; Fenech and

Sumsion, 2007).

7.4.4 Recreational Spaces away from Home or ECEC Settings
Gleave (2009) identifies that adults i n Engl and are increasingly |

autonomy by structuring chil dr emnhhésectiorefacusesat i on t

80



on adultsdéd provision of activities for children

l'i mitations on chil drtkey dreneithar &t bome onat schoole n

7.4.4i Provision of activities for children away from home and school

Of sted (2008) found that over the course of one
away from school or home was spent at clubs or classes, at organi sed events, at

libraries, museums , cinemas or theatres, at their local parks or playgrounds,

visiting youth clubs or meeting friends. Yet 18% of children had no opportunity to

visit a park or playground in the previous month, even though they wanted to

(Gleave,2009). Gl eave (2009) notes that in recent yeart
time has become more strongly associated with |
(p.2) and Moyles (2010a) concurs, suggesting that less free play for young children

often equate s with poorer quality learning and development. P l ay i s saebkah as
children and young people do when they follow their own ideas and interests, in

their own way and for their own reasonsoé6 (Depar
(DCMS) 2006: 6; Mayall, 2005) so a decrease in childrenods
less play. Internationally, children seem to have fewer opportunities to play than

previous generations (Gammage, 2006): in the US, Justor, Ono and Stafford

(2003) found children aged 6 -8yearsspendi ng | onger in 6formal sch
(p.5) as well as decreasing time spent by children in active sport and outdoor

activities. In 2002, Justor et al . (2003) also found that children had nine hours less

free time per week than had been the case in 1981. | n England, one reason for play
decreasing may be increasing i nstiot-achoolactiviyl i sat i
(Gleave, 2009), partly due to an increases in maternal employment (Smith and

Barker, 2000).

Equally, since the 1980s, there have also be en significant increases
engagement with screen  -based technologies (World Health Organisation, 2000;

Justor etal. ,2003) ,although t he effects of this for young cf
development are contested (Sigman, 2005; Morris, 2010; Linebarger and

Piotrowski, 2009).  Even when western children are not in school or undertaking

directed activity at home, such as household ¢ hores or music practice (Klein etal.,

2009; Davidson etal.,, 1996), their time and play have increasingly become  more
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organised and structured for them now than was the case a generation ago

(Gleave, 2009). In a survey for NFPI, parents reported that they engaged with their

childrenin 6éday trips, playing at home and watching
(NFPI, 2005:9 ). However, in a study of nine -to-twelve -year -olds in the UK, Mayall

(2005) found that children perceive their lives outside school to be overfilled with

homework and household choirmed: wdot hmei whema Oheyg

fromthe tasksofch i | dhoodd6 (p. 84).

Mor eover, Mayall (2005) also found thattitrmedsan

highly as their right and that they counted Ore

musi c, being with friends and playi ngtddoas t he a
themselves in their own free time (p. 85). Mayall (2007) also notes that 645 per
cent of playing fields in England have disappea
and observes a decrease in children cycling, walking and playing cricket since the

1990s (p. 12). Veitch  etal. (2007) endorse this more generally: children today

have fewer opportunities for outdoor play than their parents did. Yet Santer et al.

(2007) found that even where there are spaces suitable for children to play

outdoors, they are not much frequented by children. Whilst Santer etal. (2007)
suggest that adults have attempted to address this issue, Wyver etal. (2010)
indicate that the situation m ay be due to increasing parental anxieties regarding
their chil dr endschiéder agedy . - 12EygarsanlAlsiralia found
playground equipment in their local parks to be boring, unvaried and lacking

challenge (Veitch etal., 2007). Whatever the re asons, in England, far fewer
children play without supervision now in their neighbourhoods than was the case a
generation ago (Valentine and McKendrick, 1997). Notwithstanding this, in their
study of ¢ hyihsixteenrcdustrieq Sirger etal. (200 9) found that
mot hers reported that children in 6developed co

United States, United Kingdom, France, Ireland, Portugal) played outside more and

watched television I ess than childrendan 6énewly
China, Brazil, Argentina, South Africa, Turkey)
(Thailand, Pakistan, Indonesia, Vietham, Morocco) ( p. 295).
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744ii Adul tsdé I imitations on childrenés autonomy
Whilst children may not be playing freely outdoors as much now as they did two

decades ago in England, Mayall (2007) notes that the significant disappearance of

outdoor play spaces has been balanced somewhat by an increase of 15% in leisure

centre provision in England ( Sport England, 2003) , suggesting that some

community space for childrenb6s physical exercis

though in leisure centres, children may be more closely monitored by adults.

There is some evidence to suggest that high levels of adul t-structured activity

during 6leisure timed may enhance childrenés ed
(Scherger and Savage, 2010). English parents seem to value adult -structured

activity for their children: in a large -scale international study conducted by th e

LEGO Learning Institute (2002), around half of the parents from the UK who were

asked articulated a preference for their children taking part in adult -planned

activities rather than autonomous free play. In recent years, public spaces such as

museums and art galleries have begun to develop more child -friendly activities

(Jackson and Leahy, 2005; MacRae, 2007). However, children themselves seem to

have high regard for opportunities to play unsuperv ised (Lester and Russell, 2008) :

often preferring to be awa  y from adults who may monitor them (Matthews et al.,

2000) . Equally, adult intrusion in childrendés own
children such as depression, stress and anxiety (Gleave, 2009). Of potentially

significant concer n i gthaGlculture pregailssnesont amifies nd i n

where adults control or punish children by allowing or withdrawing the right to

choose for themselves what to do in their own spare time (Christensen, 2002).

Furthermore, children are increasingly excluded from spaces which are also open to

adults (Matthews and Limb, 1999; Redmond, 2008a) and they are problematised

by some adults (Tucker and Matthews, 2001; Jenks, 2005; Wyness, 2000). In

England adults sometimes explicitly require children to leave public spaces, such as

shopping malls  and leisure centres (Matthews etal., 2000) and they sometimes

exclude children fr ons eoté tahsei dvee rbyy sapdaucletss f er ch
namely recreation grounds, playing fields and p
163) 1 as well as school (McDonald and Thomas, 2003).
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Ot her reasons for childrenés exclusion from pub

wishes to protect their safety as well as parental work commitments. Contemporary

children are |ikely &€onbdbéeGbbacvksea008hildriven
to activities and ECEC and school settings (Barker, 2003; Foten and Thomsen,

2004). Cannella (2002) particularly notes socio -economically privileged parents

mar ginalise their O0éi nexper i ehideen flom widemsocgetyur e, i n

(p- 162). In these ways, children have fewer opportunities to be alone or with peers
without the presence of adults and to learn to negotiate their local area for

themselves.

7.5 Summary
This review has considered some of the spaces constructed by adults for children:
the paradigms through which adults view children, the adults who populate and

shape their lives and the places that are created by adults for children. However,

adultsd spaces for chil drsent ;armeo wlfd ecnhil lockrie f ofrr
the 6samed as themselves (Fielding and Moss, 20
children have their time micro -managed by adults. Coupled with diminished

numbers of public spaces where children can play and parental fea rs for their

safety, this excludes children and leads to fewer opportunities for their autonomous

activity.
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Chapter 8:
Literature Review (3) -Childrenbés Spaces
8.1 Introduction
Much literature suggests that children are marginalised ( i.a. Matthews and Limb,
1999; Redmond, 2008b ) until their preparation for adulthood has been undertaken
(Qvortrup, 1994; Fielding and Moss, 2011). This study is concerned with social
justice as it is meted out in - and through T one aspect of that marginalisati on:

research in matters affecting young children. In that endeavour, this third and final

review explores O60childrenbdés space@@2 aescgiitbed
for new forms of de npotl6)aFoliovng fhis iatoductianetiie th( ird

review opens by attempting to define 6childrené
a literature review focused on 6childrenés spac
t hen considered, ahead of di scussion surroundin

cultural, discursive and temporal spaces. Among numerous reports of research on,
with and about children (Woodhead and Faulkner, 2008), there are a few examples

of research that children have conducted autonomously. Given the focus of this

study, O6chéesedacanldsspacesd forms the final sectdi
8.2 What are oO6childrenés spacesd?
Hardman (1973) est abl i shed that 6. ..children may have

independent to some extent of t he worl ds o f95).avibas bnd Belrie D2 )
appear to reframe Hardmands 6éautonomous worl do
them as déa richer set of meanings polv7gThelmnd abov
view childrends spaces as different from childr
donot al ways give primacy to childrends needs, an
6pl aces for emalnlkl)p.at iMmnsdts (and Petrie (2002) se
as f or egr o uhe préseng ratber than the future; they are part of life, not

justprep aration for it. They are spaces for childr
are understood as fellow citizens with rights € agents of their own lives but also
interdependent withMoskBenad Pptrie@edps. four corne
c hi |l dr e n 6 sphgsioah soeia, cultural and discursive spaces (2002: 9) - are

revisited in this review. Clark also focuses on physical space, deconstructing it into
Oexistingb6, Opossibleb6é and O6newbd spaces (2010),

sheseesasamergng of O6space and timeé (2010: 131). Ot
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temporal spaces in relation to young children ( i.a. Zieher etal., 2007; Fleet and

Britt, 2011), so temporal spaces are another consideration for the review. Equally,

there is a large body of literatur e focused on childrends soci al
this is addressed in the review. Furthermore, Moss and Petrie (2002) place

significant emphasis on a singular ethos that t

spacésbaracterised by Odeertdhi(cLse voifn aesn,c olu9n8t0) and

(Fisher and Tronto, 1990) - S0, in the context of this study focused on young

children as researcher s, 6et hical spacesd are e
childrendés spaces as 0pl ac amtatiom dissgpsuvandd cat i on an
Aindocilityo, complexity and diversity, uncert a

di scursive spaces. For Moss and Petrie (2002),
6...o0pportunities for excitement, wonder and

childhoods not entirely ordered and determined for them by adults and their

preoccupations; relationships and experiences that are not defined or

legitimated only in terms of work and outcomes; the value of play and

playfulness in its own right...where child rends questions and quest
taken seriously and respected by adults who themselves are open to

l earning fromldhil dreno

At this stage, it is important to point out an anomaly: | am an adult writing about

literature written by other adults , SO0 only adults6é views are pr
ofchi | dr e n 6 Somg of the selected literature reports empirical research

undertaken with children, but even so, | cannot
original views were reported faithful ly by those who gathered them. H ardman

(2973) warns that adult interpretations of childre
render the childreomprmbenisndps edIShloaravibw | t s ( p.
focused on childrends spaces this is potential!l

sits within the  framework of doctoral study and its accompanying constraints, little

can be done to address the incongruity in the review per se . The anoma ly highlights
researchersoé6 difficulties in securing childreno
for the enquiry. Moreover, the empirical element of the thesis attempts to redress

the anomaly to some extent by embracingncgsoung ¢c
and views at first hand. Equally, Moss and Petrie (2002) suggest that children may

be generous in sharing their own spaces: Opl ace

86



where there is space for critical thinking, wonder and amazement, curiosity and

fun,lear ni ng by adults as well as childrené (p. 11
8.3 Rationale for a |literature review focused o
A number of authors have noted recent 6adul tificationd of chil dr e

Post man, 1994: 124; Pal mer , 2006) . They argue th
of childhood that characterised manngteeathtothedr end s
mid - twentieth century has now been lost to inf luences including consumerism,

poverty, premature sexualisation and widening access to information

communication technology. Paradoxically, much literature suggests that children

remain marginalised by adult hegemonies ( i.a. Matthews and Limb , 1999; Lyon,

2007; Redmond,2008a ), unti |l their bgecomepat samed@nas oadul t s
has reached actualisation (Qvortrup, 1994; Fielding and Moss, 2011:44). In

England, this has become manifest in two ways: firstly, children are over - protected

(Valentine and Mc Kendrick, 1997) and secondly, they are reviled ( Wyness; 2000 ).

Each is di scussed in greater detail in this review 6 $ e c t i o RecreationabSpaces

away from Home or ECEC Settingso.

Children in the UK - comprising England, Scotland, Wales and Northern Ir eland -

seem to 6...face a much more difficult world th
(Layard and Dunn, 2009:3). About one third of all children in England | ive in

poverty (CRAE, 2008 ; DWP, 2012 ) and Brewer etal . (2011) forecast 4.2 million

childrenint he UK to be living in poverty by 2020 . Equally, UNICEF IRC (2007)

found that children in the UK fare |l east well o
richest countries, in terms of inequality, their families, f riends, lifestyle and

schooling. Furthermore, OHCHR (2008) has been particularly scathing of UK

gov ernment, recommending , interalia , t hat it should take 6. .. ul
address the intolerance and inappropriate characterisatio n of children6 1in
(p.6) and indeed,  English children have ind icated their own dissatisfaction in

relation to their rights (CRAE, 2009). Given that higher order thinking and

understanding are recognised in children younger than six years (Robson, 2012)

and neonates may asserttheiridentites ,6. .. have absturaedt kebwlbedge
and apply their experiences to conceptualise (Gopnik, 2011: 129 -130; Alderson et

al., 2008 ), there may be merit in contesting UNCRCOGs view of totallyf ant s
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dependent up oAbrarasdny 12008:%8).( To that end in part, children 6 s htsi g

are discussed further in this review b secti o@hiolndrbenés Rights .and

Moss and Petrie (2002) perceive childrenbés spac
emancipationd (p. 111), yet children in Engl and
increasingly inaccess ible. Subjected to adult agenda , often to the exclusion of their

own, as has been discussed, English children ar
6adul tificati on (Kaga retdhl.v2010;iPbsimarg 200490 \falentine, 1996).

Furthermore, English children experience significant inequality and low levels of

well - being in comparison with their contemporaries in other countries (UNICEF IRC,

2007 ; 201 0); in the past two decades, they have become increasingly excluded

from public sp aces which other groups remain free to use (Tuc ker and Matthews,

2001; santer etal ., 2007). Particularly in relation to participation, internationally

agreed childrends rights to which English gover
accorded to English child  ren who are therefore denied the full potential of their

capabilities (CRAE, 2009; OHCHR, 2008). There is good evidence to indicate that

English childrenés freedom, participation and h
other countries (Layard and Dunn, 2  009) . I f childrenb6és spaces are

emancipatio né ( Moss and Pet rtheemay tag @h2 poteritidl tb )

facilitate childrendéds agency and enhance their
Therefore, the identificati on oblishmemtioindw ends s pa
childrenbts spaces are potentially important. Th
possibilities.

8.4 Childrenbés Ethical Spaces
This section is concerned with ethical spaces in and around children; it is important
for this study because of its foc us on social justice. Ethics is defined, followed by

consi der at i on imgernal cdthicdl shbacesn © their personal capacities to

address ethical issues. Next follows discussion of ethical spaces external to young
childrenés 6éinternal worldsd that may surround
worl dsdéd (Thompson, 2006) . Di scussion surroundi

is a focus for the methodology chapters.
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The branch of philtosiophd has méde dle et ymol ogi cal
6habit, custom, and characteré6 (Reynolds, 1993:

ethics theories: duty  -based, consequential, and virtue (W arburton, 2004; Robinson

and Groves, 2007:34 ; Singer, 2011). Aristotle bel ieved it important to know what

is right and to act virtuously (Warburton, 2004). Ethos is regarded as shaping

identity (Reynolds, 1993; Edmiston, 2010): internal ethical identities interconnect

with their external socio - cultural identities, while simulta neously standing discretely

(Edmiston, 2010) . Ethics is viewed as a practical and theoretical discipline (Singer,

2011): oO6éa set of mor al principles and rules of
1996: 90) . I n terms of the yywungghdhidreé®m®dsdimotre
understanding has traditionally been regarded as limited (Thompson, 2006; Piaget,

1932 ; Kohlberg, 1969; 1984; DeVries and Zan, 1994): Kohlberg 0 stage s of moral
development (1984) , f or exampl e, suggest that Ovailst er per

characterised by the nee dGtaged, 6b-21 ysas)y npp.a7d4 -1d5.0 0d 6
Recently, young childrends moral development i s
than previously thought ( Rochat, 1995; Hayashi, 2010; Pramling etal ., 2001;

Hamlin etal ., 2010; Johansson, 2009). Pramling eta. (2001) <correlate ©6e

6moral 6, defined as 6understanding right and wr

Numerous studies indicate that children between 0 -8 years can engage in moral

reasoning. Whilst  Vosniadou and Orton y (1989) regard reasoning by analogy as

6écruci al for recognition, clarification and | e
scientific discovery Mathdws¢199d)asuggests thatchildrénmf. 1) ,

fifteen months who reason by analogy devel op empathetic behaviour. Equally,

Meltzoff (1995) found that children of eighteen months understand and support

othersd intentions, exemplifying theory of mind
others as psychological beings having mental states such as belief s, desires,

emotions and intentionsdé (p.838). TOM is an i mp
understanding of their place in the world and o
6our ability to understand théeombaetab) saatteens
al.,2008: 295) . Debate regarding the quality of in

volubl e; whil st someosunggeésil dhan bdahesposiheori esod,
6commonsense theory of mindé not the product of

1990: 130; Karmiloff - Smith and Inhelder, 1975; Fodor, 1987; Gopnik, 1988). More
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recently, though, it is recognised that o&échildr
sophisticated scientific theorizing) than was t
(Whitebread, 2012:137; Melt zoff, 2011; Chugani, 1997; Senju etal ., 2011; Song

et al ., 2008).

Singer (2011) arti cul ates that in | usethicdl yi d-@nerdesheds ac
al one wi | Ip.10).aonrality & diewed as socially situated (Johansson, 2009).

Opie and Opie (2001) found that children aged 6 -14 years constructed their own

mor al O6codes of or al |l egislationdé, whil e-toHaynes
six years engaging with peers in oO0philosophical
(2010) perceives that child renbs ethical development is insp

through child -adult socio -dramatic play. Socio -constructivist theories of infants and

young children developing moral reasoning, then, prevail across contemporary

literature ( i.a. Hong, 2003; Smith  etal ., 2003; Lane etal ., 2010). Yet in ECEC

practice and policy contexts, the area of ethics does not enjoy prominence

(Dahlberg and Moss, 2005) so discourse is relatively limited, with much authored

by Moss and Dahlberg ( i.a. Dahlberg etal ., 1999; Dahlbergand  Moss, 2005;

Rinaldi, 2006; Edmiston, 2008; Fielding and Moss, 2011 ). Daniel and Gustafsson

refer to a O6éncthtethdsdr @049 : 2p&feodall uding to Moss
notonof 6si tes for new forms of democ¢whdet Figddngr act i c
and Moss (2011) identify related ethical approa

6ethics of cared (p. 44).

Discussion now turns to ethical spaces that are extrinsic to young children, with

which they interact. Levinas (1980) develops nbeunderadoby
juxtaposing 6samebdé and 6otherd6 within an encoun
as different but no | ess than oneself because t
ior o6alterityd (1980: 38). Conversel ynptingte vi nas
6graspbé the O6otherdéd as a mission for transfor ma
6samed as oneself is undesirable. Yet western
predicated on the | atternenodlyelangeirrceo mplingt &t dle
object to be educateddé (GibboépassRP0O6€7redbébBYyer an
awaiting receipt of adult knowl e dtgle, 1898:80).enr i ¢ hn

Levinasé rejection of o6égraspingd the 6ot herd re
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the 6bgéakmodel of education (1970); he argues t
bestowed on those who consider themselves knowledgeable upon those whom they

consider to know nLoetvhiinnagsod (vpi.asabhd)do®gBiénte with

Kat z6s percepteiaon yofchmanyhood programmes as oOf a
transform raw material into pre - specified products by treating it to a sequence of

pre-specified standard processesd (1998:42). With

the economic noti oint @lfé 6(hBlemakerc,apl993), Cannell
the child as 6silenced.. .controll ed, oppressed,
Conversely, in 6chinledwr eorkthoo wd palgees ®@,s construct ed:¢

construct edd isvglued(bahlbedgr eenal ., 1999:48; Moss and Petrie,
2002; Dahlberg and Moss, 2005:105). For this to happen, suggest Dahlberg and

Moss (2005), an 6ethics of encounter®é requiring
context of ECEC, Dahlberg and Moss (2005) interpret this as people in vesting time

and energy in each other without any expectatio
and Masterov, 2004) and genuine affirmation of
and questions6é (Rinaldi, 2006a:125) throagh a 6
and Moss, 2005:96). Childrendés rights, abilitie

respected in this model (New, 2000).

Dahlberg and Moss (2005) have been significantly influenced by the Italian Reggio
Emilia ECEC settings ( i.a. Malaguzzi and Gandini, 19 93; Malaguzzi, 1994; Edwards

et al ., 1998). Unlike transmission models built on adult agenda (Ramey, 1974),

Reggio Emilia provision is seen as O6a space or
1998a: 6). Underpinning this psopoyw(i988a)amchi s Mal ag
draws on Piagetb6s constructivism (1936), Vygots
constructivism (1978; 1986) and Deweyds ideas o
(1916; 1925). Dahlberg and Moss (2005) conceptualise ECEC provision promoting

an ethics of encounter characterised by a pedagogy of listening as Oa | aborator
wor kshop of | earning and knowl edged ( presén5) . 1| n
as6...a complex and holistic relationship betwe
O6Pedagogy o fmehns mdrethan jusgli§tening: it means struggling to make

meaning from what is said without pre -conceived ideas of what is correct or
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appr op r(bahlter &nd Moss, 2006:15). At its basis lie relationships (Rinaldi,
2006b) .

Nevertheless, it has been found that children who experience any culture where

adults listen to them present with enhanced confidence and social beha viours (Clark

etal ., 2003). Yeté6pedagogy of listeningbdb requires encou
of ¢ hi |HindredhLarguages (Malaguzzi, 1998b) (Appendix 128): their multi -

media, multi -modal and multi -sensory ways of experiencing and interpreting the

world (Vecchi, 2010). Drawing on Levinas (1980) and quoting Blanchot (1987),

Readings (1996) describes pedagogy as 6éan infibhibe a&abtéehe Ot her
(p.161); inco-construct i ngHuodredladgguages 6,s 6 pedagogy of | i s
serves to enhance emotional and social devel opn
of childrendéd (Edwards, 1998:181) .

Echoing Si nger és (2011) descripti on amdftheerdtidali cs as b
Fielding and Moss (2011) perceive that Reggi o E
practice (p.156):  ethics are regarded as important where children are valued for

themselves. They pro pose that an ethics of care may be manifested in schools and

settings through a dialogic approach isuch as 6pedagogy of |l isten
characterised by openness, reciprocity, continuity, inductiveness, adaptability,

interconnectedness, task focus and mutual meaning -making (2011:77 -8). Equally,

Noddings (2005b) argues for a school system bas

self...others...non -human life...human -made environment...and for
However, i n [Ehildyeh sea sthoolsaé driven by a n adult agenda and
struggle to ynd | imited opportunities for their

2010:266); many children in England experience encounters in their ECEC settings

that are not ethical: their prevailing perceptions are that their settin gs and schools

give primacy to their academic output rather th
(Fielding and Moss, 2011:52). Fielding and Moss (2011) suggest that the

bifurcated state of education and care in English mainstream schooling has

emerged from the deontological principle (Kant, 1785) that reason should drive

ethical actions (Tronto, 1993; Taggart, 2011), t hough Kantdés contempo
valued mor al virtues such as 6éa manner , a grace

for their c¢onrhturmabnuthiagprpitneesée 6 ( Noddings, 2005a:
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suggests that, whilstethic sof care may underpin ECEC practit
their work, limited evidence is available. Yet it is widely recognised that education

and care operate bestin an i ntegrated model (OECD 2001; 2006a; Sylva et al.,

2004; Kaga etal ., 2010; Gerhardt, 2004). In England, the Childcare Act (HMG,

2006) was an attempt to bring together education and care for children aged 0 -19

years, though a more recent government seems t 0 have sidelined care in favour of

education (DfE, 2010b; 2012).

Children themselves seem capable of an 6ethic o
cry in response to ot Desatyamdddrksans2004)d i Robersss s (

(2010) suggests that a caring di sposition, including dédacting
Oappreciating wellbeing needs of self or others

childdéds agency (p.47), suggesting it may be a Kk

actor, but this emer(gemotfiroomald)a Besad dhd8owl by,
review now turns to addressing childrends physi
8.5 Childrenés physical spaces

Spencer (2004) suggests that it is natural for humans to form attachments to

physical spaces and this is recognised specifical ly in respect of young children

(Dudek, 2005); Bailey and Barnes (2009) note that o6...place has ai
in the development of self  -identity and self -a wa r e n es 18%). However, there
seems to be more |literature onamadwml bchpddeenfda

(Rasmussen, 2004), reinforcing a driver for this project: children are excluded from

adult policy and research spaces (Redmond, 2008b).

Notwithstanding this, in recent years, intelligence has accumulated concerning
physical spac es used by children (Hart, 1976; 1997; Clark and Moss, 2001,
Matthews and Tucker, 2001; Smith and Barker, 2001; Clark, 2007a; 2010).

Moreover, adults may | end their own interpretat
Holmes, 2011) but overlook the significa nce of O6éeverydayd rich dat.
children making O6...the most abhbc wpyu& eSHamtdomp | ar

Kraftl, 2006:71; Bailey and Barnes, 2009:181). Yet children tend to be less limited
t han adul t s b ycongeivédedeas @oup it feat ures in their environment,

valuing places o6...for what they can do in then
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Barnes, 2009:181). In natural environments, Hart (1976) observed children
voluntarily engaging together in construction, socio -dramatic and imagi  native play

that they developed themselves.

Children repeatedly cite outdoor play as desirable (Cousins, 1999; Moss and Petrie,

2002 ; Cl ar k, 2007b) , according with a view that
association with the rfilson d93: 31eLouw,i2008) n me @htldéen
seem to benefit from freedom to explore their environments through their senses

(Malaguzzi, 1996): many want to play outdoors and want natural environments to

play in as well as safe provision that is well maintain ed and accessible and

welcoming ( i.a. Smith and Barker, 2001; Matthews et al ., 2005). Yet many children

in England are denied these experiences (Layard and Dunn, 2009), whereas Danish

and German town planning has removed traffic from the streets to for egro und
chil dreno6s o wequdlp Danishmhdagrman children engage in more

outdoor activity than children in England (Rivkin, 2006; Layard and Dunn, 2009).

Children6és autonomy often seems correlated with
2007 ; &np2B09;iMoser and Martinsen, 2010; Kernan and Devine, 2010). Hart
(1976) suggests that the most i mportant quality of children

environment involves finding and constructing places for themselves, for example,

when den -making. Relate dto Csikszentmihdlyi 6 s concept of o6fl owd (1

childrenbts deep, authentic involvement i n such
important for their cognitive development (Laevers, 1994; Pascal etal ., 1996). Hart

(1976) suggests that when children order the physical spaces around them this

seems to |lead to 6éthe development ofHahm sense o
(1976)also f ound that children prefer o6freedom to ct

6éin fields and hedger ows, plawmwundsyplayareasrando pr escr i
back gardens of the homesdé (p.12); Rasmussen id
piece of ground to which (two) boys attribute meaning through playing games and
building on a specific plot of IlergandStranddlO 0 4 : 158
(2007) found that eight -year-ol d chi | dr en slde @ free brdnchdtcéhang

from, spaces under balconies, attics, bicycle sheds and other outbuild
around their homes -ahdoeseekd&hegire @ays,andrclimbieg 6 as their
spaces (p. 397).

94



Although Dani el and Gustafsson (2010) point out tha
in the UK, schools are the most at odds with th
Clark (2010) identifies that this is not universally the c ase. She describes one infant

school in Italy where teachers of children starting school leave the displays for their

new children to develop themselves, only providing support if the children request

it Furthermore, chil dr ends ndgysrehe literadturesdpfiaedie s 6 e me
as 6ésomewhere to go to be alone or to withdraw
2010:95), away from the O6supervi-Kuogey20@8przed ( Enn
Children told Veitch  etal. (2007) that they liked hiding in bushes in pu blic outdoor
spaces and Einarsdottir (2005) found that chil d
highly popular physical feature in their ECEC settings. Hart (1976) suggests that

children in his study valued fields where they played partly because they we re
6ésufficiently far away from the childrends hon
while Kyrénlampi -Kylmanen and Maatta (2011) found children aged 5 -7 years

created secret spaces their parents were unaware of at home. Equally, Clark and

Moss (2005) al so found that young children value spaces that give them privacy

from adults; Clark (2007) suggest s bookcarnerasdi c h sp
the home meettimger 6 6homeé or outside with friendsf¢

Clark (2007) i denti fies that childrenbds valuing of se

attributable to their o6quiet in noised, with on
secret (physical) space in his setting as O66my n
chil dboeeds et spacesbd6 outdoors in ECEC settings

childrenbtés independence and masa0HY .\Canfpbtthbser and
(2005) observed children aged 3 -5 years engaging in the O0secre
6étheir own genderedsaxics$ @) hederosexihst , cl ass
effectsd (p. 135) through play, with girls 6col
using bodies to invade spacesd to create a O6co
own secret pl acnecgssamyafyombe( dRi | dr ehedlttsand walbeing a |

in a busy kindergarten6é6 and may encourage chil d

(Moser and Martinsen, 2010: 468).

Garvey (1991) notes that 6. ..objects are the pr
toddler 6 (p.51), yet children often sideline sophi
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simple objects and everyday artefacts that they find more interesting. These

include trees and sticks (Rasmussen, 2004; Waters and Begley, 2007; Veitch etal .,

2007; Waller, 2006; 20 07; 2010), dirt (Hart, 1997; Clark, 2010), insects (Clark,

2010) and wooden blocks (Gura, 1992; Einarsdottir, 2005;  Vig, 2007). Hart (1976)

observed children employing trees, bushes, leaves, grass, discarded house bricks

and old carpet pieces to transform their environments and create
dens. I'talian children attending Reggio Emilia
materials such as cones, shells or pebblesd as
settings that often assume emotional importance a s transitional objects (Gandini,

1998:169; Winnicott, 1951). Equally, young children enjoy construction activities

that they lead themselves, though the nature of the materials they use is eclectic
(Hart, 1976; Gura, 1992; Dunphy and Farrell, 2011).

Theli t erature suggests two ways in which childre
environments have proved helpful for adults attempting to gain authentic insight

into their cognitive processes: schemas and small world play. Emerging from early

sensory explorations ( Gol dschmied, 1989), young children
(Piaget, 1926): G&Ggesnagruxlt uaeemi t(iAWMehwem28067: 48) ,
physical actions -and O0scheémag@aral thoughtodo (Meade and
Piaget and Inhelder (1956) noted a typol ogy of different patterns of actions in

schemas:

6é[placing items] next one another (proximity)

enclosing, of tightening or loosening, changing viewpoints, cutting, rotating,

folding or unfolding, enlarging and reducing and soon, (p.452 -3).
Childrenés repeated motor actions seem to | ead
and adults working with them (Nutbrown, 2006; Athey, 2007). Equally, Hart (1976)
found that children create their own micro -environments modelled on their r eal
world experiences, using O0shoeboxes, dolls and
t heir natur al environment s, enabling them 6éto
re -work existing notions of the macro -environmentdé (p.8). Such pl;
chil dr el @y aedXx ons of O0épossible roles in possibl

Equally, encouraging children in their small world play is a tool that

psychotherapists often use (Axline, 1964), though more recently, small world play
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has increasingly been hijacked by adult agendas, such as commercialism and war
(Scott, 2002; Johnson, 2005).

8.6 Childrenbés temporal spaces

This section explores |iterature focused on you
the 6l ayers of history and memor yténitigsstoduild chi | dr e
(Creates, 1997 , cited in Fleet and Britt, 2011  : 147 ) . Phil osophersodo vi ew:
discussed in relationto ~ temporal spaces as deeply embedded features of human

experience (H eidegger, 1962; Lyotard, 1992; Merleau -Ponty, 2002) and ways in

which time imposes constraints on children are considered ( Zieher etal ., 2007 ).

Literature correlates time with other human con
an intuition, regarding it as an 6éinner senseb
spaceasanintui tion, albeit an 6outer sensed (Scrut
Latin word fortime 1 tempus 1 originall y referred to space (Casasanto etal ., 2010)

and Scruton (2001) observes that o6éspace, |ike t
ofmysensibii tyé (p.41). Other philosophers perceive
with O6beingd (Heidegger, 1 9 6 2-Panty, 83004819 and ous ness o
identity (Lyotard, 1992). Conversely, Rasmussen (2004) postulates that 6Ti me and
place are central categor ies in conceptualizing the transient, ordinary nature of

everyday | i f e 6dMarkptrom dné Haldena n (@009) suggest that they form

6t he teacheros soci al order6 in ECEC settings,
resist a regulation and create t ime and spacefor t hemsel ves O Eduallyy, 116) .

value placed on time is seen as driven by marketisation (Becker, 1993).

Memory links experiences with time. One type of memory I working memory - has

been established as a human dlewstherecalliofhpast f unct i on
events and planning for the futured (Whitebread
Baddel ey and Hitch (197 4)referswoabriin sysiemthatmor y 6.
provides temporary storage and manipulation of the information necessary for su ch
complex cognitive tasks as | anguage comprehensi
(Baddeley, 1992: 556). Baddeley (1992) emphasises the dual role that working

memory has in storing and processing information simultaneously. Yet the capacity

of working memory  seems limited: adults are unlikely to recall more than seven
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pieces of information (Miller, 1956), whilst in children, there seem to be greater

limitations. The apparent superiority of adult working memaory in compatris on with
chil drenés sattributeblettoobed. .. speed and automatocit
6i mprovements in our Kknowl edge-avmesessandcantrod i ncr e

of our own cogni t(\Whiebread, 201Z109.s e s 0

The foundations of a personal catalogue of temporal sp aces begin prenatally.
Connections between time and space T through, experience, emotion, memory and
identity 7 commence before birth: the foetus responds actively to sounds and
sensations encountered in the womb, which the baby recognises postnatally

(DeCasper and Fifer, 1980; Mehler, Lambertz et al ., 1986; Greenfield, 2000; Riley,

2003). Moreover, neonates seem to order their senses to organise their perception S

of their environment (Gopnik etal ., 1999). Recent neuro -scientific and

psychologicalresearch addr esses o6critical periodsd and 6s
and early childhood (Wiesel and Hubel, 1965; Daw, 1997; Bruer, 1999; 2001; F (0)'

etal ., 2011) , suggesting that life experiences are aligned with time.

Clark (2010) postul absssehsae oO0f . .sphcedapd pl ace
with their past associations with that environn

spaces that are important for young children grow in response to early attachments

(Cresswell, 2004; Bowlby, 1969). Mallett (2004) descri bes hammsitay 0.
for memoriesd, suggesting it 6élocates | ived ti
familialttimeand spaced (YaurmgB)chil drenbds experiences 0
home I mbue t hat enoipaat socialyphysktal 6 and symbolic significance

through patterns of inter -action over timed ( Mdbiemenmoriea 000: 21
6éframe or shape our experiences of the tempor a

emotional security ~ (Hill, 2011: 16).

Many children seem to have more oppor tunities at home than in their settings to

play at their 6own paceb6 without interruption,
1990; Kyronlampi -Kylmanen and Maatta, 2011:7; Goncu, 1998; Bruce, 2005).

However, parents and children have engaged less in unstruc tured play together

over recent years (Ginsberg, 2007), a marked development since Tizard and

Hughesdé study (1984). Although young children v
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(Kyronlampi -Kylmanen and Maatta, 2011), this is not available to all children

because of siblings, work commitments or parental separation (Downey and

Condron, 2004;  NFPI, 2005; Zieher etal ., 2007; Hancock and Gillen, 2007;

Kyronlampi -Kylmanen and Maatta, 2011). Many contemporary children spend their

days in a repkaumiidodtaitmeond of routine activity
everyday pace setbypar ents and soci et yebal . ZDBOrl46st ens en
Kyronlampi -Ky | m2 nen and M22atta, 2011: 12). This avoi
tme-scheduled societyd (For s b:d05goutaidelihesyaungandel |
childrends natural O6rhythm and paced which is 0
Kyl mnen and M22atta,  2011: 13) . Il ncreasingly, n
timed as dandt iewipteirdse nc e s detq .C2000i 1¢l8) emste na Ohurrie
|l ifestyled may affect children adversely, becon
(that) may even contribute to depressiond (Gins
perceive quality timed as -evandulguaityafii n medthomes s and
with the famil yétal(, QU00:146)t ens en

Conversely, some children 6hided in their bedro
academic work (Christensen etal.,, 2000) and some spend time alone at home. In

Finland, many young children are a t home on their own while their parents work

(Forsberg and Strandell, 2007), spendi+agd-t heir
seek, theatre plays and cl i mbingo®O¢Fprsbergaxd eni ng t o
Strandel |, 2007 : 397) . Childirteéwadlcdméa Val csmped di n
the computer, talk to friends on-Cashresapdhone or ¢
Rousseau, 2010: 2568). However, whilst  many children enjoy the autonomy and
independence being at home al one aff oredistamlmand s o
themselves (and) di s c some repottfreding tonely and foightened ,
(Ruiz-Casares and Rousseau, 2010: 2568 -9).

0Temporal spaces6 appear to comprise a catalogu
object permanence, human interactions or both (Moore, 2000; Miczo, 2008; Hill,

2011). Young chil dr en -ob-factly anplacesithattoladuitsare t e r

haunted wthmem ori esdé (Tuan, 1977: 33, cited in Clar
to deny children as conscious beings with personal identities (Merleau -Ponty, 2002;

Lyotard, 1992) such a suggestion is rejected by
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2010; Cous ins, 1999; Bro oker, 2002; Carr et al ., 2005), who posit that children

internalise their communities and individual inhabits: a phenomenon also noted by

Biesta (1999). Moreover, a childdés claim to ten
in interaction with spaces and peo ple, regardless of the physical measurement of

time (Heidegger, 1962 Clark, 2010). This accord
val orisation of young childrenbés operational sp
the point that children form meaningful personal tempo ral spaces no less valid than
adultsdé Clark (2010) .

I n settings where chil dr en 6makiogoarethgand bnd hoted ns t o d
and where they can share 6ownership of spacebd,
personal catal ogue of temporal spaces  (Fleet and Britt, 2011).  Garrick etal . (2010)
catalogued ways that children aged 3 -5 years recalled enjoying spending their time

in settings in England, i micawidngpngovdnmort exraend | €p
home -corner) withdolls & ( p . My Jrien. ds Bush me really fast (on a bike) and |

I i k gp.1i1)t. Australian children aged 11 and 12 recalled climbing on large play

apparatus and o6drivingé their model cars around
(aged 4-5years) (Fleetand Britt, 2011:153 -7). English children aged 3 -5 years

seem to reify their experiences of variable setting accommaodation in terms of how

they spend their time in it: Garrick etal. (2010) found that a chil dm
pr ovi dagdrassy area for chasing games and skittle s, log stumps for jumping,

and a castle and Afairy gleno for imaginaftive p
school club described mainly play on a hard surfaced school playground with few

res our(20&0s8 . Aschildrenin England reach compulsory school age, their

personal temporal spaces often beceoamporat ubsumed
ordering of the school, and the teachersd paran

organisationé (Chri st ens edminghind thelragercy(Fiddng 1: 79) ,
and Moss, 2011) and their capacity to create personal histories comprising

personally meaningful interactions with people and objects (Holloway and

Valentine, 2000b).

8.7 Childrenés social and cultural spaces
Schaffer ( 1992) asserts that cognitive and socio -emotional domains are

6increasingly blurtbhdobéi mMmpor®8hcewbfl both Osoci a
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cultural contexté as 6échildrends spacesd6 i s est

Trevarthen, 2001; Hedges, 2010). Children share these spaces with other people,
a situation describedas 6 b e | o n g i nrglatonal dimemsion of personal identity,
the fundamental psycho -soci al Afgl oeat evaevery individual é
position in space, time and human society andéconnects people to ea

(Woodhead and Brooker  2008: 3; Bath, 2009)

8.7.1 I nfantsé earliest social relationships
Humans seem programmed for social behaviour from infancy (Murray and Andrews,
2000; Meadows, 2010) . Even very young babies have a sense of self, significant

awareness of other humans and can empathise and interact socially (Decety and

Jackson, 2004; Stern 1 985; Meltzoff and Moore, 1977; Field etal ., 1982). Neonates
attune to their birth mot h epesadd Fifep, 198k Bushaai d f ac e s
etal ., 1989), respond positively to human eye -contact (Farroni etal ., 2002) and
become distressed if ignored (Nagy, 2008). Early interactions between babies and

primary carers - including imitation - lay foundations for lat  er social communication
skills (Field 2007; Trevarthen 2001; di Pellegrino  etal ., 1992; Rizolatti etal ., 1996;
2002 ; Byrne, 2005). By ten months, babies respond to social and emotional cues of

others: social referencing (Stern, 1985; Campos and Sternberg ,1981; Feinman,
1982; Striano and Rochat, 2000). Social interactions that babies accomplish in their

first year seem to underpin their continued well -being and global development

(Nagy, 2008) and by eighteen months toddlers demonstrate understanding of

othersdo intentionality (Meltzoff, 1995).

8.7.2 Intersubjectivity
Biesta (1999) suggests that the foregrounding of social interaction is key to

pragmatic approaches that reject the primacy of

favour of Osymbo(Meadnt®2924tiBhdmer, 1969), 6béco
actioné (Habermas, 1984) and O0social converseb

shared spacesareco -constructed through O6intersubjectiuvi

with others and empathy (Crossley, 1996: 173; Goncd, 1993). Evidence suggests
then, that far from | acking ODenenlinaind Shaham,gs 6 ( Sen
2009),inf ants and young children have o6capabilitie
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(Crossley, 1996) and can, therefore construct, in interaction with o thers, their own

social spaces from birth (Trevarthen and Aitken, 2001).

8.7.3 Childrenbés own cultural spaces

Young children also develop their own cul tur al
which includes knowledge, belief, art, morals, law, custom, and a ny other

capabilities and habits acquired by man (sic) a
1958:1). Whil st adults seem to have a role in 6guic
competent wusers of the cultural tools of their
(Anni ng and Edwards, 201  0:14; Trevarthen, 1998; Lorenz, 1935; 1952) , chil

peers may also support enculturation (Cole, 1985; Evaldsson and Corsaro, 1998;

Corsaro, 1985; 2003; Valentine, 2000). Equally, cultural transmission from adults

may notbe theonly way for young children to acquire ot
satisfactory functioningé (Parsons, 1951: 205):
characteristics under pi nni ngelatohshigs,compeaetehce own c ul
and status. Wells and Claxton (2002 ) recognise children as cultural social actors in
co-constructions of new cultural habits and values and play is seen as a site for

childrenés cultural emergence (Opie and Opie 19
Edmiston, 2008). Yet even by recreating narr atives and roles in their play, young

children in contemporary western societies demonstrate allegiance to popular

culture created by adults (Arthur, 2001; Howard and Roberts, 2002; Buckingham,

2007; Mar sh, 1999; 2000a; Kallilia, 2006 : Scott, 2002; Kasturi , 2002). However,

Gussin Paley (1984; 1990; 1992; 2004) and Dyson (1997) suggest that many

children O6éinfuse t hthéirownaneamings n ti énto bhbjeotasnd

acti ons tendiplay (o X4kthough Génci et al . (2000) differ from Brooker

(2010) by suggesting that such play is not universal across the world.

Chil drendéds uses of space in ECEC settings O0éref
1985:95). Children in Italian Reggio Emilia settings absorb cultural enthusiasm

from their environments (Edwards etal ., 1998) which they translate into their own
projects: Malaguzzi remarked O6ltdéds not just the
and imagination of the children that count, but also the fruit of the harmony of all

theiridea s ( Kauf man, 1998: 288). 6Reggi ob themes we

contexts during the 65x5x5=crealt, 2040),tyetaddultpin oj ect
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the English project found it difficult to relinquish autonomy to the children. Apart

from playtimes, Smi  dt (2006) found that English children in the early twenty -first
century O0...spend their days practisind for the
whereas Pollardés study (1985) two decades ear |l
their playground games in the classroom.

Smidt (2006) notes that childrends own cultures

settings, but found that children invent ways to develop and maintain them, for

example, inventing role play at playtimes. Equally, in a Scandinavian context ,

young children someti mes r eipfavourofgevebopingi t i oner s o
autonomous cultures  (Markstréom and Halldén, 2009 ). However, whilst young

children seem to engage naturally in gendered play (Gussin Pa ley, 1984; Dunn,

2004; Campbell, 2005; Slad e,2008) -6Girl s read; boys p-lay foot
Blatchford and C larke, 2000:8) - Pollard (1985) found that English primary teachers

tend only to approve of feminised playground games, such as skipping and

hopscotch.

8.7.4 Social constructivism and so cial constructionism
Constructivists perceive knowledge and the wor]l

reconstructed through gAekersnann200l: el ¢hikdren neap doe 6

t hi scomptex,6dynami c, and mall eabl e procesnemetd dur.i
organi ze, and use information from the environn
increasingly complex skill s, (kashp2008e d3g)e, and i nt
Constructionists assume this position but add meta -cognition and public

dissemination (Papert,  1991). Ackerman (2001) draws on Piaget and Inhelder
(1967), Papert (1980) and Vygotsky (1978) to su
from intuitive towards rational thinkingd under

constructionist theories (p.6).

Equally, theori sts have proposed that constructivism and constructionism can be

socially reifi ed (Vygotsky, 1962; 1978; Wood etal ., 1976; Rogoff, 1995). Social
constructivists perceive young children as simultaneously O0élearning,
strategizing, risk taking, expressi(ng) emotions, questioning, experimenting,

interpreting, and for m(i ngthothdre (ashy2008: 84)d cul t u
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Childhoods are seen as socially constructed (Aries, 1962 ; Prout and James, 1997),

the 6meaning making relationship with othersd e
social construction of the worl d @mids tk ntolwd eerdygc :
and Petrie, 2002: 19). Moreover, social constructivism and soc ial constructionism

assume privileged spaces in ECEC discourses (Waller, 2009; Browne, 2010), often

referred to in relation to adult:chiled interact
t hi nki ngBlatchf&d reeaj., 2002) , Oscaf f etlald,ilA7§)6a b o@g ui de

participationd or Oapprenticeshipd (Rogof f, 1909

Many children socially construct peersod6 | earnin
reciprocated, for example, through tutoring (Broadhead, 2001; Mitra, 2003;

Whitebread etal ., 2005) , joint prob lem -solving (Ashley and Tomasello, 1998;

Topping etal ., 2011), sharing language (Opie and Opie, 1959; Wang and Hyun,

2009) and relationships (Corsaro, 2003; Dunn, 2005). Equally, young children work

with peers t o daptriovdeu cceo naslttreurcetgiebah.s 9909 a hl b
Markstrom and Halldén , 2009; Rinaldi 1998; Brooker, 2002). Furthermore,

c hi | dr e nbéisg arvdédentities are predicated on relationships that make them

feell i6bked, recognised and accepted for who they
(Woodhead and Brooker,  2008: 3-4; Van Oers and Hannikdinen, 2001; Einarsdottir,

2005; Dunn, 2005) . Corsaro (2003) found that children as young as four years

discuss their affiliations with each other in abstract ways that evidence meta -

cognition and public  dissemination, characteristic of social constructionism (Papert,

1991).

Conversely, some young children do not engage happily in social experiences with

their peers and this may leave them feeling lonely, bullied or rejected (Dunn, 2005;

GussinPaley,19 90; Sl ade, 2008). Whilst Corsaro (2003)
natural el ement of childrenés culture and peer

experiences may have negative impli cations for life chances (Ladd etal ., 1996).

8. 7.5 Play as cdmispader ends so

There seems al most universal international ackn
a 6good thingbé (OHCHR, 1989), vyet in England, a
childrendés play (DfES, 2008; Wood, 201lthear) or t h
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space (Matthews etal., 2000 ; Tucker and Matt hews, 2001) . C
a nebulous and challenging area for adults (Ma nning and Sharp, 1977; Bennett et

al., 1997; Gonciu and Gaskins, 2007; Nutbrown, 2011), yet persists as a source of
fascination for adul ts stambbergiandBergeh, 2dOGI Brackh 6 s | i v e
et al ., 2009; Chazan, 2009; Broadhead et al ., 2010; Brooker and Edwards, 2010).

Play seems both natural and necessary for children (Louv, 2005; Moyles, 2010b)

andcanprovid e an authentic context for their O6agenc:

2008): t heir capacity O6to act independentlyd (Jame

Smith (2007) outlines functionalist theories of play as survival skills (Groos, 1901),

di scharge of 6 e8perees, 4898 and thagapyd(Hall, 1908). In UK

contexts, a widely accepted definition of play
directed, intrinsically motivated behaviour tha

Playing Fields Association  (NPFA) et al ., 2000). De Vries (2006) suggests that,

whil st adults may often perceive young children
reciprocityd embedded within it is valuable for
development and identity  ; furthermore, Edmiston (2008 ) suggests that young

children may develop O6ethical identitiesdé throu
Muchnon -ver bal soci al interaction may be manifest

(Malaguzzi, 1998a ; Fogel etal., 2000; Macintyre, 2001); O6épri m:

various bodily cuesandformsofnon -ver bal communicationdé (Bae,
I[denti fying meanings in childrenbés social play
(Sutton -Smith, 2001; Wood, 2007 ), though Hardman  (1973) advi ses: 6. . . chi
thoughts and social behaviours may not be totally incomprehensible to adults, so

l ong as we do not try to i nt @05 Sechwartzmare(1878) n a d u |

suggests that adults are so challenged by the task of theorising play that they have

only managed to reach consensus on wh at play is not. Ryan (2005) posits that:
60Childrenbés play is not a neutral space but rat
(p- 112). Numerous play taxonomies have emerged in the literature ( i.a. Parton,

1932; Smilansky, 1968; Hutt etal ., 1989; Broadhead, 2001; Hughes, 2002;

Kernan, 2007). Hutt  etal . , 1989) categorise play as O6epi s
and 6l udicd, while Kernan (2007) characterises
low risk to its players, spontaneous, symbolic, dee ply involving, active, joyful,
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humor ous, exciting and sensitive to childrenods
(1932) and Broadhead (2001; 2004) view children

lens of social interaction.

Some studies have engaged children in addressing issues surrounding their own

social play (Hart, 1976; Henshall and Lacey, 2007; Foster and Gleave, 2008;

Kapasi and Gleave, 2009; Gleave, 2010). This work acknowledges chil dr el
(Penn, 2008) and includes themes of social values, autonomy , risk management,
social exclusion and inclusion. Kapasi and Gleave (2009) identify three

characteristics that children regard as most important for their play encounters:

6 &iendsto play with |, timetoplay and f reedom t o play without str

8.8 Childrenés discursive spaces

Chil drendés spaces are Oplaces for provocation a
Aindocilityd, complexity and diversity, uncerta
Petrie, 2002:110): discursive spaces. There is consensus within the literature that

di scourse is more than pure | anguage. Haber mas
rational thinking (1984) while Weinfurt sees it
within conversatiodasdci(2l00dct i10B¢ sasgml méagingng pr a
ma k i n\Ydiheréll, 2007: 662 -3). Discourse is a socio -cultural perspective locating

language as a vehicle for thought and verbal interactions may be considered

expressions of thinking (Vygotsky, 1962). Understanding of cultural context is

crucial to an understanding of discourse ( Lerman, 2001) and, as discussed, it is

important to recognise the multiple modalities that young children may adopt as

vehicles for their thinking (Bae, 2010). Bruner and Olson (1978) posit that

chil dr e n 6 sultu-medal expréssion and communication may also be ways

they engage in epistemic activity. Young children think and interact with the world

through their senses and perceptions (James, 1890; Stern, 1985) and reasoning

emerging from O6matter of fact or existenced is

Thomas, 2007).

The section thatfollows focuses on | i terature surrounding chil
external O6discursive spacesb©o. I't addressemsss t hei

and perception in mediating their interactions with their worlds, considers their uses
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of playasadiscursivespa ce, addresses ¢ hddnmuemidcsa tdéimenda anc
6i nner speeché and develops further discussion
section, | will argue that communication and rational thinking are interwoven in

6di scoursed but that wlyeinhdscoarse]thiscandaovenaked e n g a
because their modalities of communication and the complexities of their thinking

may not always be recognised. Furthermore, I wi
are most likely to flourish in contexts where their capabilities and competences as

social actors are genuinely recognised.

8.8.1 Childrendéds uses of oOtrial and erroro

It is suggested that all learning emerge s from trial and error (Popper, 1999;

Swann, 1999). First identified kyrDdDhor ndi leel €L 9
definedas 6 ét he absence of a syBempseyadtal ¢ 2002 rlé3) egy 6 (
6...the method by means of which |living organis
(H8 ) 2,12@0% 2 7 6 )..eitlder by the complete elimination of unsuccessfu | forms or

by the evolution of controls which modify or suppress unsuccessful organs, or forms

of behaviour , o Pophey o7 h1879)e s ®@42). Popper continues: a

Omet hod. .. of proposing theories and submitting

desi gnémay bercallcad (ph@®.t Wed Bopper (1972 /1979) posits: OA
children, we learn to decode the chaotic messages which meet us from our

environment éby trial and error eliminationé (p.

Popper (1972 / 1979) posits t hat 6. .. new reactions, new for
modes of behaviour, new hypotheses, are tentatively put forward and controlled by
error-e |l i mi nat i on aligning with Roppery  Swann (2009) proposes a schema
to represent the trial and error -eliminat i on pr oRrepesents apwdblem, TS a
trial solution applied to the problem, and EE stands for error  -elimination:
Pl > TS > EE > P[]
(p.260). Moreover, H§ | 2 [2@0R) highlights the role of memory in the trial and

error process.

Popper (1972 /197 9) describes trial and error  -elimination as a psychology which

isédominated by logic (p.96). Yet Swann (2009)
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engage in trial and error at school, because teachers O0Oépenalise t

failing to understand, failing to give the prescribed answerd (p.

8.8.2 Childrenbs sansesandpefceptiohei r

Piaget (1969) sees humans as active agents who combine perception and activity to

construct new understanding. The study of young
and perception is well documented (Berk 2008). Spelke etal . (1992) posit that
6cognitilapscortwrendy with perception and action (p.605). From before

birth, humans develop their senses and perceptions and use these to mediate their

interactions with the world (James, 1890; Stern, 1985; Berk, 2008).

Sensation is distinguished from percep tion in the literature (James, 1890; Smith et
al., 2003). Via sensory receptors , humans collect and transmit to the brain

information about the world surrounding them: t

6perceptiond is the brainds nablingdumanseodaivei on of t
meaning fromt heir sensory encounters (Smith et al ., 2003). During the perception
process, the sensoryregister 6 éemdes what i s. . .aan003d41),( Smi t !
and the sensory memory briefly retains sensory information en ro ute to the brain
(Woolfolk and Perry, 2012:G -8; Goddard Blythe, 2011: 12) . Ne

systems are ready for information processing (Woolfolk and Perry, 2012). Part of
this capability appears to be manifested in hun

space once they have become used to a stimulus (Woolfolk and Perry, 2012: 123).

The psychol ogical |l iterature is prolific regard
Blythe, 2011:11 -12). Sense of touch presents intra -utero (Field, 2001) and is

mediated by nerve endings just below the surface of the skin as they respond to

pressure of movement on the skinbés surface (Kee
Blythe, 2011). Again, the sense of taste presents at birth (Crook and Lipsitt, 1976;

Beauchamp and Mennella, = 2009) and normatively remains highly sensitive (Lamb,

etal ., 2002) . Equally, very young babies use sense of smell to distinguish key

people in their lives (Macfarlane, 1975; Ce rnoch and Porter, 1985; Porter etal .,

1992). A functionalist view posits that sense of smell can protect against toxic

substances (Rieser etal ., 1976; Steiner, 1979).
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Most visual capability is in place by one year and infants tend to prefer to look at

human faces rather than inanimate objects (Fantz, 1966; Hood, 1995; Brooks and

Meltzoff, 2005). Neonates are relatively myopic (Kellman and Banks, 1998) and

children continue to refine their perception of object size up to age 11 (Kellman and

Banks, 1998: 146). In particular, reading requires specific physiological

characteristicst hat can often take until age seven to a
control of eye movements to follow al o-nghtn@ | i ne
reflexes needed to provide a stable platform, upon which centres involved in the

controlofeyem ovements rely for stable supportoé (Godc

Equally, learning to read requires symbiosis of complex decoding and

comprehension knowledge and skills (Rose, 2006), including analogy (Goswami,
1992), prediction (Graham and Kelly, 2008) and ph onological knowledge (Johnston
and Watson, 2005), whilst attuning to semantic, syntactic and grapho -phonic cues

(Goouch and Lambirth, 2011). For those learning to read English , decoding
presents particular challenges because of its irregularities (Suggate , 2011). Yet
English children are currently required to acquire conventional reading - and writing

- skills during their first five years (DfE, 2012a).

Goddard Blythe (2011) not es t hat oO0Babies are born with 0¢
| a n g u aplR)and(attune aurally to the human voice better than other sounds

(Voul oumanos and Werker, 2004), particularly th
Fifer 1990; DeCasper and Spence, 1986). Neonates hear relatively well (Saffran,

Werker and Werner, 2006), though it takes six years for childr
capability to reach its peak (Maurer and Maurer, 1988; Goddard Blythe, 2011).

Stern (1985) identifies yet more senses: senses of self , which lay the foundations

of 6personal growth and f elépfpasitivelye(Mdslow, 1943z n t hey d
6senses of agency, of physical cohesion, of <con
intentions in mindé (p. 6). Additionally, <child

t wo expressions of O6sensesd thatreappea@&nxciin etmee t

correlated with their experiences (Sylva et al. , 2010), their happiness (Tsai etal .,
2007) and their engagements with problem -solving (Sherman and MacDonald,
2006).
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Bruner (1967) notes that young chilodundands perce
minimal number of cues and these cues are usually the ones to which the child can

most readi |y p22). hhis thay@qequnt for2zatendency in young children

to engage in anthropomorphism (Meadows, 2006): the attribution of human traits

to no n-human objects or animals i presents commonly across the human life

course in various  cultures (Guthrie, 1993; Gray et al ., 2007). Piaget (1929) and

Lane etal . (2010) note that anthropomorphism is prevalent in children aged 2 -7

years, suggesting a predil  ection in humans to adopt the behaviour of other humans

as a point of reference. Infants younger than one year are drawn to the human

form ( Legerstee etal ., 1987; Bloom, 2005). Bruner (1967) notes that four -year -

olds reason that the changing appearance of quantities of water in a traditional
conservation experiment are due to action taken
phenomena are explained by attributing special powers to intervening human

agents. 6 However, Bruner (1967) obsuehrthinkiggy t hat 06
with astonishing absoluteness. There is not one instance of such reasoning among

the children who have been in school seven mont

8.8.3 Play as a discursive space
Play facilitates c¢hi imbdaemayd e fcosmunicafing,dor . . mul t i
example, through symbols, tools, drawings, sculptures, constructions, artefacts and

actions (including body | angua@sciidandPedioeod, 2010Db

(2005) propose that play has increasingly come tsofbe see
constructions proposed by major theorists (Piaget, 1945; Vygotsk y, 1978;

lLeont 6ev,o0fl9@dhi |l dhoodd as o6pl ayful and explorat
and pr od andthe reifecdtion of those constructions : 6...seriousness
excl ude playé (Huizinga, 1944: 45) . Equally, the

driving education in England (Fielding and Moss, 2011) has exacerbated

policymakersod perceptions that play | acks value
and QCA, 1999). Even whe re play is a required curriculum element for children

aged 0 -5years (DfE,2012a) it must be 6pl anneddOfE&a20MB8:60 pur pos
A tension exists between this requirement and the widely accepted definition of

play: 6éfreely chosen, eentrissicalanotiviteddehaveuw that

actively engages etlale 2@00)jid thbde tefmd,Rdurdg children in

English ECEC settings may not be playing at all.
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The scope of this review limits consideration of all aspects of play; because both
socio -dramatic and object play occur commonly in the literature and provide
opportunities for children to both communicate and develop rational thinking within

social contex ts (Habermas, 1984), they are now discussed as discursive spaces.

Smilansky and Sheftaya (1990) regard socio -dramatic play as 0. ..dr a
behavior( sic) in its most developed formd (p.3); Opr
characteristic yodf (OHge nzuiinngea pll9a4 4: 22) and shared
first key step in understanding what another pe
2005: 33) . Hendy and Toon (2001) -ddiasrmaitn gguwi s(hS Db e t
and O6thematic fantasy6 daillrEnrevipitaadyeveldprealSD pl ay,

experiences, whereas TF is purely imaginary pl a
extensive and complex6 (Newson and Newson, 1979
resting on 6...the ability to (Maenng fMotoranthe ani ng

Thorp, 2003:75) is regarded as important for cognitive development (Vygotsky,

1976) . Symbolic play traverses both SD and TF play (Edmiston, 2008; Kalliala,

2006), for example, 6...using a cylindfrudelal bl o
2010: 202) . Ch idirettedeSDDFplayssealuriiversal phenomenon (Brooker,

2010; Whitebread, 2010), but the extent and nature of that play seems to be

affected by environment (Smith, 2007).

In SDTF play with their peers T and alone - youn g children create and recreate their

own meanings and discourses (Gussin Paley, 2004; Johnson, 2006; Kalliala, 2006;

Cobb-Moore etal ., 2010), usually according to a range of common themes,
includingrédangér afnaddumdéd s(tCor sar o, r,KiBdh®pPi10) Howev
proposes that adults should Il ead children in SELC
playdé (p.1127), though this is a contested notio
2010) and, again, |l acks coa6égfueecy whandieohi pdr e
directed, intrinsica | | 'y moti vated beétaly i2€0Q).r SuchabuR F A
constructions may subvert childrenb6s opiportunit
Hart, 1976; Whitington and Floyd, 2009 : 6Power is al ways present.
directth e behavi our oFoucaulh 010%.:&1). 6 Yet Cannella (2002) contests:

6Younger human beings should have the right to
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any form of colonisation that our involvement i
In practice, though, adults deny children rights to refuse invasion of their play

spaces (Edmiston, 2008; Wood, 2010b )sochildren 6. .. are constrained
(James and Prout, 1997:28).

Alternatively,aco -constructed model i s advoc playamditd or ch
discourses (Rogers a nd Evans 2008; Edmiston, 2008; Wood 2010b) in which one

pl ayer 6s e mp aonbcioysnessardaesponse is tailor ed to the other

(Bakhtin,1990) : d6éadult interactions...should respect
(chidrends) playdé (Wood and-3AYetWood(2080a) teAd8 @ 5 182
value adult structures for childrenés play, rat
con struction of meanings (Edwards etal ., 1998). Gussin Paley (1984; 1990; 2004)

suggests thatyoung childr ends di s c o ur -gdramaticiplay isUS ECEC

settings emerge from provocations including peer interaction, first hand

experiences, hearing stories and language, questioning and props. Waller (2006;

2007) confirms this in a different context: English n ursery children aged 3 -4 years

playing with their peers at a country park. Wood (2010b) acknowledges the

complexity and depth of intersubjectivity that young children demonstrate during

SDTF play and Gussin Paley (1984; 1990; 2004) emphasises the importanc e of

time for children to develop their socio -dramatic play episodes into richly discursive

spaces. While Wood (2007) appears to recognise children as social agents whose
interactions create discursive spaces character
probl ems and connect i cemndunconvincédtiatall yosdichildren

can benefit from 6free choiced in their play (2

Children often call on their environment for their SDTF play (Waller, 2010 ); Opie
andOpie (1959) foundoéphrbdyéno$s adults prevailed i
across the UK, while, as mentioned, Hart (1976) aligns with psycho -analytical

theory ( Axline, 1964)in proposing that such play has a functional role, providing

O .opportunity to reverse roles and to act out real -life situations in an intense way,

to express pressing personal needGhialndlr eerx@d or e
discourses during play - often SDTF play - seem to expose their understanding of

their own interests and expdDunne20@eTesuded, 8010y e | | as

Such discour ses r ef |-emotionatamd ratidnal éhimking in sociad i o
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contexts and often  exemplify intersubjectivity ( Goncu, 1993), while revealing

children as active social agents (James and Prout, 1997). Examples include

Australian children, aged 4, role -pl aying 6édoct o(Whitingtanard Floyd,e t s 6
2009) , I sraeld] kindergarten children playing o6d
1990), English6 -7-year-ol ds chi |l dren playing 6Bat mandé ( Ma
year-ol ds pl ayi ng ¢ P(Kallibar 2008eandgShanaschildren from 4 -14 and

Mayan childrenfrom1 -10 years O6playing housed (Nyota and
2000). Smith (2007) asserts that theories of SDTF

andcultur al variations6 are well rehearsed and tern
(p-43).

Childrenés object play is sometimes integrated
asthird objectsbd6 (mBiiakabk edatded asldB@ikiye spaces. Object

play is categorised as functional, dramatic, realistic or imaginative and begins early
in 1ife, involving 6éobjects of both | arge and

character6 (Morgenthaler, 2006:65). Arnold (200

may link cognition and emotion in their object play and from around fourteen

months, childrenés soci al i nteractions increase
and Bergen, 2006). Montessorios play materials
children to behave in designated ways (1916), whereas Piaget (1945) saw children

constructing and applying problem solving strategies inductively in object play.
Equally, Vygotsky  (1978) theorised that humans bestow on objects meanings
derived from their social and cultural contexts and as mentioned, psychoanalysts

perceive value in the ways object play can elicit emotional mastery (Axline, 1964).

Construction play provides discursive spaces that include dialogue and rational

thinking ( Habermas, 1984) and i particularly in a social cont  ext T seems to lend

itself to the development of O6communicative pow
suggests that construction play can be a 6énonve
which children manipulate space to obtain meanings and to symbolise and

commun icate their ideas (Gura, 1992). Young children may use purpose - built,

natural or everyday objects (Hart, 1976; Gura, 1992; Legoff and Sherman, 2006;

Waller, 2010); simple objects such as paper and sticks have been shown to

enhance young c¢ hi |Indingdkapay, 2008; tiVerthisgtom, 2010).
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Equally, whilst children may wuse O0realistic pro
2006), they differentiate reality from fantasy (Lillard, 1993; Sawyers and Carrick,

2008). In their construction play, children m ani pul aljeets far the purpose of
constructing or creating s o nxarhplkesimcgde natuRlabd n, 200
recycled materials such as fabric, wood, leaves, acorns, stones and sand (Hart,

1976; Huleatt et al ., 2008), drinking straws and sticks (Ahn and Filipenko, 2007),

wooden blocks (Gura, 1992; Cuffaro, 1995) and plastic modular blocks (Legoff and

Sherman, 2006). Wooden block play has been found to encourage development of

language, socialisation and cognition i particularly logical thought p rocesses i in

young children (Gregory etal ., 2003). Forman (1982) indicates that construction

pl ay can provide evi de n aepresertatiopabthinkigg c hakéydr en 6 s
cognitive process (DelLoache, 1989; Nelissen and Tomic , 1996; Gura, 1992).

Equally , in young childrenés uses of construction
knowledge is shared through dialogue and modelling to develop logical hypotheses

(Ahn and Filipenko, 2007).

Schemas provide another discursive space for children and often involve obje cts

(Piaget, 1945; 1956). To process the cognitive constructions that underpin these

physical expressions, O6éhuman beings construct
andéthey do so by employing tacitlLardhé 883.ax). pr oces

Johnson -Laird (198 3) credits Craik with conceiving mental models: the original

proposition that o6thinking is the manipulati on
worl doé Cpaikk.(1943) defines 6modell ingbé as:
6éany physical or chemical systmsarucurei ch has a
to that of the process it imitatesé a physica
in the same way as the((ppl)ocess it parallelséo
Equally, Johnson -Laird (1983) notes : &..a mental model...  plays a direct

representational role,  since it is analogous to the structure of the corresponding

state of affairs i nCraik(l®43noatinésdhé prdcess df rieditl .

modeling:
6(1) ATransl ationo of external processes into
symbols ;
(2) Arrival at other symbols through a process of #fAreaso

deduction, inference, etc.
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(3) Aretransl ationo of these symbols into ext

building a bridge to a design) or at least recognition of the

correspondence between these symbols and external events (asin

realising that a prediction is fulfilled)d& (p
Forrester (1975) provides further explanation:

6The ment al i mage of the world around us that

model. One does not have a city or a government, or a country in his

head. He has only selected concepts and relationships, which he uses to

represent the (p.818)] systembd
In the light of neuroscientific evidence, Johnson - Laird (1995) reasserts his notion of
ment al modelling: 6éédeductionéis not a purely v
Lairdés claim (1995) recognises that hignd order
exemplified 1 in ways other than the verbal or written languages that are common
adult media ( Edwards etal ., 1998; Lansdown, 2010; Bae, 2010). For example,
Luquet (1927) noted the communicative potenti al
Wittgenstein (1922) unnédoaseaxn eéeéhpr dpsican of co
processing, describing it as 6a model of the r
asserting |l ogical propositi on .HoweveraVittgensteinur e o f
(1922) perceives that pedosehisapiattudbe(0922:33), align
Wittgensteinds O6pictur elbai(rldd2s2 )6 rwe prhe sleorhtnastoino n a
(1983: 154), but differentiating it from mental modelling which is perceived as
representative  of fact (Craik, 1943; Forrester, 1975; Johnson -Laird, 1983).

In adopting schemas as vehicles for cognitive processing and as communication
media for their thinking and understanding (Athey, 2007; Nutbrown, 2006; Meade

and Cubey, 2008), young children often place and move objects (Athey, 2007 ).
When th ey do this, they may be engaging both fact and representation, sometimes

selecting one, whilst at other times mediating both. This activity may include

representational proposition ( Johnson -Laird, 1983) mental modelling (Craik, 1943;
Forrester, 1975; Johns  on-Laird, 1983) or logical proposition (Wittgenstein, 1922),
suggesting high order cognitive processing. The idea of schemas assuming a dual

role - cognitive process per se and the communication of that process - aligns with
Habermasé vi ew ( loAr§4s)hothdialague add raienal thinking.

Equally, children sometimes discuss their schemas with others. Belinda (3 years)
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asked questions while pursuing her enclosure sc

have to get covered up with water before it gets clea n?6é, OWhy do we have
the potatoes before they go in the oven?6, and
inside this one here [smaller tin]?8606 (Nutbrown

8.8.4 Meta -communication and Inner Speech

Chil drends per son avVerbal expréssidnsirandandhod i pl ay are O6met
communicationsd (Garvey, 1990:134): 6...the fo
children to define the boundaries between behayv

thatwhichli es outside it06 (Rogers and Evans, 2008: 2¢
(2009) provide anexamplein4 -year-ol ds 6 Odo-playo6 Gr aoée t he new
patient, was |lying across the chair. aMeddlygmt he
gonna si tanthsatraetiier ec e pt i o n(p.d48){nketa -communication in

boldtype). Vygotsky (1978) suggests that childrenos
6...yrst, on the soci al | evel, and | aibh®later on t h
text expl ores young ctsiplecercehrod § 1®i8bner35): their 06¢
themselves,orself -comment at e, while they are undertakin
2010:165). Al so termed O6egocentric speechd by Piaget
speechd (Berk and Landau, 1 %8hpractetisedibg di scur si v
discussion and rational thinking (Flavell etal ., 1997; Habermas, 1984), though it

does not involve other people. However, while Piaget (1926) perceived this

phenomenon as reinforcing activity - a reflection on cognitive processing - Vygotsky
(1986) saw it as O6an agent of realistic thinkin

processing (p.33).

Inner speech may have a role in self -regulation (Whitebread, 2010; Fernyhough
and Russell, 1995), particularly in situations where young children a re engaged in
parallel or solitary play when others are present ( Gussin Paley, 1990; Meade and

Cubey, 2008). Fernyhough and Russell (1995) suggest inner speech may facilitate

emotional expression, language and communication practice, establishing personal

identity and identity. Some young children seen
much the same way that they are dr ahart,19376 O6secr e
Clark, 2010; Kyrdnlampi -Kylmanen and Maatta, 2011) . Berk (1994) asserts that:

O..private speech is healthy, adaptive and essential behavior ( sic) 6 (p. 83) yet
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seems to diminish significantly once formal schooling begins (Flavell etal ., 1997):
teachefrrsedéent |l y di s mi sdirectedhspdechasdisttastings e | f

cl assroom beha\w00d1t).drorh ibur yearsold in England, then, many
childrenb6s discursive spaces may be O6ésilencedé
(Cannella, 2002:162).

8.8.5 Pedagogies of Listening

Freire (1996) declaims that: ODialodaick i s the e
medi ated by the worl d, in order to name the wor
take place if some O0édeny others the right to s
Fleetand Britt (2011) observe that o6échildren are often t|

participant s i n t he educ ap.ildBeThis doesmat Basedo be the case.

Dahl berg and Lenz Taguchi (1994) draw on the ne
social actord (James and James, 2008) to advoca
from the view of the ¢ hild as a competent and capable child, a rich child, who
participates in the creation of themselves and
engages with Dahl berg and L en z@edagagieshElisteniagh idol d ( 1

i n which chil dr evwvegmcemayflowtishs c ur si

The negotiated nature of knowledge co -construction is exemplified by Edwards

(1998) who describes the o6difficult taskdéd for t
children find problems that are big enough and hard enough to enga ge their best
energies and thinking over timed (p.187). Bridg
often neglect problem setting, yet when children set their own problems they may

classify, sort, categorise, quantify and represent data (Helm and Katz, 2001).

Within the context of Reggio, O6problemd is defi
task, which is some way stimulates cognitive co
and White, 1998:379) ; Tarini and White (1998) perceive 0.
activitiesd as provocations that may encourage
(p-379).

The | iterature reveals a number of other 6épedag
Project Approach  (P.A.) (Katz and Chard, 1989; Helm and Katz, 2001) T a
col | aboresearchefort ©( Kat z, 1994: 1) ,5x5k5hGeatlityg IPirsoh eéct 6
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(Bancroft etal. 2008) -a dynamic, collaborative 6. ..creat
teachers, artists, co  -work ers in cultural centres, paren ts and children6 (H
2008:3) -andCobmmuni cati on Fr i(EFY(lJgrma8,RG0C) e svtich
chimes with the notion of the environment as 0t
so that co -construction is manifested by childre nés interactions with t
environrmdmtl.ogéd ¢ (Wellsg1eedyand O6Di al ogi ¢ (Alexanden,i ng 6
2004) provide more -exmltireididstrycted geadagogies guided by
democratic principles and valuable for the subversion of 6aut horitarian ten
(Alexander, 2004:48). Schaffer (1992) frames specific types of social interactions
bet ween adults and children as O0joint invol veme
object, event or other environmental feature that is incorporat ed in the social
interaction and thus becomes a focus for the pa
Equally, another model of co -constructed pedagogic practice has emerged from two
large ECEC English studies : &ustained, Shared Thinking 6 6.%.) (Siraj -Blatchford
etal ., 2002; Sylva etal ., 2010). SST is defined as:

60An episode in which two or more individuals

intellectual way to solve a problem, clarify a concept, evaluate activities,

extend a narrative etc. Both parties must contri bute to the thinking and

it must devel op(Simjn-Blatahferd, 20028) 6

Identifying 6ways toseemated be a common theme across
of Ilisteningé, though they are mani feSirgjed di f f e

Blatchford etal ., (2002) assert that young children benefit from strong and equal

relationships between the adult s who work with them, Bancroft etal ., (2008) take a
broader view: they place strong emphasis on Ore
which adultsandch i 1 dren | earn together through o6érecipr

discussi ond (Fawcett Aaer1r). AMexander (20049 8 :also recognises that

it is important for children to believe their teachers are interested in their thoughts

and knowledge and suggests this is more likely if the teacher asks children

@uthentic questi ons6Si(mi.l alrdl)y., the P. A. advocates th
children propose the questions they will seek t
(Katz, 1994:1) andnthhatd 6eachéclhli wWbrd& coll abor ¢
Katz, 2001: 78), while Jarmandés CFS pr omdtéooyp pohlritluchrigarn és t o

with each otherdé as wel | as O6secure links bet we
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Dahl berg and L eviewofthachidc has @ s 0 mp e t(1894:2)ds also a
recurring f eatpuerdea goofg itehse soefd @ rinsatnebnsi nQFGS G encour a
[childiedépendenced (2007: 9preghiouedshééPhAl dr e
initiative, involvement and relative control over their own activit ies and

parti ci Helmand Kafz, 2001: 2). Withinthe 5x5x5=Creativity  project,

6...children are seen as innate and creat-i ve kn
constructorsé (Hay, 2008:3): and dao20@R27),ent t hi

reified by adultsé intentional valuing of 6. ..child
and space to have ideas and see these througho
(2004) recognises that: O6Children must think fo

andundersta ndoé (p. 12) . However, althoughBl&cford fef er (
al. (2002) advocate a view of the child as competent to an extent , each retains
caveats, suggesting that SST and JIEs may not p
as other pedagogies of |  istening. For example, whilst Siraj -Blatchford et al . (2002)
acknowledge childrends competence, they perceiyv
which children started early childhood education (before 3 had better impact),

quality of staff interactions with children and the extent to which children were

all owed to complete activitiesd (p. 29). Furthe
child by suggesting: 6The child | earns a great
competent than t heBlstohfbrd etsab., 200R:i32).e&Epually, whilst

Schaffer (1992) perceives JIEs as 6an asymmetr.i
and the adult followsd (p.101), he suggests JIE

competenced (p.102).

Moreover, Siraj -Blatch ford et al . (2002) suggest that only some children may be
consi deapablddé 6 di ver gbhbaalgl Herogn and L eviewofthachildc hi 6 s
(1994:2). Siraj -Blatchford etal . (2002) categorise their observations of children in

ECEC settingsas: 6. . . ha gaphdlyl e | earners, children | earni
those who were fAstrugglingdo to learndé (2002: 62
with Sends definition of o6capabilitiesd, predic
the person can achieve and from which he or she can choose one

1993:31): for Jarman (2007), young childrends c

enabling the children to access resources indep
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(1994) details o6functionregéé thpabtcbmpresewchh
Approach:
0Phase 2:6...investigating, drawing from obse
models, observing closely and recording findings, exploring, predicting,
and discussing and dramati zing(pl)heir new unde
Alexander (2004) endorses a view of the child as capable actor, whilst recognising
socio-cul tural influences: O6Children construct mea
what they newly encounter and what they already know, but also from interaction
withot her sé (p. 11). H o vekeal. €2008) algjmwitlt r dé&hitberg and Lenz
Taguchwvdew of the child as a capable childd (109
having potential fr eta.R2008ho6é (Bancroft

There is also divergence across the pPedagogi es o finrelaiios tb Pahlbergg 6

and Lenz TéagueWwi 668 the child as a rich childd (
and Hilton (2007) perceive that: O6Playing, expe
knowledge in sensual, affective and active ways that enable them to understand its
substanced (ci teal. 2008:16,anmceagant dthers imply that

children are deficient. Schaffer (1992) tends to assume that only more

knowl edgeabl e others can enhance t hdstSirdi-l ddés ex

Blatchford et al . (2002) reject a pedagogic model that recognises the child as

already oO0richd and enriching, in favour of inte
values children by promoting an environment t ha
thei r own personal spaced (2007:9). Moreover, Ka

that involve young children in investigating real phenomena offer them an

opportunity to be the natural scientists or ant
(p.33), whilst Alexande r advocates Brunerb6s proposal for a
di alectical 6 approach in educational settings (
2004).

Most ofpetdlago@i es of ncil sadendi mng@dt hi s di scuewsi on

of a child who participat es i n the creat i omahtbdrgandlienmsel vesd (
Taguchi, 1994:2). Kat z (Durid@tiHelirstphage bfdahe prggectt hat @ 06
(approach), the children...recall their own pas
(p.1) and she also articulates that project work enables children to experience
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oéfeelings of masteryd (Katz, 1998:33). Equally
of discourse embedded within an empathetic socio -cul tural context: 6Ch
construct meaning not only from the interplay of what they newly encounter and

what they already know, but also from interaction with others. In turn, this

interaction i s c relopment af theirfvesyridertith [and]d e v their sense of

self and wor t h&Bldtichford Zktla). (20®) mdicpte that the best quality

settings are those that regard 6. ..childrends ¢
complementary6é (p.10) and those where 6. ..inter
based on a deep level of respect that arose from acknowledging the extent and

depth of their emotional state at anyet@ne ti med
(2008) note that: o6Creative values and supporti
develop a sense of belonging and personal i dent

identifies f eat ures of the ECEC environment that may
self-confidentd (p.28), although she moves away fr
adds that this makes children 6émore ready to |

i mproved by a t,/2007:28% (Jar man

The final component of Dahlberg and Lenz Taguchi 6s Omeet i higthepl aceb
view of a child who participates in the creation of their knowledge (p.2). Siraj -

Blatchford, etal. (2002) acknowledge that cognitive construction takes place whe n
children are O6motivated and i nvol vceodnds tirnu cat icoonnot
which 6...each party engages with the under st an

Katz outlines the tangible ways in which children engage in the Project Approach:
6..preparing and presenting reports of results in the form of displays of findings
and artifacts, talks, dramatic presentations, or guided tours of their

construdpl).onséd

Schaffer (1992) regards children as the ingnsti ga
pointing, manipulation and referential @®@&8echo

claims that children are best able to apply their newly constructed understandings

in soci al contexts which, he argues, are tidecr i ti
kind of knowledge with which schools deal i mat hematics, science and
(p.11). Moreover, Jarman (2007) revisits the notion of meta -communication by

articulating the importance of supporting o6...c¢c
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informed choicesabo ut what they doé (p.9). Equally, she

sharing and celebrating the childrenbds construc
understanding, 6...through document aetal. o2008a nd di
agree, but place greater emphasis on co-construction , suggesting that adults

6... may know more than the children about cert a
experience but their role is as pd@.ticipant in
The | iterature suggedsdursivetspaces acemmost lidety éorfldurish

where their capabilities and competences are genuinely recognised, respected and

enacted and where children and adults are considered authentic equal partners in

co-constructions of understanding and meaning. In practice, these are o6ethics o
encounter6 Levinas (1980:38). Motivation, invol
emerge from the literature as important elements in this process. Children can

participate in discursive spaces as authentic social actors, though this is not always

recognised. The following section explores further the literature concerned more

specifically with young childrends participatio

8.9 Childrends Rights and Participation

The childrends spaces discussed so fadicipatomc | ude
one of three strands s h&HCHRY198M ilhrdceneyediss r i ght s
rhetoric concerned with childrenés rights and p
(Jones and Welch, 2010; Percy -Smith and Thomas, 2010), yet in England, both

areasre main underdevel oped (CRAE, 2009; Morrow, 2C
rights is a contested area. However, Freeman ( 1992) n ot e sChitdieraare 6

particularly vulnerable and need rights to protect their integrity and dignity (p. 55),

while Annan (2001) observes: 6. . . many adults neglect their r

children &(cited in Alderson, 2008: 13). Whilst social groups such as women or
prisoners are afforded specific rights, children are seen as lacking capability
(Archard, 2004) but Alderson (20 08) refutes this argument: 060l

and even young children, are pre -rational are challenged by t he

The section explores issues relating to childre
sections: The Nature of Rightsand Chi | dr en 6 £hRi gh & % 6lsegidiatiog ht s

andPolicy and Chi | drendés Participation
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8.9.1 The Nature of Rights and Childrenb6tés Right
Feinberg (1970) defines a oO0rightoé as: 6...a cl a
as valid is called for by some set of governing rules or mor al

Ohuman rightsdéd are defined as ¢6...basic rights

entitled to regardless of nationality, sex, national or ethnic origin, race, religion,

| anguage, or ot he nylntetnational,2@11).(Hahfeid €.920) suggests

that a oO6righto 6. . . i s powkerfperogative e @ndtpadviledeeEpp.ggh at e
37), though Jones and Welch (2010) warn that 0.
rightsoé (p. 30). (Mo 2M®m)v epr,o Hoshds lad 6scheme of
Acorrelatesodob, juxtaposing rights with duties (
Jural Opposites | {right privilege | power immunity
{no-right | duty disability | liability
Jural {right privilege | power immunity
Correlatives {duty No-right | liability disability
Hohfeld (1920) acknowledges tensions inherent i

emphasising claimrights and liberty rights  whilst positioning  power rights and

immunity rights  as secondary (Wilson, 2007). Libertyrights ar e seen as 0. . .°
rights of individuals to pursue their own | ives
Welch, 2010:30 -3 1) : theébabsence of externall Impediments ( sic) ©§Hobbes,

1651/1909:99).  Equally, an individual may need others to assist them in achieving

their rights (Wilson, 2007; Curran, 2002). Hohfel dbs suggestce¢laam (192
rights shoul d bal ance rights with responsibilities
Fiske, 2006: 297) but claim rights may have a more pragmatic quality than liberty

rights : they acknowledge limitations that social contexts may impose.

Moreover, rights requiring pr atte otei aon gartes or g gSayn
2000), whereas O6positiak, rigbtsbubrenal egcustomar
0fundamental 6mogalt sénatsur al ,( ChuNnea nl d ,r il88tBa8ds; 445 ;
2004). However, O6wel f ar e-&.i.g.httos 6f ood, shelter and medi
6...health, bodily i hareasri trye,gaamdae dpraisvayy& it i ve
(Eddy, 2006:337;  Griffin, 2000; Archard, 2011). Jones and Welch  (2010) suggest

that o6welfare rights 6. . .identify things that n
make best use of t he.i32).Howeverethigview is dorgdsteds 6  (
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because of the finite supply of welfare rights  (Griffin, 2000; Eddy, 2006), so Griffin

(2000) ar gu wdfardrighastare,@énost, ethical rights 0(p.30) . Parallels

may be drawn between claim and welfarerights and Sends definition of
whichacknowledges 6. . .t he alternative functionings the
from which he or she can choose one coll ecti on O Futiemdrs,: 3 1)

MacCormick (1982) alludes to moralrights , 6a good of satkahit i mport a
would be wrong to deny it oHqualyo Archard Ba04 |1 d it 6 ( p
distinguishes between  moral rights and legal rights , but maintains that a given right

might be both.

Whil st o6all people are entitl edrnatomal 20ll),lmaasi c r i @
distinction exists between purely adul tso rRighhtss@),A purely chil
(6Ri ght sd6) and rights thaiC bRdtgltreighdrg, ul®80). sTvar e: 6
types -RifgtCs 6 f ocus on Obeingé an@¥:ngbhtete omi ngo (
goods such as food, shelter, love and freedom from harm (Feinberg, 1980) and
6rights to an open futured (Archar #einbepgple8D) , f or
However, 6 (Ri ght s® present tensions: the child may
recipient of prot ecdn-wai triingchét,s bout oOrmacdtulas soci a
and James, 2008).

While childrends protection rights han2005i gni fi

provision and participation rights have generally enjoyed less focus (Mayall, 2006).
Children in England do not have full access the
standard of living, to education and childcare, to cultural life and the a rts, and to

know about the UNCRCO6 (Al derson 2008: 27; May al

one reason for this (Jones and Welch, 2010), structures and attitudes among

childrentés professionals seem to be others. For
definechi| dr ehést 6i nterestsdé from a promenc2002pni st p
while in educational contexts,-makicudgd upreewdi I6€ a
(Richards, 2010:7) and parents, not children, a
(Alderson, 2008: 28). Furthermore, provision for free play for children in England is

inadequate and has steadily diminished (David, 1996; Mayall, 2007), while

although knowledge of the Convention on Childre

(OHCHR, 1989; Nutbrown, 1996),chi | dr en i n E n g lverylitle kncavledge 6 é
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of the CRC6 (Willow, 2007: 7): it is not part o
QCA, 1999 ; DfE, 2012a ).

Equally, while Skel ton (2007) <c¢claims that childrenbs p:
@aradigmatics hift i n t hi nki ng about dheywere alatemadlditiornpa 16 7)) ,
the Convention (OHCHR, 1989; Skelton, 2007) and are not yet full vy reified .

Although Al derson (2008) asserts key childrends par
optimal development, name, i dentity and family, forming and expressing views,

decision-ma ki ng and respect for the clUandsodn2010ev ol vi n
indicates that greater clarification on what <ch
practice would be helpful (p.11). Moreov er, Mayall (2006) indicates that value
attributed to them tends to be O60tokenisticé (p.
functional (Maslow, 1943); alternatively, deeply embedded adult hegemonies seem

to deny children participation (Chawla and Heft, 2002:204).

8.9.2 Childrentés Rights Legislation and Policy
For centuries, menbs hegemony over women and <c¢h
Mirk (c.1405) wrote: OHyt ys old Englysch sawe: A mayde s
h e r dChildren were legally regarded as their f athersd chattels until
nineteenth century ( Booth, 2006) . Following the Forster Act (HMG, 1870) which

introduced universal compulsory primary schooling in England, The Children Act

(HMG, 1889) was the first act in English law to protect chil dren: it also addressed

child cruelty, child employment and begging by children (Batty, 2005). Postman

(1994) terms the period between 1850 and 1950 t
in the United States (p.67) and the 1870 and 1889 Acts heralded a similar period in

England. The Children Act 1908 (HMG, 1908) followed, again focusing

predominantly on child protection: it introduced the juvenile court system,

abolished the death penalty for children under 16, made child neglect and abuse a

criminal offence an  d prevented children under fourteen from entering public houses

and children under sixteen from buying tobacco (Children and Y oung People Now,

2008; Bradley etal ., 2009; Bradley, 2009). Following The Children Act 1948 (HMG,

1948), local authorities introd uced childrendés committees and c

with social services departments catering for the needs of children established by
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the Local Authority Social Services Act 1970 (HMG, 1970; Batty, 2005). However,
in England, parents rroxytlegalyuatd 198HKCull, 2001 n 6 s p

Two key pieces of childrenbds rights |l egislation
national level, The Children Act 1989 (HMG, 1989) and at international level, the

United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (O HCHR, 1989). A legal test

case provided a strong direction of travel for The Children Act 1989: the Gillick trial

(1985) resulted in a pivotal House of Lords ruling that 6éparent al rights t
child do not exist for the benefit of the parent. They exist for the benefit of the child

and they are justified only in so far as they enable the parent to perform his duties

towards the child and towards ot he@GilickviWdstdr en i n
Norfolk and Wisbech Area Health Authority and Depar tment of Health and Social

Security (1986) AC 112 Lord Fraser at 170D , Cited in Seymour, 1992:111). Inter

alia, the shift from parental rights to parental responsibility was captured in The

Children Act 1989 (HMG, 1989; Brophy, 2001), which moved legislati ve focus

towards including provision and participation.

Contemporaneously, at international level, the United Nations Convention on the

Rights of the Child (UNCRC) ( OHCHR, 1989 ) materialised. Following World War 1,
Englishwoman Eglantyne Jebb co  -founded the Save the Children Fund (SCF) in
1919 (Milne, 2008), then co -wrote the Declaration of the Rights of the Child ,
endorsed by the League of Nations in 1924 (Mahood, 2008). The 1924 Declaration
0 .recogni sed and affirmed for the first time the existence of rights specific to
children6 ( Hu malbfocused on @dettibnand provision, with small

consideration of par-tnitaiupatdi dnrArash adardi,g Rt0sl 1) .

Following World War Il, international focus on human rights gathered pace. In 1945

the League of Nations became the United Nations (United Nations, 2000). The

Nuremberg Trials tried Nazi collaborators between 1945 and 1949, resulting in the

Nuremberg Code (United States Government, 1949) which strongly informs

contemporary ethical procedures (Murray, 2011). Whilst the Nuremberg Trials were

in session, The Universal Declaration of Human Rights emerged (United Nations,

1948), framing 6échidl.dheadd tpdspecial care and assi s

Nations, 1948). This led to the second Declaration of the Rights of the Child by the
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United Nations General Assembly in 1959 (Humanium, 2011), which remained

focused on protection O60...wiehihgtthemeap hwali Isbd
2009:5). Equally, it was not legally binding, but thirty years later, in 1989, the

United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (UNCRC) became a legal

agreement (UNICEF, 2011), ratified by all but two United Nations memb er states:

the United States and Somalia (Go rdon etal., 2007) . UNCRCO6s aut hors
disparate group of UN diplomats who generally resided in Geneva or New York; few

were either practising |l awyers or O6...knew much
many country including their owné (Milne, 2008:

Despite this, UNCRC (OHCHR, 1989 ) is widely considered to have made a strong

and positive contribution to c¢Manedangdardes, ri ght s
2008; Reid, 1994; Franklin, 1995; Milne, 2008). UNCRC was ratified by England as

part of the United Kingdom in 1991 (Frost, 2005) though it has not been enshrined

into domestic legislation (James, 2008): 6...1little attendentraln i s fo
government on the importance of childrends righ
Consequently, English children indicate their dissatisfaction in relation to their rights

(CRAE, 2009) and few know much about their entitlements (Willow, 2007). Given

that Article 42 requires that the content of the Convention should be made widely
known, t his amounts to an abrogation of duty by UK government (OHCHR, 1989).
Nevertheless, a significant tranche of children

in England since 1989, including The Protection of Children Act 1999 (HMG, 1999;

Batty, 2005) and The Children Act 2004 (HMG, 2004) which was the legislative

framework for  Every Child Matters: Change for Children (DfES, 2004) and which

consulted children following ei ght-year-ol d Vi ctoria Climbieb6s deat
2000 ( DES, 2003 a; 2003b; Laming, 200 3; Batty, 2005
once again foregrounded with safeguarding a paramount concern (Roche and

Tucker, 2007) but thebdwhgdmeebhédbecwel for chi
services (Cheminais, 2006:1). The Childcare Act 2006 (HMG, 2006) followed,

focusing on a commitment -beingd éidmpandredacet he wel |
inequalitiesd by providing high qualitnsachil dca
reducing poverty (Pugh, 2006:v), placing greate
rights (Alderson, 2008). However, Engl andés May 2010 el ecti

coalition government and a shift in focus for children in England away from the
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oOwhol e wdllibleddonsgd6 (Cheminais, 2006: 1) towards ad:
i mperative (DfE, 2010b; DfFE, 2011:5). Significan
provision have characterised the coalitiThis gove
has amounted to a reductio n in Engl i shf unrhctlidodeinmdgsn @: or doi n

what people value and have reason to valued (Al

which is likely to diminish their capabilities 6...the alternative funct
person can achieve and from which he or she can choose one collect
1993:31) .

8.9.3 Young Childrends Participation

Participation is perceived as a dynamic and differentiated. Notwithstanding national

and international policy, Al derson (2010) posits that oOoParti
less-observed private world of thehifladmidrny®s (key9) .
participation rights as life and optimal development, name, identity and family,

forming and expressing views, decision -making and respect for the
capacities was introduced ( Alderson, 2008). In considering children as researchers,

it can be argued that the most relevant participation rights on this list are the latter

three; these are discussed in this section . Partridge defines patrticipation per se as

Ot way active involvementd (2005:181),-Smtht hough T
(2010) suggest childrendéschaonfi diepani ontognid ¢ ipn 1
remains an emergent field. Discourse surroundin
England has been located in a number of areas, including research, decision -

making (Kirby etal ., 2003; Partridge, 2005; Morrow, 2008), health (Moore and

Kirk, 2010), law and social care (Cashmore and Parkinson, 2008; James, 2008) and

the right for chil dr e nregardlessohngpddiorahilityssaccbe ool s, 0.
involved in decisions which affect their | ives
and Rose, 2008: 425; Whitty and Wisby, 2007). Equally, the discourse indicates

that o6l isteningdé to chil dr dignedwihstheibparticipatien i ncr eas
(Cousins, 1996; Lancaster and Kirby, 2010; Clark and Moss, 2011). Yet, although

progress has been made, against benchmarks ( i.a. Arnstein, 1969; Hart, 1992), in
practice, childrenb6s participat i(Mayal 2006; Tamesg,] and h
2008; Yamashita and Davi es, 2 0cénired,child Eenbblingci ng t
and child -empowering values underlying participation is one thing. Putting these

values into practice is quite anothero6 (Woodhea
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Prima faci e, in Article 12, OHCHR (1989 ) appears to recognise the child as a

compet ent s o ctadtlelchildhwho i® capabledof forming his or her own views

the right to express those views freely in all matters affecting the child 6. Yet the
caveatthatthisri g ht s h o uglveh due eveight in accordance with the age and

mat ur i ty of indichtes that thé dhidl 6 isnot born capable, rich and

competent as new sociologists suggest ( Dahlberg and Lenz Taguchi, 1994; James

and Prout, 1997; James etal ., 1998; James and James 2008), but is born

6deficientd though able to develop capability t
maturity. This view aligns temporality with not
are in turn explored across various disciplines (Heide gger, 1962; Prigogine, 1980;

Qvortrup, 1994). However, it may also lead to adults assuming hegemony to

restrict chil dr e nafdshy default capabilitiesi n g (&lkire and Deneulin,

2009; Sen, 1993) andit has led to reconstructions of the notion o f childrenods
6evol vi ng cAldeaa,i2008;& sdnsdéwn, 2005), first identified in UNCRC

Article 5 ( OHCHR, 1989 ). The World Bank (2010) def i nes O6capacityd as
operati o n a wliiereas the proposition of 6evol vi ng csaggeatethat i e s 6

c hi |l draeqoigiten 6 f competencies will vary according
ther « apacities can differ according to the natur
(Lansdown, 2005) . I n this way, argues Lansdown

balances reco gnition of children as active social agents with rights with entitlement

to protection, according to their OrelMahi ve i mn
Beers etal., (2008) posit that: OReference to fAievolvi
when adultsdecid e to include or exclude children from
(p. 54).

Article 12 (OHCHR, 1989 ) and 6ev ol vi n g(Lansdowia 200%) i are dpen to
interpretation: what is the 6due weighto that s
what maturiti  es of individual children? Nonetheless, Article 12 assumes that age

may equate with capability, though this claim may not be secure: Alderso n etal.

(2008) evidence even premature babies aged 0 -7 months asserting their identities,

personhood, self -express ion and intersubjectivity. Equally, OHCHR (2005) explicitly

recognises in an addendum to the original UNCRC: 6 goung children as social actors

from the beginning of life, with particular interests, capacities and vulnerabilities,
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and of requirements for pr otection, guidance and support in the exercise of their

ri ght s éMofepverzthere is good evidence to suggest that humans are able to

express their views regarding matters affecting them from birth. Neonates

communicate in proto  -conversations with car  ers (Trevarthen, 2004; Meltzoff and

Moore, 1977); equally, as discussed in relation to socio -cultural and discursive

spaces, young children express their views through multiple modalities, including

dodily cues and forms of non -ver bal communi c2010i 208 6 GallaB,a e ,

1994; Malaguzzi, 1993, 1998a; Murray, 2012). Moreover, children aged 3 -5 years
areapable of being involved in planning their ¢
Garrick etal ., 2010), a process requiring them to express their views regarding

matters affecting them. The nature andviewsdtfent o

t he c¢hi | dthendocedepars pn the capability of those people who accord the

6due weightdéd to identify and recogniseraeshil dren
their own views i n d6dal |l mHdatdinan (1973)adtels,evbeni ngdé t he
those people are adults, they may find it diffi
and actions because they o6try to interpret then
this i ssue may prove an important functioning f

(Alkire and Deneulin, 2009).

Lansdown (2005) posits that children need diffe

participation and opportunity for autonomous decision -ma ki ngdé I(mp.d ki)l dr en
l i ves, o6érdalkiirsgdg ®d nma ydnformal ¢hoicd making, formal decision
makingé and the innumerable concealed prior O0de

routines, customs and structures, which adults tend to assume but children often

quest i on or have to | earn, such as how to stand |
2010:89) . Additionally, Nut br own (1996) posits that childho
active decision -making, engaging relentlessly with minute -to - minute experiences

and maki ng m&apendte word, a vital time in the life of every human

bei ngd (Ch.ixidirie)n.6 smatiegdsiseen asa democratic practice (Lockyer,

2008; Fielding and Moss, 2011) that has developed in prominence in recent years

(Van Deth etal ., 2011). Itis regarded not only as an aspect of preparation for adult

participation in society (Thomas and Percy - Smith, 2010; Fielding and Moss, 2011),
but also as an aspect of childrends current par
although neither is a universall y held perspective. In many contexts, ¢ hildren are
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recognised as capable decision -makers in matters affecting them (Alderson, 200 8;

Shevlin and Rose, 2008; Cox etal ., 2010), though Archard, 2004 observes that, in

practice, Crudely, the bigger the decisio n, the older one must be to be allowed to

make it by oneselfd (p.109) and Shevliin and Ros
decision-ma ki ng in the ways art imaubeanfraaughtwitty UNCRC 0.
di fficulti.esd (p. 423)

There seems to be strong rat i amdnp,basddor twchi | dr en
strands: current benefits and future benefits ( i.a. Norwich and Kelly, 2008; Thomas

and Percy - Smith, 2010; Fielding and Moss, 2011). Krantzl -Nagl and Zartler (2010)
suggesttha t : 6 To be taken seriously by adults is a
particular for younger children...participation in decision -making processes can

increase respect for property and common goods®é
children and young people enga ge in meaningful decision  -making, their

involvement and active citizenship are promoted within their communities (Pells,

2010; McGinley and Grieve, 2010). Moreover, children who experience authentic
democratic decision -maki ng seem t o be | ipktent ngespansiblegr ow &6 c o |
citizens who wil!/ contri buaret G o( kNafd et Zaeldr,y 6 s dev

2010:72 ; Batlseer, 2010; Fortin, 2008).

Children sometimes engage with their communities through decision -making
(Percy - Smith and Thomas, 2010). For ex ample, a Scottish youth project with local,

regional and national councils ( McGinley and Grieve, 2010), a South African project

informing its Childrenés Bill (Jamieson and Muk
people in the United States that drew on Neil | 6s 6General School Me e t
(1960) to engage children and staff in democrat
6... major forum f amakingih the aeeds ofdeducational o n

administration and educational polld0xBgoally(ifFa el di n
more commercial context, advertisers in India target children, regarding them as
decision -makers (Acharya, 2010). A common strand in these examples is the

genuine respect and ownership afforded to the children and young people, but this

is rare: a dults often seem reluctant to share decision -making equally with children
in their communities ( Lansdown, 2010;  Morrow, 2011; Foley, 2011, McGinley and
Grieve , 2010; Invernizzi and Williams, 2008). When adults do share decision -
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making about thei r communities with children , the focus is often relatively trivial
(Lewars, 2010) so that <childrends voices can on
(Lister, 2008:4).  Feinstein etal . (2010) suggest there is much work to be done to

engage children more in authentic decision -making.

| ssues surroundi ng enmkidgdiraadtiieis parioipationsgenerally |

seem to cause confusion (Foley, 2011), whi-ch ma
making opportunities are afforded differentially. Lansdown (20 05) posits that

&hildhoodisnot an wundi fferentiated pmemizzoaddWilaps vi i ) wh
(2008) suggestthat 6. . . contextualized different opinion:
different degrees of independence and interdependence of children have to be
acknowledgeddé if childrends participation is to
|l evels of childrenbs participation have been wi

various models (Arnstein, 1969; Hart, 1992; Reddy and Ratna, 2002; Shier, 2001,
Helm an d Katz, 2001), though these do not necessarily embrace children as

autonom ous decision -makers (Ackermann etal ., 2003). Instead, they may include

&hild-l ed partiwhemtd.onbchildren are afforded the
identify issuesofconce rn, initiate activities and advocat
(Lansdown, 2010:20). Children are often content to share decision -making with

adults (Norwich and Kelly, 2006; Invernizzi and Williams, 2008; Morrow, 2008; Cox

and Robinson -Pant, 2008; Mason and Balzan, 2010 ), but an inherent danger in this

seems to |ie in childrenés tendPansp)2010a 12¥)ef er t o
60Children can engage with nmakingamdbeinglistemred ght s, de
to...children would | ike to h2.Jvhshashappegedin( Mor r ow
medical contexts (Alderson, 2010) and educational contexts (Cox and Robi nson -

Pant, 2008; 2010; Van Deth etal ., 2011) andthere are numerous examples of

children younger than seven years making their own decisions about matters

aff ecting them in nurseries, schools, clinics and hospitals (Pugh and Selleck, 1996) .

At the end of Cox and Robertson -Pant 6s project engaging childr
making in English school s ( 20Ibéghnytgcongidethevac her o6b
many decisions | was needl essly maki (pg48fandrasdvdne -yedri | dr e
ol d r esear ch e tthink gt s]lgeod if children décide because we have lots

of ideas and some are better than adults 6 (2010:149) . CoxPamtnd Robi
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(2010) concl uchiden coutdadsily dnderstand, partake in, succeed in

and benefit from their own effective decisionsé©é

However, whilst there is some consensus regarding Cox and Robinson -Pant 6s view
(2010) ( Knight, 2001;  Rudduck and Mcintyre, 2007) , Harber (2 010) describes

some school sdiacst adtnoerasrh i Adald mdy pat @ways recognise or

respect child -initiated processes and the evidence on which children base their

decisions ( Har dma n-yverbal%mm3 dpf comdunicatian such as play,

body language, facial expression, or drawing and painting, through which very

young children make choices, express preference
(Lansdown, 2010:12). Nut brown (1996) smakinginses t
their educationals et ti ngs is predicated on 6. ..the educ:
curriculum knowledged as well as a 6...respectf

being able to explore and experiment and make <c
(2009) <concur s tresmrsivenessta childrensséts the tone for

6democratic moment so6 ( p.p39b5y) oapnedr aptoessi tass tah ante di
childdéds choilcre 6r d peBt96y)ears, school councils ha
promoting and practising student participation in decisionmakingat school 6
(Yamashita and Davies,  2010:230; School Councils UK, 2006), though they have

been | inked to the rhetoric of O0school effectiywv
(McCowan, 2010: 15): an adult agenda. Even so, may school councils focus on

issues that adults regard as trivial, such as school uniform, toilets, playground

i ssues, O6paint pots and social areasd® (Rudduck

Robertson -Pant, 2008; Lewars, 2010), placing 6a serious guestion mar
commitment to the active participation of pupils in the decision -making processes

within s ShedimdndRose(2008: 428). Overall, there has been

progress to enshrine Articl e Dhay i2r0 08d lcdbgt:i am dan
t he most p asdedychildren bppaotunities for decision -making (Lansdown,

2006:57; Jones and Welch, 2010; Siraj - Blatchford and Manni, 2008; Richards,

2010; Alexander, 2000).

Adults commonly deny children and young people opportunities to make decisions
in many areas affecti ng their lives (Russell, 1996; Mathew etal ., 2010; Jamieson

and Mukoma, 2010; Lansdown,2010) . Acharya (2010) notes that
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children in social sector development progr amme
(p.205). Particular barri  ers that seem to prevent children from making decisions in

matters affecting them include school structure
1990; Rudduck and Mclintyre, 2007 ; Shevlin and Rose, 2008; Norwich and Kelly,

2006; Wyness, 2009; Einarsdottir , 20 10; Cox and Robinson -Pant, 2008; Yamashita

and Davies, 2010 ). Schoolsareoften 6. . . pl aces of unrefa.e2omsd ( C
174). Reasons behind the exclusion of children from decision -making include

external political pressures on school leaders ( Cox an d Robertson -Pant 2008),

adultsdéd primacy of child protection over chil dr
2006; Al derson, 2010) and, in some countries, a
property (Twum -Danso, 2010). Furthermore, adults often see children as lacking
competences, capacities and capabilities for decision -making (Lansdown, 1996;

2010; Carave o etal ., 2010; Feinstein etal ., 2010) . Denial of decision -making to

children seems particularly prevalent in England (Morrow, 2008; Davey, 2008;

Martin and Franklin, 2010),y etin parts of the O6majority Worl o
as ten years regularly take important decisions as the heads of their households

(Pells, 2010).

8.10 Childrenbés research spaces

I n the twentieth century young childrenbés epist
focus for study and discourse. In this context, the young child was viewed both as

novice (Piaget, 1972) and expert (Isaacs, 1944). Piaget (1972) interrogates

6genetic epiyetédmolbrigins of the various kinds ¢

their most elementary formsé up to and includin
|l saacs (1944) notes that O6epistemic interest an
same in the child as in the adultd (p.322). S wtelatedgeseamhiwithy , ¢ hi

the academyo6s endor s e omewith anchahaut cHildren (Wsoeddead

and Faulkner, 2008), yet despite the emergence of O6newbd sociolo
2005:3; Dahlberg and Lenz Taguchi, 1994; Jame s and Prout, 1997; James etal .,

1998), there are still relatively few examples of research by children, particularly

thoseaged0 -8 years. Children remain O6...excluded by
dependency first from adult worlds...and then from th e even more rarefied worlds

of academia and policymakingéd (Redmond, 2008b: 9

young childrendés epistemic thinking and concept
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theoriesd reject childrenbds potielndiimdd yarsd pthh esit
applications of those theories as 6tools to th

organise thinking and problem -solvingd (Papei38). 1980: 132

Research conducted by adults 6éondé and O6aboutd c

discourse. Thi s situation has maintained T and been maintained by -the academy?d
hegemony as discussed in the first literature review, cleaving to protocols that fail
to recognise the multiple modalities of meaning -making employed by young

children (Gallas, 1994; Malag uzzi, 1993, 1998a; Lansdown, 2010; Bae, 2010;

Murray, 2012). Many of the protocols that drive research on and about children

objectify children, seeing them as O6curiosities
Examples of such studies are represented in the fields of ECEC ( i.a. Gillen etal .,
2007) and allied disciplines such as psychology ( i.a. Ainsworth etal., 1978; Liu et

al., 2003), sociology ( i.a. Tobin etal ., 1989) and education ( i.a. Sylva etal ., 1999).

As a pre -cursor to new sociological approaches, studies seeking to find out more

about children and their lives began to move away from objectifying children

(Woodhead and Faulkner, 2008). This was achieved by shifting power a little

furthertowards chi |l dren to frame them as O6subjectsd (N
entails about subjectivitiesd (Coady, 2010:73).
Gvorthy of study in  their own right rather than as the focus of research within an

adult-1 ed agenda,®006:80).nt e

Further power shifts between researcher and researched have been i and continue

tobe 1 explored. Woodhead and Faulkner (2008) suggest that the British

Psychological Societyds reframing of O&ésubjectsbd
greater e thical account of people, including children, who are engaged by

researchers. Subsequently, participatory research with children has developed

exponentially ( i.a. Christensen and James, 2008; Harcourt etal ., 2011). Much work

has developed in this area in the fields of sociology, social geography, education

and early childhood ( i.a. Wyness, 2009; Percy -Smith and Thomas, 2010; Matthews

et al ., 2000; Rose and Shevlin, 2004; Clark, 2007), Einarsdottir, 2005). Novel,

6 ma g i n antethodefd gathering data have emerged from this movement ,

driven by adultsé requirements to acceCask, and 06l
McQuail and Moss, 2003:5; Clark, 20 10; Thomson, 2008; MacNaughton etal .,
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2010). Such 61 i st en reiiggit periodinrecen oyearsdltisaregarded

as 6an active process of receiving, interpretin
mul tiple modalities, emotions and multiple sens
tours, drawing, sensitivity, time, reciprocity and flexibility among its s pecialist

methods (Pascal and Bertram, 2009: 255; Clark and Moss, 2011). However,

although participatory 6listeningb6 approaches a
a significant step towards childrends inclusi on
chidr enbés parti ci(PHCHR,4989)rthosg h tspecialist methods have also

served to highlight children as a marginalised
Whilst the attempts of participatory researchers to equalise power align their work

with indig enousresearch whi ch &épurposefully acts on changi
(Coady, 2010:83;  Kovach, 2005) , many of the distinctive methods used continue to

position children as 6éotheredbd (Lahman, 2008).

Punch (2002) posits that it may not be possible for r esearch with children to be the

same as researcltbhewiatulseacthlittddré&n are inherently
Nevertheless, r esearchers continue to attempt to addr e
(Levinas, 1980:38) . There is a particular energy for this in the early childhood field,

driven by an aim to equalise power relationships to Osupport the fAsilence
Afdomesticatedo to fAname their worldo and so fish
cited in Pascal and Bertram, 2009: 255). Participatory rural appraisal (PA R) has

developed as a significant model with 6high validity and rebiabildi
(Chambers, 1994: 1253) . This has proved useful with older children and young

people ( Ozer etal ., 2010; O6 Ka n e, . PARMDEgns with a problem identified by
participants who  are then located as  co-researchers, enjoying a level of control that

enables them to investigate and address the causes of the problem ( Maglajlic,

2010). However, PAR assumes a problem exists and requires significant time for

therelatons hi p to develop sufficiently between -the
researchers in order that the research process can proceed smoothly (Chambers,

1994:1253). Ot her types of research have esreqagddrchoi
(Kirby, 1999; Fielding, 2001; Kellett, 2005 ), though, as discussed, these studies

tend be with older children and young people, resonating with notions of 6evol ving

c a p a c i(tanhsdosvid, 2005) . Also, they generally involve children being trained in

136



orthodox research methods so that agendas owned by adults and the academy

prevail.

Cheminais (2012) regards childrenés o6l ack of kn
to them not having received any training in suc
encounter to becoming effectiv e researchers (p. 15). Cheminai

that only that resear chadwhlitc ht eirsmspdu r(sHiaerdd mann ,6 1
be warranted.  Conversely if, as Papert (1980) suggests, young children construct

their own sophisticated theories and apply t hem as o6powerful ideas th
thinking and problem -s ol vi ng 6 -13B)pthere in&d e no need for the

i mposition of adult constructions to reify chil
be engaging in their enquiries in ways that are no less val id than adultsd re
engagements, though they may present differently. Given freedom and

opportunities to do so, children construct, co -construct and reveal their own

meanings about their own lives T in which they are the 0 e x p e Pasaléand(

Bertram ,2009; Langsted 1994: 209s)t.arTthienrge fforroem téhe chi |
2008), by respectfully appreciating childrenods
research may be a way in which children can be empowered in the research

process. This proposition  &hallenges ent renched, inequitable prac
6si | echifdenitbay 6name their worldé and O6shape their

in Pascal and Bertram, 2009: 255). If emancipatory research is about the

6facilitating of a politics of the possible by
1992: 110), then this may be a way to frame you
research.

8.11 Summary and consideration of the present empirical study

The literature indicates that studies of childhood and children have been

characterised by research conducted by adults on and about children, evolving to
include research with and by children (Woodhead and Faulkner, 2008; Christensen
and James, 2008 ). Fielding (2001) presents this evolution as a continuum. At one

end lies research on children ( i.a. Watson and Rayner, 1920) followed by research
about children ( i.a. Pollard, 1985; Tizard and Hughes, 1984). Mo ving further along
the continuum, engaging with children in research has recently gained popularity
(i.a. Matthews etal. , 2000; OO0 K ®lerchild2®han&  tended to be
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positionedas 6 ccomesearchersé, though with agot assumptio
constructions of the research process a re valuable (Kirby, 1999; Fielding, 2001,
Kellett, 2005; Cheminais, 2012).  Nevertheless, Clark and Moss (2001; 2011)

developed methodology to engage nursery -aged children in research participation.

Yet these models a re all predicated on adult agenda. Otherthan | saacs® obseryv
(1944) that the oO0factor of epistemic interest a
same in the child as i wirtualhlacura dxists in ¥aluifgpouBg2 2 ) , a
chil dr ends Isteeanquiriastas autaentic research. This situation disregards

children as competent (James and James, 2008), rights holders (OHCHR, 1989),
6expe¢brangsted 1994: 29), capable (Sen, 1993) an
(Papert, 1980: 132). To address th is anomaly, d&esearch and practice in England

needs t o f unda me n(Pastalayd Bereasnh2609:258). Tothisend,t he

present study reconceptualise sandreveal syoung chil drenés adistic hent i

behaviours as research osn the academybés term
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Chapter 9
Methodology (5) - Phase Il - Children in their Settings
9.1 Introduction
As discussed, data constructed with PEYERS in Phase | indicated that children
should be part of the study so children became major participants in Phases Il and
I T T I planned to explore the studyds themes in

facilitate constant comparison during analysis as part of the grounded theory

approach (Glaser and Strauss, 1967). Additionally, in order to reveal perspective s
from the full age r an g d&nitedfNatidres &ommiteeorhthiel d hoo d 6 (
Rights of the Child (UNCRC), 2005:2), | originally intended to work with children

aged O -8 years. However, a very large amount of data was assembled from the
first three settin  gs, so | had to make the pragmatic decision to limit my doctoral
study to children aged 4 -8 years. From this process, | learned that relatively small

amounts of collected data can translate to a great deal of analysed data.

In this chapter, | consider as pects of the methodological issues relating to

constructing data with Phase Il participants: PEYERSs featured but the main focus

was on children and practitioners in three ECEC settings: Ash Setting, Beech

Setting and Cherry Setting. Each of the three ECEC settings was the location for an
individual case study (Bassey, 1999), building into a series. Here, | discuss the

issue of piloting Phase Il procedures, the participants in the setting contexts,

specific ethical and access considerations relating to Phase Il and the methods that

were adopted for Phase II, together with my rationales for using them.

9.2 Piloting Phase Il Procedures?

Procedures followed in Ash Setting might be described as a pilot: they provided

opportunities to  explore what might be methodologically and practically feasible

(Yin, 2012). However, case study esaadvepnnaimecd
contexts (Cohen etal.,2007: 254) so researching in Ash Se
rat her than O6pi | otorkeddgntAsh Settingaowdd net beaassumed to be

transferable. Therefore, rather than presenting a discussion of piloting (Creswell,

2008), | embed the educative experiences encountered in Ash Setting as part of

the reflective discussions that follow. Equal ly, | valued contributions participants

made in Ash Setting so include them as integral to the study, rather than test -bed
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results that were only of value in informing subsequent practices; | regard all three
Phase Il case studi es adisrespectubtd particpantsiotlo woul d be
otherwise (Yin, 2012:30).

9.3 Phase Il Participants and Locations

Aligning with established ethnographic practices (Mead, 1926; Geertz, 1973), |

entered the research landscape already culturally and historically embedde dto

some extent (Graue and Walsh, 1995): | had spent considerable time in English

pri mary schools as both a child and an early ye
entered the three Phase |11 primary schools with
(Griffith s, 1998), contributing to Phase Il data construction as a participant.

However, each of the three individual contexts had their own distinctive qualities so

| was also positioned as an O6outsider6, gather.i
period (Griffi ths, 1998).

I knew that to access childrenbdbs perspectives,
were; ethically, methodologically and practically, it seemed appropriate to begin

with the relatively regulated environments that are ECEC settings i spaces with

which | was culturally and historically familiar -rather than, for exampl

homes or play spaces. A large amount of data regarding participants was
constructed, including thick description. Within the scope of the thesis, it is not
possible to display this comprehensively. Therefore, here in the body of the thesis |
include only the basic details; in relation to the participants and their locations,

these are contextualised in thick description and reflections in Appendices 9, 10

and 11.

9.3 .1 Phase Il Location and Participants: Ash Setting
In the most recent inspection report ahead of fieldwork, Ofsted (2006) described

Ash Setting asa: 6 é | a rtltae -raverage primary school. Most of the pupils are

from a White British background. The proportion of pupils who have learning

difficulties and disabilities is above average .06 In a report wundertaken
following the fieldwork, Ofsted (2009) added : O'he proportion of pupils eligible for
freeschoolmeals i s bel ow that of most school so.
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Phase II Location and Participants: Ash Setting

Table 4: ‘Ash Primary School’: Numerical Data

Whole School
Children on Roll Ages of Children Number of Ofsted Grade
classes
423 4-11 years 12 + EYFS unit 2 (Good)
‘Ash Setting’ Specific Study Location
Practitioners | Children | Ages of Children Number of Ofsted Grade
classes
2 32 7-8 years 1 2 (Good)
(+2 supply (20
teachers boys, 12
girls)
In Ash Setting two practitioners T the headteacher and the class teacher -

volunteered as participants; more detailed information about them is available at

Appendix 9. Additionally, the class teacher volunteered her class for the project in

the firstinstance,t hough the parentsé and childrenés con
Later in the data construction, two supply teachers also participated, because they

were teaching the class. During an orientation period in Ash Setting, | took copious

notes of everything | witne ssed. | was observing the setting activity generally, the

32 children (20 boys and 12 girls), as well as beginning to focus on children who

appeared particularly enthusiastic about the project and those who demonstrated

research behaviours (identified by academy members i Chapter 12, Findings 1,

Phase I). | shared my fieldnotes with Prac -A, then in discussion, using the
practitionersd6 knowledge of the children as wel
selected six children for deeper involvement in the study according to their

apparent enthusiasm for the project and demonstration of research behaviours :

Table 5: Ash Setting Prime Focus Children

Annie 7 year old girl - became home focus Child A
Billy 8 year old boy - became home focus Child B
Costas 8 year old boy
Demi 8 year old girl
Edward 8 year old boy
Florence | 8 year old girl
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9.3 .2 Phase Il Location and Participants: Beech Setting

Ofsted (2006) described Beech Setting similarly to Ash Setting in its most recent

report ahead of the fieldwork: 6él arger than most primary scho
pupils are of White British heritage. The number of pupils whose first language is

notéEnglish i s bel ow average. Very few pupils are el

Table 6: '‘Beech Primary School’: Numerical Data

Whole School: Numerical Data

Children on Roll Ages of Children Number of Ofsted Grade
classes
321 4-11 years 12 + EYFS unit 2 (Good)

Within the whole school...
‘Beech Setting’ Specific Study Location

Practitioners | Children | Ages of Children Number of Ofsted Grade
classes
7 46 4-5 years 2 2 (Good)
(+ supply (23 boys
teachers) and 23
girls)
In Beech Setting seven practitioners - including the headteacher, teachers and

teaching assistants - volunteered as participants; supply teachers volunteered later
during the Beech  Setting data construction. More detailed information about these
participants is available at Appendix 10. During an orientation period in Beech

Setting, | followed the same procedures | had followed in Ash Setting, as they had
worked well. Again, the pra  ctitioners and | worked together to select six children for

closer involvement in the study, according to the same criteria used in Ash Setting:

Table 7: Beech Setting Prime Focus Children
Gemma 5 year old girl - became home focus Child G
Harry 5 year old boy - became home focus Child H
India 5 year old girl
Johnny 5 year old boy
Kelly 5 year old girl
Laura 5 year old girl

9.3 .3 Phase Il Location and Participants: Cherry Setting

Ofsted (2007) described Cherry Setting fairly simil arly to the ways they described

Ash Setting and Beech Setting in the most recent inspection report ahead of the

fieldwork: 6 The | arge majority of pupils ar ebutalsom Whi

noted: 6An increasing minority ogea®lkipnd sl ijtotilne tHhreg|
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Table 8: ‘Cherry Primary School’: Numerical Data

Whole School: Numerical Data

Children on Roll Ages of Children Number of Ofsted Grade
classes
226 4-10 years (2008- 10+ EYFS unit 2 (Good)
9) (2008-9)
4-11 years (2009- 12+ EYFS unit
10) (2009-10 onwards)

Within the whole school...
‘Cherry Setting’ Specific Study Location

Practitioners | Children | Ages of Children Number of Ofsted Grade
classes
6 60 4-5 years 2 2 (Good)
(40 boys
and 20
girls)
In Cherry Setting six practitioners - including the headteacher, teachers and

teaching assistants - volunteered as participants; more detailed information about

these patrticipants is available at Appendix 11. Once again, during an orientation

period in Cherry Setting, | pursued the same procedures as | had done in Ash and

Beech Settings and a group of children was selected for prime focus:

Table 9: Cherry Setting Prime Focus Children
Martin 5 year old boy - became home focus Child M
Nora 5 year old girl
Oscar 5 year old boy
Pedro 5 year old boy
Querida | 4 year old girl

We initially identified one other child in Cherry Setting but in the end, he was

absent for the period of the fieldwork.

9.3 .4 Phase Il PEYERs

In addition to the children and practitioners, five of the PEYERs who were involved

in Phase | returned to engage in a focus group during Phase Il. This took place

after data had been constructed in Ash Setting but before engagement with Beech
and Cherry Settings. Their role was to watch the video footage with me, to compare

the behaviour of one child in Ash Setting with the Research Behaviours Framework

that had emerged from Phase | (See Chapter 12 and Appendix 28 ), identifying
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research behaviours and other points to provide varied perspectives in the analysis
of the data. This is discussed fRIBR hfemraliyns itsh eShd

sections of this chapter and in Chapter 11 : Models of An alysis.

9.3 .5 Interim Summary

Within the confines of the thesis, it i s not p o
(Ryle, 1949; Geertz, 1973) and complex deeper level reflections relating to

participants that were appropriate to the methodology and that emerged

throughout the field  work. Therefore, thick description and reflections are available

at Appendices 9, 10 and 11.

Below is a table showing, at a glance, the profile of participants across the three

case study settings:

Table 10: Phase II Participant Profile

Number | Number of | Number | Ages of | Gender |Number and Most recent

of practitioners of children | share of |gender share|] Ofsted
children ‘classes’ children of Inspection
practitioners| Grade
Ash 32 2 (+ supply 1 7-8 years| 20 boys, 3 2
Setting teachers) 12 girls [1m, 2f] (Good)
Beech 46 7 (+ supply 2 4-5 years| 23 boys, 8 2
Setting teachers) 23 qgirls [8f] (Good)
Cherry 60 6 2 4-5 years| 40 boys, 6 2
Setting 20 girls [1m, 5f] (Good)

9.4 Phase Il Ethical and Access Considerations

Cohen etal. (2007) observe that: O6lnvestigators can
school, college or university as a matter of ri
researchers, we locate ourselves at the research site (Creswell, 2008), access is

about dev eloping greater understanding of people and their ideas, behaviours and

cultures (Siraj -Blatchford and Siraj - Blatchford, 2001). It involves both ethical and

practical issues often predicated on each other.

As | was f ol | dthicahQuiddineR AZ084), it was my responsibility to

ensure that all participants understood and agr
kind of duress, prior to the research getting u
that participants were not deceived, knew that they could withdraw at any time, did
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not receive undesirable incentives, did not experience detriment because of the

research and had their confidentiality and anonymity preserved. Furthermore, it

was my responsibility to ensure observance of specified ethical protocols closely in
relation to participating children, as well as adherence to Articles 3 and 12 of the

UNCRoC (OHCHR, 1989 ) in respect of their participation.

In this study, ethical and access issues were of paramount importance and they
required due consideration. However, within the scope of the thesis, it is not
possible to engage with this in authentic detail. Therefore, in this section, there is a
brief overview of procedures undertaken to address ethical and access issues in
respect of practitio  ners, primary carers and children; the detailed discussion,

containing thick description and reflection is located at Appendix 135.

94. 1 Practitionersd Voluntary, Written, I nf or me
In all three settings, prior to their agreement to engaging in t he study, | ensured

practitioners had written information about the project (Appendices 12 and 13). For

Cherry Setting, again, because | was explaining the project to several staff, |

prepared a pack (Appendix 14) for an initial meeting. | also left Practi tioner Consent

Forms with each team (Appendix 16). Here, practitioners were acting implicitly as

advocates for the children they worked with; had they had concerns about the

project, they could have refused to sign the form which would have blocked my

access. However, all the  Practitioner Consent Forms were signed so the project

could progress to the next stage in each setting.

94. 2 Primary Carersodo Voluntary, Written, I nf orm
Once the practitioners had consented, a further set of consent forms wa s prepared

for primary carers of the children in the study settings. | asked each headteacher to

ensure they were happy with an explanatory letter (Appendix 17) | had written to

primary carers. The headteachers each agreed to the letters and forms being

copied and sent to primary carers. Practitioners disseminated these to primary

carers and | placed a poster in each setting with a short explanation of the project

(Appendix 15). All parents in Ash and Beech Settings completed forms so the

fieldwork could go  ahead there, but parents of two children in Cherry Setting did
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not give consent so filming could not go ahead there, though other methods were

used to construct data in ways that ensure d these two children were excluded.

94. 3 Chil drends Vo len intormedyConser i t t

Given that the study had to comply with required ethical protocols, it was fortunate

that only two children out of 138 were denied participation by primary carers. In

each of the three case study settings, the next stage was informing the other
children about the study and seeking their informed consent, while recruiting

practitioners to ensure the two non - participating children did not perceive they

were being excluded. | communicated the information about the study in ways |

believed the participating children could understand and in honest ways that would
build further the childrends trust in me (Alder
them. | created a presentation using Microsoft PowerPoint that provided visual and

auditory informati  on (Appendix 18). | used photographs, very little text and

focused it on the children so that it was meaningful to them and in a place that was
familiar to them  (Donaldson, 1978). | then invited the children to give their

voluntary, informed consent in the same way as the adults in the research: on

forms adapted so that children of 7 -8 years and children of 4 -5 years could access
them (Appendices 19 and 20) which the practitioners and | helped the children to

complete. | was concerned that the children did not feel coerced to complete these;
they seemed happy to do so and the practitioners thought so. Moreover,

throughout the fieldwork, | was alert to the possibility that children may show that

they did not, in practice, consent but this did not happen.

9.5 Phase Il Methods and their Rationales

Again, for this section, there is much thick description and reflection but given the

scope of the thesis, it is not possible to engage with this fully here. Instead, |

briefly outline the ways in which Phase Il meth ods were implemented and a full

script is located at Appendix 136. Methods were either selected in advance or

identified as they emerged from the data in this inductive, participatory,

emancipatory O6opewdnseseatel, byoparti.céenpalynt s wt
involved in the broad and changing directions, the process of narrowing down the

inquiry and of selecting the | ater main topics©o
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Equally, methods were active T such as live observations i or used as tools for

analysis 1 such as a focus group observing video footage of children in a setting.

Multi -modal methodologies are currently popular (Dicks etal ., 2011) and all the
selected methods have been used in research framed by one or more of the

selected methodologies - the Mosaic Approach (MA) (Clark and Moss, 2001; 2011)
constructionist / constructivist grounded theory (CGT) (Charmaz, 2006);  critical
ethn ography (CE) (Carspecken, 1996) and case study (CS) (Bassey, 1999).

Common to all the Phase Il methodologies and methods is that each sits

comfortably within the interpretive paradigm, embracing subjective, multiple

realities as valuable processes and prod ucts of enquiry (Bassey, 1999).

9.5 .1 My Role as a Teaching Assistant: A foundation for co - constructing

data

I wanted to encourage the childrends thought s,
so | was aiming for the most naturalistic approach possible (Pellegrini etal.,, 2004)

and to elicit O6richly detailed cultural déscrinp
Graue and Walsh, 1995:135). Therefore, during the orientation periods, | worked

as a volunteer teaching assistant in the settin
issues ( Cohen etal ., 2007; Corsaro and Molinari, 2008), supported equalisation of

relat ionshipsand a move towards 6i nsi der & status (Griffiths,

to gain trust, observe informally and plan with participants the direction of the

enquiry based on emerging data. However, | was limited to four half days in each

setting in this  role, whilst orientating myself within the settings. The teachers

allotted me small groups of children to work with but | was also beginning the

complex ethnographic process ( Jeffrey and Troman, 2004; Silverman, 2006;

Buchbinder etal. 2006) maki ngkdt hiesearch fieldnotes (Cars
This experience was an enjoyable but challenging aspect of building a foundation

for constructing the data with the participants. | had to work hard to develop the

mutual trust and respect that underpins induc tive, emancipatory, participatory

enquiry (Alderson and Morrow, 2011). Frustratingly, despite my experiences in

ECEC settings over many years, and my efforts in the three study settings, | do not

believe | ever attained ful |98)dGnthestiteder 6 st atus (
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However, at the end of the orientation periods my priorities in the settings | moved
from predominantly helping the children and practitioners to managing the
construction and co  -construction of data with them, always mindful of childre nos

research behaviours. This section now turns to discuss the Phase Il methods.

9.5 .2 Phase Il Field notes
Field notes are common to the MA (Clark and Mos
(p.37), CGT (Charmaz, 2006) , CE (Carspecken, 1996) and case study (C S) (Yin,

2012). | constructed and co -constructed different types of field notes throughout

Phase 1 1: 6descriptived and o6reflectived (Cresw
writing and drawing of events, contextual featu
inthe settings and | conflated Carspeckends 6jou
primary recordd (1996:45). Participants contri6b
notes were taken. Reflective field notes were r
hunches,orb r oad i deas or themesb6 (Creswell, 200 8: 2
my own; other participants co -constructed reflective field notes in informal

discussions with me, while watching video footage of events, on grids displaying

research behaviours or, again , in informal discussion.

9.5 .3 Phase Il Interview Conversations
Soci al science research interviews are describe
(Webb and Webb, 1932: 130) and 6éguided conver sa

in interyv

[@))

1995: 85). Participants were po sitioned as Oexperts
(Charmaz, 2006:27), aligning with the principles of the present study. | adopted
interview conversations for this study for a number of reasons. Firstly, they were
indicated in Phase | when PEYER A 1 an expe rienced educational researcher T said

duri ng an i Youwantto keow whatgpeople genuinely think and | think

t hat i nvol v(AGD). Egsallyjthere & precedent for the use of interviews in

all four of the studyds me dboositenicyoIemie sstructaredt hi s p
interview conversati-emsepgr buideddrécpend, shaped
qualities (Charmaz, 2006: 28), empowering participants through reflexivity and

reciprocity. They also enabled me to maintain focus (Lofland and L ofland, 1995;

Carspecken, 1996; Charmaz, 2006).
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I nterview conversations revealed participantsé
participants in édreconstructive analysisdéd (Car s
practitioners shared ownership of data cons truction. The childrenods
covered their observations and analyses of their setting behaviours as well as their

perspectives on research (Appendix 21), while practitioners had two schedules: one

for their research perspectives (Appendix 22) and one for their observations and

analyses of childrends behaviour:s in the settin

Settings: Interview Conversation Schedule
Practitioners analysing children on video

Practical

Can you say your name for the tape recorder.

I will put on the video now.

Focus: Analysis - what is happening on the video?
Deductive questions

Look at what (the child) is doing — can you talk me through what is going on?
FOCUS: Child as researcher

Inferential questions

How would you interpret his/her behaviour?

Evaluative questions

What are your views regarding the activity s/he is involved in?
How does this footage relates to what you know about (child) from other
sources?

Tag questions / prompts

It's so interesting isn't it?

What do you think?

Yes, Yes...

I agree with you but...

Hmm...

I agree, but I can’t understand why...

I know you said before...

Does anything else occur to you?

These schedules were based | argely on Charmazébs
interviewing (2006), but took into account guidance from Lofland and Lofland
(1995), Carspecken (1996) and Clark and Moss (2001).

9.5 .4 Phase Il Observations
Participant observations were a major method for the present study, eliciting rich

data in the physical spaces of the ECEC setting

ofeverydayli f e that are unique to individuals and no
(Lofland and Lofland, 1995: 20 ). | used naturalistic observation (Pellegrini et al.,

2004) t o reveal childrends authentic actions and
recording devicesandmulti pl e observerso, 6prolonged engag
(Carspecken, 1996: 88), as well as my own Ocul't

(Yin, 2012: 22) and those of practitioners and children in reflexivity and shared

analysis, providing inference. Equally, th e observations were triangulated with
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multiple methods ( Clark and Moss, 2001; Charmaz, 2006). The unstructured live
observation schedule was extremely flexible ( Carspecken, 1996) , but observations
tended to be either snapshot or un structured narratives (Sh  arman etal ., 2007),

noted by me as participant observer.

9.5 .5 Phase Il Focus Groups

In Phase I, | set up four focus groups -6col l ective intetalyi2@0Wwsd ( C:
376) to elicit analysis of primary data, pract.i
of O6reconstructive anaylsiso6 (1996: 93) that f a
construction. This supported participant®m to Or
6spur memories and opinions in othersé (Lofland

focus groups included five PEYERs who had been involved in Phase |, six staff at

Beech Setting and children in Ash and Beech setting.

PEYERs watched video footage of Anni e at school and related what they saw to the

initial Research Behaviours Framework (RBF1) (Appendix 28) that emerged from

their work and that of others in Phase | . This
and beliefs6 (Stringer, »0i@dulae dheirviews dithl was abl e
analysis undertaken by practitioners and children to inform my own analysis

judgements. Data were generated quickly as PEYERSs observed, commented,

reflected, qualified, discussed, contradicted one another and argued (Lofland and

Lofland, 1995).

I n Beech Setting staff room, a 6staggered6é focu
morning: participants came and left at points during the event. Again, | asked the
practitioners to analyse childrenbt6s bastheyvi our s

watched video footage, but | was also interested in their discussion. | audio -

recorded this O6staggered focus groupd, then tra
data in the overall analysis process. The Beech
aso 6staggered focus grnethgdstdo aesl iac iptr atchhé cahi | dr e

with minimal intrusion on their everyday lives in the setting. | wanted to elicit the
childrentés views naturally and this model enhan

because they came and went as they wished during the process. In the analysis
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that | continued subsequently, Il referred to th
with the RBF3 (Appendix 30  ):

| |

What do researchers do?

Research Behaviour Framework (RBF) 3 - Emerging from YYCaR_Academic Discussions [July 2009]

Researchers...

1. Seek a solution 21. Investigate

2. Want to explore 22. Enquire

3. Explore with an aim 23. Test and check

4. Explore without an aim 24, Are systematic

5. Explore with an aim which changes during the process 25. Are ohjective

6. Explore with a fine focus 26. Base decisions on evidence

7. Explore broadly 27. Use processes that are fit for purpose

8. Find out why things happen 28. Can replicate process

9. Find out how things happen 29, Can replicate output

10. Examine problems 30. Use and apply findings in new contexts

11. Develop increasingly better understanding of the world 31. Believe what they are doing is good

through exploration

12. Increase knowledge 32. Are focused on their chosen activity

13. Find a solution 33. Reflect on process

14. Go beyond instinct 34. Reflect on results

15. Gather data 35. Do ne harm

16. Build on others” work 36. Participate with others

17. Take account of context 37. Can communicate what they are attempting to do

18. Plan 38. Can communicate what they have achisved

19. Conceptualise 39. Make links

20. Question 40. 7
In Ash Setting, | left the camcorder running in playback mode at diffe rent times
during the fieldwork and noted the childrends c
free flow play prevailed for the majority of th

the video footage through the computer for several hours continuously. Overall :

whilst | would have preferred more analysis to have been conducted in focus

groups and absence of video footage meant it was not possible at all with Cherry

Setting participants, | did what was practically and ethically possible, balancing

part i cinpeaswittstie research process. Using focus groups enabled me to

gather sufficient data from participantsd persp

This focus group activity is discussed further in Chapter 11 i Models of Analysis.

9.5 .6 Phase Il Info rmal discussions

Throughout my time in the three settings, | engaged in informal discussions with

children and practitioners for practical and methodological reasons i for example,
explaining aspects of the study, filtering the main child participant group in
discussion with practitioners, or attempting to achieve empathy with practitioners

and children in the settings (Crossley,1996: 23). Each discussion informed

participants6é and my own perspectives, judgemen
given ené oaapure (Al derson and Morrow, 2011: 1C
co-construction of data. In many ways these informal discussions were similar to

6opemdedd interviews described by Yin (2012: 1c¢

because the active, complex en vironment of the ECEC setting does not lend itself to
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lengthy discussions (Clark and Moss, 2011) . Informal discussions were written up

as part of field notes and sometimes within observations (Appendix 24).

9.5 .7 Phase Il Documents

Clark and Moss ( 2011) suggest that documentation has a relationship with both

communication and interpretation. In each case study setting, | was seeking

6detailed knowledge of the multiple di mensions
part of this, | collected documents (Appe ndix 25), common to ethnography and

grounded theory (Charmaz, 2006) and an optional
critical et hnography (Carspecken, 1996: 44). Th

evidence of events and actions but also revealed aspects of the s ettingsd cultu

and assumptions and were co  -constructed by participants and me.

95. 8 Phase 11 Childrenb6s Artefacts

Equally, children created their own documents W
recordoé i speckeB, 199€4 Y. artefactcEd0O0OReidn@etles that c
artefacts O6such as student pictures or construc
in postmodern studies with children, while Yin (2012) regards artefacts as one

category of O6multiple sources of .dnthedtedpce 6 i n c
childrendéds artefacts were distinct from &édDocume
individually crafted by children. These participatory instruments that children used

to communicate their perspectives (Bitou and Waller, 2011) included pictures and

craft items (Appendices 26 and 60); valuing chi

respectful of children as co  -constructors of research and as competent agents.

9.5 .9 Phase Il Photographs

Again, although Charmaz (2006) includes photographs in one category of
documents, in this study | treat them as a distinct category of their own. This is
because they can fulfil diverse purposes that need to be considered carefully for
research with childr  en. Photographs can position children as agents revealing their

preferences and interests (Clark and Moss, 2011) or they can objectify and

subjugate children (Holland, 2004). In research, photographs can be used by
children (Clark and Moss, 2011, Burke, 20 05; Dockett etal ., 2011), of children
(Meltzoff and Moore, 1977) and with children (Smith etal., 2005) . Young <chil
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uses of photography (Clark and Moss, 2011)
O6photovoiced met hmdhich maggnaliged edpl ) e take, discuss and
reveal photographs focused on their concerns as a medium to convey their

perspectives so photographs seemed wholly appropriate to this study. In Phase lI,
children used digital cameras to take photographs of aspects of the setting that

interested them and | did the same; these were all processed on the computer.

9.5 .10 Phase Il Video Recording

In this study, video was used by children (Haw, 2008; Pahl and Allan, 2011), with
children (Dockett etal ., 2007; Sumison etal ., 2011) and of children (Watson and
Rayner, 1920; Bowman, 1994). Video also supported other methods and facilitated

events to be revisited for discussion, reflection and analysis by participants in Ash

and Beech Settings. | used three Canon 2000X camcorders, set up on trip ods
around the settings, so that observations of children could be videoed alongside live
observations. An emic approach was adopted, as the orientation of the data

construction was naturalistic (Headland etal ., 1990), but this still positioned

children a s subjects, which was undesirable, though it was the only way to secure

resao

naturalistic footage. Even so, PEYER 2 noted on

camerad (FGpB 49) when observing footage.
the problem reduced as  the novelty diminished. In Beech Setting, | worked on

habituating the children to camcorders and reducing objectification by giving them

children6és camcorders (Tuffcams) as well as

and film with themselves. This was easier in Beech Setting than Ash Setting
because the children engaged in free flow play in Beech Setting, whereas they were

directed by their teacher in Ash Setting (Bruce, 2005).

Additionally, video footage triangulated other methods, enabled events to be

Howeyv

Can

revisited for discussion, reflection and rigoro

participation in capturing and analysing data. However, my own inexperience and
ineptitude with video technology translated into the camcorders not running when |
thought they were and poor positioning resulting in poor quality footage.
Nevertheless, some useful video footage was captured in the end which proved
particularly useful for analysis (Robson, 2011). Video footage was also used in

conjunction with observational n otes for transcription.
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9.5 .11 Phase Il Audio recording

Audio recording is commonplace in qualitative studies (Patten, 2002); it is used in

MA (Clark and Moss, 2011), in CE (Madison, 2012), in CS (Yin, 2012) and in GT

(Chears, 2009; Martin and Gynnild, 20  11), so it was indicated for this study. To

triangulate other methods further and enable events to be revisited for discussion,

reflection and rigorous analysis, Phase Il interview conversations with children,
practitioners and t he PEYHER®drddd@Btoorand@ood,up wer e
2006). | used audio  -recordingwithnote -t aking to ensure participa
captured. For audio -recording, | used digital recorders, later transferred to

computer. This proved fairly successful, although, the digital recorder did not

always record, discussion was not always audible and | erased some material
accidentally. However, because | could refer b a

authentic voices were prominent in the data.

9.5 .12 Phase Il Research Behaviour Fr amework (RBF) Analysis Sheets:

Whilst the RBF categories emerged inductively from Phase | data, the RBF lent a

deductive quality to the Phase Il data: | developed it as two analysis sheets against
which chil drends behawieferenced (Agpo entixd28;Appendix 29)s s
In Phase I, | only used analysis sheets with the participating practitioners and

PEYERs. | did not use analysis sheets directly with the children in settings because |

was concerned that they would find them onerous and that they w ould disrupt their

everyday lives in the settings. Instead | found ways to apply the RBFs indirectly to

the childrenbs perspectives. I n interview conve
guestions relating to categories on the RBF and in my own analyses f ollowing both

the childrends focus groups and the interview c
the childrends commentari es.

The analysis sheet that the PEYERS used in their Phase Il focus group was the RBF

that had emerged from Phase |: RBF1 (Appendix 28 ). The PEYERSs completed RBF1

in their focus group, ticking categories while discussing the footage. | used the

PEYERs® Phase |11 focus group output to refine t
(Appendix 29). Ash Setting practitioners were given RBF2 Analysis Sh eets to refer

to and tick off as they watched footage with me in their analysis interview
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conversations; though they seemed to prefer to discuss the footage with me more

inductively. Therefore, when Beech Setting practitioners engaged in their focus

group, | asked the practitioners to focus solely on completing RBF 2 while watching

footage, then they shared their findings and thoughts following each vignette. This

worked far better, resulting in categories being completed more fully while rich

commentaryal so emerged from the PEYERs® focus group
conversations. Following Phase Il, | was able to refine the RBF further to create

RBF3 as an analysis sheet (Appendix 30) that | then applied to all the output |

analysed following the fieldwork.

9.5 .13 Interim Summary
This section has considered the multi -modal methods that were adopted to co -
construct data with children, practitioners and PEYERSs in Phase Il. Some elicited

primary data and some secondary data:

Table 11: Phase II
Multi-modal Methods Field notes Interview
(Clark and Moss, Conversations
2001; 2011)
Observations Focus Groups Informal discussions
Documents Children’s artefacts Photographs
Video recordings Audio recordings Research Behaviour
Framework (RBF)
Analysis Sheets

9.6 Selecting Children for Phase Il

During the process of co  -constructing the Phase Il data, the practitioners and |

were conscious that Phase | data had indicated that data should be constructed in

childrendéds homes as well as t Rperiemceis/AshSeitmggs. The
indicated to me that practically, it would be i
homes because of the projectods time constraints
informal discussion,Prac -A and | decided thatfdclus@&rdcmigl dhe
two 6homed participants would be practically ma
Hughesdé study (1984) in which the participating

be a boy and a girl, to provide equity and a balanced output. This m odel was
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Opilotedd successfully with Ash Setting 6main f

Beech Setting and Cherry Setting O6main focusd c

The criteria adopted for selecting the children were similar to those used for
selecting the Adldrenineachsetthgts 6Prcahct i ti oner sé knowl e
children and their families was crucial; by adding this to the data, the practitioners

and | were able to select two children from each setting for even deeper

involvement in the study according to th eir family situations and |
revelation of childrend6és apparent enthusiasm fo
research behaviours (as identified by academy members T Chapter 12, Findings 1,

Phase I). Further details of Phase Il sampling are provided in the following

chapter.

9.7 Summary

In this chapter, | have provided a short exposition of the Phase Il methods and

methodological issues, covering Phase Il piloting, participants, methods and ethical

and access considerations that were specific to Phase Il. | have discussed how data

were co -constructed with Phase Il participants who included PEYERSs as well as

children and practitioners in three ECEC settings: Ash Setting, Beech Setting and

Cherry Setting. Each of the three ECEC settings was an individual case study

(Bassey, 1999); together, the data emerging from them formed the Phase Il case

study series. I n keeping with the studyds met ho
description and reflection of these aspects of the study have been develo ped

(Appendices 135 and 136).

Furthermore, Phase Il data also indicated which children might become the Phase

[l participants. The thesis now turns to its final chapter concerned with

methodology i Methodology (6): Phase IlI - Children at Home
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Chapter 10

Methodology (6) - Phase Il - Children at Home
10.1 Introduction
This chapter considers how and why children and their families at home were
included in the study. Further to PEYERsO indic
Phasel, co -constructingda ta i n childrenés own homes provid
reveal another rich layer of data with potential to lead to deeper understanding
about research behaviours presenting in children aged 4 -8 years. Equally, this
additional strand of data would prove usefu | for constant comparison during CGT

analysis (Glaser and Strauss, 1967; Charmaz, 2006). The chapter focuses on

methodological issues relating to co -constructing data with Phase lll participants:
PEYERSs featured but the main focus was on young children and their families in five
homes; by the time Phase lll fieldwork took place, the children were aged 5 -8
years:

Table 12: Phase |11 o

Annie at home with Family A

Billy at home with Family B

Gemma at home with Family C

Harry at home with Family D

Martin at home with Family E

Each of the children, with their families at home, formed an individual case study

(Bassey, 1999), building into a second case study series for the study. Again, within

the scope of the thesis itself, it is not pos sible to include full discussion regarding

the studyds met h sdeatingtgdhitden at Homes u e Thick description

appears in Appendices 36 -40 while the most salient points are discussed here. To

that end, t his chapter briefly discusses literatur e related to 6Homes6 as
enquiry, before considering Phase Il methodological decisions in respect of piloting

issues, participants, specific ethical and access considerations and the methods that

were adopted.

10.2 Homes as Locations for Enqg uiry: messages from the literature.
Although it is often less the case than it was a generation ago (NFPI , 2005; UNICEF

IRC, 2008), many young children spend considerable time in their homes
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(Christensen etal ., 2000). Pellegrini etal. ( 2004) note that o6...we s

l ittle about children outside of their school S
studies having explored young childrends | ives
(Tizard and Hughes, 1984; Wells, 1986; Sylva etal ., 2004). Moreover, Pellegrini et

al. (2004) suggest there may be value in enquiry with children in their own homes
and Donaldsonés critique (1978) of Piagetdés dec
the laboratory (1955) suggests value in researching with c hildren in their familiar

domestic settings. Homes are diverse places, used in diverse ways (Mallett, 2004)

yet Ohomed is recognised as the site where huma
intimate place (Gabb, 2010). Therefore, gaining access ethically t o childrends h
brings 6messy...difficultd issues (Wellington,

10.3 Piloting Phase IIl Procedures?

The procedures that were followed in the first two home contexts of the present

study T Anni ebs andi Bihltl w&s descrideidn atshat 6phé&ypytcan
a year ahead of the ot hernd@dveomeeodportardtieséo st udi es
explore what might be methodologically and practically feasible (Yin, 2012).

However, Cohen etal.6s view (2007) of case studyg d&dsnibque
and dynamicb6 contexts (p.254) was reified in th
example, whilst Annie and her family took video
and his family did not. The most useful lesson | could take from these experiences

in terms of piloting was that each family would manage the project in their own

home, in their own way and my role was to initiate, respect and support this.

Therefore, similarly to the Phase ||l experience
in Phase Il 1 did not provide a pilot in the formal sense (Creswell, 2008; Yin, 2012),

but were educative. Furthermore, lessons continued to emerge throughout Phase

Il so discussion about those experiences is embedded within the reflective

discussions that follow.

10.4 Who were the Phase lll participants and how did they join the

project?

10.4.1 Engaging Phase Il Children

Phase I Il OHomed children were originally ident

Selection criteria mirrored those adopted for selecting O6main focusdé childr
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setting for Phase II. The practitioners6 knowledge of the
was crucial; by adding this to data constructed to date, the practitioners and | were

able to select two children from each setting for eve n deeper involvement in the

study according to their family situations and
apparent enthusiasm for the project and demonstration of research behaviours

(identified by academy members I Chapter 12, Findings 1, Phase .

As discussed in the previous chapter, two children from each setting were identified

as potential &éhomed children towards the end of
informal discussion with the practitioners and data co -construction. During informal

discussion in Phase Il, Prac -A and | decided that filtering ¢ttt
to two O6homed participants would be practically

and Hughes study (1984) in which the participating children were all girls, they

should be a boy and a girl, to provide equity and a balanced output. This model was

piloted successfully with Ash Setting O6main foc
Beech Setting and Cherry Set tOther gritedarthatiwaeusédoc us 6 ¢

wer e ¢ hi apgareaterthsisiasm for the project and demonstration of research

behaviours ( as identified by academy members i Chapter 12, Findings 1, Phase | )
but the success of this selection process relie
children and their famili  es. For example, in Beech Setting, Kelly showed strong

interest in the study and demonstrated varied research behaviours in her free flow
activities so | identified her as a pobential 6
However, Prac -D explainedthatKell y6s parents had recently sepe

was a potential child protection issue. This alerted me to an understanding that,

ethically and practically, it was not appropri a
Phase lll. Equally, the model for selecting pa rticipants was not failsafe: in Cherry
Setting, we identified Nora as a potential O6hon

mother, acting as gatekeeper (Alderson, 2005) |, told the TA that they did not wish

to participate. Naturally, her request was respected but this meant that we only had

one 6homeé child from Cherry Setting. This sect
participants were, their characteristics and how th ey joined the project. Selected

key points are presented in three tables below; rich, thick description and reflection

provide further detail at Appendices 36 -40.
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Table 13: Annie Billy Gemma Harry Martin
Phase I and Family A and Family B and Fa mily C and Family D and Family E
Participant
Profile
ECEC Setting Ash Ash Beech Beech Cherry
(Phase 1)
Gender Girl Boy Girl Boy Boy
Age during 8 years 8 years 5 years 5 years 5 years
home
fieldwork
Living with Mother Mother Mother Mother Mother
(MTHR-A) (MTHR-B) (MTHR-C) (MTHR-D) (MTHR-E)
Father Father Father Father Father
(FTHR-A) (FTHR-B) (FTHR-C) (French) (FTHR-E)
Sister Brother (BRO - (FTHR-D) Sister
(SIs-B) i C) i aged8 Brother (BRO - (SIs-B) i1
aged 9 yrs yrs D) i aged 4 yrs aged 4 yrs
Description Modern, Modern, Modern, Modern, Modern,
of home detached 4 detached 4 detached 4 detached 4 detached 4
bedrooms, on bedrooms, on bedrooms, on bedrooms, on bedrooms, on
a development a development a de velopment a development a development
in an in an in an in an in an
established established established established established
large English large English large English large English large English
Midlands town. Midlands town. Midlands town. Midlands town. Midlands town.
Garden Garden Garden Garden Garden
Home English English English English and English
language French
(bilingual)
Social Class A A/B B A A/B
category
(MRS,2012)
Parental F: FT F: FT F: FT F: FT F: FT
employment IT Consultant Professional Manager in Commercial IT Executive
Full -time=FT local pilot for large
Part - M: PTIT M: FT government national
time=PT Consultant Homemaker M: PT Flying organisation
Mother =M M: PT instructor
Father = F Administrator MT: FT
Homemaker,
then became
PT Teaching
Assistant in
Cherry Sett ing
Additional When Martinds
comments Gemmabs had been a
parents nurse prior to
worked in the having
holidays, her children
grandparents
cared for her
and her
brother.
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Table 14: Rationale for Selection of Home Children

Annie 6ntrinsically interestedd engaging i BracéBe x p
thought Annie would 6really enjoy6 Phase |
Billy Presented with o6fl owd (Csi ksze-Bt-@livdalayd , 1
curiosity: Oexpl orat i on G.g.dieldnotesecAshsSetting, | enqu
5.6.08). Indicated interest in project (often came to speak to me in setting.
Prac-B suggested Billy might enjoy patrticipating and his family might be willing
to be involved.
Gemma Presented with o6fl owd 9)C(Fieldnstes, BeethrBeting, | yi , 1
14.5.09), (Appendix 35). (SO_B6 Ch_G 4i). Research behaviours on  the second
RBF observed early (Appendix 29) (Appendix 38) . Prac-E agreed Gemma was
likely to be a good choice in terms of her behaviours and her home life.
Harry Research behaviours on the second RBF observed early (Fieldnotes, Beech
Setting, 14.5.09) (Appendix 29). Indicated interest in project (Fieldnotes, Beech
Setting, 2.7.09: 12.48pm)
Prac-E reacted positively when | suggestbe ¢ hti
and introduced me to his father one day at
Martin Research behaviours on the second RBF (Appendix 29) observed early (SO_C1
Ch_M27i); (SO_C7Ch_M13 - SO_C7Ch_M18). MTHR -E was a Cherry Setting
helper and discussed the project with me, s howing interest in Family E
participating (Fieldnotes - Cherry Setting 1 21.5.09). Prac -G suggested Martin as
she believed his mother may be amenable.
Table 15: Characteristics of Home Children
Annie Slight, lively, light brown hair, Caucasian, inquisitive, tendency to bossiness.
Keen to please adults; enjoy adultsdé atten
Billy Average build in comparison with his peers, spectacles, thick dark hair,
Caucasian. Prac -A noted that Billy was 6. ..very f
appreciated by other children (SAPrB: Ch  -BI-C[iv]12). (SAPB:Ch -BI-
C[iv]14); pleasing adults did not appear a priority for Billy. Often engaged in
6off task®éd behaviour. Seemed to enjoy craf
activities at home.
Gemma Seemed average height and slim build in comparison with peers and she had
long dark hair. Caucasian. Set herself many tasks and enjoyed craft work.
Usually quiet and watchful in ECEC setting
Harry Tall compared with peers, brown hair, exuberant, apparently confi dent
personality. Caucasian. Often chose to engage with adults in Beech setting
although popular with peers and often played with them. Appeared intellectually
able. Used own initiative in setting but also compliant when practitioners
specifically asked so  mething of him.
Martin Slight build compared with peers, fair hair, Caucasian. Often appeared
thoughtful. Tended to avoid adults in setting. Tended to choose to play with
boys. Appeared popular with boys. Sometimes appeared to find some children
irritating. Seemed to take risks in setting but generally complied with
practitionersd expectations if he could se

intellectually able and used own initiative in setting.
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10.4.2 Phase lll PEYERS

Just as | did for Phase II, | engaged with five of the PEYERSs who were involved in
Phase I in a focus group for Phase llI, using the same procedure as that used on

Phase Il (See Phase Il PEYERs , within Chapter 9 - Methodology 5 Phase
[I_Settings ). Allusion is also made to this eleme nt of the research design in the
6Focus Gr oRBF Amal yis i secti®b d this chapter and in the chapter

on Models of Analysis.

10.4.3 Interim Summary

In this section, | have introduced and discussed details regarding the Phase I
participants, including how they came to be selected for Phase lll. Again, within the
confines of the thesis, it is not possible to i
1949; Geertz, 1973) and complex deeper level reflections relating to participants

tha t emerged; extended discussion relating to case study participants is available in
Appendices 36 -40. Because the project was participatory and emancipatory, |
intended that participants would self -select as much as possible, but practically, |
did sometime s have to steer this, though | always tried to do so in collaboration

with participants. Equally, though | was alert to minimising variables in this

complex study, it was not my deliberate intention to create an homogeneous group

of participants for Phase I, though a relatively homogeneous group of families did
emerge in terms of class (MRS, 2012), members, dwelling, ethnicity and language.
The chapter now focuses on Phase Il ethical and access considerations as well as

voluntary informed consent.

10.5 Phase Il Ethical and Access Considerations

In order to move forward with Phase I, | planned two visits to each family, by
prior arrangement with them: a preliminary visit (1 hour) followed by a second visit

(2 hours). For both visits, | asked that all the family members be present if possible

so that ethical and practical issues could b e addressed. This happened with all the

families except Billyds: Billyds father did not

10.5.1 My Position
Throughout the study, my own positioning affected its ethical progress and the

nature of the dataco -construction.InPh ase | , | had been a o6rel at
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(Griffiths, 1998: 138): assuming the bias of being on the inside of the academy
with the PEYERs, albeit with t hlagicalprieciplestia. adopt i

James etal ., 1998; Corsaro, 2005) for the study. | n Phase Il, | had entered each

setting with the o6tacit knowl edgedggengicol anyi , 19
understanding: | had been a child of 4 -8 years old and an early years teacher in

English settings and my own personal and uniqgue memories of those experiences

|l ent bias. Yet | had also entered each of the F

perspective, derived from the layers of research | had read about, experienced and

planned prior to entering each setting; together with my day job at the univ ersity, |

had, in many ways, O0gone over to the academyd
every ECEC setting is different, with individual temporal, cultural and social

dynamics, so notwithstanding my volunteering as a teaching assistant, | was never

fulypri vy to each Phase |1 settingbs distinct che
Furthermore, my doctoral agenda set me apart from the ECEC curriculum and

pedagogy agenda of the children and the practitioners in each setting.

Nevertheless, whilst | attempted to ma ximise what insider status as | could in
Phases | and 1|1, I deliberately set out on Phas
throughout . Firstly this was because homes are
intrude as little as possible (Nilson and Rogers, 2005:35 1; Yee and Andrews,
2006) . Equally, I wanted to minimise disruption

their home environments by my presence in order to construct the most authentic,
naturalistic data possible (Mayo, 1933). Furthermore, as had been the ¢ ase
throughout the study, | wanted to empower participants to co -construct naturalistic
data and | could see that primary carers could do this in partnership with children

far more effectively than | in their own home environments where they were

already e mpowered and | was not (Nilson and Rogers, 2005) Moreover, the time it

would have taken to habituate the families to my presence in their homes before

moving to data construction would have been far more than | had at my disposal

(Houser, 2008). Finally, | would have been unlikely to have secured either consent

from primary carers or ethical consent from my own institution for intruding on
familiesd homes during the time period it would

primary data myself (Wellington, 2001; Druml et al., 2009). Therefore, in Phase llI,
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| set up the families and children to co

joining the co

10.5.2 First Home Visits

The first 6 Ho me 6

-construct the primary data, with a view to

-construction myself at the analysis stage.

families, secure their consent and participation and ensure they had the necessary

resources to participate in Phase Ill. Selected key points relating to these visits are

presented in Tables 16 and 17 below:

Vi s i tosexplaretme @rojecpirpdetailtouhe i t i e s

Table 16 - Phase Ill Ethical and Access Considerations for each home

Action

Purpose

Potenti al Phase |11 &édHom
families discussed and agreed with Phase I
Setting practitioners. Decisions also based on

Phase Il data co -construction.

Triangulation ensured Phase Il participant
selection was as ethically and practically
secure as possible

Letter generated, aski
childrends parents for a
home to explain the project (Appendix 31)

Parental writte n, informed, voluntary
consent for me to visit the family at home
(Alderson, 2005).

University headed paper used and | included
my qualifications

Reassurance provided that the study was
bona fide .

Phase |1 Setting headsé

send out letters to Phase lll parents

Courtesy, empowering headteachers in the
research process and to ensure that this
letters would not conflict with others the
school may be sending

Completed, signed consent forms for Phase
Il initial visit returned to me via school

Arrangement of initial home visit

o
I

I nitial meetings with
their families at home; | was mindful that |
was a guest (Yee and Andrews, 2006).
introduction to myself, the project and the

potenti al for the family
home explained. | emphasised the
importance of naturalistic data (Pellegrini et

al., 2004) and minimal disrupti  on to the
familiesd h dntermdivekocial e s
discussion and relationship building. (NB All
family members were present at these

meetings, except Billybés fath

work)

Practical: information sharing

Ethical: consent would be informed;
empowered and feeling comfortable in
home environments  (Nilson and Rogers,
2005) ; trust building ahead of participation.

families
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Table 17

- Phase Il Voluntary, Written, Informed Consent process with each

OHomed Family
Action during the initi gPurpose
Additional written information about Phase Et hical consent woul d G
Il provided for parents (Appendix 32); 2004)
Parent Analysis Forms introduced, containin g
research behaviours that had emerged from
data already processed (Appendices 41, 42
for Ash Setting families / Appendix 44 for
Beech and Cherry Setting families i see
below* )
Phase Il written, informed consent secured Ethical protocol observed (BERA, 2004)
from parents (Appendi x 3
signed the form after the meeting
Voluntary informed consent sought from Ethical protocol observed (BERA, 2004)
O0Homed children.
O0Homed6 <chil dr dicipatonipRhaser [Key features securing c¢h
Il ensured their familiarity with the project participation and relative empowerment in
and with me. Phase Il location and parent the research proces s
participation secured O&H
confidence.
6Homed children knew t h g Childrenlocated as relatively powerful in the
also knew me, but their parents and | did Phase Il research process
not know each other at the initial Phase Il|
meeting
| explained the project to children an d how Et hical consent woul d Qg
they could participate at home, using 2004)
language matched to their understanding. |
gave children time to ask their own
questions and / or comment.
I provided 6éHomed chil dr| Childrenlocated as relatively powerful and
namedfolder s, contai ni ng p ap|autonomous inthe Phase Ill research
pictures and o6Chil d Anal|process.
(Appendix 43).
| asked children (including siblings) verbally Ethical protocol observed (BERA, 2004)
if they would like to participate. All children
agreed verbally.
| asked children to complete and sign a Et hical consent woul d Qg
consent form adapted with graphical images 2004) and secure:
for participating in Phase Ill (Appendix 34). a) form was designed to be accessible to
Al five 6Homed6 <chil dr enchildren
34 at the initial Phase 111l meetings. All b) children consented in two modes
siblings completed forms.
| explained that if any other childr en were a) Ethical protocol observed (BERA, 2011)
involved in the study, the voluntary, written, b) Ethical consent woul
informed consent of their primary carers, (BERA, 2011)
then their children, would need to be c) Reification of famild:@i

secured before they could take part.

relative empowerment in the research
process
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Examples of Home Data - Parent Analysis Forms (see Table 17*)

VISIT 1 — Qualitative Research activity Matrix — Autumn 08 [parental completion] (Appendix 41)
Dayl 2 3 4 5 6 7 [circle one] Day | What was the activity? / Was anyone else
no. |involved? / What was the context? [/ What
happened? / Why was it interesting? Other?

1. Investigate - please describe

2. Plans and carries out OWN investigation -please describe

3. Gains new insights from investigation - what and how?

4. Invents or generates something new - what and how?

5. Engages in enquiry with others - who?

6. The enquiry is important to someone - who?

7. Invents something or has an idea that makes life
better for someone - what?
8. Is demonstrably curious - how is this demonstrated?

9. Talks about findings - what 15 said? In what contexts?

Parents’ Home Data Collection (3™ model): Appendix 44

Date. ... L —— [ ——_——
The activity ™™™ engaged in was:
Other people involved werea:
Tick » as many as are appropriate and make any additional notes on the back of the sheet. Did ™™™
1. Seek a solution? 11. Develop a better 21 Investigata? 31. Believe what he was

understanding? doing was good?
2 Choose to explora? 12 Increase his 22 Enquire? 32. Focus on his chosen

knowledge? activity?
3_Explore with an aim? 13. Find a solution 23 Test and chack? 33_Reflect on the

process?
4 Explore without any 14. Go beyond instinct? 24 Work systematically? 3. Reflect on the
aim? findings?
5.Explore with an aim 15. Gather data? 25. Remain objective? 35. Do no harm?
that changed?
6.Explore with a fine 16.Build on others’ work? 26. Base decisions on 36. Participate with
focus? evidence? others?
T.Explore in a broad 17. Take account of the 27. Use processes fit for 37. Communicate the
way? context? purpose? process to others
8.Try to find out why 18. Plan? 28. Replicate his 38. Communicate his
something happens? process? findings to others?
9.Try to find out how 19. Conceptualise? 29. Replicate his 39. Make links?
something happens? findings?
10.Examine a problem? 20. Question? 30. Use and apply 40,
findings in a different
context? 7

Despite being rather laborious, with its numerous stages, this ethical model for

gaining access and voluntary, written, i nfor med
proved successful. It also gave me an opportunity to be able to build f
knowledge and trust in YCaR Phase Il sufficiently that they agreed to participate

actively and give their consent to the O6Homed c
Additionally, whilst an opportunity to gain voluntary, written, informed consent for

t he f ami | y GtieninpPhasd lll, the imtial meeting was also an opportunity to

explain practical arrangements for the project and to ensure the family members
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understood their roles in the study and how to use the camcorder, camera and

analysis sheets.

10.5.3 Second Home Visits

| deliberately left the schedule for the second visits as unstructured as possible to

empower the families. | invited families and children to share their data that they

wished to share with me in whatever ways they wished to share it and allo wed up
to two hours for them to do so, though not all took the full two hours. | provided a

very loosely structured schedule: purely focused on data the families had co -
constructed, what they thought it might mean in terms of children researching

(Appendic es 41, 42, 44), as well as a ny issues they had encountered

I had in mind these might be interview conversations (Charmaz, 2006) but all but

Billydéds familyds second visits became focus gro
all family members joining in. Each of the second home visits proved to be a rich,
0thickd combination of dissemination, analysis

taped these sessions and transcribed them later.

10.6 Phase Ill Methods and their Rationales

This final Methodology chapter now turns to the methods adopted for Phase Ill that

were, similarly to Phase |1, many and various,
worl dé enquiry and resonant of the Mosaic Appro
Methods were either selected in a dvance or identified as they emerged, for the

same reasons as for Phase Il. Because most were the same as those used for Phase

l'1, it can be assumed that each methodds ration

those in Phase IlI, unless otherwise stated or additional notes are added.

10.6.1 Phase Il Field notes

For Phase Ill, I invited primary carers and children to contribute field notes and |

provided plain sheets for them to do so. These were not taken up though a number

of the adults included brief one -line notes on the ir analysis sheets (Appendices 41,

42, 44).
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10.6.2 Phase Il Interview Conversations

Although these were intended for the second home visits in Phase lll, only two

families engaged with me in structured interview conversations. This wor ked
successfully with Family B, beca-ttosomed&cussioy 5s mo't
with me at their home, where Billyobés father was

until half -way through. Equally, although all Family C were present for the second
home visit, they gave Gemma the space and time to share and discuss the data she
had constructed, including particularly photographs, video footage and artefacts in

an interview conversation before they joined in and this developed into a focus

group. However, there was also evidence of interview conversations in the data the
families had constructed. For example, Gemma engaged in a lengthy interview
conversation with her Grandmother while baking (Ch -G Home Observation 5:
Kitchen ) and Martin did the same one be dtime with his mother (Ch -M Home

Observation 12: Bedtime Q+A ).

10.6.3 Phase IIl Observations

In Phase lll, families and children constructed observations which they either

recorded on analysis sheets (Appendices 34, 41, 42, 44) or as video footage or

ph otographs. Some also used artefacts to support these observations. Home

observations tended to be either narrative or snapshot (Sharman etal ., 2007), and

were generally participant (Lofland and Lofland, 1995). Examples of observations

include Gemma 6 Ma ki ng Je weG Home QbdervdtiGht22) which was

snapshot and undertaken by Ge nCokibgsan Onelettegnr an d
t he Ki t c hAeHoe Qbgetvation 2) which was an unstructured narrative,

undertaken on video by Annieds mot her.

10.6.4 P hase lll Focus Groups

In Phase lll, focus groups characterised the second home visits with Families A, D

and E and also some of Family Cés second home
provided a | oose schedule but these occasions
to discuss with  me the data they had been constructing. Additionally, as was the

case in Phase I, a focus group of five PEYERs who had been involved in Phase |

provided a broad template of opinions from some participants that | was able to

take account of when | conducte d subsequent analysis across all the footage. This
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was conducted in exactly the same way as it was for Phase Il (see Methodology 5 -

Phase IlI: Settings ). All the focus groups were audio recorded and transcribed.

10.6.5 Phase lIl Informal Discussions

Please refer to the previous chapter for discussion of informal discussions as a

method. In Phase lll, informal discussions tended to be scattered among other

met hods and they enabled me to piece together s
(Polanyi, 1958) that each family shared and from which | was excluded. For

exampl e, wiM HHome6é@bservation 36, Martinds mot hi
leave their house one Saturday and discussion ensues, while Martin continues

filming throughout. Here, a domestic scene is revealed , indicating something of

Family EO6s dynamics and r el ad €apacity to fopusonhis wel | a

selected task:

Figure 3: Family E Informal Discussion

(In the conservatory at Family E's home)

Martin: "I'm recording!”’

MTHR-E=FTHR-E: 'There's a really.....pizza in the fridge for vou.”
FTHR-E=MTHR-E: "Right — lowely.’

SIS-E role-playing in toy katchen. Tumns to FTHR-E: "Daddy have you been sitiing on my
lunch?’

FTHR-E=5IS-E: "Why would I sit on your lunch?’
SIS-E=FTHR-E: “'Cos, 'cos, 'cos..’

MTHR-E: 'Sarah’s here - so I'll see you later.”

FTHR-E: "Bye! Bye!

SIS-E: "Bye’

FTHR-E=MTHR-E: "All nght then - have a nice time.’

MTHR-E: ‘Love you.'

SIS-E=FTHR-E: ‘&re you sitting on my lunch?’

FTHR-E=MTHR-E: "Love you! Byel Bye!”

MTHR-E: "Bye kads!’

Martin: "Bye!” Continues filming

10.6.6 Phase |11l Childrenbés Artefacts

A range of Phase |11 childrends artefactsinare p
Phase | 1l, Billy and Gemma presented with constructions and paintings they had

made, while all children presented with toys they liked to play with and other

objects they interacted with. These artefacts tended to triangulate other data

provided in observations, rather than constituting 6stand al

10.6.7 Phase lll Photographs
In Phase lll, there were some problems with this method. Firstly, the home focus

children tended to favour the camcorders in preference to the digital cameras.
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Secondly, even whent he families did provide photographs, some technical

problems occurred which led to loss of data.

10.6.8 Phase lll Video recording

I n Phase 111, al | the families, apart from Bill
children and adults. This provided a ma jor source of useful primary data that could

be reflected on and analysed by different groups, including the families, myself and

PEYER coll eagues. Billybds mother provided an ex

engagement with cameras and camcorders:

Figure 4: Kitchen at Family B Home: Second Home Visit

MTHR-B > Researchers (Res):

‘T didn't even touch the adult recording to be honest. Erm - I told Ch-B a few
times: “Ooh - what about the camera?” And sometimes he was not really that
bothered and he was like- I'd rather be doing what I want to be doing - you know -
and then a couple of times you know he would get it out and you know the
batteries would fall out and then he'd fiddle about with it and then he'd just loss
interest. So - to be honest - that side of it. Didn't really work.”

(HVIC B 13 - HVIC B 16)

10.6.9 Phase Il Audio recording

In Phase lll, all five second visits to families were audio recorded then transcribed.

10.6.10 Phase Il RBF Analysis Sheets

For Phase Ill, children had one type of analysis sheet, that was amended to enable

them to access it (Appendix 43); several children did use these, albeit some

primary carers scribed. Primary carers had three different sheets: Ash Setting

primary carers completed Appendices 41 and 42, while, following analysis of Ash

Setting data collection, Beech and Cherry Setting primary carers completed

Appendi x 44. PEYERs engaging in the focus group
footage completed the same RBF as the one they used for the parallel Phase Il

activity: RBF1 (Appendix 28).

10.6.11 Interim Summary
This section has considered the multi -modal methods that were adopted to co -
construct data with children and their families at home as well as PEYERs in Phase

[ll. Some elicited primary data and some secondary data:
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Table 18:
Phase III Multi-modal Methods Interview
{Clark and Moss, 2001; 2011) Conversations
Observations Focus Groups Informal discussions
Field notes Children’s artefacts Photographs
Video recordings Audio recordings Research Behaviour
Framework (RBF)
Analysis Sheets

10.7 Summary

In this chapter, | have provided an exposition of the Phase Il methods and
methodological issues, covering discussion of some of the literature exemplifying
O0Homes6é as |l ocations for enquiry, providing
made during for P hase Il of the present study in respect of piloting issues,
participants, specific ethical and access considerations and the methods that were
adopted, together with my reasons for using them. | have discussed briefly how

data were co -constructed with Pha  se Il participants who included PEYERs as well
as five children and their families at home: Annie and Family A, Billy and Family B,
Gemma and Family C, Harry and Family D and Martin and Family E. Each of these
was an individual case study (Bassey, 1999); together, the data emerging from

them formed the Phase Ill case study series.

This marks the end of the Methodology chapters in the thesis which now turns its

focus to Chapter 11: Models of Analysis
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Chapter 11:

Models of Analysis and Interpreta tion
11.1 Introduction
This chapter considers the nature of analysis and interpretation in research and
their rationales before introducing and briefly outlining the analysis and
interpretation models adopted for the present study, which were conducted in two
sections: Phasel ,concerned predominantly with the acad:¢
and Phases 11 and |11, concerned predominantly
home and in their settings. As is common to grounded theory approaches, the
analysis and interpretation were significant elements; because this study was
concerned with maintaining participatory, emancipatory and inductive approaches
as far as was possible, and was constructed of four methodologies, the processes
involved in analysis and inte rpretation were necessarily complex. However, for
reasons of pragmatism and clarity, this chapter provides a brief overview of the
processes, while directing the reader to Appendices 49 and 50, interalia , for o6thi
descriptiond ( Ryl e, uehtwih8&8he metHodological aature ofrihg r
study.

11.2 Analysis: what is it and why do it?

Mil es and Huberman (1994) regard analysis as a
from data during the research process (p.1); wh
requirementé6 for research, it presents in diffe

enquiry is conducted (Cohen etal ., 2007: 133). In regard to quantitative data,

Oppenheim (1992) posits that O6any accumul ati on
formof managemen t and i nter pr et attialo (2@7) amptasisedchhta n
selected instrument should be seen to Omeasure
quantitative enquiry (p.133). Conversely, in qualitative enquiry, validity is secured

when part ipersppctivesare &@ngaged, respected and represented as

honestly as possible through models characterised by rich detail and depth (Winter,

2000). Lofl and and Lofland (1995) argue that qual:|

an emergent product of a process o f gradual induction...the fie
ordering of the datadé (p.181), while Bogdan and
analysis as 6systematically searching and arran
them, breaking them into manageable unit s, coding them, synthesising them and
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searching for patternsoé (p.159). Mi |l es and Hube
analysis can we use that are practical, communicable, and... will give us knowledge
that that we and ot her s c a imtontethgpresent&tudy,phisl) and,

chapter attempts to address this question, with support from relevant appendices.

11.3 Interpretation: what is it and why do it?

It may be helpful at this point to distinguish analysis from interpretation: whilst

analysis focuses on the operations of marshalling data (Bogdan and Bicklen (2007),

interpretation is regarded as a step within the analysis procedure that attributes

meani ng to the data (Creswell, 2008) . I nterpretation elicits 061ce
(Lincolnand Guba, 1985:362). A wealth of literature informs our understanding of
Ohermeneuticsd: while empiricists and |l ogical p

value by aligning it as closely as possible to purely sensational information

(Scruton, 2001; Ayer, 1 940) , Ryl eds distinction between a
(1968) illustrates the role that interpretation plays in human understanding of

human action. Gadamer (2003) suggests that hern
concern of science, but obviously belongs to th e human experience of the world in

general o (p.xxi).

Creswell (2008) emphasises that interpretation is so important to qualitative

research that the terms O6interpretive researcho

used interchangeably. Thomas (1993) de scribes interpretation as a
6defamiliarisation processd during which oO6we re
it into something newbdé (p.43), whereas Bogdan a

interpretation as explaining the dat atheborpat have
other scholarship, and action, as well as showing why your findings are important

and making them understandabled (p.157); in sho
which sense and meaning are given to findings (Creswell, 2008). However, how this

is done seems to depend on the approach used: Lincoln and Guba (1985)

emphasise that interpretation of qualitative da
relevant to an emergent understanding of the research site, rather than evidence of

Owhat wor ks 6 (u36d), weereasanlquantitative analysis, generalisability

is regarded as achievable and desirable so interpretation tends, therefore, to be

attempted through access to large sampling cohorts and manipulation of numerical
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data (Oppenheim, 1992). Equally, because interpretation, understanding and

meaning in qualitative research are culturally T andindividually 7 si tuated, Ot hi
descriptiondé of the study site and participants
assumptions, are acknowledged as key tene ts of interpretivist enquiry ( Geertz,

1973: 6; Hatch, 1995) and they characterise the present study.

11.4 Analysis and Interpretation Models adopted for the YCaR Study

In regard to the present study, as reported in the methodology chapters, | had

original ly intended some quantitative analysis from the responses to the Phase |

survey, but the survey outcomes quickly indicated that this was unlikely to be

fruitful. Therefore, other than the earliest stage, this enquiry was characterised by

gualitative analys is and interpretation which were interwoven into its methodology.

Primary data were analysed and frodathatwhpirol ews
itself analysed. Knudson  -Martin and Silverstein (2009) posit that where multiple
perspectives itdathanm|l §mmésé&, new provocations anc
which enrich interpretations of primary data fi
primary data and meta  -data collection, analysis and interpretation formed its data
co-construction. | rprodeds,iasalysis ared interpretationevére as

participatory, emancipatory and inductive as possible, achieved by engaging

participants as much as possible and imprinting their perspectives on the data,

meta -data, analysis and interpretation. As data and me ta-data were co -constructed

with participants and codes and categories emerged, these were fed into

subsequent stages and phases of the enquiry and decided new participants,

research instruments and focus. Subsequent to the data co -construction, |

discover ed that this model resonates with research developed by Emmett and Rolfe

(2009).

However, whilst a truly democratic ideal would have been for participants to

analyse and interpret throughout the study as | did, this aim was neither realistic

nor ethicall y sound: the project was conducted according to BERA (2004), which

states that the researcher Omust...seek to mini
the normal working and workloads of participant
balancing of participation wit h manageability and, as Clark and Moss (2011) point

out, analysis and interpretation are time consuming activities. To resolve this, |
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engaged with &édsymbolic interactionismd (Bl ume
with other participants and familiarity with their contexts, | gained understanding of

the thoughts and meanings that they communicated in their actions and words via

primary data or meta  -data. | endeavoured to respect these communications as

6guiding idealsd which | tdtheaughérhirdenpcelateed . . . and
process6 (Blumer, 1969:2), initially with oth
would have become too burdensome to ask participants to continue. Glaser and

Straussbés development of grounded thehbyy (196

r.,

mo

er

7)

Bl umer 6s work (1939; 1940; 1964) , including syn

approach to managing the analysis and interpretation for the present study was

congruent with its selected methodology.

Equally, bearing in mind Mi trieesafoaseldcting anblysis man 6 s
methods (practical, communicable and reliable) (1994), features of five models of

analysis and interpretation were adopted and adapted for the YCaR study. The first

t

four reflect the studyos 0] i gst&wunded TheooydCQGIMo gy 6 :

analysis and interpretation (Charmaz, 2006) was the major analysis and

interpretation model adopted, while particular features of Critical Ethnography (CE),

Mosaic Approach and Case Study analysis and interpretation were also selec ted for
specific purposes (Carspecken, 1996; Clark and Moss, 2001; Bassey, 1999). The

fifth and final analysis and interpretation model adopted was Nominal Grouping

Technique (NGT) (Delbecq and VandeVen, 1971); this served both practical and

ethical purpos es which are explained later. The nature and applications of each of

these models are now outlined briefly.

11.4.1 Constructivist Grounded Theory (CGT) Analysis and Interpretation

Olesen (2007) notes that grounded theory approaches tend to focus heavily on

analysis rather than data collection, and so it is with CGT (Charmaz, 2006). As

outlined, qualities inherent in CGT analysis are congruent with the participatory,

emancipatory and inductive approaches that guide the present study since it is

grounded i nthe data co -constructed with participants. In the present study, e very
contribution made by Phase | ©participants was
subsequent content, research instruments and participant pool. For example, the

sensitising concepts that info rmed the start of the study emerged from the pre -
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study participants. During the present study, a Phase | participant then suggested

that dnterviews are good idea for open questions and for deriving quality data 6 (A2)

so | moved from a survey to interview conversations. Also, once Phase |
participant s h aThisstarah shauldemdpowendchildren to

communicate their needs and wants 6 (H38) bands&k teacher s,
users (B6) ... I 6d i ncl udbtécte h théydre pato afshe e n d

process i they should have more than a nod 6 (B8, B9), | ensured

included children, parents and teachers as participants and that the process T and
content - of the study attempted to find ways to empower children in

communi cdhtédainrg meeds aHh38), each antexadple of theoretical

sampling (Charmaz, 2006). Furthermore, Phase | participant contributions were

combined, conflated and distilled to elicit new categories that informed the conduct,

analysis and interpretation of P hase Il, then Phase Il contributions were similarly

utilised to develop new categories that subsequently informed the conduct, analysis

and interpretation of Phase III.

Similarly to grounded theory (GT), CGT analysis generally follows a basic process

(Char maz, 2006) (Appendix 48), involving the

par e

user

Ph

6cr

frameworks...through building inductive anal ysi

187) . However, CGT constructs Oplausible accoun

grounded theories that charact erise other GT approaches (Charmaz, 2006: 132).

Equally, CGT analysis acknowledges the complexities that emerge from recognition

of 6diverse |l ocal worlds and multiple realities

affect their | ocal a n (Charneaz, §066: 132).dMoreocadr, C@&Tor | d s 6

analysis is often socially constructed in ways that reflect the complex processes of

knowl edge production, embodying 6time, space, ¢

2007: 556). For the YCaR study, the basic GT proces s (Appendix 48) was adapted
to become the main analysis model for Phase | (Appendix 49) and Phases Il and Il
(Appendix 50) in an attempt to manage and re -use the multiple layers of data

emerging from - and within - the different phases and their case stud ies.

11.4.2 Critical Ethnography (CE) Analysis and Interpretation
Empowering marginalised participants is a key rationale for critical ethnography

(Carspecken, 1996) and analysis and interpretation are particularly important in its
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uses of Ocul tural c oppression,canfict, stragglé, powver,taisd o0 n
praxis (Schwandt 1997: 22). Thomas (1993) emphasises the role of interpretation

as a key tool that is used in CE to challenge cultural norms and suggest new
constructions o f cultural totems; he also advocates dialogue as participatory tool in
CE. Additionally, Thomas (1993) suggests that CE interpretation requires continual
reflection 7 6r epeat ed It dbounirkeraotignd and involvement with
participants (p.46). These were considerations at each step of the present study.
For example its original aim was to conceptualise ways in which research conducted
by young children might be recognised, in a context where young children are
excluded from i and by - the academy (Red mond, 2008b). Equally, rather than
data being analysed and interpreted only by me as researcher once it was all

6gat her ed, 6 daristacted atrevery stage and phase throughout the

enquiry, involving participants as much as was manageably possible for us all.

Carspecken (1996) sees analysis and interpretation as a partially participatory

process in CE. Firstly, Carspecken suggests t

actions into |l anguage, | ifts the partonandpants

new O6awarenesso that contribute to the resear

researcher; Carspecken (1996) terms this
does Thomas (1993), Carspecken (1996) emphasises the role of dialogue with

participa nts in CE analysis as a means of sharing power. Both reconstructive

analysis and dialogue were adopted for the analysis and interpretation in the

present study. However, the precise nature of their implementation differed from

6rec

CarspeckenstaigeCHfo vmul a. Firstly, Carspeckends i

data collection which he advocates should only be undertaken by the researcher.
Because the present study was participatory and emancipatory, it was important

that participants were involved in as many ways as could be managed so they
contributed to data collection. This aspect developed particularly strongly in Phase

Il of the present study, when participants collected almost all the primary data
themselves in their home settings. Secondly, participant s contributed to
reconstructive analysis by observing primary data such as video footage and
photographs and commenting on it later on audio tape, as well as making written

notes and completing analysis sheets in relation to observations of themselves and

c h

on

ni

others. Thirdly, although Carspecken recommends
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generationd stage should be conducted in for mal
all the primary data have been gathered, in this grounded study, data were

constantly analysed and int  erpreted in participatory dialogue and a variety of

techniques were used, including informal discussions, analysis sheets, photographs

and artefacts, as well as more formal interview conversations and focus groups.

Equally, in the present study, rather th an emerging at a late stage, as Carspecken

advises, relationships between each of the sites where the study was located and

other sites were developed throughout the study in the process of constant

comparison common to grounded theory: 0A met hod @ fthatgenesatey s

successively more abstract concepts and theories through inductive processes of

comparing data with data, data with category, category with category and category

with conceptd (Bryant andThSpracesswaasfocuse®d 07: 607) .
compl etely on participantsd contributions. Furth
relationships to inform findings evolved as the study progressed; for example, a

0research behaviour frameworkd emerged from Pha
research, was then applied to new data and was developed and redeveloped for

further applications later in the enquiry, all in collaboration and / or consultation

with participants (see Appendices 49 and 50).

In these ways, the present study employed CE analysis and interpretation

te chniques outlined by Carspecken (1996) but adapted them in an attempt to

confer the greatest possible power in the research process to participants, whilst
protecting them from burdensome bureaucracy (BERA, 2004). The issue of

protecting participants from too much burden in the research process is addressed

in Appendix 50.

11.4.3 Analysis and Interpretation Elements of the Mosaic Approach

Inasmuch as dialogue and reflection are key elements of CE analysis and

interpretation, they are also characteristics of analysis and interpretation in the

Mosaic Approach (MA), where they are framed thr
6l isteningd to children (Clark and Moss, 2001;
chid-f ocusedé way i n whi ch ad uwithchildrentogefcgteeiri n di al o

views (Clark and Moss, 2011: 18) and it is regarded as a way for children to reflect
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on their preferences, experiences and feelings (Clark and Moss, 2011). In the MA,
Cark and Moss (2011) claim that listening to children is re garded as O0i mport ¢

(p-58) and that child conferencing is a way in which adults might convey that they

O6believe they have something to |earn from chil
and 6value children6s opinionsd (p. 6gpestthetqual |y
|l istening to children in a context of authentic
meaningso (p.65). However, although child conf e
to contribute in ways they consider important, for example by drawing, it is

directed and structured by adults, so that <chil
interpretation are dependent on and potentially
control. Despite attempts to maximise childrené

inte rpretation through dialogue and reflection in the present study, the issue of

adult hegemony was not wholly resolved: children only engaged because adults had

consented to them doing so, the original study was devised by an adult, not

children,andinchii dr endés settings and homes, the extent

autonomy seemed to be decided by adults.

11.4.4 Analysis and Interpretation Elements of Case Study

Analytic statements (Bassey, 1999; Yin, 2012) are regarded as a key tool for

analysis and interpretation in case study: Bassey (1999) describes them as a

useful way of handing and trying to make sense
drawonrawdatato devel op O6tentatived or O6working hypo
Lincoln and Guba, 1985: 362) and may be developed in stages, by attempting to

view the data though different lenses, for example, an exploration of different
participantso6 vi e wwewoffan evamtdronddiférent poimts iretime

(Bassey, 1999). The model of O6analytic statemen
which écapture patterns and themes and cluster
(Lempert, 2007: 253) and novernbss :o0fd6.a .tnhaearaitsetdd sr e
conversations with him/herselfd that Oprovide p
2007: 247). The present study attempted to view data through the different lenses

of various participants by engaging participating PEYERS, practitioners, parents and

children to review primary data and to attribute their own meanings to that data.

Equally, much of this was conducted in an iterative manner, common to both case
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study analytic statement  -making (Bassey, 1999), as well as coding a nd memo -

writing in grounded theory (Hesse -Biber, 2007).

11.4.5 Nominal Grouping Technique (NGT): Supporting decision -making in

analysis and interpretation

A significant amount of data and meta -data emerged from the fieldwork and this

created a practical  problem: it was too much to be analysed and interpreted in the

context of this doctoral study. Therefore, a decision had to be made regarding

which research behaviours should be prioritised for analysis and interpretation.

Given the participatory, emancipa tory, inductive approach of the study, it was

ethically appropriate to seek participantsdé vie
because the PEYERSs originally identified the research behaviours, engaging them

for this activity was consistent with the overall s tudy. The use of Nominal Grouping

Technique (NGT) (Delbecq and VandeVen, 1971) presented a solution that

answered both practical and ethical criteria. The NGT provided a structure for

collecting and organising the thoughts of PEYERs and ordering them so th ata

shared, ordered response emerged which al so mai

(Sample, 1984; Cohen et al ., 2007).

Participating PEYERSs voted for the research behaviours they considered the most

importantto r eveal the research beh awethemostanalytidteat wo ul
sense to (use to) categorise the data incisivel
57) . NGT provided a vehicle for achieving a for
6... means using the most significant.. . datades to

(Charmaz, 2006: 57). Once the NGT was complete, it was possible to progress the

study to raising four research behaviours that
four major categories for which data could be a
andcompl etelyd (Charmaz, 2006:58). More detail r
Appendix 50.

11.5 Analysis and Interpretation in Practice: Phases I, II, llI
This chapter has provided discussion and rationale for the ways in which analysis
and interpretation  of data were conducted for the present study. These processes

were predominantly shaped by Charmazds construc
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(2006) but were also informed by selected elements advocated for analysis and
interpretation in critical ethnography ( Carspecken, 1996), the Mosaic Approach
(Clark and Moss, 2001; 2011) and case study (Bassey, 1999; Yin, 2012).

In order to communicate concisely how these procedures were conducted, the final

section in this chapter consists of a short overview of the stud yb6s analysis ani¢
interpretation  processes, presented in T  ables 19,20and21below . &6 Thi c Kk
descriptiond and exemplification of the anal ysi

adopted for each phase are provided in Appendices 49 and 50.

Table 19:
Overview of Phase I Analysis and Interpretation Procedures

Pre-Analysis:
Opening research aim, opening questions, sensitising concapts

12 — Transcribe primary data (interview conversations and focus group interview)
1b - Initial coding
1c — Tabulate primary data
1d - Initial memos: raising codes to tentative substantive codes

g 1o
'Focused coding” to “synthesise and explain’ the data further (Charmaz, 2006: 57);
categories developed.

Developing subcategories - Stage 2 categories were interrogated further to secure
rigour. Underpinning ideas and relationships explored within and between the
categories, as suggested by the codes themselves. Further constant comparison
(Bryant and Charmaz, 2007) elicited a range of subcategories for each of the Stage
2 categories.

Phase I, Stage 4 Analysis:

Developing theoretical sampling and questions for next steps

Phase 1, Stage 5 Analysis:

Refining questions for next steps. In relation to each of the categories, ONE
guestion was identified.

Phase I, Stage 6 Analysis:

Further constant companson (Bryant and Charmaz, 2007) until 1217 codes (units
of meaning) were reduced to 106 codes. During this process, 12 new categories
replaced previous tentative categories.
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Table 20: OVERVIEW:
Phase Il and Phase Il ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION PROCESS
PHASE Il = Children in their Settings
PHASE Il 17 Children in their Homes

From Phase | : Research aim, research questions, Research Behaviour Framework
(RBF) 1

PHASES Il and 11

Stage 1: Phase Il Ash Setting Primary Data were captured.

Stage 2: Participant Analysis and Interpretation of Phase Il Ash Setting Primary

Data
a) Ash Setting Key Focus Children analysing and interpreting Data of their Activity:
b) Ash Setting practit  ioners discussing research

c) Ash Setting practitioners analysing and interpreting Ash
d) PEYERs analysing and interpreting Annied6s Setting Data:
Stage 3: Participant Analysis and Interpretation of Phase Il Primary Da ta: Family

A and Family B

a) Family A analysing and interpreting Family A Data

b) PEYERs analysing and interpreting Annieds Home Dat a

c) Family B analysing and interpreting Family B Data

Stage 4: Continuing the Phase Il and Phase IIl Ash Setting Analysis a nd

Interpretation.

Stage 5: Phase Il Beech Setting Primary Data were captured.
Stage 6: Participant Analysis and Interpretation of Phase Il Beech Setting Primary

Data
a) Beech Setting Children analysing and interpreting Data of their Activity:
b) Beech Setting practitioners discussing research

c) Beech Setting practitioners analysing and interpreting B
Stage 7: Participant Analysis and interpretation of Phase lll Primary Data: Family
C and Family D

a) Family C anal ysing and interpreting Family C Data

b) Family D analysing and interpreting Family D Data

Stage 8: Continuing the Phase Il and Phase Ill Beech Setting Analysis and

Interpretation.

Stage 9: Capturing, Analysing and Interpreting Phase Il Cherry Setting Prima ry
Data.

a) Capturing Cherry Setting Data

b) Analysing and Interpreting Phase Il Cherry Setting Primary Data

c) Cherry Setting practitioners discussing research

Stage 10: Participant Analysis and Interpretation of Phase Ill Primary Data:

Family E
Stage 11: Continuing the Phase Il and Phase lll Cherry Setting Analysis and
Interpretation.

Stage 12: Completing the Analysis and Interpretation.
a) Selecting and deselecting observations

b) The procedure for completing the analysis and interpretation

c) Constant comparison

d) Initial Coding

e) Focused Coding through Nominal Grouping Technique

f) Categories

g) Axial coding

h) Theoretical coding

i) Memo -writing

j) Table showing the Recursive Process of Completing Phase Il and 1ll Analysis and Interpretation*
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Table 21: Overview: The Recursive Process of Completing Phase Il and Il Analysis and Interpretation
NB: The processes outlin  ed below were not applied in a linear way; they interspersed data collection and took on a
recursive pattern, being adopted and reapplied as indicated by the data.
Transcribe data and apply numerical codes
Constructivist Grounded Theory Analysis Critical Ethnography Analysis and Mosaic Case Study
and Inter  pretation Methods Interpretation Methods Approach (Bassey,
(Clark 1999; Yin,
(Charmaz, 2006) (Carspecken, 1996) and Moss, 2012)
2001)

Early Memo -writing : Preliminary reconstructive analysis

To explore and fill out o | I'wrote the early  memos butthey  were g -

6direct and focusd furth g informed by data from participants as well as = o= § o

(Charmaz, 2006: 80) and | tended to apply g | participants Oanalytic contributions in the § o 2 e ;

6early memos6 on first r| g |formofcommentsonaudio tape, written B 5o e

transcriptions of observations, interview 2 | notes and analysis sheets in relation to B o 25 8 -

conversations and focus groups, purely § observations of themselves and others. 82 @ ° S

derived from my immediate thoughts as s 20 S B o

units of meaning  and passages suggested e So IS

points to me. - o i

—. > o
5 2 -

Initial Coding: 0 Reconstructive analysis

Research behaviours identified by PEYERS z | Participants contributed analytic o

were linked to each transcribed  unit of g contributions in the form of comments on . 539 2

meaning, O6remain(ing) op| § |audiotape,written notes and analysis sheets §'°~ D — ﬁ i‘

material suggests and stay(ing) close to it, § in relation to observations of themselves and 3 ? %’7 : é >

(keeping) codes short, simple, active and % | others. ZRS a2 8L

analyticoé (Charmaz, 2006/ S5 |Dialogicdatageneration %g §‘“ “f<
Data were analysed and  interpreted in t ; z 2 i Z
participatory dialogue using a variety of S q § ° Qo
techniques, including informal discussions, . o =,
analysis sheets, photographs and artefacts, = S ;
as well as more formal interview - ) -
conversations and focus groups =~ 2 ®
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Focused Coding through Nominal Grouping o | Dialogic data generation
Technique : % Data were analysed and interpreted in w
Making decisions about how to reduce the g participatory dialogue Nominal = (e § o
research behaviours to a manageable 8 | Grouping Technique :ST o 2 A i
number by prioritising those which would g B é’ o @ o
6make the most analytica g 5o §f. e
categorise data incisive 3 o2 I ~
(Charmaz, 2006: 57). Four research 0 Bo B o
behaviours were selected. e 8>3 S
Z 2,
= - .
5 o —
Cateqgories: o | Discovering system relations
The four selected research behaviours were % Preparation for discovering system _ — @
el evated to categories: g | relations Jo 5 N
GT of selecting certain codes as having 8 S o ; . =3
overriding significanced § 2o = g2
Charmaz, 2007: 604). § § P § ” <=
=) - e 2
N n N
2o § 2 E °
5 2
z @ o
(=] —
Axial coding: o | Discovering system relations -
Coding to Or el atseabcategdriesg o % Examining the relationships between the = (&) # o
and specify the properties and dimensions of g 6site of focused interes §:U 2 ﬁ f
each categoryd (Charmaz, 8 |specific...sites bearinggg %’0 B
interrogated each sub  -category to find out as § (Carspecken, 1996:42) 2o z - i:
much as possible about it and its place in the § 32 5@ Pl
category. 5 5o N o 2
e Q5 S
= a :
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Advanced Memo -writing : Reconstructive analysis

O
Continued interrogation of each sub -category % | correlated the extant literature with the -
to find out as much as possible about it and g new empirical data and meta  -data to derive Do 2 o
its place in its categor| § |patternsandembodied meanings forthe four g;u N ;>
for the four categories. Includes critical § newly emerged main categories. B g )
narratives of several hundred words, g 2o 8o
including relevant literature, enabling 3 82 <~
exploration of each category in depth S0 ,f, o
(Charmaz, 2006). Rich layers of reflection e 2
and emergent understanding about the -~ e
nature and meanings of categories; z o
triangulated sub - category development. S -
Theoretical coding: o | Discovering system relations
Moved data beyond coding and % Examining the relationships between
categories into theory (Holton, 2007) T g the o0site of focused int _ _ @
or at | east o6pl ausi bl e al g | specific...sites bearing some relation to o ST ﬁ i
2006: 132). in a table, | set out the § i tdo (Car si996:42K e n § i ;,Z,_ . =3
four main categories with their sub - % | Using sy stem relations to explain P o 2~ e
categories underneath and  identified S | findings S5 ? " O
similarities and differences between Newly evolved Obroad sys t; L~ if
subcategories. featuresd...provide reas|e&qg §g Qo
experiences and cultural forms having . - =,
to do with... structures| = - -
this case, exclusion of ; o -
research from the academy) * @
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11.6 Summary

Mindful of the doctoral thesis requirement regarding length, within this chapter |

have attempted to provide a brief exposition of
interpretation procedure that is practical, communicable and reliable (Miles and

Huberman, 1994). Th  is chapter has briefly considered the nature of analysis and

interpretation in research, together with their rationales before introducing and

briefly outlining the analysis and interpretation models adopted for the YCaR study.

Yet underpinning this brief overview was the development of 0

(Ryle, 1968) embedded in multiple layers of complex analysis and interpretation

processes that were congruent with the methodological T and ethical - nature of this
interpretive study. These multiple laye rs are reported in their more authentic
detailed state in Appendices 49 and 50, inter alia .
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Chapter 12:

Findings (1) - Phase | - Whatis Research?
12.1 Introduction
This chapter presents findings for Phase | of the study, which focuses on the nature
of research. The starting point for the present
conceptsé (Blumer, 1969) which had emerged fron
2006) (Appen di x 78) to influence this studyods aim an
79). Three methods were adopted for Phase |, conducted with PEYERS: survey,
interview conversation and focus group interview. Resulting findings are presented
discretely below but were closely linked: uses and schedules for each were
influenced by what preceded them, drawing on analysis and interpretation

interwoven with data collection in a recursive model.

12.2 Phase | Survey Findings

In common with other qualitative studies, a pilot not only informed this study

methodologically, it also its content (Sampson, 2004). The pilot survey in the

present study was originally the final part of a preliminary mixed methodology study

(Murray, 2006) (Appendix 5), providing sensitising concepts fo r the present study
(Appendix 78). As a pilot for the present qual.
content was also subject to éconstant compari so
(Charmaz, 2006) and responses from all three survey respondents were compared :

eliciting similarities and differences (Appendix 47).

In the preliminary study the survey was sent to two highly experienced PEYERs who

both responded. Following a few changes suggested by these responses, the survey

for the present study was sent by e -mail to twenty PEYERSs: an initial sample T in
other words, where the project started (Charmaz, 2006). However, they were also a
purposive sample (Robson, 1993), as selected PEYERs were knowledgeable and
experienced regarding epistemological issues and Engl ish educational or ECEC

research. Furthermore, selected PEYERs were a convenience sample (Robson, 1993)
in that they were relatively accessible via e -mail. Yeto nly one response out of a

potential twenty for the present study was returned (Appendix 80).
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Emerging from the process of constant comparison, numerous similarities traversed

the responses of that participant and the two pilot survey participants (Appendix

137). The poor response rate to the survey Opro
responden ts suggesting there were problems with the survey design indicated that

the survey itself may need to be addressed. PEYER A who responded to the present

studybés survey offered to meet to discuss the i

first of t herviewtoovdrsatioss. i n

12.3 Phase | Interview Conversation Findings

Following the poor response rate for the survey, PEYERSs were invited to participate

in interview conversations, forming a theoretical sample in the quest for theory, or

at | east bda edplczwsnint & (Charmaz, 2006wereflsha 132) .
purposive sample group (Robson, 1993), given they were knowledgeable and

experienced regarding epistemological issues and English educational research.

Furthermore, they also constituted a conv enience sample group (Robson, 1993):

they were relatively accessible and each willing to engage in an interview

conversation for up to an hour.

For Phase I, nine interview conversations were planned and undertaken with
PEYERs, focused on twohesearshtquedtipnd:s f i r st
1. What is the nature of ECEC research?

2. How can a study be conducted to establish young children as researchers?

Table 22: Phase I interview conversations planned and undertaken

Planned Undertaken

VVWVVVVVVY VVVVVVVVY

These were conducted, analysed and interpreted recursively, so that analyses and
interpretations informed reflection shaping the dynamic i/c schedule and new
analyses and interpretations revisited data already analysed and interpreted, to

build a cumulative picture:
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Table 23: Phase I Interview Conversation Data Co-construction
Interview with PEYER A
PEYER A interview data transcribed and checked by PEYER A; PEYER A offered
opportunities to amend / add the data
PEYER A interview data analysed and interpreted
Interview conversation (i/c) with PEYERs B and C
PEYERs B and C i/c data transcribed and checked by PEYERs B and C; PEYERs B and
C offered opportunities to amend / add to their data
PEYERs A, B and C data analysed and interpreted
I/c with PEYERs D, E, F, G, H, 1
PEYERs D, E, F, G, H, I i/c data transcribed and checked by PEYERs D, E, F, G, H, I;
PEYERs D, E, F, G, H, I offered opportunities to amend / add to their data
PEYERs A, B, C,D, E, F, G, H, I data analysed and interpreted

Findings for the Phase | i/cs are therefore discussed in three sections:
1 PEYER Ainterview findings
1 PEYERs A, B and C i/c findings
1 PEYERsA,B,C,D,E,F, G, H,lilcfindings

12.3.1 PEYER A interview findings

| accepted PEYER AO6s invitation to meet but, as
chapters, the meeting was a conversation led by PEYER A, rather than the planned

interview (Appendix 7 b). | transcribed and later verified the transcription with

PEYER A, then coded the transcription, adding a few early memos (Appendix 82).
Essentially, PEYER AO06s discour s erkeyaspects:heimgs advi
clear and systematic in research, use of a questionnaire, use of interviews for this

study and use of grounded theory (Appendix 81). PEYER A advised the use of clear

aims which are shared with participants and a systematic approach for every aspect

of the research. He advised against using a survey for this interpretative study as

he indicated that O0People worry about committin
(A6iii) and 6éa questionnaire wil!/| not aemtie®e e
(A17). Instead, he advocated that | should 61l nt
extensive accounts from respondentsdé (A18). Add

reasons for using interviews instead of a survey:

Table 24: PEYER A’s rationale for using interviews

Interviews are a good idea for open questions and for deriving quality data A2
People prefer to speak rather than write ABii
Interviews are needed to provide high quality discursive material Al10
Use interviews / discussions / conversations if you genuinely want to know what A60
people think

To find out what people think, a human context is best A61
Interview offers respondents an opportunity to be heard Ab4
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Given the intention that the present study should be participatory, and PEYER A
wide experience as a researcher, | treated his advice as data, abandoned

guestionnaires and adopted interviews for Phase I.

12.3.2 PEYERs A, B and C i/c findings

Building on PEYER Ab6s advicwe,v elr sad d ptnesd (ii ntcesr) v i
intensive interviewsod with PEYERs to elicit the
in relation to research (Charmaz, 2006:25). To begin, | wanted to gain confidence

so initially undertook just two i/cs with PEYER B a nd PEYER C, having developed a
schedule to take account of PEYER AO0s suggestio
two initially provided a natural break for the interweaving of analysis with data

collection, congruent with GT (Glaser and Strauss, 1967). Each i/c took about an

hour each and they were complete, | transcribed them and verified the

transcriptions with participants before engaging in initial coding (Charmaz,

2006:47). To begin to move towards abstract concepts, | then applied the constant

comparat ive method (Bryant and Charmaz, 2007: 607 ): | tabulated the three sets

of initial codes and early memos from my discussions with PEYERs A, B and C and

then was able to raise these to tentative Osubs
PEYERs®6 A, B weordd sC owmr rel ated with O6sociologic:

2007:199):

Table 25: Tentative Substantive Codes emerging from Interview Conversations
with PEYERs A, B and C

Definitions

People Doing Research

Weaknesses in Early Childhood Research and Educational Research
Emancipatory Elements

Impact of Early Childhood Research and Educational Research
Strengths of Early Childhood Research and Educational Research
Interpretations/Critique

Funding

This Research [advice/design, etc.]

Leftovers

The full version is available at Appendix 84; examples of the initial codes correlated

with tentative substantive codes include:

Table 26a: Interpretations/Critique

PEYER | Comment

B The interpretation of professional researchers is weak.
B7ii

C Interpretation may make a difference to findings
C18ii
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Table 26b: Weaknesses in Early Childhood Research and Educational
Research

PEYER | Comment

A Questionnaires asking open questions take up too much time for
respondents - A6iv

B Existing hierarchical structures in educational research are poor - B17ii

C To become a professional educational academic requires conformity to an
essentially flawed process - C42iv

C Teachers’ natural instinct to research issues in their practice lives has been
damaged by too much top-down policy - C76

Equally, early memos were recorded (Appendix 84); these supported further
exploration of codes as well as providing direction for next steps in data collection

(Charmaz, 2006), for example:

Memo: 6éThe children and practitioners g

interpreting the datad (B23iv)

Even at thi s early stage, data were already emerging, as Charmaz (2006) suggested
they would; therefore | pursued this more successful model with PEYERs D, E, F, G,
HandI.

12.3.3PEYERS A, B, C, D, E, F, G, H, | i/c Findings

Interview conversations with PEYERs D -1 followed the same pattern, framed round
the adopted schedule (Appendix 8) and lasting up to an hour each. Again, these

were transcribed then | verified the transcriptions with participants before engaging

in initial coding (Charmaz, 2006:47), though adding a few early memos as they
occurred (Charmaz, 2006: 80). The constant comparative method was used again
(Bryant and Charmaz, 2007: 607 ). Although | worked inductively on the coding, as
recommended for CGT (Charmaz, 2006), data from PEYERs D -1 fit with the same
tentative O0substantive codesd6 that had emerged
codes and tentative substantive codes emerging from interview conversations with
PEYERs A-1 were then tabulated together; the full set of these codes is available at

Appendix 85; below is a small sample:
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Table 27: Sample of initial codes correlated with
Tentative Substantive Code: (D) Emancipatory Issues

Interview offers respondents an opportunity to be heard A64
Top-down infrastructure may militate against research culture D4
Teachers will only become fully research active if they perceive research as a E167

requirement of their role
Much research investigating issues surrounding young children is focused on them as | F49
subjects / objects, rather than pro-actors
Even if children have been given guidance in developing research, they can believe it | G30
is their own project of the project empowers them sufficiently

Emancipatory research is about participating together H17
Once again, early memos were recorded, this time for PEYERs A -1 (Appendix 85).
12.4 Phase | PEYERs® Focus Group Interview Find

The patrticipants who engaged in the Phase | Focus Group were PEYERs J, K, L, M

and N; for the same reasons as other participants, they formed a purposive sample
group (Robson, 1993), a theoretical sample  (Charmaz, 2006: 96; 132) and a
convenience sample g roup (Robson, 1993). Equally, the decision to adopt a focus
group was derived from data already gathered, for example, from PEYERs A, B and

D:

dVhat you want is an extensive account from your respondents. 6 (A17)

6l think if you genui n edoplethink you hatedo fikdthe w wh

best way you can to ask them (A60) ...in a very human context where you have
opportunities to negotiate meaning and opportunities to clarify or to seek

clarification or to probe what people are saying and to ask them to re define
what they mean or to explain what they mean and so on and to get them to

talk to you and to create this purposeful conversation. 6 (A61)

OA community of researchers becomes 1t &2 c

6Tal k to diff (b5gnt people. 6

Similarly to the Phase | interview conversations , the Phase | Focus Group was

conducted, analysed and interpreted recursively, so that its analysis and

interpretation informed and wextantdatafbuldnmend by t he
accumulating picture. M oreover, Phase | Focus Group data shaped subsequent

methods, protocol, analyses and interpretations.
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The schedule that guided Phase | interview conversations with PEYERs B -1
(Appendix 8) was adapted for the Phase | Focus Group (Appendix 86) but the main
focus was to explore:
1. What is the nature of ECEC research?
2. How can a study be conducted to establish young children as researchers?
I n the event, participants®é responses to early
lasted for the whole hour  -long session. Thi s meant that the studyos
questions were not posed, yet analysis revealed that the Focus Group addressed the
same tentative substantive codes as other PEYERs who responded to all the

guestions in interview conversations (Appendices 85; 87).

Initial codes and tentative substantive codes emerging from the Phase | Focus

Group with PEYERs J -N were then tabulated and added to interview conversation

data constructed with PEYERs A -1 (Appendix 85). The small sample here exemplifies

codng of Focus Group data in respect of the tenta

Doing Researcho:

Table 28: Sample of initial codes correlated with
Tentative Substantive Code: (B) People Doing Research
Researchers in the ECEC field need to support each other FGpAl2
ECEC research is higher quality when the researcher has the ability to FGpA76
understand and ‘read’ children
ECEC researchers need to be able to manage the power relationships in ECEC FGpA77

research

We [6 ECEC professional researchers + SLs] do not do enough research FGpAl101l
A focus group is helpful because participants ‘bounce ideas off each other’ FGpAl21l
A research degree ‘moulds’ researchers into a narrow view of research FGpAl122
People new to research have much to offer as they bring new perspectives FGpAl24

12.5 How were Phase | data refined further?
At this point, the end of the first stage of analysis was complete. 1217 initial codes
had emerged and these were now p roving cumbersome to manage, suggesting the
need for further refinement. As outlined in Chapter 11 and Appendix 49, this
refinement was achieved through a process of o6f
comparison in order to 6synt thedata Cearmaz 2006e x pl ai n o
57; Bryant and Charmaz, 2007: 607). | took each of the 1217 Stage 1 codes (units
of meaning) and compared them all with one another again, considering the
position of each within the Stage 1 substantive codes. | repeated this throug h
several stages (Appendix 49; Chapter 11) until tentative categories emerged:
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Table 29: Tentative Categories
Belief
Connections
Enquiry / ideas
Impact
Interpretation
Money / funding issues
Positivist view
Postmodern view
Processes
‘Real World’ matters affecting children
Researcher identity
Social constructions

Each of these tentative categories contained a set of tentative sub -categories
(n=105) and together, they formed the studyods f
Framework (RBF1) (Appendix 28).

As discussed, Phase | findings provided direction for subsequent work through a
recursive model. Thisco  -constructed process provided a developing picture of the

academydés views of the nature of research, for

d 6d ask teachers, pa@B®&ntlsd,d & md | wsdeer sc.h.i

users defacto 't hey are part ofB9t he process. 0

Along with similar invocations in Phase | data, the study developed accordingly;
consequently, further data collection stages were planned predominantly for
participation with teachers, parents and children.
RBF1 seemed 6slimlined in comparison with its p
provided a tool that participants could use without becoming overburdened (BERA,
2004). During Ash  Setting data analysis, adult participants were provided with a
copy of RBF1 while considering childrends behayv
with participating children, adapting its language as necessary. RBF1 became an
analysis tool for these data coll ection and analysis procedures:
9 Ash Setting Observations
1 Ash Setting Interview Conversations focused on childrendés behaviour
1 Family A and Family B Primary Data Collection
1 Family A Focus Group
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1 Family B Interview Conversations

T PEYERs® Focus Group

12.6 Summary

Phase I findings have been outlined in this chapter. In Phase |, PEYERSs provided a
strong indication of the academyds view
this continued to be developed further in ways outli ned in chapters that follow.
Equally, Phase I findings provided indications for ways in which the present study

should be conducted. To that end, the next chapter shares findings that were co
constructed with participating teachers, parents and children an d indicates how
further decisions were made regarding the management of copious data as it

emerged.

of
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Chapter 13:
Findings (2) - Phase Il - Children in their Settings and
Phase Ill - Children in their Homes
13.1 Introduction
Building on Phase I findings, this chapter presents findings co -constructed during
Phases Il and Ill. The recursive model of analysis and interpretation interwoven
with data collection continued into Phases |1 a
approaches and methodo logy. As was the case for Phase |, Phases Il and I
addressed the studyos first two research questi
1. What is the nature of ECEC research?
2. How can a study be conducted to establish young children as researchers?
Phases Il and Il also focused on the studyoés third and fourth r
3. What enquiries are important to young children and how can they engage
in them?
4. What support structures might encourage young children to participate in
research in ways which could enable them to in fluence policy in matters
affecting them? What barriers might prevent this?
Equally, Phase | data indicated that the study should engage the participation of

young children, their practitioners and parents so this features in Phases Il and lll.

In the ¢ hapter, details and examples of findings are provided for each method;
through the analysis and interpretation process indicated in Chapter 11 (and
Appendices 49 and 50), meanings were derived from the findings. Whilst the
findings are qualitative, a littl e quantitative information emerges concerning
marshalling of the data during analysis though this does not necessarily relate to
their meaning. Moreover, the chapter takes account of the evolution of the Research
Behaviour Framework (Appendices 28, 29, 30) and the effect of the Nominal

Grouping Exercise implemented to manage the volume of data.

13.2 The Research Behaviour Framework

Findings emerged from Phase | to suggest that participants encountered problems
with Research Behaviour Framework 1 (RBF1) (Ap pendix 28). Having observed
video footage of Annie at home while attempting to match her behaviours to codes

on RBF1, PEYER ZZ intoha&td:waBlharedgd (FGpB395). Eq
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mother seemed to find the adult Analysis Sheets based on RBF1 (Append ices 41,

42) difficult to understand and work with:

MTHR-B>Res: ... as | sai d | didnét find (HHEB cat ¢
73)... | think they were more complicated that they needed to be 6 HVYIC B
109).

Therefore, once data had been co -constructed in Ash Setting ani

homes, | redeveloped RBF1 using constant comparison and focused coding
(Appendix 49), relating to new data (for example, Appendix 90). RBF2 (Appendix
29), used in Beech Set ting, was the first reiteration; RBF2 was later developed into

RBF3 (Appendix 30) by including Beech Setting data (for example, Appendix 89).

13.3 Nominal Grouping Exercise

The Nominal Grouping Technique (NGT) (Delbecq and VandeVen, 1971) (see

Chapter11 and Appendix 50) resulted in four focused
analytical sense to categorise (the) data incis
2006:57). Consequently, as the analysis and interpretation process progressed,

focus refined testfauchdépehmei oursd which PEYERSs

i mportantd (Appendices 54 and 55):

Table 30: 'Prime’ research behaviours
(2-7) Explore

(13) Find a Solution

(19) Conceptualise

(26) Base Decisions on Evidence

13.4 Phases Il and Ill: Methods
Once Phase Il and lll primary data were captured using multiple methods (Clark

and Moss, 2001; 2011), findings emerged.

13.4.1 Findings from Phase Il and Ill Fieldnotes

Given that fieldnotes are common to the studyos
(Charmaz, 2006;  Carspecken, 1996; Yin, 2012; Clark and Moss, 2011), they

featured significantly in the presendresglitedudy . A
so this chapter gives a flavour of the findings with exemplification, while further

detail is available in the appendices.
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The studyés fieldnotes not only provided second
record of facts, details, responses, s ensory impressions and questions (Chiseri -

Strater and Sunstein, 1997), but also constituted primary data as the fieldnotes

exist as a Ohardd document. Writing my fieldnot
of a 06 our nal-iokjactivenotesaey o ardind prosaicissues -and a Ot hi ck
pri mary r @etaied dbstription together with evaluative judgements that

provide a critical element - (1996:45):

Figure 5: ModRoc in Ash Setting
Ash Setting (Day 1 - 5.6.08): I was supporting a group of Y3 children making
‘ModRoc’ figures in Ash Setting’s internal courtyard:

Create a ModRoc flgure Properties and nature of
Materials: Wire
Chilaren had opportunities®o explove within confined expectations. Paper
*Hypothesise? - Not svident ModRoe

*nvestigate?
Enquire systematicallyy? Through a required process (Likely/expected to discover anything new?)
V. LIMITED (No. off task)

(See Appendix 91)

Equally, fieldnotes were 6descriptived as well

Figure 6: Cherry Setting PE

Cherry Setting, Day 2 - 14.5.09. During the orientation period, I was in the role of
voluntary teaching assistant. The children had just come in from morning playtime and it
was now time for P.E.

Location Time Report (In vivo) Memo
Stg. C - 11.05am | 20.Prac-G tells children to 16.Little opportunity for
Prac-G's get changed - TA gives out children’s independence
home base PE bags to children who get

changed and go to PE in the

hall

(See Appendix 72, p.10)

Descriptive fieldnotes comprised writing and drawing relating to events (Creswell,

2008: 225) and these sometimes doubled up as observations ( see over ):
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Figure 7: Beech Setting Fieldnote — Day 7 (3.7.09) - At lunchtime Johnny is
playing alone on the playground while other children play nearby:
| {See Appendbe92)

A Johnny Sed dAL
. gos OO 4 1S (s o

! M Mku oy

(
6‘ C/ Fieldnote: Johnny sets out ”"\N d ) ‘/"“/V
/ 15 cones in line order, along \,\; {\fn ') L y"\\\N g\ N
playground floor then it M |
starts to rain and he collects )v n /\,\/ b a’lvj
them all in one at a time \ G\/\’“ /\,J/ A L\L\\_{
\r~

Descriptive fieldnotes also conveyed contextual features of study locations:

Figure 8: Cherry Setting Day 2 - 14.5.09. During the orientation period, I was in
the role of voluntary teaching assistant. During carpet time first thing in the
morning, Prac-G was telling the children their ‘jobs’ for the day.

(See Appendix 72, p. 8)

Location Time Report
Stg. C - Prac-G's 9.25am | 4.Prac-G moves to the ‘Learning Ladybird’ (on a
home base flip chart) and reads out the Learning Intention:

Can I
sequence
characters in
the story?

Furthermore, descript i ve fi el dnotes wer e ctossde wadsinphe op !l ed s
settings

Figure 9: Ash Setting Fieldnote — Day 2 (12.6.08) I was in role as volunteer teaching
assistant and had been tasked with mixing paint colours during the event so could not write
up the fieldnote in vivo. This is therefore, a retrospective fieldnote describing Practitioner
A’s exposition to the class at the start of an art lesson. (Appendix 93)

‘The children had just come in for afternoon school and were ready to learn how to do block
printing. The teacher spent some time explaining her expectations and the technique,
modelling it, then the children began to work in pairs to create prints (3,4,6), using paint
colours mixed by the teacher and me.’
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Equally, ref l ective fieldnotes were recorded thought
hunches, or broad ideas or themes6é (Creswell, 2
ordrawwhenmaking t hese fieldnotes and they often trar

(Charmaz, 2006:80)

Figure 10: Cherry Setting — Day 1: 11.10am - 7.5.09 (See Appendix 94)
P.E lesson in Hall. Practitioner H teaching 30 children aged 4-5 years.
| Researcher in rgle_ as voluntary teaching assistant, while ocbserving

"
fal

|

Proac-H 1| Lea .~."-.“ 1 A\ LLE Lo LA oG il
:_. L,«-ﬂ"-‘&.v‘ A W '_.,L".,' -y ‘,'-', WAL L_ W "'l —/\{ M 'J ! 2 ___)' " B I I”
VAMD s~ Elr’" 7 i Ml W !
| J/_ R AT Pr-H : i , \ y » : | £ fx" H}l‘,{.’/ i‘_
} K . ' & —
Location | Time Visit 1 Report (In vivo) Memos
Cherry 11.10am P.E. in hall. Children each in
Setting space. Practitioner H (Prac-H)
School talks about muscles with children
Hall - they are encouraged to feel their | *(Children) Not exploring
muscles. Children follow autonomously
instructions

Children on backs then on fronts -
opening and closing arms and legs | **(See drawing)
Discussion by Prac-H re: muscles
and children offer...

Getting out mats ***Very directed (See drawing
- one child directed to hold
each corner of mat)

**** Vary controlled by teacher
**+%2%1% time teaching children
how to...?

Sea game - moving in different
ways (Direction and support)
Forwards, backwards, directed
forwards and backwards)

Other participants co  -constructed reflective field notes after events in informal

discussio ns with me (transcribed by me) - see over:
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Figure 11: Beech Setting- Day 5 - 10.6.09 - (See Appendix 95) Following a free-flow
play session, during which India and Boy-H had been playing in Beech Setting, this dyad
between Practitioner K and me took place at morning playtime when the children had gone
outside to play.

= >

T \ 2 4o o) Prac-) Fa TH Y "\J‘ Lk
B owpd - ) osded : o Ul
= ] 3 . i BN o~ 7 . 4 A J
i / < A A (. § T‘:\« oG- Boy H 8); India & Al y’
L ( b 2 | " /2 2 < /3 A
- ndia . ) ndia ONALCLAAMN A SDA_AST /
) N b = { ' . oo
$ &V 25020 NAL  Harry ¢ Gemma v L L EavVIry
o 1 .M'n‘
A - sl e | L~y SR N n, Li/\-‘:{\i,r WLlAE \/
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Playtime: I asked the TA (Practitioner K) which child she would select for deeper focus for
the project - Boy-H or India. She thought India because India ‘concentrates so well’.

She agreed that Harry and Gemma ‘would be great’ (as main focus children). She said that
Gemma had '...made herself a whole wardrobe from paper and card’ the day before.

Participants also co -constructed reflective field notes while watching video footage
of events, for example, on grids displaying chi

were later transcribed ; see over
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Figure 12: Transcribed notes from PEYERs while watching video footage of Annie

{Family A - Home Vignette 2: Cooking in the Kitchen)
Context Camera Video footage | Video footage Reflective Code
action action sound fieldnotes from Mos.
PEYERs
MTHR-A filming. MTHR-A Annie: stirring in Annie: "Mum - PEYER Z7: FGpB361
Annie: wearing an | filming. bowl with fork in there's a kind of Shows
i . N =2N0OWS
apron. Annie: in Camera right hand, white bit - can I -
corner of kitchen, focused on ntently looking take it out?’ understanding —
Recipe book open Annie:. down into bowl, shell shouldn't be
at omelette recipe. | Cooker to left | stops stirring and In mix.
Cooker to left of of screen. puts left hand in
Annie, Bowl on bow PEY_ER I:_ _ FGpA3s2
counter in front of Verification with
Annie. mother
MTHR-A:
‘Pardon?’
Annie: "There's a PER B: FGpB363
white bit - shall 1 o -
take it out? Asks I.j” =
questions
MTHR-A : "If you
want to.
Annie: "Whera
shall I put it?'
Annie begins to MTHR-A: 'It's only | PER B: FGpB364
stir vigerously. the shell you need Asks direct
to take out .
darling - the rest | QUestions
i= going to be egg
- it's probably the
bit that joins the
shell to the...erm
- the egg to the
yelk darling - you
don't need to
worry about that.
Annie stops Annie: Sighs Oh PEYER B: FGpB36S
stirring, puts right — now o
down ?le( and wg"ns_-"e? Interested /
rubs hands. Looks engaged
around. Reads
recipe under her
breath.
Annie picks up Annie: "How much | PEYER ZZ: FGpB366
salt with left hand | sak dees it mean | o :
[LH]. by seasoning?” :JEEklng -
information

Furthermore, participants co

-constructed reflective field notes while watching video

footage of events, in informal discussion that | later recorded as notes or as part of

more formal methods that were audio

-taped and transcribed:

Figure 13: Family D's Reflective Fieldnotes
while observing video footage of Harry engaging in research behaviour

These reflective fieldnotes were contributed by Family D during their Home Code #
Focus Group beginning at 10am on 12.8.09. The vignette was recorded in
Family D’s kitchen around their table, with Harry and Bro-D playing in and out
of the kitchen and dipping in and out of the conversation.
Harry [PLAYING] ‘Here we go — Ahhh!’ HVIC H1
GENERAL LAUGHTER HVIC H2
Father D: 'Quietly!” HVIC H3
Harry: ‘Oh man!’ HVIC H4
Researcher: 'So how did you get on with it all?’
Mother D: 'I don’t know if we — I hope we've done enough!” HVIC H5
Researcher: I'm sure you have. Everything's good, so...”
Mother D: We've done some bits of videoing and we've done some of HVIC H6
these.’

HVIC H7

Father D: ‘We've had to find out when it’'s actually appropriate and when
it's not. We've got about a full tape of videoing.’

Equally, participants contributed to field notes by acting and speaking while notes

were taken

T again some times during informal discussions or at other times

embedded in more formal methods such as focus groups or interview conversations:

202



Figure 14: Billy's Oral Fieldnotes during an interview conversation, while
observing video footage of himself in an art lesson at school
(Setting A_SI-C_Ch-B [iial)

18.3.09: In the library at Ash Setting. Billy and researcher are watching DVDT 5,
Scene C on the laptop: footage of an Aboriginal Art session — practical- children are
working on their own with teacher in ath nﬂ’a to create a painting derivative of:

Billy's Reflective Fieldnotes Code #
(oral, recorded, transcribed)

Billy: *I'm doing that thing when you have one of those ear things | 5A Ch-B:

and you do it red white and yellow and you draw the thing on a Ch-B I-C[iia] 1

black piece of paper and we do round it in dots. I did white.’

Billy: "I don’t know — well — I was interested in the camera.’ SA Ch-B:
Ch-B I-C[iia]28

Billy: *‘Looking at people’s work to see what they've done.” SA Ch-B:
Ch-B I-C[iia]30i

Billy: I kept doing my work.” SA Ch-B:

Ch-B I-C[iia]32
Billy: *And I don't go to the camera.’ SA Ch-B:

Ch-B I-C[iia]37
Billy: "I will use the force to move myself.’ SA Ch-B:

Ch-B I-C[iia]38
Billy: "I'm getting paint.” SA Ch-B:

Ch-B I-C[iia]39
Billy: 'That's Prac-A." SA Ch-B:

Ch-B I-Cliia]41
She's looking at people’s work and she’s helping them SA Ch-B:

Ch-B I-C[iia]42i

Billy: 'I've still got glasses.’ SA Ch-B:
ch-B I-C[iia]50

Billy: "I'm listening to Ch-F and L-Boy but I forgot what they said.” | SA Ch-B:
Ch-B I-Cliia]54

13.4.2 Findings from Phase Il and Il Interview Conversations

Similarly to fieldnotes, social science interviews are common to all four of the

qualitative methodologies framing this study and they proved an important method.

Phasellandllli -cs were either focused on the studyods
T 1) Whatis the nature of ECEC research?

or the studyo6s third and fourth research quest:.
1 3) What enquiries are important to young children and how can they

engage in them?
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1 4) What support structures might encourage young children to
participate in research inwa  ys which could enable them to influence
policy in matters affecting them? What barriers might prevent this?

Therefore, Phase Il and Il interview conversations either continued exploring

perspectives on the nature of research or engaged participants in ana lysis and
interpretation of young childrenés behaviours.
research perse yi el ded data, whereas those undertaken
behaviour provided data as well as meta -data (Knudson -Martin and Silverstein,

2009 ).

As in Phase |, interview conversat-depshdnaPRbase
capable of o6eliciting each participantds interp

(Charmaz, 2006: 25). However, sometimes, these interview conversations were
planned but replaced by another method in response to circumstances arising
during fieldwork. For example, the second home visits for Phase Il were originally
planned as interview conversations but most developed into focus group interviews,
because several family me  mbers joined in contemporaneously. Equally, because
consent could not be secured for video recording in Cherry Setting, interview
conversations focused on analysis and interpretation were not useful without video
footageasa 6t hird obj ect & ).(nNhe linitdd &nhelavailaliledf@ 1

fieldwork, it was more useful to adopt alternative methods to support analysis and

interpretation of observations focused on chil d
discussion, artefacts and documents. This approach was congruent with the

reflexive nature of the studyds 6jigsawd met hod
symbolic interactionism in which Omeanings aris
influence actionsé6é (Charmaz, 2006: 189)two itce pr ac
were originally planned for Phases Il and Ill, seventeen were undertaken - see

over :
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Table 31 : Phase Il and Phase III Interview Conversations
Planned Undertaken
Study Participant Focus: Focus: Focus: Focus:
Site What is Analysing What is Analysing
research children’s research? children’s
? behaviours behaviours
Ash Practitioner A | v/ vV Vv v (corrupted file)
Setting | Practitioner B | +/ A Vv VvV
Annie v v Vv v
Billy v W X Vv
Beech Practitioner C v Vv vV X (focus group (FGp)
Setting Practitioner D | v/ Vv Vv X (FGp)
Practitioner E_| v/ Vv Vv X (FGp)
Cherry Practitioner F | v/ v v X(no video: ather
Setting metheds)
Practitioner G v v v X(no video: other
methods)
Practitioner H v Vv v X(no video: other
methods)
HOME Family v Vv X (FGp) K (Family focus
A member group)
HOME | Family v Vv Vv Vv
B member
HOME Family v Vv X (FGp) V' (Gemma, albeit
C member within the Family C
Focus Group)
HOME Family v Vv X (FGp) X (FGp)
D member
HOME Family v Vv X (FGp) X (FGp)
E member
N= 15 16 10 8
13.42i 6What is Research?6 Findings from Phase ||
conversations
Perspectives regarding the nature of research were co -constructed with

practitioners, children and primary carers. Participating adults were provided with a

semi - structured schedule (Appendix 22) which was adapted in vivo as required,

while | plannedtoad apt O6What i s Research?dé interview co
accessible for participating children, for example, posing them orally. However, for

ethical and practical reasons, Annie was the only child who engaged with this

elementofthe dataco -construct i on: Billybés behaviour sugges
want to sit any longer by the time this part of his setting i -c was scheduled, and

because this element was not wholly successful in Ash Setting, this seemed an

indication that it may not be a successful m odel for finding out about young

childrendés views of research. Neverthel ess, a W
met hod for eliciting young childrendéds views of
willingness to engage in the project, observations indicatin g their research

behaviours and perspectives emerging in informal discussions.
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Pract

itionerso6 interview conversations

took around an hour. Data were audio -recorded, notes taken and transcriptions

written up then  verified by practitioners. Examples of units of meaning within these

transcripts included:

Table 32:

Examples of units of meaning in practitioners’ interview conversations

Research is 'finding out, in & nutshell” (Practitioner C)

T think research is finding things out and also...having a curiosity about

something” (Practitioner G)

T think research is sort of watching, seeing what's happening and then

commenting on it. " (Practitioner H)

*..ultimately we have to keep looking, we have fo keep learning, we have to keep

reflecting on our practice.’ (Practitioner B)

Research processes include ‘Asking questions — you asking questions, the children

asking questions.’ (Practitioner E)

*...if one has done a lot of research, you know, why not share it with others so that

they can get the benefit of the leamning that you've had...” (Practitioner F)

'In schools... there's lots of boxes on your Ofsted and your SEF but there's no box

for research.” (Practitioner B)

After 3 science day at school, 'My dsughter came home, she wanted fo
immediately put all of her coppers in tomato ketchup.. To find out what would

happen.' (Practitioner G)

On children researching: It’s the children finding out for themselves. They find out

for themselves. Or they find out collaboratively.’ (Practitioner C)

'We'e all researchers in a way aren't we? Kind of trying to do something, trying to

find something out.” (Practitioner E)

These data were coded (Appendices 96; 98) and results informed the development

of the RBF (Appendices 29, 30). Co -constructed in settings, findings from the

practi ti onersd interview conversations on

four codes

T see over :

focused

t

he
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Table 33: Codes emerging from practitioners’ views on the nature of
research
(interview conversations), matched to RBF3 Categories
(see Appendices 96 and 98 for more detail)

Codes emerging from practitioners’ views
on the nature of research
(interview conversations)

Research Behaviour Framework 3:
Category Numbers

Understanding 8, 11, 19

Outcomes / impact 9,613, 29

Finding out 3-7,12, 21
Questioning 20, 22

Focus 1,10, 32

Observing 15, 17, 27

Processes 2-7,15, 18, 23, 24, 25, 26, 28
Reflecting 33, 34, 39

Learning §,9,11,12, 16
Impact of this Research 16, 19, 30, 36, 37, 39
Comparing 16, 30, 39

People 16, 36, 37, 38

Ethics 31, 35

Government X

Educational Research 30

Context 17, 30

Confidence 2

Time / Money X

Barriers X

Support mechanisms for research

2-7, 15, 17, 24, 31, 36

Children Researching

1, 2-7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 15, 17, 19,
20, 21, 22, 27, 31, 32, 36, 37, 39

What do practitioners regard as research?

X (training / derivative)

Practitioners’ own engagements in research X
Additional points 1-39
Data from Anni ebs ing interview conversat

included the following units of meaning:

Table 34: Examples of units of meaning in Annie’s
interview conversation focused on research

*...on Brownie camp holiday I used to like exploring in my tree...”

'Lots of different things — foot holds and hand holds.”

These data were also coded

and seven codes emerged that aligned with those

suggested by the practitioners; again, these correlated with RBF codes:

Table 35: Coding Annie’s Setting Interview Conversation: What Is
Research?
(See Appendix 97 for full transcript)

Tentative Codes

Feasible Links to RBF3
(Appendix 30)

Finding out

2-7, 12, 21

Children Researching

1,2-7, 8,9, 10, 11, 12, 15, 17, 21, 22, 27,
31, 32, 36, 37, 39

Learning 8,9,11,12,16
Qutcomes / impact 9,13, 29
Context 17, 30
Processes 2-7,15, 28
People 16, 36, 37
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Data emerging from home interview conversations
research were analysed together with the Family Focus G roup data to give a

coherent picture of perspectives on research.

1342ii O6Analysing Childrenés Behaviourso: Finding
interview conversations

Because methods other than interview conversations (i -cs) often proved more

appropriatefo r anal ysing and interpreting childrenods

undertaken, although sixteen were originally planned:

Table 36: Focus of Analytic Interview Conversations

Annie analysing and interpreting Annie’s behaviours in Ash Setting

Practitioner A analysing and interpreting Annie’s behaviours in Ash Setting (file

corrupted)

Practitioner B analysing and interpreting Annie’s behaviours in Ash Setting

2x Practitioner B analysing and interpreting Billy's behaviours in Ash Setting

Billy analysing and interpreting Billy’s behaviours in Ash Setting

Mother B analysing and interpreting Billy’s behaviours at home

Gemma analysing and interpreting her own behaviours at home

RBF 1 (Appendix 28) and the studyods research ai
the schedules for the setting i -cs, adapted for accessibility with Annie and Billy as
they observed footage of their own behaviours o

family allow ed her time and space to engage in a lengthy dyad with me within the

Family C Focus Group, while Billybds mother was
home interview conversation focused on children
conversationsconcernedw it h analysis of childrendapedbehavi
and transcribed. Home i  -c data were conflated with Family Focus Group data to

provide a coherent overview of the familiesd vi
these are discussed further in this ch apter. Sadly, the file containing an interview

conversation with Practitioner A about children

transcription so data were lost.

The emergentmeta -dat a provided dédguiding ideals6é (Bl um
tosuppor t full analysis and interpretation as part
model. Primary data that were the focus of these interview conversations were

retrospectively re  -analysed by taking into account the i -c s 6 mandlysais and
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combining itwithpart i ci pantsé views of research. This pr
O6primed research behaviours from RBF3 (Appendi X

through the Nominal Grouping Exercise (Delbecq and VandeVen, 1971).

An issue with setting interview conversati ons was that the childreno
video sometimes became a catalyst for practitioner reflection on school practice,

rather than focusing on t he ¢ hpelsdrfaexéngler esear ch

Figure 15: Prac-B discussing the teacher

‘She’s very good with drawing them in - in the classroom.’” (SA I-C[iii] 104)

However, thiswasa quid pro quo for the generous access the headteacher allowed

me in the school, coupled with the studyés c¢omn
emancipation. Equally, Practitioner BO0s reflect
insights for the study, for examplleageofhe noted h

remaining focused on evidence during the interview conversation (Griffiths, 1998):

Figure 16: Practitioner B reflecting

Practitioner B: ‘It’s very difficult to separate what you know and what your
perceptions are from what you're seeing.” (SA I-C[iii] 126)

This comment followed others in which he drew on his prior knowledge of the

children:

Figure 17: Practitioner B drawing on prior knowledge

Practitioner B (on Annie): ‘I know more about Annie than I do about a lot of
children and that’s not because she has a behaviour issue or a learning issue. It's
because she has been a challenge in the past to get her to perform. Is it about
learning, is it about experiences - it's almost an emotional need that she has.” (SA
I-C[iii] 35)

Practitioner B (on Billy): ‘It's interesting what mum once said to me that she thinks
he’s a boy boy: 'He’s a boy boy and he will get into trouble and he will get
distracted...” (SA PrB: Ch-B I-C[iv]114)

Conversely, the children observing video footage tended to adhere closel y to the

evidence in front of them, for example (see over) :
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Figure 18: Children observing video footage

Billy: 'I'm still doing my work and I'm still doing it... and I'm still doing it... and I'm
still doing it... and I'm still doing it.”

(SA Ch-B: Ch-B I-C[iia]45) - (SA Ch-B: Ch-B I-C[iia]48)

Annie (just after video footage shows her sucking her thumb then taking it out of
her mouth and looking at it): 'I do this...” [at this point in the i-c, Annie took her
thumb out of her mouth and looked at it] (SA IC [i]75)

Someti mes the childrends focus was wholly | ocat
Walsh, 1995) so that they turned the interview conversation to discussing an issue

that was taking place during the interview conversation:

Figure 19: Children in the ‘here and now’
Annie is operating the laptop.
Researcher (Res.): *What are you doing?’ (SA IC [i]34)
Annie: 'I can't hear it.” (SA IC [i]35)
Res: ‘The settings are all on the highest they can be I think - we’ll just check they
are shall we — we’ll have a little look.” STOPS DVDT. (SA IC [i]136)
Annie (pointing at the screen): ‘Aha - if you go on that.” (SA IC [i]137)
Annie: 'If you - you might be able to down here somewhere...” (SA IC [i]39)
Res: 'That’s the wireless connection there.” (SA IC [i140) -
Annie: 'There is this one down here - it says it.” (SA IC [i]41)
Annie: 'I think I'll shut that - I know how to shut that door - shall I shut it?’
(SA IC [i]65)
Res: 'Oh - that’s very kind of you!” (SA IC [i]66)

Whilst fewer interview convers ations were undertaken for analysis and
interpretation of childrenés behaviours than ha
primary carers and children conveyed their analyses and interpretations of

childrenés behaviours using dif fssedlelow. met hods;

13.4.3 Findings from Phase Il and 1l Observations

Phase Il and Il observations provided strong primary data that were recorded on

video or in writing before a selection was transcribed. Informal general observations

were logged as part of f  ieldnotes during orientation periods in settings (five half -

days in each), and subsequenly, more formal observations focused on individual

children were constructed over three days in ea
observations were conducted by pr imary carers, grandparents and the children and

families had around a month to collect observational data. A key tenet of the study

was t hat childrendés naturalistic behatai,our woul

2004); in settings, the orientation periods helped to facilitate this as children
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seemed fairly habituated to my presence by the time formal observations began.

The effects of capturing observations by camcorder are discussed in a later section

on video recording.

In all, 163 observations were fu

lly processed for the study: they were captured,

transcribed, analysed and interpreted, amounting to 129 in settings and 33 in

homes. These were either unstructured narratives or snapshot observations

(Sharman etal ., 2007). Whilst all the observations ori

ginally recorded in writing

were included, only a selection was processed from the video footage because the

amount of data would have proved unmanageable in the context of the thesis had

every piece of video footage been converted to formal observations a

selection was required to address the research aims and questions. Setting

nd only a

observations were selected on the basis that they displayed clear evidence, were

reasonably representative and provided a balance across the seventeen focus

childrenandt h e

mai n

f ocus

chi

dr en

who |

ater

Table 37: Settings: Observations captured, transcribed, analysed and

interpreted
Ash Setting Beech Setting Cherry Setting
Child # of Obs Child # of Obs Child # of Obs
Annie 14 Gemma 20 Martin 14
Billy 13 Harry 11 Nora 10
Costas 4 India 5 Oscar 7
Demi 4 Johnny 4 Pedro 6
Edward 3 Kelly 2 Querida 5
Florence 4 Laura 3
TOTAL 42 46 42 129

Home observations were selected on the basis of what families provided. These
embedded

wer e

observations (Sharman
Wars figure 6(HVIC B 136i ).

somet i

me s

etal.,

2007),

such

in other data aalplsdottibo
as Billyo6dmaddasStar vati on:
(see over) :

Observations were also included in reports from primary carers

became
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Figure 20: Gemma playing with water bombs (1)
Obverse of Family C Analysis Sheet 4

Additionally, full video observations were part of the data co -construction and |
transcribed a  selection retrospectively (e.g. Appendix 100). Analysis sheets (e.g.
Appendices 68 and 69) and family focus groups (e.g. see below) triangulated the
observations, for example the excerpt below from the Family C Focus Group (Figure

17) triangulatestheobse r vati on made by Gemmads mot her

Figure 21: Gemma playing with water bombs (2):
Family C Focus Group Transcription

Gemma’s Mother: ‘And then, playing with water bombs...Basically her other
Grandad was round the front of the house filling the water bombs but she then
decided to get people into two teams . Erm - she put all the water bombs on the
ground - just putting them into different colours weren't you? So - colour
coding them and putting them into order of size as well....And then people were
offering - asking her for water bombs and she was giving them out... she can be
qguite bossy. I think Gemma was being a bit cheeky and saying: "I want one to
hurt somebody” and she was giving the larger water bombs to people...
(HVIC/FAM.C 855) - (HVIC/FAM.C 856)

All home observations provided evidence, but the nature and quality of observations
were diverse. Yet since all came from participant families, a quality of validity
derived from their authentic voices (Hughes, 2010). Because many of the
observations were embedded within other methods such as the analysis sheets and

focus groups, they are not all enumerated discretely; however the list below shows

t he numbers of 6Homed observations,themat wer e

transcribed, analysed and interpreted as discrete observations:
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Table 37: Homes - number of
observations captured from video,
transcribed, analysed and interpreted
Annie in Home A 4
Billy in Home B 5
Gemma in Home C 7
Harry in Home D 7
Martin in Home E 10
TOTAL 33

A variety of methods was used to analyse and interpret setting and home

observations:
Table 38: Models Undertaken by...
used to analyse /
interpret PEYERs Primary Practitioners Children Researcher
observations Carers
Focus Groups Vv Vv Vv v Vv
Interview Vv v (1) Vv \ v
Conversations
Informal Vv Vv v v
Discussions
Analysis Sheets / Vv Vv v Vv v
Grids
Research Behaviour |+ v Vv v v
Framework
Continued recursive v
analysis until
saturation

Data were coded, analysed and interpreted as indicated in Chapter 11. The full
range of RBF r esearch behaviours was observed across the setting observations
(Appendix 101). Because it became evident that this would build to an

unmanageable volume of data if all were analysed, the Nominal Grouping Exercise

was adopted (Delbecq and VandeVen, 1971) ( Chapter 11 and Appendices 50, 54
and 55). This refined focus to the four
considered 6émost i mportant6:

Table 39: Incidences of 4 Prime Research Behaviours in Setting
Observations
SETTING > Ash Setting Beech Setting Cherry Setting

TOTAL

CHILD> | A | B | C | D | E|F| G |H I J K L M N O|P|Q

2-7.
Explore 13{11| 0| 4|3 |2|23|15|10| 4| 0| 0 |31|21]14|11| 7 |169
13.Finda | g | 52 2239 |4|t|1|/1]|0]a|l2|4a|2]|4) as
solution

19.
Conceptualise
26. Base
decisions on 4 4 0 2 3|0 2 3 2 2 1 0 |10 | 4 5 3 2 |47
evidence

Opri mebé
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The four prime research behaviours also became the main focus for home

observation analysis (Appendix 102):

Table 40: Incidences of 4 Prime Research Behaviours in Home
Observations
CHILD > | Annie | Billy | Gemma | Harry | Martin | TOTAL
2-7 Explore 2 4 6 5 9 26
13. Find a solution 3 1 4 6 4 18
19. Conceptualise 1 3 7 4 5 20
26. Base decisions on 3 4 6 5 6 24
evidence
These analyses were laid out in grids (examples in Appendix 103).
13.4.4 Findings from Phase Il and Il Focus Groups
Seven focus groups took place in Phases Il and llI:
Table 41: Phase II and III Focus Groups
Phase | PEYERs Focus Group B: Annie in Ash Setting
II Beech Setting Practitioners’ staggered Focus Group
Beech Setting Children’s staggered Focus Group
Phase | PEYERs Focus Group B: Annie at home
III Family A Focus Group
Family C Focus Group
Family D Focus Group
Family E Focus Group
The success of these focus groups varied but all were audio -taped and transcribed
with a view to facilitating analysis and meta -analysis. Findings from each are briefly
outlined below, with the locations of further detail indicated.
13.4.4i PEYERs Focus Group B focused on Annie in Ash Setting and at
home:
In Focus Group B, PEYERs and |  watched segments of video footage of Annie at
home and at school over two hours (Appendix 50, Sections 2c and 3b). During this
time, PEYERs engaged in O6reconstructive anal ysi
points regarding interactions, power relati ons and roles either verbally or writing on

transcripts, for example (see over) :
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Figure 22: Focus Group B notes on watching Annie in a Literacy Lesson

While watching setting footage, notes made on transcripts):

On video footage of a whole class literacy lesson in Ash Setting, Annie is sitting at a
table, with three other children, facing the Interactive Whiteboard (IWB). Other
children are sitting on the carpet, facing the IWB.

PEYER ZZ: Responding to teacher questions / Giving a reasoned response / Giving
visual attention to another child on the table who answers a question. (SA 05/ 1)
(SA 05/ 1i)

PEYER B: Why is Annie sat at desk, not on carpet? / Annie engaged in teacher
exposition. ( SA 05/ 1ii)

PEYER I: The child waves her hand to? ( SA O5/ 1liv)

PEYER D: Annie interacts / Annie responds - tries to draw attention to [from?]
teacher ( SA 05/ 1v)

Equally, PEYERs engaged in O0dialogic data gener
(Carspecken, 1996: 42):

Figure 23: Focus Group B notes on watching Annie cook at home

Focus Group B (Home Footage) — PEYERs have watched video footage of Annie

cooking (Annie Home Observation 2)

PEYER ZZ: '...looking at her as a researcher there were some quite interesting
things happening I thought....what she was doing that all researchers do ... she’s
using text for information, she was asking questions, she was observing what was
happening and making observations on that - like — should this white bit of the

shell be in here?’ (FGpB413)

PEYER W: ‘I think this was more how we’d see research’ (FGpB414)

PEYER D: ‘Kind of applying theory to practice’ (FGpB415)

Full transcripts are available at Appendices 106 and 107. These

the raw observation footage and data from interview conversations with Annie and

Practitioner B as well as Family Ad&6s f

PEYERs Focus Group B provided further

example, how questioning may be interpreted, supporting me in making analysis

and interpretation decisions informed by participants once

involved.

data triangulated

ocus gr ou

6gui ding

they could no longer be
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Table 42:
Incidences of 4 prime (13) Find a (19) (26) Base
Research Behaviours in 2-7 Explore Solution Conceptualise Decisions on
Phase II and Phase III Evidence
PEYERs Focus Groups
PEYERs Phase II FGp 24 9 4 10
PEYERs Phase III FGp 22 21 7 12

a~

13.44ii Beech Setting Practitionersd staggered Foc

Practitioners C, E, I, J and K analysed and interpreted two hours of footage of Beech
Setting childrendéds activity captured on video.
grids displaying RBF2 (Appendices 29, 58) and all contributed to discussion

captured on audio -tape:

Table 43: Number of RBF2 grids completed by
Beech Setting Practitioners during a Focus
Group

# of Grids FGp Discussion
completed
Practitioner C 11 v
Practitioner E 15 v
Practitioner I 5 v
Practitioner J 0 v
Practitioner K 0 v

Data from this focus group informed development of the third and final Research
Behaviours Framework (Appendix 30), as discussed. The footage Beech Setting
practitioners watched included a range of Beech Setting children, featuring Gemma,
Harry, India and Johnn y. Equally, the range of RBF2 research behaviours was
addressed but subsequently, the data for the four prime research behaviours that

emerged from this focus group was emphasised (see over) :
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Table 44: Beech Setting - Practitioners’ Focus Group Interpretations on RBF2:
Incidence of 4 prime research behaviours identified on video footage
# of times Beech

4 Research Behaviours (RBF 2) Seitctl'e"ngti?i;adcﬂg";:rs

video footage

9. Base decisions on evidence 3
13. Find solutions 8
14. Find answers to questions 5
28. Conceptualise 2
29. Explore without an aim 6
30. Explore with an aim 12
31. Explore with an aim which changes during the process g 2
32. Explore broadly o 4
33. Explore with a fine focus & 4
34. Critique explorations 2
45. Want to explore 11
Further detail of these outcomes is provided in Appendix 104 and translated to RBF3

as follows:

Table 45: Beech Setting -
Practitioners’ Focus Group Interpretations translated to RBF3: Incidence of
4 prime research behaviours identified on video footage

2-7 Explore (13) Find a (19) (26) Base Decisions
Solution Conceptualise on Evidence
41 13 2 3

13.44iii Beech Setting Childrenbés staggered Focus C
The Beech Setting childrends staggered focus gr
because it proved difficult to capture the children discussing their activity; even

when we did, it was difficult to discern between their interest in their activity and

their interest in being 6éon cameranalysiswas | i ttl e f
captured and transcribed but the extent to which the children really engag edin

meta - analysis of their prior activity seemed limited T possibly due to the focus

young children tend to give to the O6here and no

example (see over)
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Table 46: Beech Setting Children’s Staggered Focus Group Data Example
Primary Data: Meta-Data: Interpretations / Code #
Original video footage Chn's Interpretation of analysis / Codes
(DVDT1) DVDT1 footage
Setting B Home base - (on audio tape)
afternoon of Day 1 DVDT set up on computer
during free-flow play in
Setting B home base
Harry focuses camcorder on India: 'I'm there too - look!” | 26. Base decisions on | SB Interp_9
India sitting on chair, drawing evidence
on small whiteboard on her
lap.
Researcher helps Harry to
focus: 'Can you see? Tilt it to
India like this”
Harry moves camcorder and A-girl: 'Ha — it's me, it's 26. Base decisions on | SB Interp_10
pans India and A-girl me!’ evidence
Harry (panning camcorder): India: ‘It's us look!" 26. Base decisions on | SB Interp_11
‘That's India and A-girl! evidence
Harry > Res: 'How do you India: ‘We were doing our 26. Base decisions on | SB Interp_12
take a picture?’ pictures!” evidence
S-girl: What are you doing?” | 2 — 7 Explore SB Interp_13
Researcher: "Well you're
doing it now!’
Harry continues to film India India: ‘We're looking at us 26. Base decisions on | SB Interp_14
while India is ‘la-la-ing" into doing our pictures.’ evidence
the lens. 19. Conceptualise SB Interp_14i
(See appendix 105 for full transcript). Technical issues caused pro blems with

securing the outcomes from this focus group: in a busy classroom the audio tape

recording the meta -d a

ta did not

capture

t he

chil dr

difficult to identify which children spoke and what they said. However, each of the

prime research behaviours was indicated within the few data available:

Table 47: Incidences of 4 prime Research Behaviours in

Beech Setting children’s Focus Group

2-7 Explore (13) Find a (19) (26) Base
Solution Conceptualise Decisions on
Evidence
2 1 3

13.4.4iv

Family Focus Groups:

Whilst Billy and his mother provided an interview conversation series during their

second visit to their home by me

di scussions

-first

so became

Billyéds

f ocus

groups.

These

conversations concerned data the families had collected over the period of a month

ends Vv

mo thénédhe dids pthk e t o

second visits with Families A, C, D and E quickly developed into communal

f ocus
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al

focused on Anni eds, Billyébs, Gemmaods, Harryos
providing meta -data, for example:
Figure 24: Martin’s Meta-data example
During the Family E focus group, Family E and the researcher are watching
video footage of Martin drinking milk through a straw.
Martin tells the focus group: ‘I think I'm going to get down and say:
"Mummy I finished my milk!"”" (HVIC M164)
As well as providing meta  -data, the families provided their own primary data using
these methods, for example:
Figure 25: Harry’'s Data Example
During the Family D focus group, Harry takes a picture (HVIC H202)
Harry’s mother says to Harry: 'Did you just take a picture?’ (HVIC H203)
Harry responds: ‘Yes but I will delete that one because it isn’t very good.’
(HVIC H204)
All were audio -taped and transcribed; full transcriptions with initial coding are
available at Appendices 108, 109, 110, 111, 112). Each of the four prime research
behaviours was indicated in meta -data and data that emerged from these methods
of data co -construction with the fami lies:
Table 48: 2-7 Explore (13) Find a (19) (26) Base
Incidences of Solution Conceptualise Decisions on
4 prime Evidence
Research
Behaviours in
Family Focus
Groups / I-C
Family A (FGp) 5 7 2 10
Family B (I-C) 6 8 9 7
Family C (FGp) 29 23 23 96
Family D (FGp) 8 6 1 2
Family E (FGp) 21 3 7 11

13.4.5 Findings from Phase Il and Ill Informal discussions

Informal discussions took place naturally during both the orientation periods and the

data construction periods in settings; these always included participants and were

either separate fro

tended

t

(0]

present

naturally

m other methods or embedded within them. In settings they

but i n

participants was limited, | deliberately built informal discussion into the focus

groups to set participants at their ease

and gain deeper understanding of their

t he

chi
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perspectives. For example, | took along photographs of my own children to share

with families because | wanted parents in the study to see me as their equal and
therefore feel empowered in the research process. Equal ly such discussion had
other functional benefits, such as enabling me to gain important information

regarding t he fexanomicistatiss.d-orexarapleo

Figure 26: Informal Discussion with Family D - example

Researcher: 'I should have said to you when I was showing you the pictures - he (my
son) wants to be a pilot’...

FTHR-D: ‘Does he want to be in the air force?’
Researcher: ‘Yes.’

FTHR-D: "...it's a good start...'initially I wanted to be a fighter pilot but we haven't got
the army - the air corps...in France...’

FTHR-D: ... we both do teaching at work” (HVIC H69)

Researcher >MTHR-D: 'Do you work for the airline... as well?’

MTHR-D: ‘No I'm a flying instructor.’ (HVIC H71)

Moreover, informal discussions were often prompts for memos which directed the

research, fore xample:

Figure 27: Memo - Beech Setting - Day 7
While I am observing the children, Girl-A says to me: ‘Mrs. Murray, stop looking at
me!’

MEMO: indication that Girl-A may not wish to be a focus child.

The studyés informal discussions often occurred
Merton and Barber, 2004): they made 6unanticipa
contributions to O0suppl el8@nlb7aChgrmat,2@0& 81) ( Mer t on
enablingme t o devel op more 6guiding )itdmoeel théstufyBl u mer
forward. Because informal discussions were often embedded in other methods, the

units of meaning within them tended not to be allocated separate code numbers or

codes purely aisscousnsfiooonmbaleldements. They were ge
interpreted as part of other methods, or their
trajectory purely qualitatively. For this reason, numerical data linking informal

discussions to research behaviours were not ge nerated systematically. Instead, the

meanings these informal discussions conveyed fed into more formalised aspects of

the study and informed its analysis and interpretations, for example, by revealing
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6attitude as an expl anat i on ¢ behdvedt(Bluemervigc9:s i n whi

93). Examples of informal discussions are available in Appendix 113.

13.4.6 Findings from Phase Il and Il Documents

6Document sd were collected in the three setting
tended to have been generated by professionals and include planning, timetables,

school prospectuses, inspection reports and website access. They also include floor

plans of the three settings (Appendices 75, 76 and 77). They do not include

childrentés artefacts whipardie dateaolectianmetlzod. 8d as a se
would have been a relatively easy task to undertake a comparative study of the

settings purely on the strength of documents, for example, Ofsted reports and
prospectuses. However, given t he <dranasythiswas oc us
not how they were used. Essentially, they were applied in two ways. Firstly, they
gualitatively o6thickenedé descriptions of the s
supplementary data to evidence the events, actions, cultures and assumptio ns of

the settings and those within them (Blumer, 1969; Charmaz, 2006:21).

Secondly, the data from these documents complemented other methods by

embedding information and meaning throughout the analysis and interpretation

process. For example, the Ofsted inspection reports for the three settings provide

evidence that all three settings had the same ¢
fieldwork, so variability regarding the setting
nationally recognised model. Converse Il y each settingds distincti:

in prospectus comments:

Figure 28: Documents — Setting Prospectus Examples
‘Our school has a calm atmosphere that is creative, purposeful, industrious,
courteous and disciplined” (Ash Setting Prospectus, p.2)

‘The staff believe that the outside environment is as important as the classrooms
themselves to help children learn...Relationships with parents are highly valued as
we believe that children thrive best when school and home works in partnership.’
(Beech Setting Prospectus, p. 1)

‘You can be confident that we will strive to ensure your child is safe, happy and
learning at all times.” (Cherry Setting Prospectus, p.1)

Because of their complementary role, the documents were not coded discretely. A
selection of these documents is available at Appendix 25, revealing prima facie

other aspectsofthe settingsd characteristics and cultur
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13.4.7 Findings from Phase |1 and 111 Childrené
Artefacts that children used or created as part of their daily lives formed part of the

6primary recordd (Carspecken, 1996drdndnjeracted Ty pes
with included stationery, PE equipment, animals, toys, food, body parts, tools,
technological objects and childrenés own creat.i
detailed indicative |ist. Artefacts often const
communication and patrticipation (Bitou and Waller, 2011) so a challenge was

identifying their meanings. Again, given that the artefacts tended to supplement or

complement other methods, additional ways to establish meanings as the children

had intended were  built into the study; elements of this process are shown in

Appendi x 26. The artefacts were a valuable way
contributions as they often reflected the child
research behaviours were indicated in relation to the childrenbts

the four prime research behaviours.

13.4.8 Findings from Phase Il and Il Photographs

Photographs offered another window on childrené
photographs included in the study captured feat
for example, photographs taken of Ash Setting (Appendix 27). These provided

Osuppl ementbar(}Chhatmaz, 2006: 21) to enhance the :
Conversely, photographs taken by the children on digital cameras provided an

indication of the things that interested them or were important to them, at least at

the moment the image was capt ured (Wang and Burris, 1994; Clark and Moss,

2011). Gemma provided170 photographs of this nature, taken in her home

environment (Appendix 114). Furthermore, she elected to interpret them for me

during the Family C Focus Group (Appendix 109), using them as a O60third objec
(Mitchell, 1981) to reveal her perspective regarding her own activities in the

preceding weeks. In this way, it was possible to attribute the four prime research

behaviours to Gemmads behaviour s, indicated in

No photographs were taken in Cherry Setting because of the ethical constraints
discussed. Ash and Beech Setting photographs taken by children on Tuffcams and

by me were processed electronically, but a later computer malfunction meant that
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many were lost. In short, Gemma 60s O6homed photographs (Appendi
that | took of Ash Setting (Appendix 27) were the only photographs that emerged

successfully. This indicated lessons to be learned regarding my management of

photographic data during research in the future. No photographs were taken in
childrends homes by Annie, Billy, Martin and th

cameras for them all.

13.4.9 Findings from Phase Il and Ill Video Recording

05.52.00 hours of video footage were recorded via two camcorders i n Ash Setting
and 10.44.00 hours of video footage were recorded via three camcorders in Beech

Setting. Since camcorders recorded over three days in each setting, the reasons

why there was more footage in Beech Setting was the additional camera and the

fact that Beech Setting was larger than Ash Setting: filming was conducted in four

spaces in Beech Setting, whereas in Ash Setting, it was only conducted in two. As
discussed, ethical considerations prohibited video recording in Cherry Setting. All

thehomefa mi | i es apart from Billyés provided video

Table 49: Video Footage Data
Families | Home Video Footage:
Hours / minutes / seconds
Family A 00.14.39
Family B 00.00.00
Family C 02.51.08
Family D 00.43.27
Family E 01.46.36

Material captured on video was treated as primary observational data; as discussed,
selected elements were transcribed as observations. The principle value of these
data was that they enabled participants to engage in their collection as well as their

analysis.

Some of the data appeared to be highly naturalistic, for example, Johnny making a

wristwatch from paper in Beech Setting (Johnny T Setting Observation 1; Appendix

115); conversely,othe r f oot age suffered from the OHawtho
for example, Annieds home footage (Appendix 116
060stagedd occurrences skewed the data but even t

treated as naturalistic data: given i ts ethnographic nature, it was appropriate to
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acknowledge my own participation and its effect
(Charmaz, 2006:21) and to respectfully acknowledge whatever ways the

participants responded to my intrusion into their lives.

13 .4.10 Findings from Phase Il and Il Audio Recording
As indicated, audio recording was used to complement the Phase Il and Il

interview conversations and focus groups, reflecting work undertaken in Phase I. In

general, audio recording was also useful as a n analysis tool. However, it did not
wor k well when it was used to record Beech- Sett
recorded behaviours: it was difficult to distin
audio recording served as valuable reference mat erial for transcriptions and to

ensure participantsd authentic voices were pron
was borne out by Phase |11 and II1l participantsdé

and focus group transcripts.

13.4.11 Findings from Phase Il and Il Analysis Sheets

The following analysis sheets were completed for Phases Il and 1l

Table 50: Analysis sheets were completed for Phases II and III

Completed by>> | PEYERs Practitioners | Primary Focus Researcher
Carers Children
RBF 1 v V via
Appendix 28 researcher:
settings
RBF 2 v V via
Appendix 29 researcher:
settings
RBF3 v
Appendix 30
Family Adult Analysis v

Sheets (based on
RBFs) Appendices 41,
42, 65, 63, 62, 69, 73,
101

Family Child Analysis V' (homes)
Sheets

(based on RBFs)
Appendices 43, 44, 66,
64, 68, 70, 74

The analysis sheets framed participants6 analys
behaviours observed in their settings and at home, some of which ha d been video
recorded. The analysis sheets indicated that all research behaviours presented in
RBF3 were observed in childrendéds behaviour s, in
behaviours.
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13.5 Findings emerging from Continued Analysis and Interpretation of t he

Four Prime Research Behaviours

13.5.1 Categories

Once data collection, analysis and interpretation had been completed with

participants as far as possible, | continued alone according to the procedure outlined

in Chapter 11 and Appendix 50, pursuing ana lysis and interpretation under the

influence of the 6guiding idealsdé provided by t
(Blumer, 1969:2). Having ensured that all the data were transcribed, | continued

the initial coding and early memo -writing that | had begun with participants. As,

indicated, the Nominal Grouping Exercise was invoked with PEYERs (Delbecq and

VandeVen, 1971), resulting in 6écategoriesb6: <cod

(Charmaz, 2006: 186) which were, in practice, the four prime research behavi ours:

Table 51: Four Categories
(Prime Research Behaviours)
(2-7) Explore
(13) Find a Solution
(19) Conceptualise
(26) Base Decisions on Evidence

Another method for reducing the large volume of data was exclusive focus on the

seventeen Omain focusdéd children in Phase I 1 and
Phase lll. Furthermore, the potential range of observations was limited by criteria

that included an even representation across participants and diversity of focus

across the data.

13.5.2 Axial Codes

Taking the four prime research behaviours one at a time, the next task was to
isolate each occurrence of each category within the data and then to induce axial
codes from these occurrences. The axial codes were evolved through constant
comparison of 6 @henomena, contexts, causal and intervening conditions and

consequences® and consideration of their releva

as researchers (Kell e, 2005: 8). In these ways, axial coding provided definition of
each category by Oexplicating its properties or
For exampl e, Martinds small world play with toy

following treatment:
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Figure 29: Example of Axial Coding
(19) CONCEPTUALISE
SETTING C / CHILD M / OBSERVATION 8
Context: Setting C outdoor area. & very hot day. Free-flow play and adult focused activities
Ch-M has been playing in the safan in Setting C's outdoor area. He interrupted his play to gof
to the loo and is just now returning to play
SUMMARY:
Incidence of (19) Conceptualise: x1
AXIAL CODES:
8. Developing own idea[s] from external stimulus x1
10. Linking prior knowledge to new application x1
11. Creating an imagined space / persona %1
12, Using imagination x1
13. Using language to support thinking process x1
14. Engaged in symbaolic representation x1
17. Mzaking links x1

OTHER CHILD M 19. CODE AXIAL CODE
ACTIVITY Conceptualise
Playing with Chilly]
Polar Regions
small world play
Puts owl figure 19, SO _C8 8. Developing own
behind steering Conceptualise Ch_M20i idea[s] from
wheel: "'I'm external stimulus
steering, I'm 10. | Linking prior
steering!” knowledge to new
application

11. | Creating an
imagined space /
persona

12. | Using imagination

13. | Using language to
support thinking
process

14. | Engaged in
symbolic
representation
17. | Making links

Often, single vignettes were reported and analysed using several methods

implemented at different stages of the study by different participants. In these

cases, all the axial codes identified across all the methods were accumulated. For

example, four methods ind icating the research behaviour 062

Evidenced focused on a vignette of Harry workin
The first two methods were video footage captur
an unstructured narrative, transcribed and coded by me from the footage. A third

met hod was Harryds own analysis sheet relating

| ater against RBF3 for evidence of 626. Base De
vignette was alluded to during the Family D Focus G roup and coded  with the

resear ch beh 8ase Degisionstol Bviden c e 0 . For each occurren
Base Decisions on Evidencedd in these met hods, a

contributing to the shaping of theEwiademomad: 626
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Figure 30: Tripod (1/2)

Basic Naturalistic Observation
and Researcher 1 Interpretation of
Ch-H Home [HV -F D] OBSERVATION 5 [DVD]
Tripod

SUMMARY:

1 Incidences of (26) Base decisions on evidence x2
AXIAL CODES:

1 1. Applies prior experience x1

1 4. Acts on adult opinion x1

1 5. Meta -cognition x1

1 6. Applies mental model x1

1 10. Extrapolates x1

Setting B HOME D/FAMILY D
Live Naturalistic observation i MTHR -D
Date: 3.8.09 T FTHR -D
1 BRO-D [age 4]
KEY FOCUS CHILD H [Ch -H] [age 5]

Timing Report of Location of Report of Focus RESEARCHER Code Axial Code Code
6ot her 6 | Focus Child Child Activity Interpretation No.
activity in
context

3.8.0 FTHR-D, Kitchen at T Ch-H

9 then BRO -D Family | T FTHR-D:

- are videoing. home OBSERV

13.54 | FTHRDIs ER

- also guiding 1 BRO-D

20.24 when Ch-H is working
necessary to out i with help of
support Ch - FTHR-D and BRO -

H to achieve D how to unpack
his aim. and set up the
FTHR-D tripod
records his
judgements
about CH -
Hbos r esg
behaviours
onto a
provided
checklist
FTHR-D : o]
So how are
you going to
get it out of
the bag?
6Well my b
going to pull and
Il dm going
S0 we can try to
get it out
BRO-D 60nce, whe| 26.Base HVF 1 Applies Ch_H
making a was at primary decisions on D5-4 prior /HoO
noise like a school, we  did evidence experien bs5/1
car engine getitoutand | ce
think webdl 5 Meta - Ch_H
probably be cognition /HoO
able to do bs5/2
6 Applies Ch_H
mental /HoO
model bs5/3
10 | Extrapola Ch_H
tes /HoO
bs5/4
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FTHR-D:
6Al ways
with one

hand above
so it d
fall on your
head. 6
it T and
unfold the
legs. You

see these
ones are
already

26. Base HVF
Looks where his decisions on D5 -
father suggests evidence 42ii
and pushes the
legs in

4 Acts on
adult
opinion

Ch_H
/HoO
bs5/5

Figure 31: Tripod (3)

Ch-H Child Analysis Sheet 1 of Observation 5
Ch-H Home [HV-F D] OBSERVATION 5 [DVD]
26. Base Decisions on Evidence
Tripod

Ch-H's own report of Observation 5 [reported on provided pro-forma and scribed by MTHR-D]. See

Naturalistic Observation 5 for broader detail.

SUMMARY: Harmry's original analysis sheer:
= Incidences of {26) Base decisions on
evidence x3
AMIAL CODES:
- 1. Applies prior experience x1
# 3. Senses provide evidence for action x1
- 3. Meta-cognition =1

Utterance / Action CHILD Codea Axial Code Code No.
Interpretation

This is what I did: How to use a

Tripod

First: Teook it out of the bag 26. Base Ch_ H An/ | 3 Senses provide Ch_H/Ch_H/5/1
decisions on Obs5/1 evidence for
evidence action

MNext: Try to extend the legs 26. Base Ch_H_An/ |1 Applies prior Ch_HfCh_H/5/2
decdisions on Obs5/ experence

Then: Tried it with a camera. Put it evidence

back in bag

I did it: With a grown up

It was good because: -

It will change how I do things 26. Base Ch_H_An/S | 5 Meta-cognition Ch_H/ch_H/5/3

from now on: YES+  MAYBE MNO decdisions on Obs5/
evidence
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Figure 32: Tripod (4)
Child H
Family D Focus Group
Audio-recorded + transcribed / Informed by: Photographs, Video footage
26. Base Decisions on Evidence

SUMMARY:
. Incidences of (26) Base decisions on evidence x2
AXIAL CODES:
] 1. Applies prior experience x1
. 3. Senses provide evidence for action x1
. 4. Acts on adult opinion x1
Strand 5b —
Child H - Home D Interview Conversation / August 2009
Researcher
Father D = FTHR-D
Mother D = MTHR-D
Child H = Ch-H
Brother D = BRO-D
Beginning at 10am on 12.8.09, this I-C was conducted in Family D’s kitchen around their table, with Ch-H and Bro-
D playing in and out of the kitchen and dipping in and out of the conversation. The boys’ play was quite loud and
was inevitably picked up by the tape recorder, making it relatively difficult to discern all the discussion when played

back.
Utterance / Action Interpretations [ CODE NO. Axial Code Code No.
1= analysis

Harry: "Oh no — the bubble is 26. Base HVIC H173iii 1 Applies prior FamD/ChH

not in the middle.” decisions on experience 1.C./1
[Ref: spirit level in the evidence 3 Senses provide FamD/ChH

tripod] evidence for action I.C./2
4 Acts on adult FamD/ChH

opinion 1.C./3

This process led to a set of axial codes T or sub -categories - for each of the four

prime research behaviours:

Figure 33: Axial Codes (sub - categories) for 4 Prime Research Behaviours
[2 -7] (13) Find a solution (19) Conceptualise (26) Base Decisions
Explore on Evidence
El. Interested FaS 1. Gives up CL1. Invents a process / BDoE1. Applies prior
in context method experience
E2. Social FaS 2. Has become C2. Creates a new use for BDoEZ2. Values peer
encounter disinterested object[s] perspectives
E3. Focused FaS 3. Unmotivated C3. Thinking through a BDoOE3. Senses provide
on task problem by applying evidence for action
concepts
E4. Shows FaS 4. Fol | owi n{ C4.Thinking tangentially BDoEA4. Acts on adult
interest in direction opinion
materials
ES. Curious FaS 5. Respondi | C5. Predicts BDoES5. Meta -cognition
closed questions
E6. Seeking FaS 6. Respondi | C6.Creatinga problem BDoE6. Applies mental
semi -open questions model
E7.Develops FaS 7. Reproducing C7. Synthesising concepts BDoE?. Trial and error
own agenda knowledge s/he already had
E8. Cause and FaS 8.Believes s/he has C8. Developing own idea[s] BDoES8. Thinks
effect failed from external stimulus strategically
EO9. FaS 9. Denied opportunity C9. Involved in pursuing a BDoE9. Enacts personal
Experiment to share solution train of thought preference
E10.Patterned FaS 10. Solution not shared C10. Linking prior BDoE10. Extrapolates
behaviour with or witnessed by others: knowledge to new
unconfirmed application
FaS 11. Solution not shared C11. Creating an imagined BDoE11. Methodological
with or witnessed by others space / persona issue
FaS 12. Solution C12. Using imagination BDoE12. Sampling
unconfirmed issue
FaS 13. Self -regulates C13. Using language to BDoE13. Applies
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support thinking process

Humean 6éreaso

FaS 14. Creates a problem
to solve

C14. Engaged in symbolic
representation

BDoE14.
26.BDoE = Research

FaS 15. Time and freedom
to explore, investigate,
experiment with something
of personal interest

C15. Planning

FaS 16. Focused on
something of personal
interest

C16. Works with others to
develop conceptualisation

FaS 17. Exploring properties

C17. Making links -
ANALOGY

FaS 18. Perseveres to
resolve problem

C18. Autonomously deciding
what needs to be done and
doing it

FaS 19. Devises practical
method to create solution

C19. Identifies anomaly

FaS 20. Applying rule to
create solution

C20. Applies
anthropomorphism

FaS 21. Deductive reasoning

C21. Recalling instructions

FaS 22. Inductive reasoning

C22. Foll owing
direction

FaS 23. Finds own solution

C23. Makes decisions based
on own criteria

FaS 24. Finds practical use
for solution

C24. Adult stops
conceptualisation

FaS 25. Resolves another
personébs

probl e|

FaS 26. Shares solution

FaS 27. Motivated by finding
solution

FaS 28. Excited by finding
solution

FaS 29. Wants to preserve
what s/he is doing

FaS 30. Employs others to
help with finding a solution

FaS 31. Able reader

FaS 32. Theory of mind

The numbers

of axial codes in settings and homes were also identified (Appendix

117 and below), indicating a substantial volume of data, notwithstanding the limit

within the study to four categories

(see over) :
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Figure 34: Numerical Data across 4 Prime Research Behaviours
[2-7] Explore

Setting 361 incidences of (2-7) Explore in setiing data/meta-data
Data 1349 incidences of various axial codes for (2-7) Explore in setting data/meta-
data
£8 setting analyses contain (2-7) Explore
Home 275 incidences of [2-7) Explore in home data/meta-data
Data 1484 incidences of various axial codes for (2-7) Explore in home data/meta-
data

53 home analyses contzining (2-7) Explore
{13) Find a solution
Setting 179 incidences of (13) Find a solution in setting data/meta-data
Data 499 incidences of various axial codes for {13) Find a sclution in setting
data/metz-data
56 setting analyses contain (13) Find a solution
Home 126 incidences of (13) Find a solution in home data/meta-data
Data 584 incidences of various axial codes for (13) Find a solution in home
data/meta-data
26 home analyses contain (13) Find a Solution
(19) Conceptualise
Setting 157 incidences of {19) Conceptualise in sethiing data/meta-data
Data 833 incidences of various axial codes for (19) Conceptualise in setting
data/metz-data
44 setting analyses contain (19)Conceptualise

Home 111 inddences of (19) Conceptualise in home data/meta-data
Data 769 incdences of various axial codes for (19)Conceptuzalise in home data/meta-
data

21 home analyses contain (19) Conceptualise
(26) Base Decisions on Evidence
Setting 181 incidencas of [(26) Base Decisions on Evidence in setting data/meta-data
Data 442 incdences of various axial codes for (26) Base Decisions on Evidence in
setting data/meta-data

50 setting analyses contain (26) Base Decisions on Evidence

Home 211 incidences of (26) Base Dedisions on Evidence in home data/meta-data

Data 3323 incidences of various axial codes for (26) Base Decisions on Evidence in
home data/meta-data

34 home analyses contain (26) Base Decisicns on Evidence

By this point in the analysis and interpretation proce ss, early memo -writing, initial
coding, focused coding (NGT) resulting in four categories and axial coding had taken
place. The remainder of the analysis and interpretation was devoted to advanced

memo -writing and theoretical coding (Charmaz, 2006).

13.5.3 Advanced Memo - writing

The development of advanced memo -writing was addressed inductively, addressing

the second of the st udy &sHowaarsaestudy behconquetedsta i on s :
establish young children as researchers? As | pursued this process, Char mazds

advice prevailed: 6. .. do what wor ks for youinwhateverevpy wr i t i
advances your200a6#0). A kumhegd different styles of memo writing

were developed.

231



13.5.3i Substantive advanced memos

Firstly, a 6subesd amdmowée wvwmass athevel oped for each
categories (Appendix 118). Congruent with Char
advanced memos, these memos focused strongly on the literature in order to

identify extant values, beliefs and assumptions relating to ea ch category and to

explore each 6from various vantage pointsdéd (200
remained distant from the empirical data but they provided a foundation of

understanding and O6ideation6 against which empi
In the context of this CGT study, it is important to note that this interaction with the

literature occurred only after the four core categories and their sub - categories had

emerged purely from the empirical data so that conceptual development framed

aro und the empirical data was already well progressed (Holton, 2007). This set of

memos was also developed i mmedisedwmbndthipdr i or t o t
literature reviews being written; relevant elements from those reviews were later

included as addenda.  In addition to being part of the CGT analysis and

interpretation these memos also provided a secure basis for engagement in critical

et hnographyds processes including O6reconstruct.i
O0repeated thinking6é (swklaseafaindatitndd® analyticc ) a

statements common to case study (Bassey, 1999; Yin, 2012). This process is

exemplified at Appendix 138. It operated very much as a literature review, but

retrospectively to data collection. For a given category (research behaviour) that

had emerged from empirical data, relevant sources from the literature were

accessed and themes identified and conclusions drawn, with reference to empirical

data. Subsequently, these were interwoven with empirical data with a view to

devel oping theory or a plausible account.

13.5.3ii Comparative memos

Another set of memos was developed (Appendix 119), which were initially intended

as theoretical coding but in practice provided
coding. I tecoeparheseedmemosd. Taking one cat e
individual chil dbds empirical data for that <cate
original study questions, particularly the fourth (4: What support structures might

encourage young children to particip ate in research in ways which could enable
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them to influence policy in matters affecting them? What barriers might prevent
this? ), which was developed into key points:

Provocations for O6Explorebd
Barriers to OExplorebd

What is important for this child?

Other notes

= =4 4 -4 -2

Questionsé

During this process, the empirical data were the principle focus, but the literature

revealed during the previous set of memos was also an influence. Taking into

account Charmazds adv-wcetiogkéspomémoneousand not
to write memos O6in whatever way advances your t
this process were adapted as it progressed, enabling me to consider the second of

the studyodés resear ch qB2)eélevmcanastedy ecognductddtwa l | y :
establish yo ung children as researchers? Initially, | took one category at a time and

moved quickly through each childds observations
summary of key points in relation to provocations, barriers, what was important for

the child and oth er relevant points and questions. | did this for settings, then homes

in each of the four categories, initially noting key points:

233



Figure 35: Example of Comparative Memos

(2-7) Explore
Comparative memos
= ASH SETTING - Demi

Provocations for ‘Explore’:

Interest in activity other than directed task

Interested in materials

Wants to prolong time inside at break

Enjoys engaging in associative play - watching others (Broadhead, 2001)

Barriers to ‘Explore”:
Has adopted stereotypical gender-specific behaviour ['good girl’, *helpful girl’, girl
not playing football]

What is important for this child?
To do the ‘right’ things [wants to stay inside at playtime but goes outside when
told to]

Other notes:
Seems very much an onlooker and a conformer - missing out on experiential
activity

QUESTIONS ARISING - SETTING A - CHILD D
Is this conforming quiet child the one who will succeed? She does her work as
expected and conforms but rarely engages autonomously in exploration of her
own

However, part -way into this process, | identified that noting only the key points

without showing precisely which data | had drawn them from might be problematic

later in developing the theoretical element of the work. Therefore, as the process

progressed, | added the data code numbers to show precisely where points had

emerged from, for example:

Figure 36: Example of Detail in Comparative Memos

(2 -7) Explore
Comparative memos
i HOME E i Martin

Provocations for O6Expl orebo:

il

Objects, tools, media (HVFE1l i 1/HVFE2 -14i/HVF E3 -3i/HVF E3 -8ii/ HVF Ed4i
+ HVF E4ii/HVFE5 -1i/HVFE6 -1li/HVFE6 -3i/HVFE6 -4i/HVF E6 -5i/HVFE6 -9i
/ HVF E6 -10i + HVF E6 -10ii/ HVF E6 -12i/HVFE6 -16i/ HVFE12-102 - HVF E12-104
I HVF E27 -22 / HVF E27 -23/HV FE27-30/HVF E27 -32/HVF E27 -34/ HVIC M43/
HVIC M60ii / HVIC M71 / HVIC M334 / HVIC M336)

Interest in world outside home (HVF E12 -3/ HVF E12 -5i/HVF E12 -9/HVFE12 -
20/HVF E12 -22/HVF E12 -42/HVF E12 -44/HVF E12 -69/HVF E12 -71/HVFE12 -
75/ HVF E12 -80/ Parent Analysis sheet 30 (Qs about moon and sun)

Home context (HVF E3 -21ii / HVF E4i + HVF E4ii | HVF E6 -2i/H VF E6-10i + HVF
E6-10ii / HVF E6 -20i /HVF E12 -38/HVF E12 -40/ HVIC M43)

Other people (HVFE1 V 1/HVFES3 -3i/HVFE3 -4i/HVFE5 -1i/HVF E6 -1i/HVF
E6-3i/ HVF E6 -5i/HVF E6 -9i/ Naturalistic Observation 12 ( Attention of MTHR -E)/
HVF E12-46 - HVF E12-50 / HVF E12-52 - HVF E12-58 / HVF E12 -69 / Parent
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Analysis sheet 28a (grandparents) /

1 Popular culture (HVF E27 -22 / HVF E27 -23/HVF E27 -30/HVF E27 -32/HVF E27 -
34 | Parent Analysis sheet 28a / Child Analysis sheet 28 / HVIC M6 / HVIC M43/
HVIC M 308 / HVIC M223)

1 Delays bedtime (' Naturalistic Observation 12 / Parent Analysis sheet 30 (Qs about
moon and sun)/  HVIC M100 / HVIC M340)

1 Desire to test (ideas and objects) (HVF E6-6i/ HVF E12-46 - HVF E12-50 / HVF
E12-52 - HVF E12-58 / HVF E12 -82 /P arent Analysis sheet 30 (Qs about moon and
sun)/ HVIC M71/HVIC M100 / HVIC M113 /HVIC M331 / HVIC M340)

Barriers to 6Explorebd:

1 Lack of technical expertise (HVFE1 ¥ 1/HVFES3 -3i/HVFE3 -8)

1 Rehearsing processes already learned or undertaken (HVE E3-9 > HVF E3 -15 /
HVIC M133 > HVIC M192 )

1 Other people  (HVFE2-3ii>HVFE2 -4/ HVF E2-6i+ HVFE2 -6ii /HVF E2 -8/HVF
E2-11/HVFE2 -12/ HVFE3-23 >HVF E3 -24 (FTHR-E removes camcorder )/HVF
E5-2/HVFE6 -14/HVFE6 -15/ HVFE12-11 >HVFE12 -19 / HVF E12-23 > HVF
E12-37 / HVIC M60i ( MTHR-E suggests Ch -M did not want to explore with video
camera, but other evidence disputes this )

1 Pro -forma or instruction provided (HVFE2-5/HVFE2 -7/ HVFE2 -11/HVF E2 -
12ii /HVF E2 -12iv/HVFE2 -16/ HVEFE27-1 > HVF E27 -21 / Child Analysis sheet
29b (Tennis Club) / Adult Analysis sheet 29a / HVIC M2 > HVIC M6/ HVIC M8/

HVIC M10 > HVIC M42  / HVIC M87 > HVIC M91  / HVIC M127 - HVIC M129 )

1 Interruption to chosen activity (HVE E3-23 > HVF E3 -24 (FTHR-E removes

camcorder )/ HVF E4 -3/HVFE5 -2)

What is important for this child?

I Other people (HVF E14 -5i + HVF E14 -5ii)

1 Meta -analysis (HVFE2-14i/HVFE2 -18/HVFE -4 -5i+ HVF E -4 -5ii/HVF E6 -5i/
HVF E6-9i / HVF E6 -12i/HVFE6 -16i/ HVF E12-46 - HVF E12-50 / HVF E12-52 -
HVE E12 -58 / Child Analysis sheet 28 / HVIC M113 / Child Analysis sheet 28b / Child
Analysis sheet 29b )

1 Popular culture (Ben 10 & Star Wars) (HVF E27 -22 | HVF E27 -23/HVF E27 -30
[ HVF E27 -32 / HVF E27 -34 / Parent Analysis sheet 28a / Child A nalysis sheet 28 /
HVIC M6 / HVIC M43 / HVIC M308 )

1 Autonomy, including ability to read (HVF E3-21i/HVFE -4 -5i+ HVF E -4 -5ii/
HVF E12-102 - HVF E12-104 / Ch -M Natural Observation 27 / HVIC M6 / HVIC M71)

Other notes:
T Some features act as both provocation and ba
1 Camcorder provide a significant provocation
1 Adults (esp. MTHR -E) sometimes undermineCH -Més expl orati on by
interaction and verbal exposition of his actio ns.
1 Popular culture assumes an important role in Ch -M6s home experience

QUESTI ONS¢é
1 Does language impair exploration / opportunities for exploration?
1 DoesCh-M6s mahal ysis relate to Whi tregblatenad s wo

13.5.3iii Theoretical coding

Because of the present studyds commit ment
inductive approaches, at this point in the analysis | rejected the use of pre -formed
t heoretical codi n(gGl am®®;miIP8) ans favour of constructing

theoretical codes as they emerged from continued analysis and interpretation of the
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data at hand. This was a priority given that pre -formed research questions as well

as literature had already influenced the analysis and interpretation process: | was

concerned to minimise 6framingd with prefabricated mat e
character of openness was maintained. The selected method for theoretical coding

was planned to ensure that preceding analysis and interpretations informed the

emergent theoretical codes, providing rigour and integrity within the findings.

Having already spent time and energy analysing and interpreting data, as | moved

to this stage | believed | could elevate the comparative memos to theoretical codes

fairly speedily. | sought to do this by making f urther comparisons of the data

quickly: child with child, memo with memo, sub -category with sub -category and
category with category, with outcomes conflated to shape discursive accounts for

each setting and home within each category (Theoretical Coding (i) ). Once | had
undertaken this process wi7)h Exeptl ored, dat(d3) orFi
and 0(19) Conceptualised, [ reflected. Whilst
authentically from the data (Appendix 120) and my experience of followin g through

the whole study provided confidence that output was robust, | could not be certain

that others would share my confidence, given only discursive accounts as evidence.

| believed that the process could i and should - be improved to demonstrate with
6precision and clarityo t he rigour invol ved
developed a model that showed more explicitly how this element of the analysis and

interpretation was implemented. Individual vignettes were interrogated in detailed

waysthatd rew overtly on previous stages of <coding

(Blumer, 1969: 2) (Theoretical Coding (ii): see Appendix 121 for an example).

Figure 37: Demonstrating Theoretical Coding
Theoretical Coding Discursive Interrogation of
(i) and (ii) accounts individual
vignettes
(2-7) Explore Settings v
Homes v
(13) Find a Solution Settings Vv
Homes v
(19) Conceptualise Settings Vv
Homes Vv
(26) Base Decisions on Settings Vv
Evidence Homes Vv
Drawing further on the intelligence co -constructed throughout t he

analysis and interpretat  ion process, it was then possible to compare categories and
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sub - categories in another strand of theoretical coding (Theoretical Coding (iii):

Appendix 122). This strand indicated correlations between sub - categories,
specifiying possible relationships betwe en categories. Furthermore, viewing these
t heoretical coding stages t hrough t he studyo:

processes of 6di scovering system —relationso
t hi nkiThanas, 1993: 46 ) , 6l i steningé ( Q00RH) rakd amatytt Mo s s

statement -making (Bassey, 1999; Yin, 2012) were simultaneously occurring.

One last stage of theoretical coding was undertaken to capture the embodied

meanings of each set of correlations i n a descriptor:

Table 52: Theoretical Coding (iv)
a) Applications of prior experience
b) Innovation

¢) Social domains

d) Autonomy

e) Material contexts

f) Cognitive domains

g) Dispositions

h) Methodological issues

i) Outliers
13.6 Summary
Notwithstanding  significant efforts to limit the volume of data and meta -data, the
studydés analysis and interpretation elicited a
Table 53: Volume of Material in the Study
Prime Research Behaviour Sections Number of pages Number of words
(2-7) Explore 1 190 29,376
2 181 42,144
3 65 20,813
Sub-total 436 92,333
(13) Find a Solution 1 162 20, 769
2 208 62, 758
Sub-total 370 83, 527
(19) Conceptualise 1 100 19, 597
2 177 31, 393
3 84 33, 255
Sub-total 361 84, 245
(26) Base Decisions on Evidence 1 225 48,235
2 252 88,921
3 166 49,202
Sub-total 643 186,358
4 Prime Research Behaviours: Total 1810 446,463
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The table above provides evidence of the levels of complexity that emerged during

this study, notwithstanding attempts to reduce the data. Within the constraints of

the thesis, it is not possible to present comprehensively the data and meta -data;
instead, examples are presented in its body and appendices to illustrate the

process. The thesis now turns to discuss ing these findings in terms of their

potential meanings.
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Chapter 14:

Discussion -Pr ovocations for Young Chil drenés

14.1 Introduction

This O6Discussiond chapter focuses on the

meani ngs,; in the context of this doctor al
original aim and research questions. It i
regarding enquirie s that seem important to young children and the support

structures that might encourage them to participate in research; in other words,

provocations for young childrends researc

In the study, academy members identified thirty -nine research behaviours,
indicating four of particular importance: exploration, problem -solving,
conceptualisation and the basing of decisions on evidence. The data contained many
examples of childrends behaviours and the
elicited m eanings that became interwoven with these behaviours. As is the nature of
scientific enquiry, meanings relating to individual episodes remain tentative
(Popper, 1953), yet together they build to a fuller picture supporting a claim that

children aged 4 -8 ye ars engage in research behaviours. Consequently, a level of
confidence can be secured that children aged 4 -8 years may be considered
researcher s. There are too many exampl es
the Discussion chapter, so a represent ative selection is showcased. That
representative selection covers the range of focus, settings, homes, participating

children, and theoretical codes (Charmaz, 2006). This chapter is framed by the nine

factors which were il | umi na tabcdding as effedtirgargdt udy & s

affecting young childrenbds research behayv

Table 54: Theoretical Coding (iv)
a) Applications of prior experience
b) Innovation
c) Social domains
d) Autonomy
e) Material contexts
f) Cognitive domains
g) Dispositions
h) Methodological issues
i) Outliers

Re s

findin

t hesi

S conec

h enga

analy

of

t

i our s:
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14.2 Applications of prior experience (a)

Applications of prior experiences resonate with a key philosophical idea that informs

the academyod6s resear ch apmostdririi topcemunlidatiomst e e m:
(Scruton, 2001). Kant (1787) argued that sensation per se provides no basis for

judgement; rather it is mental activity that leads to judgement. Furthermore, Kant

(1787) suggested that such mental activity falls into two conc eptual categories: a

priori (analytic) propositions which have no basis in first -hand experience and a

posteriori (synthetic) propositions which are predicated on experience but can only

lead to judgement in combination with mental activity. Bridges (2003) describes a

priori concepts as Ophidpdgedpiht catdptandas dempirical
(p.21), suggesting that O6philosophising A n educ
posteriori conceptualisations seemed easier to identify in the present s tudydés dat a
CO-construction than were aprioi conceptualisations and chil dr

prior experiences that were identified included:

Table 55:

a) Applications of prior experience
E10.Patterned behaviour
FaS 7. Reproducing knowledge s/he already had
FaS 20. Applying rule to create solution
FaS 24. Finds practical use for solution
FaS 29. Wants to preserve what s/he is doing
FaS 31. Able reader
C3. Thinking through a problem by applying concepts
C4. Thinking tangentially
Barrier | C7. Synthesising concepts
C10. Linking prior knowledge to new application
C21. Recalling instructions
BDoE1. Applies prior experience
BDoE6. Applies mental model
BDoE10. Extrapolates

Onesub-category within O6Applicati®@haS o0o7T. pRéprodx@i
knowledge they alreadyhad O6act ed as a barrier to childrenods
(Appendix 127).

Applications of prior experiences relating to chil drends expér@r ati ons

manifested through patterned behaviour (E10).

Childrenbés expl o patdrnedbelaviourt r o upgesented in various ways:
conforming to adult expectations, applying skills acquired from adults and engaging

in exploratory research behaviours such as testing, experimenting, studying or
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examining (Stebbins, 2001). In their settings, children were often expected by
practitioners to conform to socio -cultural conventions (Cannella, 2002), aligning
with socio - cultural transmission theories (Durkheim, 1893; Parsons 1951; Bourdieu

and Passeron, 1977) and reflecting economically driven policies of preparation for

lifet ime outcomes (Becker, 1964; Qvortrup, 1994; Mayall, 2008 ; DfE, 2010b). In

this context, one day, Martin raised and lowered his hand five times in response to

the teacheroés questioning, without receiving a
Ch_M11i); hehriec,s aonf OGentcount er 6 muualarespecttwasr i sed by

sidelined by the practitioner (Dahlberg and Moss, 2005). Another time, Annie

repeatedly listened to other children and her teacher during an Ash Setting literacy

lesson, apparently to acquire informati on ( Stebbins, 2001) (SA O5/6; SA 05/ 7; SA

o5/ 8i ). However, Annieds reasons for this seen
abilities and interests (New, 2000) than a moral development stage she seemed to

be at which bound her into the maintenance of rules, a dult authority and being seen

as 6gooddé (Kohl bEs)g, 1984: 174

Applications of prior experiences relating to children finding solutions occurred
when children applied rules to create solutions (FaS 20), found practical uses for

solutions (FaS 24), want  ed to preserve what they are doing (FaS 29) and showed

their ability to read (FaS 31).

Children applied rules to create solutions (FaS 20), often seeming to employ

experimental approaches with an 6. ..i0idea ofi thesimgk, uriversatlyy
correct met hod that will work for all/l probl ems -and
144) . This tended to present as a O6what worksd rubric: childrer
that what they had learned previously could dbetransl ated into rules f

(Biesta, 2007 :11) . Many examples seemed focused on literacy and numeracy,

indicating this as a current emphasis w{Wes, n yo
2010, DfE, 2010b).  This was exemplified by Gemma who applied analogy (Goswami,

1992), phonological knowledge (Johnston and Watson, 2005) and complex grapho -

phonic cu es (Goouch and Lambirth, 2011) to attempt to spell as her grandmother

directed her to complete a literacy task at home (HVF C4 -19).
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Sometimes children discovered practical uses for the solutions they had found

(FasS 24): some were quite mundane. For example, when Gemma was baking at

home, she had found her cookie dough too sticky to work with and solved this

problem by using flour; she then used her solution by creating a cookie shape,

slowly slidingt he dough onto her hands and lifting it onto a tray ready for baking

and eating, saying to her grandmother and broth
me 6 ( HVI04).dbis is characteristic of pragmatism (Bridges, 2003) -6practical
knowl edgedc a dhhmitses oO6we are al ways pa(Gtifitsmandt he w

MacLeod, 2008:128 -9; Siraj -Blatchford, 1994: 18).

On other occasions, children wanted to preserve their solutions (Fas 29),
suggesting they valued them. Thitsi es sompartceac hwd t
1985; Nussbaum, 2000; Al ki re and Deneul i n, 20009
childrend (Corsaro, 2005:3), in which childrenbo
Petrie, 2002; James and James 2008 ). When Pedr o built ararcobesg | oo 6
- ateacher -directed task - he warned another child not to nudge the table, saying:

6That 6 s goi ngWhemhislpredictiok wais teified, Pedro began constructing

again, though this time, he designed and built a sturdy tower surrounded by a
protective wall instead (SO_C4 Ch_P21). Here, Pedro directed his own play ( Moyles,
2010a) , establishing agency  (Moss and Petrie, 2002;  James and James 2008 ) and
indicating he valued his own solutions (Alkire and Deneulin, 2009):

Figure 38:

Pedro’s Sugar Construction

S[aleElzlare

do0

Another time, at home one day, Martin showed himself an able reader (FaS 31) by

adopting decoding and semantic reading skills and knowledge to engage in an
activity he had chosen (Rose, 2006; Goswami, 1992; Graham and Kelly, 2008;

Johnston and Watson, 2005; Goouch and Lambirth, 2011) . He read O6Ben
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Trumpd cards to his mother, apparently empower.i
context (Schaffer, 1992; Rogoff, 1995; Alexander, 2008; Siraj -Blatchford etal .

2002), as he led the agenda. His achievement of conventional readin g skills at five

years old (DfE, 2012a) constituted a step towar
Postman 1994:124). Martinb6s capacity to read wa
to find the solution for why &6Ben (Tennsformust ne
into Waybig indod®»6)x06 ¢CEG&F ERFs nearly one hundr
toed (HMB. E27

Definitions of concepts have long been a focus for philosophical debate. Scruton

(2001) notes Kant 6s ar g pansnprovidehna basisfeens at i on

judgement; rather it is mental activity that leads to judgement (1787), while Kant
(1787) suggests that such mental activity falls into two conceptual categories: a
priori (analytic) propositions which have no basis in first -hand exp erience and a

posteriori (synthetic) propositions which are predicated on experience but can only

lead to judgement in combination with mental activity. Bridges (2003) describes a

priori concepts as O6phidppdedapihc¢ cmd¢ dptasndas Gempintii dalc
(p.21), suggesting that oO6philosophising in educ
Silverman (2006) sees concepts as O6clearly spec
model6 (p. 400) while Metcalfe (2007) cl @by ms t ha
engage in &..a process of thinking about a problem situation through particular

ficoncept s o00Inithepreseht4tady, it appeared easier to identify a posteriori
conceptualisations in chil draeriord £ondeptlalsations u.r s t h a
Children sometimes  conceptualised by applying prior experiences to new

situations, thinking  through problems by applying concepts (C3), tangential thought

(C4), synthesising concepts (C7), making links from their prior knowledge to new

applications (C10) and recalling instructions (C21).

During a free -flow play session in Cherry Setting, Oscar thought through a
problem by applying concepts (C3). He had piled up Community blocks and gave
meaning to his construction: O0The | eO8n)i ng tower

apparently applying prior experience of &éThe Le

context:
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Figure 39:
Oscar’s Leaning Tower of Pisa

Oscar continued building then shouted: 6l1tds a
bl ocks and said: 061 6m going down the slide!o
Flgure 40

Dscar's Block Construction

\\Dﬂ

Oscar then walked and bal  anced on the blocks (SO_C6 Ch_031i). Here, he recalled

one or more climbing frames and he applied that experience to create a new

6climbing framed in f or mapostetiorif comeeptualigation Kantd o pt i ng
1787; Bridges, 2003).

On occasions, th e children thought tangentially (C4) ; they sometimes linked

intuition or serendipity to their conceptualisations, resonating with the literature

Simon, 1983; Thomas, 2007:27; Merton and Barber, 2004). Einstein notes that

060There is no |ogical path but only 8jiwhieui ti ond (
intuition seems congruent with postmodernism, w

certainties should be questionedd ((H®Nucault, 19
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perceives time and space as intuiti ons (Scruton, 2001; Pannenberg, 2005);

furthermore, Kant (1787) suggests that judgement derived from concepts affects

i magi nation: O0the very condition of possibility
(Norris, 2000: 384). Alternatively, Merton (1948) sees serendipity as social action

with potentially unintended consequen ces. These perspectives reflect ongoing

debate regarding what constitutes so und basis for judgement (Feuer etal ., 2002;

Biest a, 2007; Thomas, 2007; Bridges etal ., 2009; Smith, 2011).

At home one day, Harry thought tangentially when playing. He puton  a goat

mask, announcing: 61 6&édm being a goat and | &édm goi
(HVF D8 _14). Here, Harry developed  a posteriori conceptualisation: he conceived one
6clearly specified idead bymogelsdt d S0 veg mawg. @0D0SE

Harry considered his experiences of goats and his own bedtime and combined these

separate premises through mental activity to elicit 6éa goat going to sle
bl anke(HYRAO6DS8 14) . Harrydés new concept ekaatr ged
1787; Norris, 2000) : his conceptualisation quecé¢l baient 6

(Foucault 1981:4). Conversely, serendipity may have play
conceptualisation (Merton and Barber, 2004): the blanket had been lying near
Harry; having seen it, he used it, so, equally, his actions may have been purely

intuitive (Einstein, cited in Holton, 1995).

Bloom (1956) regards synthesis as a higher order cognitive skill, yet children in the

present study sometimes synthesised two or more concepts (C7). An nie

exemplified this one day during an interview conversation with me in Ash Setting,

when she analysed and interpreted her own actions during a literacy lesson on

video. On the footage, Annie frequently put wup
question s but other children were selected to respond. When | asked how she felt

about not being chosen during the interview con
feel | 6m kind of happy because somebody el se ge
di sappoi nt ed debhaxlhanck bedaase Bkhowit 6 (SA I C [i]56i). |
response juxtaposes several concepts and combines experience and mental activity

(Kant, 1787). Her comment Osomebody owdenfe gets a
morality (Kohlberg, 1984; Johansson, 2009), yet this is balanced with her

justificaton t hat she should éget a chance because | k
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recollection of the primary event, Annie acknowledged her own conceptualisations of

two emotional states: happi ness and disappointment. Yet, Annie seemed to

articulate an ethical encounter: a 6éconjuncture
1980:80).

Building on definitions of concepts already discuss ed (Kant, 1787; Scruton, 2001;

Bridges, 2003; Silverman, 2006), linki ng 6f ami |l i ar ol dé knowl edg
6strange newd a fKehtschy,200B:82Nn(€10) is regarded as important

for predicion. Background information also seems i mpor:

reasoning (Koslowski and Masnick, = 2004), in which children  engage particularly

effectively in familiar contexts (Wellman etal, 20000. The ability to att
intentionsdé to others is important for MéltzbEnt i ty
1995 ; Gergely, 2004); infants as young as 11 months apply p rior knowledge to

causal explanations through physical engagement (Baillargeon, 2004). In 6Soe€i o0
dramaticé (SD) play young children oftentorevi si
create and recreate their own meanings and discourses in new situations (Hend y

and Toon, 2001; Gussin Paley, 2004; Johnson, 20 06; Kalliala, 2006; Cobb -Moore et

al., 2010; Corsaro, 2003). Nora exemplified this one day in Cherry Setting. She
devel oped a narrative with her friend in which

with mMmed rmewd information (Klentschy, 2008: 32) :

Figure 41: Nora, Setting Observation 2
Nora said to her friend: 'Shall we play Mum and Dad in our little flat and that’s our
flat?’ (pointing to igloo).
[Inside igloo] ‘And we were scared of dogs weren't we?’
*...in real life my Dad actually cried. Pretend I was the mum and I was kissing him
all night’.
‘Pretend that I was Elana’s boyfriend’.
‘Pretend I was laying on you’.
‘Pretend you get sick on you - all over you'.
‘Pretend you had a shower - ugh - that’s disqusting - go and get a shower.’

Here, Nora synthesises her prior experiences of seeing and hearing her family with

mental activity to develop a posteriori  conceptualisation in socio  -dram atic role play

(Scruton, 2001; Kant, 1787; Gussin Paley, 2004 ). Interwoven in her

conceptualisation is causal reasoning (Koslowski and Masnick, 2004; Wellman,

Phillips and Rodriguez, 2000) i ashower is indicated to clean away vomit - and

theory of mind (Meltzoff, 1995 )-6. . .in real i f e myPreraddiwasa ct ual

the mum and | was kissing him al/l nightodo (SO_C?2
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Children recalled instructions (C21) during the present study, indicating that they
drew on build 6l ayer s o fCrehtéssl99G,rcited ira n dleetrendrBoitt, y 6  (

2011:147) :personal o6étemporal spaces6, comprising d
human experience (Heidegger, 1962; Lyotard, 1992; Merleau -Ponty, 2002).

Equally, childrenés recall of instructions requ
processed in different parts of their bra ins for different purposes (Ashcraft, 2006).
Forexample,long -t er m memory is 6. ..wel/l rehearsed. . . a

knowl edged (Wool folk and Perry, 2012:46), whil e
information in the long  -term memory that is activated through cognitive processing

(Cowan, 1988). Yet memory is also recognised as disjointed, inconsistent and often
unreliable (Conway, 2010): o6working memoryo6 (Ba
Baddeley, 1992) - an Oexecutive functiond fweentdand tating
planning for the futured (Whitebread, 2012: 145
Baddeley (1992) seems particularly limited (Miller, 1956; Whitebread, 2012).

Observing himself on video footage of an art lesson in Ash Setting, Billy recollected:

61l &6m doing that thing when you have one of thos
do it red white and yellow and you draw the thing on a black piece of paper and we

do round it in dot s .-B:ICh-d8i-C[iaih In hissadalygisSBAly C h

recaled his teacherés exposition at the start of
0l ayers of hi st oCrates, ri@7, aitednimo r Fl€et afd Britt, 2011: 147).

and drawing on O0temporal spacesd to do so (Heid
Merleau -Ponty, 2002).  Another time, after | had explained how the camcorder

wor ks, Harry fil med alone, whiisfpRawelrgad 6 +D8WhFR tD In
Harry appeared to use his working memory to store and manipulate information for

operating the camcorder (Baddeley and H itch, 1974; Baddeley, 1992). He then

recall ed information about the camcor dedPeswerpéer
(HVF D1 -18v). Equally, Harry had beemargiiveuln aa Oomodel 6 ( Si |l
400) i reading strategies - from which he derived his own O6clearly specifi
(Silverman 2006: 400): reading the (HYPRLWEY).0 si gn
In this way, Harry engaged in G..a process of thinking about a problem situation

through particular ficonceptsob6 (Metcalfe, 2007: 149) .
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Children also appeared to base their decisions on evidence when applying their
prior experiences to new situations. As well as pure applications of their prior
experiences (BDoE1l), childrendés behaviours indi

models (BDoEG6) and extrapo  lated from prior experience (BDoE10).

Whilst children in this study may sometimes have made decisions intuitively

(Damasio, 2006) , their applications of prior experiences for decision -making

seemed (BDoEL1) to require them to employ memory (Cowan, 1988; Ba ddeley,

1992; Ashcraft, 2006; Conway, 2010; Woolfolk and Perry, 2012) as well as

deductive reasoning (Johnson  -Laird and Byrne, 1991; Johnson -Laird and Shafir,

1993) . Deductive reasoning is regarachecamores : 0.

propositions a re true, given that other propositions are true. The propositions that

are taken for granted are called premises . The propositions that are deducted from

the premises are referred to as conclusions 6 Kriauff, 2007: 21). S cientific,
mathematical and linguist i ¢ rubrics may amount to Opremises
vignettes in the study, children presented with

drawn from their experiences, then proceeded to assimilate them into new decision

maki ng: 6 c o nkndufi 2007%).n sFor example, during free  -flow play in Beech

Setting, Gemma adopted a mathematical rubric to write on a whiteboard:

5-5=1
then she counted, using her fingers and consequ
060 instead:

6-5=1
(SO_B8 Ch_G 8ix). Equally though, Knauff (2007)  suggests that deductive thinking
iscommonplace i n daily | ife and can nifrecrleunDeengddbe.er y si |

Family C Home Focus Group, Gemma shared photographs and discussed each with
me, drawing on her memories of the occasions when each was taken. One example

included a photograph of Gemma on amerry -go-round at a fair  (see over) :
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Figure 42:
Gemma
Photograph 51

When she showed it to me, Gemma said: ol was on a horse that t

(HVIC/FAM.C366) + (FamC/ChG 1.C./60). She drew on her long  -term memory of
when the p hotograph was taken (Woolfolk and Perry, 2012:46) and employed her
short -term memory to activate the information in her long -term memory in order to

explain the photograph to me (Cowan, 1988).

Childrends behaviours sometimes indicated
experiences to develop and apply mental models (BDOES®): cognitive
representations of the tangible world ( Forrester, 1975; Johnson  -Laird, 1983; Klein

and DOEsposito, raikstedint thred stages: ganslating external
processes into symbols |, reasoning to elicit new symbols and retranslating the new

symbols into external processes ( Craik, 1943) . Mental modelling may support the

t hei

r

r

inductive reasoning rik-cqefreddf ocomphge 6trategi

(KI'ein and D6éEsposito, 2007: 163): the O6messybd

Johnson -Laird (1995) recognises that high order thinking may occur in various

modalities ( Edwards etal ., 1998; Lansdown, 2010; Bae, 2010) in his observation

that o6édeductionéis not a purely verbal process

prominent medium for thinking. Moreover, whilst Luquet (1927) notes the

communicative potential of childrenbés dr awi

ngs,

Opticred as an expression of cognitive processin

it i s 6 Ofedaydathpme, Gemma completed an analysis sheet focused on her
making lunch (Appendix 68): Her analysis exemplified mental modelling: it was

0. . . an ato thgstructsre of the corresponding state of affairs in the world

(making | unc hJLdrd, (9831b6), soaepresentative of fact (making
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lunch) (Craik (1943; Forrester, 1975;  Johnson -Laird, 1983). Furthermore,
Gemmads analysis indibcatrecdta vedypymamiess and repr
sequence o f(Jolmsoe +Laird, 8983:156); it translated external processes

(making lunch) into waredsé otfhrbowegmlsoanipvd (Cr ai }

As a 6émeans to extend datadé ( Magnuextapolationnd Pal i

from prior experience (BDoE10) may serve as a valuable tool for researchers. A

higher order cognitive process (Gray et al ., 2004; Schleicher, 2007), extrapolation

isalso recogni sed as a O6natural tendency6 (Stavy a

functioning of infants as yo ung as six months (von Hofsten etal ., 2000). The

perception of extrapolation as a universal cognitive process is promoted by Jaques

(1986) who considersito  ne of four cognitive states which develop concurrently

through the life course. One lunchtime in Cherry Setting playground, Oscar

exemplified extrapolation. He complained that his eyes were hurting; they appeared

red and sore. (SO_C7Ch_01ii). When | asked Oscar: ODo you have medi
replied: ONo my Mumdés skint at the moment. Well

want to spend money on that.d (SO_C7 Ch_02i). C
response: he moved beyond answering my question, extending the data he had

about his motherdéds financial affairs to suggest
medicine for his poorly eye to Magnussenand spend n
Palinscar, 2006: 41).

Summary of déapplications of prior experiencebd
Childrenbébsnappfi taeio prior experiences were in
main research behaviours that they exhibited. Children explored through patterned

behaviours: testing, experimenting, studying or examining (Stebbins, 2001), often

in socio -cultural contexts.  They also found solutions by applying their prior

experiences, sometimes by applying etBgsari ment al
2007:11) and these were strongly evident in numeracy and literacy tasks, both at

home and at school. At other times, childrena  dopted pragmatism to solve problems

occurring in their everyday lives (Bridges, 2003). Equally, children indicated that

they valued their own solutions by attempting to preserve them (Alkire and

Deneulin, 2009). Children often appeared to conceptualise in a posteriori  form when

applying their prior experiences, during play such as block play and role play and
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also during dyads with adults. When doing so, children thought through problems
thought tangentially, synthesised concepts, made links from their pri or knowledge
to new applications and recalled instructions. Furthermore, children based decisions

on evidence in applications of their prior experiences to new situations by employing

different types of memory, deductive reasoning ( Knauff, 2007) , mental mo delling
(Johnson -Laird, 1983 ) and extrapolation  (Jaques, 1986; Magnussen and Palinscar,

2006; Gray, etal ., 2004).

14.3 Innovation (b)

Innovation is regarded as the development of new ideas into something valued
(Department for Business, Innovation and S kills, 2011; 2012 ). Data indicated that
children developed ideas new to them that they valued for various reasons. The

data also resulted in the following sub -categories relatingto  b) Innovation

Table 56:
b) Innovation

E9. Experiment

FaS 14. Creates a problem to solve

FaS 19. Devises practical method to create solution
FaS 23. Finds own solution

Cl. Invents a process / method

C8. Developing own idea[s] from external stimulus
Cl1. Creating an imagined space / persona

C19. Identifies anomaly

Empirical data relating to each subcategory within 6l nnovationé are now

critically, drawing on relevant literature.

Exampl es of 6i nnov ahildreo explorimge | asometinges émerged when

they experimented (E9).

Children sometimes combined experimentation with exploration (E9) and on
occasi on, this behaviour included Humean O6reason
present studyoés first |iterature review. Humeods

this study as an el ement within the research be
evidenceobt.hadi velmasing decisions on evdéradetyascae 6 do

research behaviour  within thiscategory - 61 n n o v a tits limks o the subcategory
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OExperimentd (E9) may pumpafaia r. However whilstohildsen

may have exploredby experi menting: O6testing...ideas, ptr
(Stebbins, 2001, Creswel |l , 2008:299) and by doing so,
based on 6matter of fact and existenced (Hume,

result in them making decisions

One day, during free  -flow play at Cherry Setting, Pedro combined

experimentation with exploration (E9): having chosen to go to the Safari role play

area in the outdoor area, he collected a pair of binoculars then used them to look at

pictures of animals  placed on the fence. Pedro then lowered the binoculars to survey

a rock within a mound of earth on the ground (SO_C2 Ch_P15i) (SO_C2 Ch_P15ii).

Subsequently he lifted the rock and studied it very closely through the binoculars

(SO_C2 Ch_P17i). Here, Pedro indicated his intention to look through the binoculars

by going deliberately to collect them first: a
that you need to know what you are doing before
then tested the rock by submittin g it to a procedure of exploration: he examined its

physical properties through the binoculars (Stebbins, 2001;  Creswell (2008 ). By

developing this procedure that was new to him and extending the method in stages,

Pedro indicated that he valued what he was doing; this satisfied published criteria

forinnovation  (DBIS) 2011; 2012 ).

Exampl es of 6i nnov ahildreaiinding sodutioast i n gemerged from the
data when children created problems to solve (FaS 14), devised practical methods

to create solut ions (FaS 19) and found their own solutions (FaS 23). These
examples were congruent with established definitions of what it may mean to find

solutions (Appendix 118), as well as innovation (DBIS) 2011; 2012 ).

At home, during the Family G Focus Group, Gemma indicated that she had created

a problem which she solved (FaS.14). She shared a photograph of herself:

6That 6s mebo:
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Figure 43:
Gemma
Photograph 14

She went on to explain: 61 was playing with tha
writing down my scores... Thatés making the sco

mother asked her to tell me more:

Figure 44: Gemma keeps score
Gemma: ‘I did that ball in the thing that the ball sticks on ...’
Gemma’s mother: 'So it was a chart wasn't it? Like a target wasn't it?’
Gemma: ‘Yes’
Gemma’s mother: ‘With a...sticky ball that you threw. And you decided to...”
Gemma: ‘They're all the scores that I got.’
Gemma’s father: 'So you put in all the scores.” (HVIC/FAM.C 772 - 786)

Here, when playing a game with a Velcro ball and numbered targe t, Gemma
identified a need to make a chart to record her
development of strategy and resources and her evaluation of her activity resonated

with established definitions of problem -setting and problem  -solving (DeLoache,

Miller and Pierroutsakos, 1998; Tarini and White, 1998). Equally, Gemma exhibited

agency by posing and resolving her own problem in this context that seemed

genuinely meaningful to her (Helm and Katz, 2001; Lowrie, 2002). That she

developed an idea that was new t o her, took a photograph of her activity, retained

the scoring card to show me (Appendix 60:5) and her mother was keen to present

this vignette as data all indicate that Gemmads

regarded as innovative (DBIS, 2011; 2012 ).

Alig ning with pragmatism (  Siraj -Blatchford, 1994;  Bridges, 2003;  Griffiths and
MacLeod, 2008), children sometimes devised practical methods to create

solutions  (FaS 19). In Ash Setting, the teacher had set the children work and Demi
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was sitting with three othe r children when she noticed that her output was not the
same as theirs. She said: 61 thought we wer ehesweptménslend t o0é o
eraser near to Pract i tCand boeaw ydurrubbes?k i i g( I@rAl1 o
Ch_D34). Demi devised a practical method t 0 create a solution: she erased her

work. Another time, Costas was working at a table with other children in Ash

Setting, as directed by the teacher. He drew a pattern, similar to one that the

teacher had modelled earlier. However, he then turned over his sheet and began

again (SO_A2Ch_Ca3i), indicating his dissatisfaction with his first attempt and

devising a practical method to create a solution. In these small vignettes, Demi and

Costasadopted 6 pr acti cal knowl edged reliant on under s
assimilated by being in Ash Setting for almost a year: theirs were pragmatic

responses (Siraj -Blatchford, 1994;  Bridges, 2003;  Griffiths and MacLeod, 2008:128 -

9) interwoven with  themes of peer culture, social constructivism and morality

(Vygotsky, 1978; Kohlberg, 1984; Corsaro, 2005). In response to problems that

Demi and Costas identified, each devised new solutions that they valued more than

allowing the problems to persist: eac h behaved in an innovative way (DBIS, 2011;

2012).

The data indicated that children found their own solutions (FaS 23) (Edwards,
1998; Helm and Katz, 2001) , often within social contexts (Goleman, 199 4; Ashley
and Tomasello, 1998; Denham etal ., 2003; Eisenberg etal ., 2000 ). Sometimes,

they also created their own problems to solve before finding their solutions (Pintrich

and Zusho, 2002;  Brown an d Campione, 2002; Lowrie, 2002) . One day, Gemma
and her brother were baking cookies at home with their grandmoth er while their
grandfather filmed. Gemmads grandmother read al
i nterrupt-dditlkeéhMo-1 611 show you. Two for you, tw

you, two f or +1he2pAlthobight fharil@d T andvaluing -her Gr andmaés

goal, Gemma devised a novel way to achieve it (DBIS, 2011; 2012 ):sheengag ed in
6i mportant cognitive activityd, working towards
(Meadows, 2006:127). While Gemma was autonomous in finding her own solution

(Lowrie, 2002 ) it emergedin a social context, widely recognised as beneficial for
problem -solving (Goleman, 1994; Ashley and Tomasello, 1998; Denham etal .,
2003).
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Exampl es of 06i nnov ahildrea codceptualisirgt i n @ccurred when they
invented processes or meth  ods (C1), developed their own ideas from external

stimuli (C8), created imagined spaces or personae (C11) or identified anomalies

(C19). As indicated earlier, discussion surrounding concepts relates to relevant

literature ( i.a. Kant, 1787; Scruton, 2001; Silverman, 2006; Metcalfe, 2007,
Palmquist, 2012), whilst the definition of innovation is taken from DBIS (2011,

2012 ): the development of new ideas into something valued.

In Beech Setting, Johnny exemplified the invention of a process or method (C1)

whic h other children also indicated ( i.a. Annie as she cooked an omelette

(FGpB361i); Billy as he constructed a Star Wars figure (HVIC B 135); Gemma as

she played &é6Secret Spiedo6h( hiwéned etdd.used @pel ) .

glue and scissors to create a 6wristwatch6é: he took strips of
strip around his wrist and cut a bit off the end. He then scrunched another paper

strip and stuck it on the first strip. He wrapped the strip around his arm, then

unwrapped it and glued it, then readju sted it four times until he was happy that his

creation resembled a wristwatch that fitted his wrist (SO_B1 Ch_J5iii). Here, Johnny

adopteda 6concieptwri st watch: a o6clearly specified i
particular model6 ( Si | ver man, 2 0nytenengdyld)in. A&l.aphnoness of
thinking about a problem situation through a particular Afconcept od (Metcalf

149): while conceptualising the wristwatch, Johnny innovated to create his own

version. Johnny indicated that he valued his wristwatch by spending time creating

it; later, Johnnyo6és wristwatch came unstuck and
then | eft the making table and showed his wrist
this! 6, i ndicating that he val uedwhsiwatchown novel

concept (SO_B1 Ch_J14i)  (DBIS, 2011; 2012 ).

Children sometimes engaged in a posteriori  conceptualisation by  developing their
own ideas from external stimuli (C8) ( Kant, 1787; Scruton, 2001). One day in
an art lesson in Ash Setting, Edward an d his class had been tasked with making

Africandesigns. The teacher 6s oTopeeabldto understand featudes of
African designso6 and at t rhad nsoteled Africanfdesigns®r | es s on
the cl ass. However, E d wa r evelomloisvowrdidea tbat Was rfovels k 6 t o

in this context: he m  imed a dog impression (SO_A3 Ch_E14i) then later pretended
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to scratch |ike a dog (SO_A3 Ch_E22i).:hiEdwar dos
development of miming a dog was a new idea in this context and his reiteration of
the mime indicated he valued it (DBIS, 2011; 2012 ).

Children created imagined spaces and imagined personae (C11) which were

innovative (DBIS, 2011; 2012 ) and presented as conceptualisation ( Kant, 1787;

Scruton, 2001;  Silverman, 2006).  During the Family C Focus Group, Gemma told

me about a game of O6Secret Spiesd she had pl aye
home they vi sit eidwehadddMave hobadly seeing us and we made a

little den.d (HVIC/FAM. C 605 5)o me. .t.hvaht edrs wweh elna dv et

game of spies and we came upstairs and... it was like a little thing in the... bit

where you could go through ithe secret door o6 ( HKeImMWalAM.e@rdb
specified idea deriving from a particular model 6 ( Si | v er 6n400);a litRe@én

for spies accessed through a secret door (HVIC/FAM.C 655) (HVIC/FAM.C 659) - is

an exemplification of imagination derive d from her concetpvaenyal i satic
condition of possibility for all 1Khocitedimdge and

Norris, 2000: 384; Newson and Newson, 1979; Malaguzzi, cited in Kaufman, 1998).
Gemmads creation of imagined spaces aaligdswgher s on a
|l iterature on chil dr @larkéasd Moss,@05; €lark, 20pf0a c e s 6 (
Kyronlampi -Kylmanen and Maatta, 2011) and SDTF play in which young children

create and recreate their own meanings and discourses (Hendy and Toon, 2001,

Gussin Paley, 2004; Johnson, 2006; Kalliala, 2006; Cobb -Moore etal ., 2010).

Whilst 6 patt erned behavwicdauwrrd sitss cchof the o6tradition
the world (in which) the world is | ogical -and o

Holmes, 2011:70), Popper (1953) proposes that O6éthe acc

or of a theory is tentative onl y 6 ( &anEnalies areoregarded as important in

research. Kuhn (1970) even posits that oDiscove
a n o ma (p$d . Data indicated that children sometimes appeared to identify

anomalies  (C19) in their everyday experienc es.

One day in Family EO6s sitting room, Martin and
play with 6éCogs and Gearsdé while Martindés mot he

to the picture on the 6Cogs and Gearsdé box:
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Figure 45: Cogs and Gears

Having expected that all the pieces pictured on the box would be available for him

to make the model pictured on the box, Martin observed an anomaly (Kuhn, 1970)
6Thereds none of t h e-8ieFolfowing this dlartintobkarothé&r 2

direction: he picked up a piece that was different from the picture on the box and

continued making his model with other, different pieces (H VF E2-9) (H VF E2-10).

Marti n i depafttidulari matleléda 6éSi |l ver man, 2006: 400): the
box. Fromthishederive d a O0cl early specified ideabd (Sil v
an exact facsimile. However, he had to adapt hi
(Silverman, 2006: 400), developing in the O0here
a different construction that did not require the missing piece. In this way, Martin

engaged in &..a process of thinking about a problem situation through particular

Aconceptsod (Metcal f e deviloped @ new ilebd Hjs peasistdncen e

indicated that his construction was some thing he valued (DBIS, 2011; 2012 ): his
development of a new idea into something he valued could be regarded as

innovation ( DBIS, 2011; 2012 ).

Summary of &6l nnovationbo

Childrenés innovation appeared to present somet
they found solutions and when they engaged in conceptualisation. Innovation - the
development of new ideas into something valued ( DBIS, 2011; 2012 ) - presented in

c hi | dr e na8 self yinltiseg exploration of natural materials, posing and solving a

problem to develop new features for a game, conceptualising role play and in

construction play. Children also presented with innovative practical methods to
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solve problems that enable  d them to avoid being seen as deviant in teacher -
directed contexts. Indeed, children often found their own solutions in social
contexts. Equally, the children displayed innovative conceptualisations when they

had sufficient time and resources to reify thei r own ideas.

14.4 Social domains (c)
An eclectic range of social domains relating to

emerged from the data. These i tag¢ hildtenmdprobldm -l dr en 6

solving in social contexts , O et hi cs o fintezsobjectivity & e ocidl,
constructivism and social constructionism, Theory of Mind , c hildren sharing
decision -making, chi |l drends peers anThedathtresutedihthege moni e s

following sub -categories relatingto  c) Social Domains

Table 57:
c) Social Domains

E2. Social encounter

FasS 4. Following adult’s direction

FaS 5. Responding to adult’s closed questions

Barriers FaS 6. Responding to adult’s semi-open questions

FasS 9. Denied opportunity to share solution

FaS 10. Solution not shared with or witnessed by others: unconfirmed
FaS 11. Solution not shared with or witnessed by others
FaS 25. Resolves another person’s problem

FasS 26. Shares solution

FaS 30. Employs others to help with finding a selution

FasS 32. Theory of mind

C16. Works with others to develop conceptualisation

C22. Following adult’s direction

C24. Adult stops conceptualisation

BDoE2. Values peer perspectives

BDoE4. Acts on adult opinion

Asindicateda bove, some of t he ¢ s-categoaek pravediarierete 6 s ub
childrenbts research behaviours (see Appendix 12
6soci al domains®é subcategories appearing to sup

are discussed critical ly here, drawing on relevant literature.

Examples of O6social dcdhmdidm ed orse lextpibromanifesied n s

through their social encounters (E2).

The literature indicates that social encounters (E2) can be important contexts for

c hi | depsterdisbehaviour (Vygotsky, 1978; Corsaro 1985; 2003; De Vries,
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2006; Lash,2008) and the present studyods deaguallyhave rei
physical spaces and objects the children encountered in the present study seemed

to be important factors in bo th their exploration and social encounters (NPFA, CPA

and Playlink, 2000 ; Garvey, 1991). Furthermore, spaces where children could

communicate using varied modalities seemed to relate to their explorations

(Dahlberg and Lenz Taguchi, 1994; Moss and Petrie, 2002; Wetherell, 2007; Bae,

2010) . One day in Ash Setting, children engaged in semi -independent literacy work

with the learning objective 0o be able to understandTheyhar act e
worked at tables of four or more children and Fl orence sat next to her friend. After

25 minutes FI oraskedned ny ears weeerpidrced. She got up to come

to look for herself and Florence joined her (SO_A3 Ch_F11i). Florence was moved to

6examined my ear sdiagnorsta cé pp(Btgbtodsi@1: 2) through

social encounter with her friend: behaviour congruent with exploration in the field of
social sciencesresearch (St ebbins, 2001). FIl orenceds behavi
view that infants and young children appear Oprogr aporeé¢Hltd eab., e

1989; Gopnik etal., 1999; Hughes, 2002; Athey, 2007) and may be particularly

drawn to exploring objects (Garner and Bergen, 2006). Equally, by reflecting her

actions, Florence expressed a desire to be socially aligned with her friend (Corsaro,

2003) , resonating with further literature that suggests young children express and

communicate their views through non -verbal media (Malaguzzi, 1993; 1998a;

Gallas, 1994; Bae 2010) which they use as tools for epistemic activity (Bruner and

Olson, 1978). By making her own Ospacebdb to explore a focus o
alongside the teacher ds i nbegantbelaelopbergvose, FIl or e
epistemology in a socially democratic micro -context (Hoyuelos, 2004), giving her

agency through her construction of her own understanding of the world (Dahlberg

and Lenz Taguchi 1994; Dahlberg etal.,, 1999) .

Examples of O6soci al dhldmen findisg&olutioed at i wege t o

mani fested when children resolved othed peopl eb
solutions (FaS 26), employed others to help with finding solutions (FaS 30) and

engaged in theory of mind (TOM) (FaS 32).

Resolving other peop(kE®S 25 bdmenrsged from the p

data as an o6effectod of f i ndduringgawbobelclassdampets. For e
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time in Cherry Setting, Practitioner G was disc
and she asked: Oo6What could you wuse i f you are h
machine!d (SO_C5 Ch_0O9i). Oscarquestonaseduetieed Pr act
an open possibility question presenting a problem that he felt ready, willing and

able to resolve. Inherent in the meaning and action of his response seems to be a

further assumption that he and Practitioner G shared common language and

meanings as well as a 6joint focus of attention
(Gobnci, 1993:188). However, what followed indicated that their paths were not

aligned. Practitioner G replied to Oscarés Osno
could have everything you want but if you were h
Unabashed, Oscar provided a further solution, taking account of the newly implied

l imitations: 6Take my shirt offd (SO_C5 Ch_010)

interactiontoresolveth e practitionerds O6problembé, an apepr
pragmatic enquiry (Bi esta, 1999), vyet his practitioner b
solutions by adding limiters. However, even Practitioner Gb6s | imit
was semi -open, whereasmostadu | t s®d questions in English ECE

(Siraj -Blatchford and Manni, 2008).

Children often seemed to share their solutions (FaS 26) in the present study. For

example, o ne day in Cherry Setting, during a whole class carpet time focused on the

Mic h a e | Rosen story OWedre going on a Bear Hunt ¢
the children watched and took out ten items the
example, a map, hat and binocular s. Afewatatime, Practitioner H removed

objects and aske d children to tell their partners how many were left, engaging them

solving subtraction problems. At each opportunity, Querida shared her solutions

with her partner by telling them to her ( i.a. SO_C1 Ch-Q41i). In this context of

guided participation ( Rogoff,1995 ) , Queri dadés teache&érimeceuipred
organize, and use information from the environment and in the process acquire or

construct increasingly compl ex ski Lashg2008k n3g)wl e dg
and she did so. Equally, the teacher encouraged the children to adopt rational

thinking strategies, characteristic of social constructivism ( Vygotsky, 1978), while

Querida and her partner engaged in a process of joint problem -solving (Ashle y and
Tomasello, 1998; Topping etal.,, 2011) and sharing language (Opie and Opie, 1959;

Wang and Hyun, 2009).
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As well as sharing their own solutions with others, children sometimes employed
others to help with finding solutions (FaS 30). For example, at one bedtime in

Family EOG6s home, mdther éngaged i a guestion s -and-answer dyad:

Figure 46: Martin’'s Question
Martin said: ‘Mummy - I've got a question.” (HVF E12-1)
Martin asked: ‘How did babies grow in the tummy with the seed?’ (HVF E12-3)
MTHR-E responded: "Well once the seed is in the mummy’s tummy - yeah?
Mummy’s tummy is lovely and warm and safe isn't it?’ (HVF E12-4)
Martin asks: ‘Mmm...but how do they grow?’ (HVF E12-5)
MTHR-E replies: ‘How do they grow? Well - the seed attaches itself to the mummy’s
tummy and you know all the blood that goes round your body?"*
Martin is wriggling around on the bed. (HVF E12-6)

Here, Martin exercised O6power and autonomydé6 (Lowrie, 2002:
mother to provide solutions to his questions. Because they were his own questions

and the dyad took place at home, it is likely that the context was genuinely

meaningful for Martin, considered most successful for social problem solving

(Lowrie, 2002). Equally, Martin found his solutions in a social -constructivist context,

conducive to problem  -solving (Goleman, 1994; Ashley and Tomasello, 1998;

Denham etal ., 2003). Martin mirrored the elements that R ogoff (1990) identifies for

problem -solving in social contexts: firstly, when he said 6 Mummyl 6ve got a
question. 6-1)HVFheElv2Zer bali sed a plan. When he as|
in the tummy with t h-),eecaledfowbabidsigro E Iw2prenatally.

He also sequenced his questions coherently, building each on the previous

response, consciously constructing his questions to elicit solutions (his aim) and

employing his mother to provide those solutions. Additionally, Martinds sequen
questions, each building on th e | ast, al i gns tkeaotythatdogngivet s ky 6 s
structures are transformed when a learner approaches a challenging task in social
interaction with an 6éexpertd partner (1978). Fu
sociallycon st ructed | earning models such as Schaffer
(1992), Alexanderds o6di al ogi ¢Blatchfoedc étal.ndbgsé ( 200 8)
6sustained, shared thinkingd (2002: 8).

Given the studyds main focus on yountheogylofi | dr enb

mind (TOM) (FaS32) -0ét he understanding of others as ps
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having ment al states such as beliefs, desires,
1995: 838) - could only be acknowledged as one minor element that sometimes

presented in social contexts. Yet a substantial psychological and neuroscientific

literature relating to TOM exists ( i.a. (Astington etal., 1988; Davies and Stone,

1995; Meltzoff, 1995; Meltzoff, 2011), which has increasingly recognised that
6children are far more capabl eéthan was thought
(Whitebread, 2012:137) in relation to their abi
consequentb el i ef s t o ot her etple @Qll: 878). Geldreapjovided one

example in the present study, indicating acquired TOM one day in her sitting room

at home. Gemmads mother was trying on new shoes
grandmother: 61 dondét think the 5 wouldzéitobetchaswi d
Gemma suggested: OWhy dondét you pr).Herg@Gemmxtr a he
appears to empathise with her motherds di scomfo
suggestion indicatesan 60 éunder standing of others asngpsychc
ment al states such as beliefs, desires, emoti on
theory of mind (Meltzoff, 1995: 838).

Examples of O6social da¢dmdidmed O6rse lcatnicregsotatinies s at i ¢
presented in the data when children worked with othe rs to develop
conceptualisation (Cl16), followed adultsd direc
paradoxically, when adults stopped childrends <c
discussion surrounding concepts relates to relevant literature ( i.a. Kant, 1787,

Scruton, 2001; Silverman, 2006; Metcalfe, 2007; Palmquist, 2012).

In Beech Setting during free -flow play, Laura provided an example of children

working with others to develop conceptualisation (C16) though there were

over 100 examples altogether. Laura had chosen

play area with a friend. Inside, she held up a silver rectangle (1m.x0.5m) and said

to her friend: O6Pretend this was eodurbydoodPRr etSeOn
are taking offd (SO_B2Ch _L4i) . Laura and her frr
O0space rocketd and pretended they were oO0taking
emerge in relation to social domains and conceptualisation. Firstly, La ura appeared

to engage in a posteriori conceptualisation: she  indicated that she imagined a

O6parti cul &Silvermand,€006: 400 ) - thatthe old cardboard box covered in
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aluminium foil was a space rocket and that she and her friend were astronauts. She

thendevelopeda O6cl early specified ideabdé from this (Si
and her friteankdi nwge roef f66 ( SO_B2Ch_L4i ). To have a
entailed, for example the phrase 6taking off 6,
rockets on fi Im or in books, which she synthesised with her imaginative ideas,

demonstrating a posteriori conceptualisat ion (Kant, 1787; Scruton, 2001 ). A second

t heme was Laur ads e n gdragatiothematic i 4fantasyp (SDTE) play and

symbolic representation . Le ading play in this social context gave Laura 6agencybd
(Marsh, 2000; Edmiston, 2008; James and James 2008: 9): she was able to create

and recreate her own meanings and discourses (Gussin Paley, 2004; Johnson,

2006; Kalliala, 2006; Cobb -Moore etal., 2010), offering her opportunities to

develop higher order cognitive skills (Huizinga, 1944; Smilansky and Sheftaya,

1990). In athird theme, Laura engaged in social constructivism by strategising,
interpreting and O6f or mi nglLashh2608:\84) r latl saciald cul t ur e

constructionism inthe 6 meaning making relationshipé she d

(Moss and Petrie, 2002:129). Finally, Laurads pl
culture: 6éa stable set of activities or routthanhes, F
kids(sic) produce and share in i nt eoraamtl1O8;n wi t h eadc

2003:37): 6ét he informal world of the children them

A few observable data suggested that children f ol | owed adultsd@ direct
conceptualise (C22): ten examples presented in
homes. Florence provided an example during a whole class mathematics lesson in

Ash Setting. Foll owing the teachersitimgorechgroos i t i on
the ca rpet and had whiteboards and pens; the teacher had written some

mathematical problems on the board for the children to work through. Florence sat

on the carpet amongst other children and had a small whiteboard and a pen.

Practitioner A (Prac -A) asked Flore nce and aboy - Jolyon - to sit together at a table;

they did so but Florence did not interact with Jolyon. She coj
from the board onto her own small whiteboard and mouthed the numbers (SO_A1

Ch_F50). Florence then paused with the end of her pen in her mouth. She then

appeared to work out the answer: she spoke to Jolyon, saying 0 1 Oldthis vignette,

the teacher directed the children, in respect 0

their development of an aspect of mathem atical ¢ onceptualisation (Wood  etal.,
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1976) through oO6guided participationbé6o@apRaesf f, 1
of thinking about a problem situation through particular fconceptsod (Metcal
149), pursuing 6 cl ear |y speci fied (itdleea st eeaeah e/ri diygdef r aornt
(Silverman, 2006: 400) and building an a posteriori  proposition through experience

combined with mental activity ( Kant, 1787;  Scruton, 2001).

One example presented of a child conceptualising despite  an adult stopping

con ceptualisation (C24). A supply teacher was working with the children in Beech
Setting and had organised a semi -free -flow play session with some directed
activities. One of these was a table troynd acti vi

mini -beastand| a b e | Ad sbob as the free -flow session began, Harry and his friend

Arthur chose to play with the mini -beasts. They took them onto the floor and began

to engage in socio -dramatic thematic fantasy play with them. However, the teacher

quickly interveneda nd sai d: ONo noitt hoons et haer ef [tooorst ay on
(SO_B9 Ch_H1v). This inhibited the conceptualisation that Harry and Arthur had

begun to develop but they complied. Subsequently, on the table top, Harry and

Arthur lined up twelve mini -beasts in two straight lines (SO_B9 Ch_H3ix; SO_B9

Ch_H3i; SO_B9 Ch_H3ii; SO_B9 Ch_Haiii):

Figure 47: Minibeasts

§ 4454
TRETY

The teacher stopped Harry and Arthur developing their first concept - socio -dramatic

thematic fantasy pl ay with the minibeasts that was thei

deriving from a particular model6 t hat the minibeasts suggest ec
2006: 400). Consequently, Harry and Arthur developed a second concept: they lined

up the minibeasts ont  he table top. It seems likely that Harry and Arthur had had

previous experiences of objects arranged in ord
model6 t hat informed their second 6clearly specif
a posteriori  propositio n in which Harry and Arthur combined experience with mental

activity ( Kant, 1787;  Scruton, 2001). Furthermore, Harry and Arthur engaged in
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social constructivism i n tnheiasnivnigg nneatktien g trherloautgih
confirmed with each other (Mo ss and Petrie, 2002:19) and the 6él earning,
reorganizing, strategizing, risk takingéexperin
wor |l d and thewshared with éach other (Lash, 2008: 34).

In their everyday lives children in the study synthesised t heir O0social domai
basing decisions on evidence and this presented in two ways: children
someti mes appeared to value their peersé perspe

acted on adult opinion ~ (BDoE4).

There were numerous examples of children valung peersd per spheugh i ves
these tended to prevail in their settings (BDoE?2) . For example, during a whole class

art session one afternoon in Ash Setting, the children were tasked with making an

undersea scene that had previously been modelled by Practition er A (Prac -A).

However, Annie left her art work to join a group of eight children who had found

something behind  the class bookcase: a spider (SO_A11). Here, Annie and her

peers rejected the adult ds intotheing competeritwsergofii de t he
the cul tural t ool s Aaoning dandhEdwards s 8040:16)t Shedappeared to

value more highly her peersdé view that the spid
interesting. By acting in response to social cues provided by others, Annie engaged

in social referencing : a skill likely to have developed prior to her first birthday

(Campos and Sternberg, 1981; Striano and Rochat, 2000). Equally, Annieds
foregrounding of her peersé p&msdedsi veswalROOS
children invent ways to develop and maintain their own cultures within settings

where adults sideline them and observations by Lofdahl and Hagglund (2006) and

Markstrdm and Halldén  (2009) that young children in ECEC settings sometimes

reject practitioners 6 p |l ans findavourtohdeveloping autonomous cultures

One day at Harryob6s home, hacdemomnsnt aatuéd stbhatpi

(BDoE4). Harry and his brother were on the bott
instruction, Harry was practising doin g up his laces. His father (FTHR  -D) was

videoing while giving guidance and encouragement. FTHR -D said: oO6Voil "™ av
mains, petit boucle, tournes a tours. Voi |l a! Tu Iidvens cHarrgpapeRa

loop, held it with his left hand and wrapped the lace around it (HVF D2 -5vi);
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(Ch_H/ HoObs2/3) (Appendix 26, Ho me. TAsdyaelf act 14:
exemplifies adultchi |l d i nteractions which include featu
t hi nki ngBlatchf&d reba., 2002) , 6 s c @Wobdodt a.,i 19g66) and

6guided participationd or O6apprenticeshipd (Rog
equal discourse: FTHR -D instructed and Harry acted on this instruction; he based

his decision regarding what to do on evidence provided by his father. The

interaction demonstrated here was, though, some way from the egalitarian
pl aced advocated by Dahlberg and Lenz Taguchi
starts from the view of the child as a competent and capable child, a rich child, who

participatesinth e creation of themselves and their kno:
exemplifies the observation that o6échildren are

in the educative processd (Fleet and Britt 2011

Summary of O6social domainso

Chi | dr e n éencounters linked with their epistemic behaviours and these

presented in various modalities. Children in the study linked cognitive and social

domains while problem -sol ving: they resolved other peopl e
solutions, employed others to help w ith finding solutions and demonstrated theory

of mind. They also conceptualised in various social contexts that included working

with others, foll owing adults6é direction and ev
when adults prevented their other attempts to do so. Moreover, children based

decisions they made on evidence that emerged in social contexts when they valued

their peersd6 perspectives and acted on adultsé

14.5 Autonomy (d)

Autonomy is regarded as congruent with intrinsic motivation, creativity, enhanced
conceptualisation, empower ment and 6intentional
promoted; equally, autonomy is seen as oppositi
exerts pressure to achieve extrinsic specified outco mes (Deci and Ryan, 1987:1024;

Lowrie, 2002 ). Furthermore, St ern (1985) posits O06sense of ag
i ntenti ons isemsesmfell p. &.9n the present study, autonomy relating

to childrends research behavi ourcledeexangplesgoé d fr om
childrenés discursive and temporal spaces, agen

being, resilience, flow, home, play, social interactions, adult hegemonies, definitions
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of concepts, theory of mind, prediction, perception, mental modelli ng, decision -
making, subjectivity and risk. The data resulted in the following sub -categories

relating to  d) Autonomy

Table 58:
d) Autonomy

E7.Develops own agenda

Fas 13. Self-requlates

Fas 15. Time and freedom to explore, investigate, experiment with something of personal interest
FasS 16. Focused on something of personal interest

Cé6. Creating a problem

C18. Autonomously deciding what needs to be done and doing it

C23. Makes decisions based on own criteria

BDoE9. Enacts personal preference

Empirical data relating to the 6Autonomyd subca
childrenbés research behavi tyberesdrawingoonrglevant ussed cr
literature.

Examples of 6autonomiylbdrehas i axg pvéromanifesied when

children developed their own agenda (E7).

One day at home, Gemma developed her own agenda (E7) when she explored
autonomously howt 0 make a measuring stick from two wrapping paper card tubes
(HVF C27 -1ii); (Ch_G_HoObs27/4). At the outset, Gemma asked her mother if she

could use two tubes and sellotape (HVF C27 - 2i). She then sellotaped the tubes
together to make the measuring stick (HV F C27-3i) and used pens to add the
measuring units. Gemma then tested her measuring stick by asking her brother to

stand next to the tube to gauge his height and finally, she told her mother what she

had done (HVF C27 -6iii). During this experience, Gemma d eveloped her own
agenda by examining materials and combining them to construct a measuring stick

(HVF C27 -1v); (Ch_G_HoObs27/4), aligningwith St ebbinsdé (2001) <crite

exploration in social sciences research. To pursue her agenda, Gemma had 6éspac
to operate as an agent , whilst maintaining interdependence with her family (Moss
and Petrie, 2002) . This activity is congruent with Pi

agents who combine perception and activity to construct new understanding (1969).
Anumber of studies suggest that play can provide ¢
agency, provided that the play is oO6owneddé by th
init ( i.a. Marsh, 2000; Markstrom and Hal | d®n, 2009); Gemmads act
appears to resonate with these findings.
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Childrenb6s O6aut onomyd findingbolutioesd wpresehtedtinthe m

present study when children self -regulated (FaS 13), had time and freedom to

explore, investigate, experiment with something of personal interest (FaS 15) and

focused on something of personal interest (FaS 16). For example, while Annie was

cooking an omelette at home with her mother looking on and filming, she

exemplified self -regulation (FaS 13). Annie was stirring the omelette mixture, but

stopped and read the recipe under her breath. Then she sighed and said to herself:

60h riimeow where?6 When observing the video foot
noted at this point that déhaatn dA noneineg angaesd 606 i (nFt GeprBe
indicated that she was actively and constructively attempting to set herself a goal

by reading the recipe (Pintrich and Zusho, 2002: 250); focus on developing an aim

and planning are considered part of problem -solving (Eisenberg etal.,, 2000). Here,

Annie experiences key elements to support her self -regulation: she enjoys the
6emotional warmth and securityd provided by her
experiencing O0feelings of controld ands paogdhitta
read the recipe herself and consider the next steps herself, articulating her pr ogress

(Whitebread, 2012: 7  -13) . Annie monitored and regulated her progress towards her

goal by engaging in meta  -communication (Garvey, 1990:134; Whitebread, 2010): a
widely recognised device that combines speech with rational thinking (Flavell etal.,
1997) and is similar to 6inner speechdé (Vygot sk

Piaget (1926:40) and 6private speechdé6 (Berk and Landau, 1

Sometimes children had time and freedom to explore, investigate and

experiment with something of personal interest (FaS 15). Kant (1787) saw

6timed as an intuition, rat her than a concept.
it is linked with O6bei ngsdci(oHues ndeesgsgbePoatMelrolée2ady, O c
2002:481) and identity (Lyotard, 1992). Conversely, Markstréom and Halldén

(2009) suggest that time frames Othe teacthater 6s
childrents freedom is often di mianMadthewskandby adul t
Limb, 1999; Lyon, 2007; Redmond, 2008 ). However, during a free -flow play session

in Cherry Setting, Nora had time and freedom to explore, investigate, experiment

with something of personal interest (FaS 15). She and her friend chose to play with

the 6Chilly Polar Region)sésmall world play (SWF
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Figure 48: Chilly Polar Regions Small World Play on table top
approximate likeness]:

Nora decided to put a o6lifebeltd over a SWP 6pe

problem but Nora persisted, becoming red in the face with effort as she tried to

force on the Ilifebelt. Eventually, Nora managed
Operson@G1@ SOh_N12), solving her problem. She th
toy 6boatd in the o6Chilly Polar Regions SWPO& ar
time and freedom to pursue her play focus for as long as it took her to achieve her

goal. In this way she had agency (Heidegger, 1962; Lyotard, 1992) , to plan and

enact consciously what she wanted to do (Merleau -Ponty, 2002:481). Nora was able

to pursue her own agenda in a context where her experience was not limited by

time constraints imposed by her teacher (Markstrom and Halldéen, 2009) . In this

way, Nora had 6spaced6 of her own that provided

(Moss and Petrie, 2002).

The data indicated that children sometimes engaged in a focus of personal
interest  (FaS 16), but that this pres ented more in their homes (n=40) than in their
settings (n -13) during the study. This sub - category aligns with literature
emphasising time and freedom to engage in self -chosen activity with strong
involvement ( Csikszentmihalyi , 1990; Laevers, 1994; Pascal etal ., 1996) and
objects (Rubin, 2001; Morgenthaler, 2006). Billy exemplified children focusing on

something of personal interest (FaS 16) in a vignette discussed earlier for recalling
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instructions (C21) . Observing himself on video footage during an interview

conversation with me, dingthaythingwhen yauhave dneofé 1 6 m

those ear things (cotton bud) and you do it red white and yellow and you draw the

thing on a black piece of paper and we do round it in dots. I did
practical session requiring children to work semi -independently on creating their

own pictures in the style of African art. Yet a recurring theme in the interview

conversation was Bi |l | y d&derthatbad been irothe sdttihggo ¢ a mc o

gather data for the present study:

Figure 49: Pinching the camera

‘That’s Howard looking at the camera. Now he’s getting up.’ ( SA Ch-B: Ch-B I-
Cliial12)

‘I'm back. I'm just so interested in the camera.” ( SA Ch-B: Ch-B I-C[iia]16ii)

‘I was giving the camera a pinch.” ( SA Ch-B: Ch-B I-C[iia]18i)

‘I don’t know - well - I was interested in the camera.” ( SA Ch-B: Ch-B I-C[iia]28i

Billydéds repeated reference to the camera during
subsequent interview conversation suggests he was absorbed by his interest in it:
he appeared fascinated by the camera and wanted to understand it better (Laevers,

2000).Bily was i n a st atCskszentmihayfi, 1990v 6), f¢cusing his attention

6toone | imited circled (Laevers, 2000: 24).
I n the present study, synthesi schidienchi |l drends 6
conceptualising was manifested when children created a problem ( C6),

autonomously decided what needed to be done and did it (C18) and also when they

made decisions based on their own criteria (C23).

During a free -flow play session in Cherry Settin g one day, Querida provided an

example of children  creating a problem (C6): Querida and her friend had found

some seeds and Querida said to me OWedre planting the seedsdo.
friend Sally found some pots and began planting the seeds. However, t hey could not

find watering cans to begin with though subsequently found two (SO_C3 Ch - Q10ii).
Practitioner M asked me to help the children to get water from taps indoors which |

did with Querida and Sally. Querida saiedhomeo me:

to my mummyoé. Querida and Sally watered the see
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O0Theirteheydre all watered nioowwo md harydrleo@k !l 6 dlo nleo ¢
pots where the seeds were planted and watered. In this vignette, Querida and Sally

setthemsel ves a 6a challenge...a task, which stinm
(Tarini and White,  1998:379): their problem was to plant seeds and water them. In

their activity, seeds acted as a provocation that encouraged Querida and Sally to set

and solve their own problem (Katz, 1994:1). At the beginning of this activity,

Querida had decided what she and Sally were going to do and she seemed to draw

on a prior experience of planting seeds I when she found them, she knew what they

were, what is usually don e with them and how it is done. Therefore Querida adopted
aoclearly specified idea dnedeliovi(rsg |fvrea maar, p 2r0t0i6c
and in doing so, she combined sensation with mental activity to present with a

posteriori conceptualis ation (Kant, 1787; Scruton, 2001).

Whilst the study is qualitative, it is interesting to note that there were fifty examples

in the home data of five children autonomously deciding what needed to be
done and doing it (C18), whereas there were only nine examples in th e setting
data of three children engaging similarly. One day at Fami Ggmm&o6s h o me

provided an example of  autonomously deciding what needed to be done and doing it

(C18). She was baking cookies with her Grandma
(Bro -C) was placing Smarties on his cookies but had problems embedding them in

the dough. He noted: 0 Tha2tl 3Wo.n 6Ge nwroar kr!ebs p(orh\WdFe dC
show you what | do! |l 611l show you how | do ité
Smartie (HVF C5 -217).Gemmama ni pul ated the Smartie into th
squeezeit 7l .. . 06 (HNVF) C5. . 6Putting it on th&2AH | turn,

Gemmads grandmot her confirmed the success-Cof Ge
6That 6s a iglkeGemmad é s hebds odomptutting it and {turni.i
225). Here, Gemma autonomously decided that she needed to show her brother

how to apply Smarties to cookies and she did so (HVF C5 -217). It may be argued

thatheroffer -061 611 show you what | do!itdél ((H¥Ro@®5you
wasa 6 cl early specified idea dnedeliovi(rsg | fvrea maar, p 2r0t
400): the Opressing and turningé method. Moreov
reaching to the left for a Smartie (HVF C5 -217) was the start of another 0 edrly

speci fi e dhowinhéder Brother how to place the Smarties on the cookies -

6deriving fr ommodeldp a(rSiilcvuelraman, 2006: 400)¢1 dhlat
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show you what | do! 1611 sho@17)ylothevignette, | do it o
Gemma 6 éi nfused her oiwheroiwmneanmgsi d rinso objects and
act i oDysod, 1097:14);i n Ot ut ori ng6 Waod ethly da76)she, (

indicated that she combined experience and mental activity, developing a posteriori
conceptualisat ion (Kant, 1787; Scruton,2001) .Gemma seemed to be O6act
concerndé for her brother: a key characteristic

2010: 47). Equally, Rinaldi ( 1998b) notes that children can 6

in their own socialization and kn owl edge buil ding witnthepeer sd (g
vignette, Gemma had agency -0t he capacity of individuals to
(James and James, 2008: 9) and acted on that agency (Deci and Ryan, 1987 ).

Moreover, Gemma showed herselftobea 6competent 6t [ Baktalr,o f t
2008:27) : she had o6ti me and s p-atecshdwhéerbrotheshoveto an i dea
apply Smarties to cookies (HVF C5-217) (Bancroft etal ., 2008:19).

Again, notwithstanding the studyds qualitative
wer e far more examples in the home data of children making decisions based on

their own criteria (C23) than there were in the setting data (41 / 7). Harry

provided an example at home. At home one day, Harry was holding the digital

camera and his mother (Mthr -D) asked him: O6Did you (HVICst t ake
H203). Harry responded: 6Yes but | will delete tha
(HVIC H204i) . In this short dyad, Harry engagedin & g o dirécted behaviour in the
presence o f(Hangsdn,i2006:6) 6 to be able to decide to delete a photograph,

based on his owntciishéti geivy&geoladdi ). Harryds r
congruent with decision theory ( Anand, 1993; Kahneman and Tversky, 1979;

Kahneman etal . 1982 )aswellasan indicatonof 6i ntenti onal behaviou
indicated for autonomy (Deci and Ryan, 1987:1024) . Equally, Harry made an

individual 7 rather than socially situated i decision (Levin and Hart, 2003; Eisele,

2003). Whilst Johnson  -Laird and Shafir (1993) ar  gue that decision -making and
reasoning are correlated ment al processes, Harr

seemed to be based on a subjective gH/ICHPOEICt i ve:

I n this regard, Harryobés deci si onritaverelcongtient cr i t er
with Damasi o6s assertion that it would be unmanag
decided exclusively as the result of rational thought processes (2006). Harryods
response to his mother indicated a posteriori conceptualisation (Kant, 178 7;
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Scruton,2001) : he established a (Seanart 2066040 r model 6
criterion about whether or HYICH204i)gronmowhiondhe ap h i s
deriveda 6cl early specified idead: toshdltetveertyhe omh
(HVIC H20 4i). In this way, Harry engages in &..a process of thinking about a

problem situation through particular Afconceptsod (Metcalfe, 2007:

Exampl es of 6aut o n chidsedbasing tleaidionsrog evitdence

occurred sometimes when children enacted their personal preferences (BDoE9).

Oscar osf Iforweepl ay in Cherry Settingds undercover
example of children  enacting a personal preference (BDOE9). Oscar held a toy

elephant at one end of a tube (an old drainpipe) and asked ¢ hildren at other end of

the tube to see what was there. Subsequently, Oscar watched other children playing

with tube. Oscar then returned to the tube with a toy zebra (SO_C6 Ch_0O16ii),

indicating his preference for this activity and for engaging with his p eers. Oscar

| ocated himself oO6flexibly and strategically wit
and Prout, 1995: 78) by returning to the tube game having watched his peers;

equally, he enacted his personal play preference and assert senskofbeing in

t he wd0Od ld®u g B001.:40), . The vignette indicated 6peer cultured (Co
1985; 2003:37) through which the children established their preference for
0togethernessdéd (Van Oer s and.Odcamandhik friendsdadthé 2 0 0 1 :
freedomto choose to be 6éactive agents in their own
buil dingd (Rinal diosueT&bs:s¥Fud) members of their ¢
worl ds6é ( Br ook &qually, @9szdr 2actdd)within this context to develop and
maintainsocialpa tterns with his peers duringédofree pla
2006; Markstrom and Halldén, 2009). Oscarb6s preference for play
seemed guided by his need for cognitive and an emotional need to engage with

others (Johnson -Laird and Shafir, 1993; Damasio, 2006). Equally, his play with his

peersis 6 goadilrected behaviour i n t hdangsaneg£80B:6):ce of op
behaviour congruent  with decision theory (Kahneman etal ., 1982; Eisele, 2003).

Such 6i ntentional behavi omy(BeciandRyarg H87€l824)aut on o
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Summary of O&6Autonomy?d
Children synthesised autonomy with exploring (Stebbins, 2001), finding solutions
Eisenberg etal ., 2000), conceptualising (  Kant, 1787 ) and basing decisions on

evidence (Johnson -Laird and Shafir, 1993). They explored autonomously by

developing their own agenda (Moss and Petrie, 2002), found solutions
autonomously by engaging in self regulation Whitebread, 2012: 7  -13) and having
time and freedom to explore, investigate, experiment and focus on issue s of

personal interest (  Csikszentmihalyi , 1990). Children conceptualised freely when

they had opportunities to create a problem (Tarini and White, 1998) , a utonomously
decided what needed to be done and had opportunities to do it (Deci and Ryan,

1987) and w hen they made decisions based on their own criteria (Eisele, 2003),

particularly when they enacted their own person

14.6 Material contexts (e)

In the present study, materialcontexts r el ating to childrdourds r ese
emerged from the data which included examples of exploration, chi |l dr ends
development, autonomy , discursive spaces , m ental modelling, spaces, objects, tools

and gestures, symbolic play, problem -seeking, finding solutions, pragmatism,

senses, perceptio ns, reasoning, concepts and intuitions. The data resulted in the

following sub -categories relatingto  e) Material contexts

Table 59:

e) Material contexts
El. Interested in context
E4. Shows interest in materials
FaS 17. Exploring properties
FaS 21. Deductive reasoning
FaS 22. Inductive reasoning
C2. Creates a new use for object[s]
BDoE3. Senses provide evidence for action

Empirical data relating to the Omaterial contex
support childrenés research behaviours are disc

relevant literature.

In the study, children seemed to combine their experiences of material contexts
with their  explorations when they were interested in their contexts (E1) and

showed interest in materials (E4).
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Chi | d rineresissn their contexts (E1) related to their explorations that were
congruent with social sc  iences research Stebbins  (2001) , physical spaces ( Dudek,
2005 ) exploratory play  (Hutt etal ., 1989) , flow (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990) and their
global development  (Garner and Bergen, 2006; Meadows, 2006).

Hutt etal. ( 1989) define epistemic behavi owldgaand 6. . .
informationé (p.222), while Hughes (1979) ident
exploration is characterised by predictable sequences, which lead to enhanced

problem -solving capabilities  (Hutt etal ., 1989; Dweck and Legett, 1988). At home,

Gemma ac quired knowledge and information as she learned how to operate a

camcorder to create a sequenced oO6guided tourd o
camcorder on different features she was familiar with, verbally annotating each

feature. She was familiar with the names of the features, indicating she had

encountered them previously, for exampl e: 6Bin
6Cooker6, O6Spicy thingsé (spice rack), oO6Sugar 6,
1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11,12,13 steps so you can do it wheneverHAF - want
12iv); (Axial Code No: Ch_G_HoObs2/3); (HVF C2 -9i). Here, Gemma trialled her

use of a camcorder at home (HVF C2 -9i), a space she knew well and to which she

may have had an attachment (Spencer 2004; Dudek, 2005): a physical context in

which ¢6...relations, options, and emotional and
her)asenseofwell -being and securitydéd (Malaguzzi, 1996:
value her home for how she could use it (Bailey and Barnes, 2009) and her intere st

in her context translated to her explorations of the camcorder, her home and the

synthesis of the two as she explored as a researcher, travelling through the house

to discover more about filming, gathering data and operating the camcorder,

examining eac h physical object or space for the purpose of data gathering

(Stebbins, 2001: 2).

Examples in the |iterature suggest that Gemmadds

children aged 0 -8 years do explore (Hutt etal ., 1989; Gopnik etal ., 1999; Hughes,

2002 ; Athey, 2007); they do so to actively construct their own epistemologies
(Isaacs, 1944; Piaget, 1970; Hoyuelos, 2004). Moreover, Gemmabds O6tour 6 apr
to exhibit 6fl owo6ani ni nhdeirc atthoirn kfionrg young chil dr e
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development (Laevers, 20  00). Gemma had a goal (to use the camcorder to film her

home), she was fully involved in filming her home and she personally controlled the

process(Csi kszent mi halyi, 1990). Gemmads opportuni:t
of autonomy was likely to be bene ficial for her development across physical,

cognitive, social and emotional domains (Laevers, 2000; Broadhead, 2001; Garner

and Bergen, 2006; Meadows, 2006).

Insamuch as children indicated interest in their contexts, they also showed

interest in materials and objects (E4). India exemplified this one day in Beech

Sett i ng 0-sovarouttl@rarea. Two hollow plastic black cylinders, approx 2m x

0.5m, were on the floor adjacent to each other in the undercover area. They were

offcuts from industrial water pi pes (Appendix 26, Setting Artef
Cylinders). India and her friend played exclusively with the cylinders for almost 12

mi nutes. Indiads play included her walking to t
cylinder forwards while on top of it o n her tummy (SO_B5 Ch_I141) and, with her

friend, creating one |l ong O6tubed (SO_B5 Ch_1105
rolling the cylinders at the same pace several times to and fro (SO_B5 Ch_1148i)

(see Appendix 124 for the full observation). Young children appear programmed to

explore objects (Garner and Bergen, 2006) and during this experience, India

engaged in functional, realistic object play (Morgenthaler, 2006:65). She interacted

with the cylinders inductively, constructing and problem -solving (Piaget, 1945) and

travelled over and through the cylinders, indicating through her actions that she

was asking herself 6What can and does it do?d6 (
Her apparent intention to discover more about thecaegdl i nder
behaviour aligning with Stebbinsé definition of

sciences research (2001). The cylinders were simple objects that proved fascinating

for India and her friend, endorsing a view that children often sideline sophisticat ed
resources in favour of everyday ob jects (Rasmussen, 2004; Veitch etal ., 2007;
Waller, 2006; 2007; 2010; Hart, 1976 ; Clark, 2010; Gura, 1992; Einarsdottir,

2005; Vig, 2007; Huleatt etal ., 2008 ). Such objects have been shown to enhance

young chil drends c(DglLodchej1980; malisseneandylomic, 1996;
Karpov, 2005; Worthington, 2 @Jir@erplayeslceasent s of |
creating one long 6tubed from tBE)mawhavecyl i nder s

resulted from representational thinking (Forman, 1982) or mental modelling (Craik,
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1943; Johnson -Laird, 1983:x ). Furthermore, India and her friend appeared to
invest personal meanings and value in the cylinders, seeing them as contexts for
socio - cultural interaction  (Vygotsky, 1978;  Garvey, 1991) and a locus for
6communi cati ve power 0IndiaGudrher friend S&rizd td rBake both
cognitive and socio -emotional connections during their object play with the cylinders
(Axline, 1964;  Garner and Bergen, 2006).

Childrenbés explorations of properties (FaS 17)
inductive reasoning (FaS 21; FaS 22) seemed to support them in finding solutions

in their interactions with material contexts.

One day at home Gemma  exemplified how children in the study sometimes

explored properties of materials when they were problem -solving (FaS 17). When

she was making cookies with her grandmother and brother, Gemma and her brother

had found the dough became sticky and difficult to shape (HVF C5 -28). Gemma

squashed a large piece of dough in her left hand and dipped it into flour (HVF C5 -

66), remarking: 6My f I our é89).Gemrhathadrfoynd msolutod ( HV F
by exploring properties of the dough and the flour with her hands; she found the

dough sticky at first but easier to shape once additional flour had been added.

Gemmads sense of touch was mediated by nerve en

her skin as she responded to pressure of movement on the surfac e of her skin
(Keen an and Evans , 2009; Goddard Blythe, 2011). Her manipulation of the dough,
as she explored its properties, provided 6. .. a

(Keen, 2011: 4), enabling her to craft her dough into cookies (shown later in the

observation). Gemma appeared to be  thinking and interacting with the world

through her senses and perceptions (James, 1890; Stern, 1985). Her reasoning -

OMy flourdés helpiB8® imisne&XpeHVme@’ al ; it emer ge:c

fact or existenced3) Huanemayl 7Ble8:clonsi dered O6r obu

Chil drenb6s e ngdeduetiveeeasoringi n (FaS 21) tended to present in
practical and material contexts. For example, during a free -flow play session in
Cherry Setting, Querida joined two friends i Irisand Tilly T outside on the wheeled
toys. Iris and Tilly were sitting on a tricycle and Querida decided to move them

around the outdoor area on the tricycle. She tried to p ush them on their tricycle but
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could not move it. Querida pushed again and managed to move the tricycle
forwards (SO_C2 Ch -Q28). Querida appeared to apply syllogistic reasoning to

rationalise her actions (Hume, 1739; Bonjour, 1998):

Figure 50: Querida’s reasoning

Pushing results in forward movement

Querida pushes the tricycle

The tricycle moves forward

Queri dads r edadtionsweregongruent with Johnson -Laird and Byrne
definition of 6a valid deductiond, which, they
be true given that iits premises are trued (1991

much of the ac adressach and, edrreated with this, many

pol i cy ma k specivés opresearch (Bridges etal ., 2009). It may also be

argued that Queridads activityopasacderciaved nolil e
requiring 6personal wisdomeapdrundeds{&ndfhgt ha
MacLeod, 2008:128 -9): Querida had had experience of pushing resulting in forward

motion so based her reasoning on that experience.

Similarly to childrenbés presentations of deduct
inductive  reasoning (FaS 22 ) in material contexts tended to present practically.

During the Family D Focus &heoexpainedhowHasolveg 6 s h o me
the problem of how to erect the camcorder tripo
we use the tripod. Mrs . Murray...so we can stand the camera up. And we can get

the legs higher. We can get the tripod up so you can see it. It took one or two years

t o get (HVIC HU6B)bHere, Harry indicated that he believed the tripod took

time to set up. He had learned that 6yearsd are a measurement of
inferred that the time period for setting up th
H163); Here, Harry drew on the relevant evidence he was aware of to infer the time

span, to elicit a 0bes tknowlsdgd. Healid Bobused a slefactoon hi s
evidence to make HHiosg madd pyodietmomstd abl ed, but dr
experienced ( Ay-d9l). Hotvéver0 :Harty @@ not know that the video

footage timer showed that the time period was 5.06 minutes. Harry developed the

premises for his claim, but some of this was inferred and was inaccurate, according
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to alternative evidence from the video recorder timer. Harry reasoned inductively
(Ayer, 1940; Smeyers, 2008).

Childrenb6s conceptualciomateixarm 6i ma ppmatreerdi alo | ead
creating new uses for objects (C2). For example, returning to the example of

Oscar creating a construction with the Community Blocks during a Cherry Setting

free -flow play session: Oscar announced 60l téds a cl i mMBO_£HChfO3H)Me ! 6
Oscar then wal ked along the blocks and said 61206
walk and balance on his construction. Oscar had created a new use for Community

blocks: a climbing frame:

Figure 51: Oscar’s Block
Construction (2)

R

Here, Oscar engaged in symbolic play, infus ing new symbolic meanings into the

wooden blocks: activity likely to support his cognitive development  (Manning -

Morton and Thorp, 2003; Vygotsky (1976). He reconceptualised the blocks, based

on his previous experiences of climbing frames. It can be argued t hat Oscar 6s
6cl i mbing fr ame 6aposeron | coneapbtuaisatiomin which he combined

his experience with mental activity (Kant, 1787; Scruton, 2001). Oscards cl i mbi
frame was a O0clearly specified madéd d®&rdénvemm fr
2006: 400).

Chi | d rsensed aften provided them with evidence for action (BDoE3),
enabling them to base their decisions on eviden
exemplified this when he was filming with the camcorder one day at home. He said

tohi s mother O6Pause. How do you record?déd Martin

but the camera wor k was s hiakou pHee sssaitdh e Omh iyteea h
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(HVF E3 -9v) + (Axial Code No: Ch_M/HoObs3/1). At five years old, Martin reified
Humeds ©pr i neriipfliec aotfi oon her e, engaging in O0...¢€exX

concerning matter of fact and existenced ( Hume,

his senses of sightandt  ouch intermodally (Marks, 1978) to work out how to
operate the camcor der : I|peceptian gvhaichpirtludemattedtion s u a
and processing of visual informationdéd (Wool folk

of touch, mediated by nerve endings just below the surface of his skin in response
to pressure of movement onl bBdshski hédsfsodf aod 6
white button. 6 ( HV-Bv) e&enan and Evans , 2009; Goddard Blythe, 2011).

Summar y nwterialcontexts 0

Children showed interest in their own contexts and the materials and objects they
encountered in them through epistemic engagements (i.a. Hutt etal ., 1989;
Morgenthaler, 2006 ), which often presented in ways that appeared congruent with

exploration in soci  al sciences research Stebbin s (2001). Children explored

properties of materials when they were problem - solving sometimes, engaging their
cognitive and physical domains contemporaneously ( Keen, 2011). Equally, to
problem solve in material contexts, they eng aged in deductive and inductive

reasoning ( Johnson -Laird and Byrne, 1991), often applying their reasoning

practically. Additionally children conceptualised within material contexts to create
new uses for objects (Kant, 1787; Scruton, 2001) and this often p resented as
symbolic play (Manning -Morton an d Thorp, 2003; Vygotsky (1976). Childrenés

senses often provided them with evidence for action (BDoE3), enabling them to

base their decisions on evidence in material contexts (Hume, 1748).

14.7 Cognitive domains )

In the present study, cognitive domains r el ating to childrends res:
emerged from the data which included examples of causality, definitions of

concepts, theory of mind, prediction, perception, mental modelling, 6fl owo,

imagination , modes of representation , modes of communication, temporal spaces,

play, analogy, metacognition, trial and error, strategic thinking, deductive and

inductive reasoning.  The data resulted in the following sub -categories relatingto  f)

Cognitive domains:
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Table 60:

f) Cognitive domains
E8. Cause and effect
C5. Predicts
C9. Involved in pursuing a train of thought
C12. Using imagination
C13. Using language to support thinking process
C14. Engaged in symbolic representation
C15. Planning
C17. Making links - ANALOGY
BDoES. Meta-cognition
BDoE?. Trial and error
BDoE8. Thinks strategically
BDoE13. Applies Humean ‘reason’

Empirical data relating to the 6écognitive domai
support childrends research behaviours are disc

relevant literature.

Causality has been redefined significantly in the past century in the physical sciences
(Born, 1949) but Humeds definition of causality
Cause and effect (E8) seemed to characterise childrenés exjnl orati on:¢
juxtaposition with their cognitive domains. One day during school playtime in Cherry

Setting, Martin stood in the middle of the playground, wearing a sunhat and two boys

joined him. Martin bent over and said: 61l d&m seeing if my hat falls
dudes!d (SO_C5 Ch_M3i) (SO_C55 Ch_M6i) then he |j
came off (SO_C5 Ch_M7i) . Here, Martinbs behaviou

causality (1739):

Figure 52: Martin and the hat

‘1. The cause and effect must be contiguous in space and time’ (Hume, 1739:
III:xv): Martin jumped and within seconds, his hat fell off.

‘2. The cause must be prior to the effect’ (Hume, 1739: IIl:xv): Martin jumped
(cause) then his hat fell off (effect)

'3. There must be a constant union betwixt the cause and effect’ (Hume, 1739:
III:xv). Martin articulated his perception of the correlation: ‘I'm seeing if my hat
falls off!” (SO_C5 Ch_M3i)... ‘Watch this dudes!’ (SO_C5 Ch_M6i). The ‘union’ is
reified when his hat falls off as he jumps: the hat falling off seems to result from
Martin jumping. Furthermore, Martin indicates that he had developed a causal
theory in advance of testing it (Gopnik, 2009): he says prior to the event: 'I'm
seeing if my hat falls off! Watch this dudes!’ (SO_C5 Ch_M3i) (SO_C5 Ch_M6i).
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Martinbs apparent adoption of causality seemed
understanding of physical systems and | ivingewmlorgani sm
congruent with professional researchers operati
(Smeyers, 2008: 64; Stebbins, 2001)

When childrends 6cognit i vecodeepalisation®d | thayked t o t
predicted (C5), became involved in pursuing a trai n of thought (C9), used their

imagination (C12), used language to support their thinking processes (C13),

engaged in symbolic representation (C14), planned (C15) and made links (analogy)

(C17).

During the Family C Focus Group, Gemma provided one of severa | examples in the
study of children  predicting  (C5). She shared a photograph of herself at an open
farm which she and her family had visited (HVIC/FAM.C 629):

Gemma said: O0Thatodéds when we were | ooking for go
(HVI C/ FAM. C 60316)s: goo.l.d.é6f of HVI C/ FAM. C 633). 6Mumm

you can see it... how preciousé (HVIC/FAM. C 635
foolds gold and | said to Gemma: O6That | ooks |
Gemma replied: 61 émongotihnagt twoo usltdi cbke isthi ny6 ( HVI
Here, Gemma appeared to engage in mental modelling (Craik, 1943) : she reasoned

to construct an idea for using her foolbés gold
doing so, Gemma correl atleaddgd awmiitt h adstod aldg & nmeaevw

to make O0a statement about something that woul d

2008:32). She developed prediction through a posteriori  conceptualisation (Kant,
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