NHel pi ng meethnys

Il N chi ldrends a

How early years practitioners, working in socially disadvantaged
nei ghbourhoods, devel op elarnihghaerdi
their role as educators during a programme of support and profess

development.

By Julian Grenier

Institute of Education, University of London
Doctor in Education (EdD)

pagel

n ot
cCt |
r theo
ijonal



Acknowledgements

I would like to thank the eigigarticipants in this project who gave their time so
generously. Without them, there could have been no research and no thesis.

I would also like to thank my former colleagues from pleeiod when | worked
i n A E aand myicutrend colleagues at Sheham Nursery School and
Childrenbés Centre.

I would like to thank my partner, Caroline, for her support through years of
research, study and writing.

Finally, | would like to thank my supervisor, Liz Brooker, for her unstinting
support, encouragement acritical reflections and challenges over the last six
years. | have never learnt so much from anybody.

This thesis is dedicated, with all my love, to my partner Caroline and my
daughter Maisie.

Julian Grenier, London, October 2013.

page2



Abstract

The English government is significantly expanding the number of free nursery
places for tweyear olds; but little is known about what sort of training and
professional development might help early years practitioners to offer appropriate
styles of early edgication and care for such young children. This thesis explores a
project to offer professional support and development to eight early years
practitioners working with tw«year olds in a highly socially disadvantaged area in

London.

The project began witthe participants being trained to use a structured child
observation tool, and developed through fortnightly group meetings over a three
month period. These provided an opportunity for the participants to engage in
dialogue and critical reflection abouneir data. The data were interpreted using a
qualitative research methodology drawing on grounded theory and constructivist
grounded theory. Evidence from the study suggests that the participants developed
skills i n fAkkzallietal@W9)and that they asedthe data they had
gathered to develop their understanding of
from the research increase the visibility
their theory that their work enables the childtemmct more autonomously in the

nursery settings.
Both the methodological approach used and the small size of the sample mean

that no generalisations can be made from these findings. However,-haldly

assumptions that early years practitioners ardng in the capacity to reflect on
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and theorise their work are not supported by this research. Future studies might
continue to make practitionerso own theor.i
to explore them more deeply. This would enable thiaéurdevelopment of

approaches to training which engage with a

thinking.
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Statement

| was initially disappointed that my doctoral study at the Institute of Education

began with an exploration of professionald]

copperplate word to me, filling the middle position in Continuing Professional
Development, somethg | was required to do and report on annually.
Professionally, | was the headteacher of a small nursery school in a poor part of

central London. | had been almost overwhelmed in my first year by the

accumul ati on of riehedsfullicittandfaiockup@arage, gndh e r e

cupboards, and shelvésandtheir metaphorical counterparts, the ghosts, the partly

suppressed conflicts and the general weariness summed up by the parting words of

one of the nursery nur s beyalwafislhhavétegivef peopl e

up in the end. o0 Not only was the school

which had been judged a failure and been obliged to give up the running of its
schools to a private company. | wanted to get on, to do thing®andke a

difference. | did not want to look back and reflect on teacher professionalism.

| was wrong, in ways which have proved to be useful. Researching and thinking
about teacher professionalism | considered my first years workeg.amdon
authority and particularly the controversy which followed the screening of
Culloden: a year in the life of a city primary sch¢BBC, 1990). The series led to
serious criticism in the presas well asome rather bizarre interventions like the
decision of theMail on Sundayto hire a community halh Poplar andestthe
reading and spelling abilitied children from CullodenSpelling, reading and a

good education overall were judged to be lacking both bivtdieand by Her
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Maj estyds I nspectorate (Department of Educ
brutal episode and a tough initiation for a young teacher workiimgner London

Yet viewing the documentary two decades on, | was more struitielnampant

professionalisnof thetime:a conf i dent di smissal, of pareni
because teachers knew best, and a failure to acknowledge the poor level of progress

being made by the children. The footage of the youngest children coming into

Culloden depicted a beautifuasis of calm, rich play, and loving care in one of the

toughest parts of east Londontlas Margaret Donaldson (1978, p.11) had argued

two decades earligtheinitial image of innercity early educatiomight beutopian

yet it seemednerelyto leadto adespairing and unhappy experiencéabér

schooling: Athe primrose way to the everl a

drunken porter itMacbeth.

Yet thinking deeply about my own professionalism as a teacher produced a
sense of uncertainty, to a distumlp extent at times. | felt, and | continue to feel,
strongly that the Adiscourse of derisiono
teachers is a type of fAsymbolic violence t
(Bourdieu, 1999, p. 126), likely to producespair, retrenchment and a passive
conformity to external measures like Ofsted. But the previous era, when teachers
had al most wunlimited professional discret.i
schoolcurriculumis not an era | celebrate. Studying profesal identity and
engaging in extended sekflection made me question notions of authenticity and
considemow professional and personal identitiagyht be thought o&s
performances. But in my own school, | continued to use notions of authenticity as
an important shorthand when trying to judge my own interactions with children,
parents and colleagues, and trying to judge the interactions of others. It seemed as if

what | thought | knew was dissolving. | wished, but was not yet ready, to substitute
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fi eolution-from-whatwe-do-know for evolutiontowardwhatwe-wish-to-k n o w 0
(Kuhn, 1996, p.171).

At this point in my scholarship, a consideration of ethics, both in terms of my
established profession, and my nascent role as a researcher, proved a powerful

catd yst . Sachs ( 20 OtBical practice delatps taahowgpeapls t h a't

interact, how they communicate information and how they use information. It

i e

recogni zes the needs, interests and sensit

emphasis on intection, needs, interests and sensitivities compelling, but also
perhaps lacking in an appropriate emphasis on professional practice. Here, | found
Webster and Lunt (2002, p.104) convincing in their criticism of the type of ethical
approach which "neglectld broader collegial function of improving...practice as a
whole and challenging poor practice at service, organisational and institutional

level".

This type of ethical approach to research and practice strongly informed my
work through Methods of Enqui®ne and Two, and the specialist module (Using
Psychoanalytic Perspectives to Make Sense of Education and Educational
Research). | focussed my research efforts on takirsgracapproach (Silverman,

2006, p.284): working with the conceptual frameworkhefgarticipants, and
probl ematising simplistic notions of
research that holds that one can Atap
(Silverman, 2006, p. 45). | was working with an understanding of measing a
something produced through the interaction of different parties, in this instance

between researcher and patrticipants.

| also needed to think about how those interactions were produced and shaped.
Previously, when studying for my MA, my structural pmsitas a senior leader in a

school had created a very uncomfortable situation in which a colleague had felt as if
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she had been minutely examined as a practitioner, and then had her shortcomings

laid bare over several thousand words. This painful expetiescgell as the

ethical arguments outlined above, encouraged me to attempt to create a space for
research where, as Lather (1991, p.164) sa

speak on their own behal fo.

Yet this did not mean merely attempting to shrug off my position in the school
hierarchyor more generally in the social field. Foucadl®{7, p. 194) offers a
perspective on the nature of power which is sceptical but not dismissive, arguing
that 1 w e stroaase once and for all to describe the effects of power in negative
terms é power produces; it produces realit
rituals of truth. The individual and the knowledge that may be gained of him belong
to this Pnedmcghbtnaodogue, therefore, that s
of the meanings produced through research is warranted, but a rejection of all
meanings and a slide into mere relativism out of sensitivity to power relationships
i's not . Li k 8993 r 23) aBgomentdor aerefléxive stance towards
research does not imply a disavowal of scrutiny, study and categorisasi@ad,
he proposes that thieflexives t andpoi nt can make the fAscien
parti ci pant s nedbaskon anbself, makes inpodsible to accept

oneself and even, so to speak, lay claimt

However, as | prepared for my Instituti®ocussed Study (IFS) | felt that my
research up to that point would sti# imore accurately described as having
Asubjectso rather than Aparticipantso: the
firmly in my grip. In my 2009 Portfolio St
image of the researcher as miner, digging out nugd@&t$osmation or meaning

and bringing them to the surface, and his image of the researcher as traveller,

pagelo6



walking alongside people, engaging them in conversation and drawing on these

experiences to make new narratives about human actions and their conssguen

My IFS was an action research project. | attempted to weave together my
professional concern to improve the quality of care and early education in the
nursery school, with my concern as a researcher to act more like a traveller than a
miner. These gae together through a research design in which the participants, a
group of nursery nurses, were trained in the use of the Target Child Observation
tool (Sylva, Roy and Painter, 19860 that they could direct the focus of
investigation for themselves (obsing who to observe and when) before coming
together regularly in groups for analysis of their data and for critical reflection. The

process privileged agency for the participants, negotiation of meanings, and a

striving towar ds fitbhddseh, ingpedficplacesand 0 f or spec

contexts. | concluded that engaging nursery nurses as research participants

appeared to be a fruitful approach to professional support and development.

The following three years, during which | have been working onhasis, have
proved to be more challenging. | moved out of school and into a Local Authority
role as senior Early Years adviser. As financial cutbacks began to intensify, | found
myself cycling in the snow one day, mulling over the final draft of my Ikbadso
preparing to meet the staff in a daycare setting and explain to them that their posts
were now Aunder reviewo. | wondered what
might have in a difficult situation like this. | felt that | had little to offer @leand
was just a catalyst for conflict. | felt sorry for myself, yet | was only delivering the
message: it was the staff team, crowded into a small room where an unexpected

meeting can only mean bad news, who really deserved sympathy.

This experience @ouraged me to think about the extent to which such staff

teams felt a | ack of power, that things
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settings and wrote reports which sometimes had challenging or critical elements,
staff would sometimes use my opinias a starting point for professional

discussion; but other times they would respond with angeraos, or withdraw

from communication altogethelrwondered if thislay-to-day work problentould

be reconceptualised as a messy problem of practice aoyth wondered if wé

nursery staff and local authority adviserseeded an agreed framewaikd

languagdor the evaluation of qualifyto try to reduce the feelings of personal

slight that seemed to come with professional challelhgeas strikingthat a

number of research projects, including the EPPE Project (8ykia 2010) had

found that outcomes were better for children who attended early years settings with
good or better scores in the Early Childhood Environmental Rating Scale (ECERS
R) and InfartToddler Environmental Rating Scale (ITERS (Harms, Clifford

and Cryer1998;Harms, Clifford and Cryer2003). Yet there were also many
apparent problems with these quality schedules, disd¢ertailthe early years team,

to me as a doctoral research student who was becoming practised in the very close
scrutiny of documentsnd also well documented in the research (e.g. Rosenthal,
1999). | recalled a joke retold by Christopher Hitchens (2005) in a newspaper
article:na professor at the £cole Normale Super
sai d: thatitwarksin@radte. But how can we be certain that it will work

in theory?d609o

As before, it was scholarship with an ethical focus that helped me to make sense
of my practical and professional dilemméoss, Dahlberg and Pen(2000, p.105)
arguethafi whi | e t hdvaluesasedtnatureeof gaality cannot be avoided,
choices do have to be made and this shoul d
Professionally] felt that steps needed to be taken to improve quality of early
education and care for the young cheladrAfter a period of discussion and

reflection, ldesigreda project which involved using the ITEFSand ECERSR
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frameworks, but in a way which gave the participants some control and agency: the
audits would not simply be used as an inspection tdglinstead the nursery
managers and staff would be trained to use and understand them, including
opportunities to reflect on the pedagogy and approach theyBaken the basis

of my previous researchalsofelt convinced thaha wider approach tdé support,
training and professional developmenhthenursery staff should be offered in a
climate which explicitly valued the negotiation of meaning. So | develagadall
project with threearly years settingsyhich is the subject of my thesis: eoject
whichwould further explore the findings from my IFH3ut whereas my IFS was
conducted in the small nursery school where | was headteacher, and where two
other teacheraerein post, this timé would be working with practitioners in three
contrastng nursery settings where | had no formal management responsibility, and
where there were no qualified teachers. As a result of both of these factors, there

was much less ongoing pedagogical support and advice available.

Thisis a field of studywherethere has been comparatively little research. Little
is known about the best ways to support the professional development of staff
working with children up to the age of three years atdithere are serious
concerns about the quality miitial trainingand ongoing professional development
(Nutbrown, 201B). Significantly, the evaluation of the pilot phase of the project to
provide free nursery places for twyear olds argues that, because of poor quality,
the scheme offered no overall benefits to the dobfochildren involved (Smitlet
al., 2009).

In a sense, this brings me back to the same field where | began to study for my
doctorate in education, six years ago. In difficult conditions, | have continued to
learn about the importance of listening to practitioners and creating a climate which
encouages professional dialogue, in order to enable the development of more
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reflective, professional staff teams. Mun&tral. (2002, p. 7374) draw a useful
contrast between Athe idea of the worker
as coeconstructor6 knowl edge and cul t uwebsteband have
Luntdé €002) argument for an extended ethical approach to research, focussed on
improving practice and offering a better quality of service to users who may

experience multiple disadvantagéshhroughout the conduct of this research, | have

judged it important to remain concerned with the question of whether, taking all the
available evidence into account, my work has helped to develop the quality of the

early education and oaexperienced bthe children.
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Chapter One

NAn urgent profession

rationale for the study.
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1.1. The professional context

My research arose from an urgent professional need. | was working in a London
Borough (which |1 have thlemsemoy Barlysyeals as fAEast s
officer when the government made an unexpected announcement, via the
Chancellor of the Exchequed s 2011 Autumn St at£88dent : it
million a year by 20145 to enable all twayear olds living in economic
disadvantag to attend a nursery place for 15 hours per week, at no charge to their
families (HM Treasury, 2011).

During this first period of significant cutbacks to local authority services, | had
spent a considerable amount of my time in meetings about makingnclits
Aremodel | i ngod s er vitefacs discussods wahingneroduso | di ng f
employees whose jobs were at risk. So, on the face of it, the announcement of a
significant amount of additional funding for the early years should have felt like
tremendas news. Instead, it felt daunting; it felt like a policy had been thought up
in Whitehall for implementation in places like Easts@edino-one had checked

the local implications.

Whilst a policy aimed at children living in disadvantage might seem to be
targeted at a small, defined group, in Eastside the large majority gfemvoolds
would be eligible. Geographically, the borough borders the City of Loaddn
includes an office complex which htémee largest concentration of bankers in the
whole of Euope. Even in a time of recessid@gstside ifiome to some of the most
concentrated riches ever known in histofegt it is dso alocal authority where the

majority of children live in poverty (End Child Poverty, 2012).
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There were other daunting aspett®, When the government announcement
was made, there were just 175 tyemar olds accessing frearseryplaces (under
the pilot phase of the scheme). Eastside has a relatively low number of nursery
places for tweyearolds: the last formal survey of nery places in 2006 found that
two wards lacked even a single registered nursery place. The expansion of places
needed would be hug&he Early Years team set (and achieved) a highly ambitious
target of creating 200 extra free places in the year-2012.But this looked tiny
against the projected need for plabgsSeptember 2014vhenan estimated 2500

two-year olds would be eligible for the scheme:

3000 -
2500
2500 -
2000 -
1500 -
1000 -
500 - 375
oL | |
Number of places at start ofTotal number of places afterEstimate - places needed by
project expansion through project September 2014

Figurel.1l. Expansion of nursery places needed in Eastside to meet the 2014 target

As well asfalling shortin numbers, Eastside was also judged to have serious
shortcomings in quality. ¥the time when | was carrying out my reseathk
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Office for Standards in Education (Ofsted) reported that Eastside had some of the
poorest quality early years provision in England. The 2011 local authority

performance profile showed that 44% of early years and childcare inspecttbas
arearesultedn a rating of just Asatisfactoryo,
18%. Eastside fits into a general trend in England for the poorest areas to have the
poorest gality of early years provisioi.he data show that whilst early years

settings havemproved usi ng Of st eidldoth deprved andeems ur e s ,
deprived areas, there is still a substantial gap between the aatingrmultiple
disadvantages.Htildren in poverty, already disadvantagack potentiallyfurther

disadvantagethroughattendng a poaer quality early years setting.
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OMsted Early Years Inspection Judgements: “How well does the setting meet the needs of children in the Early Years Foundation Stage”

n=3,646

Mozt deprived Least deprived
.ﬁ_“ at WH.E.-E Chtn Fafutg | o %) S bebm el ey [ ) Issn e | Lutsinrdemg Lo ) SalNECiny M) | s ] Ll | %
n=1,168 n=1,644
Asat31.08.12 Chmtnrding 5] Cloed (%) Satefn oy () it e s | % Cusmianfieg | % ¥ () Satwinay (% e e W

n=S, 388

Figure 12 (Hsted national statistics indicate that more deprived aress hawe early years settings that are lower in guality. Sowrce: Ofsted [2013)C
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The other data which are available in relation to children in the Early Years in

Eastside are no more encouraging. The Early Years Foundation Stage Profile Results

in England show the percentagd c hi | dren achieving a Agood
by the end of the Early Years Foundation Stage (Department for Educatioa).2012
According to these data, the proportion of
devel opment 06 by t htidedscdnsidefablytiowerth&ahYhe S i n Eas
proportion of children in London as a whole. Furthermore, whereas the figures for

London and inner London have improved in recent years and are now the same as

those for England as a whole, the figures for Eastsideimened belowtherest:

70

65

60

es=sEngland
55

ems=s| ondon

Inner London

of development"

50 -

e Eastside

45

Percentage of children achieving a "good level

40

2009 2010 2011 2012
Year

Figurel.3. Early Years Foundation Stage Profile Results (soubegartment for Education2012). Please
note that the vertical scale does not start at zero toghlightthe differences.

Although no direct comparison can be made betweetwihsets of data EYFSP
resultsand the Ofsted Early Years Outconidsis apparent that bothaken on their

own terms, show poorer quality of early years provision and poorer outcomes for the

Page26



chidren i n Eastside. The rate of children acl
the end of the EYFS in Eastside is 85% of the national rate, whilst the rate of settings

achieving a grading of good or better from Ofsted is 70% of the national rate.

The dah showpotential inequalities in terms of both the quality of provision and

the outcomes for children in Eastside

1.2. Why quality matters

It might seem obvious, at a general level, that the quality of early childhood
education and care is importa@®mnespecific and recent source of evidence to
supportthisviewis he Depart ment for Educationbds eva
the programme to offer free nursery places for-ywar olds found that overall there
was | ittl e demon s tethapldtdd nbtsignddartlyimprofieon aver a
the cognitive and social development of the children receiving the free childcare
relative to a mat ch eadatalc2000)p.4) rHoweeen theggaioup. 0 (
some cause for a more optimistic viewpoing thport continues (Smitt al, 2009,
p. 4) by noadveralllgck of B significant ilmpad disguises the fact that for
those children who were found places in relatively high quality settings (those that
achieved a score of at least 4 on thifarik Toddler Environment Rating Scale) there

wasan i mpact on children, at |l east in terms

At the time of the government announcement, there were no comparable figures
for quality in Eastside; the ECERS and ITERSR quality scalesHarms, Clifford
and Cryey 1998;Harms, Clifford and Cryer2003)had not been used systematically
in the local authority. However, it is notable that Sneitlal. (2009) found that
attending a setting with an Ofsted grade o
predictor of a beneficial effect for the ¢
free places was to be restricted to settings with an Ofsted scoreefatst &égoodd t |

this ought to be sufficient to eslalure a po
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2009, p.110). However, as already stated, Eastside had a relatively low number of
settings judged to be 0goomkdo cansidedthést t er . |t
depressing evaluation, especially given the costs of the project (at least £3510 per

child). To put that sum of money into conteXt% ofEastsidechildren live in

Asevere povertyo, as:thkedighestratelithdcpunBave t he C
With athird of families in Eastsidéving on an income of less than £20,088500 is

a | ot to spend, especially if it might not

In summary, therefore, the apparently welcome announcement of a sigrsfioant
of additional money for the early years, presented an acute professional challenge.
Would it be possible to improve both the quality and the quantity of the places
available for eligible children? At the same time, this gave me an opportunity: here
wasa chance to develop policy and practice on the basis of the best available research
evidence, and to undertake the evaluation of an important project for my doctoral
research. | was helped by two further beneficial interventions. Firstly, an application
for additional funding from the Department for Education for a small project in
Eastside was successful. Secondly, in part because of this additional funding, the
local authority supported me in carrying out this research for my EdD and funded my
fees. Altlough in the context of drastically shrinking budgets and a reducing team it
was not possible to have additional time for data anatysigiting, | was allowed to
spend time gathering data in the field for my project. Furthermore, because the
project wassanctioned by the local authority, it was relatively easy to gain access to

appropriate staff and settings.

1.3. The Eastside Project to expand Early Learning for Two Year Olds

This research project is nested within a larger project which aledngto
increasdhe numbeand quality of available placeBefore turning specifically to my

research, | will outline the nature and the scope of this wider project. This involved
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13 early years settings, all categorised by the local authority intoranere of the

following groups:
Settings judged to be poor quality

These settings might have places for4year olds, but it was unlikely that the
children overall would benefit from their attendance, according to the findings of
Smithet al (2009).

New settings

The additional funding from central government could encourage the opening of
new settings. The aim of the project was to ensure that these new settings showed an
early and continuing commitment to quality, so that the places would be likely t
benefit eligible children.

Settings maintained by the local authority, who could convert some of their full
time places into paftime places for eligible twgear olds

The local authority directly maintained five early years settings. Although there
wasno capital funding available to expand the existing settings or build more, many
of the local authority settings offered ftiline places to children in need. These could
be converted to patime places for children whimetthe criteriafor eligibility,
enabling more children to benefit from the places. This decision was influenced by
the finding in the EPPE research project (Sgval, 2010) that fultime places offr
no more benefit t o c hitmhedChidmerdas riskdoEharenl o p me n't

would continue to be offered fulime places.

The project began with a weébng training course for the whole of the Eastside
early years advisory team and the 13 nursery managers. The participants were trained
to use the ITER®R and ECERSR audits, thenain research tosused in the DFE
evaluation of the national pilot (Smi#t al, 2009). The training included visits to

settings which had volunteered to be evaluated so that the participants could practise
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using the scales and check intater reliablity. By the end of the week, all the

course participants were able to carry out reliable and accurate EREBR& ITERS

R audits. Subsequently, the managers accessed a further five days of training, spread
out across the rest of the year, with a focusiging the audits to develop self

evaluation and planning for improvement.

All 13 settings were evaluated, using ITERSnd ECERSR, at the start of the
project to provide a baseline measure; after six months; and after twelve months.
Throughout the yedong project, the settings had regular visits from the specialist
project workers in the early years advisory team to support them in their work of
making improvements he planning of thisarger projectook account of the finding
from the Effective Promsion of PreSchool Education (EPPE) Project, that attending
an early years setting with high scores in ECER@&mongst other measures) has a

positive and | ong term eddle@l®d on a chil dods

1.4. How my research project fitted irto the larger project in Eastside

| would argue that the range of challenges faced in Eastside justified an overall
approach which included some clear and agreed measures. There had been ongoing
disagreements about whether the systems used by the early years team to assess the
quality of sttings were fair; whilst most early years settings had very positive
working relationships with the team, a significant minority would dispute or reject the
feedback given to them, on occasion resorting to legal threats or making complaints
to more seniocouncil staff. Within the team, there was an overall scepticism about
using any sort of common measuiescause thewere felt to be too crude andhe
undermining othe professional autonomy of team members. This led to a situation in
which, | would ague, a narrow set of propositions about professionalism and
measuring qualitynight be considered to lmerriding wider ethical considerations

about the interests of the children ahdir families Thebest available data indicated
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that the approachesken to date by the local authority early years team had not

worked.

However, it is also important to note that questions of quality and measures of
whether children have achieved a good level of development are highly contested. As

Dahlberg Moss and Receargue:

AThe concept of quality is about a se
universal criteria that will offer certainty and order, and a belief

that such transcendental criteria can be found. It asks the question

I how far does this product, this service lustactivity conform to

a universal, objective and predetermined standard? It has no place

for complexity, values, diversity, subjectivity, indeterminacy and

mul tiple perspectives. 0

(Dahlberg, Moss and Pend€99, p.108)

The application of atandardised qualitmeasure can lead, as Kat893 cited in
Moss, Dahlberg and Penn, 2000, p Jd@rns, to a situation where it appears that
early childhood education and care is bein
factory model so pervasiven t he pri mary and secondary | e
Factories are designed to transform raw material into prespecified products by

treating it to prespecified standard proce

Looking specifically at the ITER® and ECERSR quality audit toolsHarms,
Clifford and Cryey 1998),Melhuish (2001, p.4) has argued that they prioritise
general and observable features of quality over the individual experiences of the
children; they Ahave the disadvantage that
withinoneet t i ng may vary substantiallyo. Furth
make unwarranted claims for accuracy and universality, with Rosenthal (1999, p. 494)
cl ai mi they are dlearty linked to the beliefs about child development and

learninginindi st ri al Western societies. O
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In the Eastside project, the participants themselves also identified some potential
drawbacks of using the ITERS and ECERSR measures, fearing that they might
encourage shoterm tactical action at the expense of making bigraents which
could be embedded over time. During the initial training, a number of the nursery
managers were concerned about the temptat:i
their scores. With the possibility that future funding from the local auyhaight be
linked to attaining a score of four or above, it was felt that settings might make
superficial changes to the environment, or marshal staff to perform in certain ways on
the day of the auditp make sure that they secured their fundingciewould then
goiback to nodamal 6 the next

Legitimate objections can be made to all of the measures discussed above. For
example, the EYF®rofile data can be challenged for reliability in numerous ways,
most obviously the decision about what con
The survey of early years practitioners undertaken on behalf of the Department for
Education by Brookeetal (201Q p. 90) found that AdAthe requ
children against the EYFS Profile is felt to be increasingly problematic as children
reach the reception class, and practitione
developmental trajectories on to a scaléclwhmany practitioners regard as ill
founded, illogical or inappropriate. o Si mi
grades as measures of quality has been challenged, with a 2012 study by the
University of Oxford and tedgmded)evgndchmsee Tr us't
awarded for O6provision qualitydéd, do not pr
(Matherset al, 2012, p.8). The ECERR and ITERSR tools, whilst challenged, are
at least widelyused and robust research tools.

Most fundanentally, perhaps, no measurement foalhether it is ECERER,
Ofsted grading, or EYFSP resuitss capable, in itself, of bringing about changes in
quality. My specific interest, within the wider project in Eastside, was in how | might
work to bring abat changes in the understanding and the practice of early years
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practitioners. This focus on understanding would require a different approach: smaller

in scale and finer in grain.

1.5. Bringing about changes in understanding and practice

Al n t h echildeaeelwhen ané is dealing with concerned

people, new knowledge about children that comes from outside

onedbs own experience seems to make |
received wisdom and 6commonsensed6 pr a
research helpsonetoseew h oneds own eyes that it
the skin.o

Jerome Bruner

(Bruner 1980, p.211)

In my previous InstitutioAFocused Study (Grenig201J), | showedhatearly
years practitionergiven time and opportunities, would enthusiasticaligage in
sophigicated examination of their work in order to develop theaarstanding and
their practice Two of the key features of this project wénaning the practitioners to
observe childrendés play more systematicall
(Sylva,Roy and Painter, 1980), agdrzing themtime to discuss and reflect on their
practice, umg their own chosen termksargued that these features were important,
because current understandings about early years education imply that all staff
working in ealy years settings need to be able to make sense of what they observe
and experience through reflection and discussion; they need to be able to respond to
situations thoughtfully and autonomously; and they need to be able to develop their
practice and exptse. As Mitchell and Cubey (200.xii) argue, in their summary
of the characteristics of effective professional development in early education and
carendemfstandabl e data that reveals fApedag

hel pful in these investigations ¢é Professi
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changes in pedagogi cal i nteractions and th
learning in earlyhildhood settings. The professional development helps participants

to change educational practice, beliefs, wu

However, it is worth noting that HAprofess
contentious area in early yeadueation and care in Englaridespite the national
project being br andeydaroalsd siice,artlhyi sl evaarrnki nigs f
in a field of work which i1s stildl gener al |l
very few graduates or qualitiegeachers working, and where staff are, in general,
much less qualified than those in the nursery or primary school sector. 70% hold a
level three qualification, either a current Level Three in Childcare and Early
Education, or a previous equivalent gfiedition like the National Nurserfgducation
Board award, the NNEBhe Level Three qualifications in England have recently
been strongly criticisediRr of es s or Caihdepgnddhuréview, o wn 6 s
commissioned by the government, which found that they wiearacterised by a
Al ack of rigour and d&hstdnaestheNindingspofown, 2012
Colley (2006, p. 20), who argues that the current training system, and workplace
culture, leave little space for reflection and the development of abdtoactht, and
insteadpi vil eges a kind of untLikewigekOsgogd iemot i o
(2022) is highly critical of what she sees as the current climate that practitioners must
work in, driven by targets and performance measures. She proposgs@ach to
training with more opportunities for critdi
greatest appeal, relevance and effectiveness to early years professionals was that
which provided scope for reflexivity leading to heightened professomah f i denc e 0
(Osgood, 2012, p.143). Overall, Stlatchford (2010, p.20) argues, the English
early years system is Dbl i ghtnmodkdbeyse a fAmudd,.l

wor kf orceo.

Serious questions have been raised about whether early yeaittoperstshould
be seen as professionals, and whether the standards and consistency of their

qualifications are adequate. However, in my role as senior Early Years Adviser, my
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primary concern was to bring about changes in practaedprundertake an

investigation into how professionalism in the early years is contested. Whilst the

debates about qualifications and the arguments for more graduates and teachers in the

early years continue to be urgent and pressing, the field of my work was narnbwer

wasabout working with the staff who were in place at the time of the project, for

children who would only be two for a year. Therefore, after careful consideration, |
decided to work with the concept of Aprofe
problematic or the reasons outlined above, it has the benefit of being widely

understood as a process of learning and development, at both practical and theoretical
levels, with a degree of salirection, ultimately aiming to improve practice.

Although Hargreaves arfdoodson (1996, p.20) are writing about teachers, | found

their definition of professional developmestevant:i a -directefl search and

struggle for continuous |l earning related t
practice, rather than compliancé&mthe enervating obligations of endless change

demanded by others. o

There was another, pragmatic reason for maximising the amount-direetion
in the project. There is a long, and litlecumented, history in the early years in
England of conflicbetween teachers and other early years practitipbetrseen
those whospeakdfe ar | vy e d thasawhpo speakdfahidl.dcar e o
Historically, childcaré for children before the age of three, for children spending
long hours in nursery whilst thgdarents worked, and for childrennsidered to be at
risk of harmi had beerbe registered and inspected by social services in Eastside.
The council day nurseries wesperated and managedpst of the social services
department. In the 1990s, Ofsted had taken over the role of inspecting and registering
the nurseries, and this had led to the creation of an advisory team for childcare within
the education authorityhis team sat in the sam#ice as the early education team,
overseeing all provision for three and four year olds in nursery and primary schools.
There was a single head of early years, overseeingdxnts and relationships were

friendly between the two groups of staff.
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But even when | arrived in 2009, the two teastil had very distinct identities.
The childcare team was mostly made up of staff ewel 3 qualificationswith one
member holding an early childhood studies degree. Wueled with early years
settingswhichwer e not mai ntained schoolmade The adyv
up of qualified teachers whose experience was in primary sohosgry and
reception classes, and who had no experience working with children before the age of
three. However, | came todlpost havindged and managed an integrated Nursery
School and Clopeh fdrrexdended ho@sat ye@muead,with babies
and toddlers making up half the roll. Nevertheless, it was initially assumed in
Eastside that | would not get too involwedh any work relating to children before
the age of three years old. When | did get involved, conflicts would almost inevitably
ensue. Despite an overall high level of collegiality, | knew | needed to tread with

great care.

The only peereviewed reseah into the role of advisory early years teacfiars
this case, the advisory t eifiodsthats empl oyed
Ademocratico approaches to | eadership are
very strongisytdgdgfmdgoanoarmdgiarceegd styles (Garri
2009, p.76). This supported my view that my research project should be as
participative as possible, and that | should be eergrethat anxiety about my role
as a teacheamnight interfere with the conduct of theviestigation And there was one
further reason for making the pragmatic choice to work with a participative approach.
Garrick and Morgan (2009, p.80) conclude t
spread too thinlyo t oarticipatioeawss deedgdyj at e i mpact
otherwise my influence would be spread so thinly that it would be undetectable.

Within the wider Eastside project, | designed a smaller research project with these
considerations in mind. | approached three contrasting settings wie overall
project group of 13, to ask for their participation in a project structured around child
observation and group discussion. | did not offer the project to all the settings,
because | wanted three contrasting settings (one maintained logdhauthority,
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one private, and a playgroup from tr@duntarysectorwith paid staff. My intention

was firstly to explore the views of a comparatively uadsearched group of people.
There is almost no research into how early years practitionersogotalaching and
caring for children before the age of three in early years settings in England: most of
the research into the children®aseddevel opme
programmes for families, like the Parents Early Education PartnerdbifP(Project)
(Evangelotet al, 2008) and Sure Start (Melhuishal, 2010). My exploratory
projectintendedo help the development of better kinds of training and professional
development for this specifgroup of practitioners, witfindingswhich might

provide a starting point for further research in the future. My second intention was to
provide an opportunity for the participants to engage in further professional
development, through a cycle of structured observation of the children and group

discussions about what they had observed.

As | have argued above, there is little research into forms of support and
professional development which might be appropriate for this specific group of
practitioners, working with children before the age of three.afproacttaken in
thisstudydrawsem Br uner 6s (1980) argument that, fc
new knowledge must be contextuatisé must be constructed with and through the

experience of the practitioners, and not n

1.6. Summary

The study was devised agsiirthe backdrop of a larger project in Eastside to
respond to the unexpected expansion of the
Year Ol dso initiative, with the pressing n
available, and that placesust offeran gpropriate experience to the very young
children involved. According to a range of measures, Eastside is a highly

disadvantageous place for children in the early years.
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It is widely accepted, however, that quality in early years education and care
cannotbe easily defined or measured, and the literature on professional development
suggests that it is necessary to engage practitioners in processes of review and
reflection, taking data and other relevant information into account. Building on my
previous stud in the Nursery School where | was headteacher (Gr&tiéd), |
wished to develop a new project to support this type of professional development

amongst a wider group of practitioners and in a more challenging environment.

More detailed consideratiori these matters is given in Chapter Two, the
literature review, followed by a fuller account of the design of the project and its
methodology in Chapter Three. The data from the prajegiresented in Chapter
Fou, with a specific focus othe participah s 6 t heori es about how vy
learn in nursery settings, and their role as educators. In Chapter Five there is a
further discussion of the findings, specificatiynsideringhe development of the
participant® v i ews d ur, andwhéeberthere wene mnpreventents in
quality. Finally, Chapter Six considers the contribution this study has toade
knowledge both as empiridaesearch and theotyuilding.

Children at two have few options when it comes to expressing a view about
attending mrsery. Families in poor communities have éeaptionsthan their better
off counterpartsvhen it comes to making &aice on behalf of their child. The
likelihood is thathere is less provisioim their neighbourhoods than in richer areas
and that therovision that is availabl&ill be lower in quality. They are aldess
likely to beable to afford to travel beyond walking distanaeviden their choices
Early years practitioners working with children before the age of three are, on
average, the leagualified and the lowest paid in the sector in England. The nature of
this work with the participants and the question of whether there is evidence that it
led to improvements in the provision of early education and care are matters of urgent

importance.
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Chapter Two

M membrane of constantly evolving

supportive amviewefct | on

the literature about the pedagogy of

working with the youngest children.
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As | argued in Chapter One, this research project arises out of an urgent
professional nee@dnd is concerned with a pressing issue of social inequality in early
childhood. But that urgency should not crowd out a longer view: how has England
devel oped an early years sector which is b
evermore diverse woikk o r ¢ e éBlatth®id,r2@1p, p.20), and what steps might
one take to provide appropriate support and professional development for

practitioners who are currently working with the children?

2.1. The historical context: early education and childcare fotwo-year olds

It appears that organised childcare and the education of young infants began, in
England, in the seventeenth century: the main rationales for this care were
educational, so that children could learn their alphabet before starting instruction in
school (Cuningham, 1977), pragmatic, enabling women to work (Burnette, 1998), or
moral, either promoting more enlightened ways of bringing up children without force

or coercion (Owen, 1824) or imposing hygiene practices (Lown, 1990).

At the beginning of the twemtih century, nursery education and childcare became
a significant concern of progressives, notably Christian Socialists like Rachel and
Margaret McMi Il an who observed Achildren <c
naked, wunwashed arciteditQusdens 1938, pW8). Ih I014stloer e s 0 (
McMillan sistersfoundedan operair nursery school in Deptford to provide a
healthier environment for children aged two and older. They had a radical vision of
an early childhood for city infants situated in alnt@al and ordered environment
i ncluding gardens, greenhouses, art and mu
autonomy. But despite powerful lobbying by the McMillans, who drew notable
support from Lady Astor, Stanley Baldwin, George Bernard Shaw anenQwdary,
amongst others (Penn and Moss, 1996, p.63), progress was slow. The 1918 Education

Act permitted local authorities to set up nursery schools, but only 47 maintained
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nursery schools had been opened by 1938, with a further 47 operated by voluntary

agencies.

In the 1930s, the pioneering English child psychoanalyst, Susan isaacking
very closely with MelanieKleind evel oped a t heoretical mo d e
development through play and nursery experiences. She argued that toys e be u
to represent aspects of the childbs inner
through dramatic representation makes it easier for the child to control his real
behaviour, and to accept the limitations of the real world. In other words hiefsirt
the devel opment of the ego, and of the sen
emphasised the benefits of children having space and autonomy in order to develop

their thinking and their creativity; Mafyane Drummond (2000), commenting on

lsmacsds Malting House School for children &
children could be fimore active, more curio
more inventive than they could have been i

Isaacs was opeiag a private school on the edge of Cambridge for a mostly affluent

and intellectual clientele, the McMillans were offering nursery education as a kind of
sanctuary, with Margaret McMillarcitedin Bradburn, 1989, p.179) arguing that

Amany chi rdodwededf homes today receive no nur
growth is hindered by the evil of their fi

The need for women to work in factories and take over other jobs previously held
by men during World War Two prompted a significant expansion of nursery
childcare for babies and young children. Anna Freud, a nursery teacher in Vienna
before she followed mdather into psychoanalysis, documented many of the
difficulties and complexities she experienced in her work of organising wartime
nursery childcare in the Hampstead Nursery. Like McMillan, Freud argued that
nursery education for children from the agéved years old could provide
Ainestimable value as an addition to the o

which are only too often |l ackingXlh.n indivi
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However, whilst McMill an e«prgsdvenessandpmayt he ch
in early education, Freud put her main emphasis on the caring relationship between

adult and child, proposing a model for the
she terms an fAintimate intled chrmad gtehe fimdtfe
figureo (Freud, 1974, p. XI X).

Both Freud and Isaacs expressed concerns about the possible damage that wartime
nursery childcare might be doing to children. Freud (1974) concluded that the nursery
school was not an appropriate ingtion for young infants, especially before the age
of two years old, and Isaacs (1970, p.218) warned, on the basis of her observations of
wartime childcare, that i f an infant dis |
give him warm human contactdmuse people are either indifferent or too busy, this
does not mean to him the mere absence of the good he requires, a merely neutral

pl ace; It means the actual presence of pos

2.2. The period after World War Two: the dangers of the nursery

These concerns of Isaacs and Freud found further expression after the war in the
work of John Bowlby, the pioneering British psychologist and psychoanalyst.
Bowlby was commissioned by the World Health Organisation in 1949 to study the
effects of children bing separated from their parents, common in wartime Europe.
Bowlby (1951)emphasised the reality of the grief and suffering experienced by
children when segrated from their parentbreaking from the more equivocal

theoretical positions of (Sigmund) feickand Klein. Freudargued that in respect of

significant events in childhood, Awe have
in the consequences, whether pMfedtasy or r
cited in AhbelRappe, 2006, [1.90). I n Britain, Freudds nuanc

developed by Klein into a position which, to the exasperation of both Bowlby and the
British psychoanalyst Donald Winnicott, appeared to be a refusal to eaaljeith
reality in childhood suffering. Bowlbycommere d t hat hi 4$fe Ai nt er est
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experiences and situati ons citedirsSchevarta |l i en t o
1999, p.225) and Winnicott argued that fKI
the environment factor but it is my opinion thaé stas temperamentally incapable of

t h iceedin $chwartz, 1999, p. 195)

Bowlby (1951, p.1)st r essed what he argued were the
infant and young child should experience a warm, intimate, and continuous
relationship with his mothdor permanent mother substitute) in which both find
satisfaction and enjoymento. Bowlbyds main
separation between parent and child, as shown in the harrowing filebmgduds
protégés, husbarahdwife team theRobertsms (Robertson and Robertsatf52)
about a tweyear old admitted to hospital and deprived of all contact with her parents.
On the other hand, Bowlby argued in favour of day nurseries as a form of support for
families where mothers needed to work, and aohedl that it was better to children
to remain in a fibado home, supplemented wi
full-time in institutional care (Bowlby, 1953, pp.-78). All the same, under the
influence of Bowl byds wsedrthe wartimé rurseBiesithei s h g o
expansion of nursery education and childcare came to an end. The first government
sponsored report on education after World War T@Hldren and their Primary
School{ t he APl owden Reporto; Ceiontleed)lis Advi sor
clearly hostile to the notion of childcare
who are not obliged to work may work falli me, r egar dl ess of thei
welfare. It is no business of the educational service to encourage thészsiio do
soo (Central Advisory Council for Educatio

In keeping with the arguments of the McMillans and Anna Freud, discussed above,
that nursery education could make up for deficiencies in family life, the Plowden
Reportapprovinglygtot ed wi tnesses who argued that
compensate for social deilpdplMaThereport and spec

notes the particular argument that Athough
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working class children have insufiént encouragement, example and stimulus in the
situations of their daily life to build up a language which is rich and wide ranging in

vV 0 ¢ a b uibdidapr 319). Tiie Plowden Report concluded that nursery education

should be provided in a very specifarm: for children aged between three and five

years old, and for just a part of the day, making a distinction between childcare and
education: Athe day nursery is the proper
away from their homes before the ageloée. An institution with a more directly

educational aim is ri ghibid, p.122) chi |l dren of t

Perhaps as a result of this ruling, research and discussion of nursery childcare in
England for children up to the age of three in the 18r@51980s tended to be
concerned with the provision eafe and healthy physical caraot early education
or playi with a focus orstructure and organisation. There were fewer discussions of
how young childrendés r el atheirematidnalgnd i n a gr
social development, and | eldessostrbngla concern
represented in the work of Susan Isaacs and Melanie Klein. For example, Jack and
Barbara Tizard (1971, p.159) theajawedd t hat A
to developdo in nursery childcare as emoti o
Peter Most al.(citedin Barnett and Bain, 1986, p.3) wroteNmirseries Novthat
Acounci |l nurseries cer tiamostimgntamfyi er good st

staff:child ratios and pay a | ot of attent

2.3. The fikey person approachbo

On the other hand, Goldschmied and Jackson (1994) broadened the discussion
beyond just ratios, regulations and hygiene, recognising the complexity inherent in
group childcare. They explained (1994, p. 1
originsinBowl bydéds seminal work on attachment an

this position they developed the fikey pers
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children under three. They agreed with Bow
needs a reliable and wamglationship with a special person, but argued that this

could be offered in nurseries through a system of care assignment. They explained

that the key person approach is an fattemp
whom they can relate in pacial way duringgomeof the often long hours which they

spend away from homeo (Goldschmied and Jac

I n relation to this study, the particul ar
(1994) highly influential book on working with ctilen before the age of three is its
relegation of the importance of play. Earlier researchers, whose work informed the
development of the key person approach (Bain and Barnett, 1980; Hopkins, 1988)
haddrawn on the Kleinian tradition anmulit a strong emplsé on play and
imaginaton Bain and Barnett (1980, p.149) argu
potentially play both a therapeutic and educational role, not in their present form, but
in a form which is based on chiladiemé® dev

Hopkins (1988, p. 99) regretted what she argued was the avoidance by nursery staff

of Apersonal and playful I nteraeti on with
and Jackson are most influenced by Anna Fr
physical praimity and caretaking routines, arguihgh a t Apl ay is only o
child devel opment; much more cruci al is ad

and Jackson, 1994, p.8).

Hel en Pennds research into English nurser
claim that theonly observabl@edagogical approach had étstiretheoretical
underpinning from Bowl by, hol di ng, she arg

therefore learning, dyntakes place in a oA®-one adukchild relationship, and all

ot her situations are irrelevanto (Penn, 109
on physical proximity and observation underminesthc hi | dés aut onomy, |
At he sur vmontl d mintge @fndi ndi vi dual childreno.
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However, the 1980s and 1990s also saw the revival of another tradition in English
nurseries, in which play and learning are seen to be important to children before the

age of three.

2.4.Seeingthe infant and toddler as a learner
Garland and White (1980, pp.1224) accept that the needs of tywar olds
differ greatly from those of children at rising five years old and about to start in a

school reception cl| ass,catibonyihitsaaerypmoadestit hat s o
sense, is desirable for both groups. o In
Department for Education and Science, Angela Rumbold, chaired a committee to
enquire into early years education. This produced a repottedi@tartingwith
Quality(Rumbold 1990), wuswually referred to as t he
noted two of the historical features discussed above. Firstly, that there was a split
between nursery care and education, and that structural attempttshte e groups
of professionals to work together had not been successful. Secondly, the report notes
that nursery education had long been targeted at those children and families thought
to be in need, Ain crude tercmwu, dibighodxi t i n
p.5).

The Rumbold Reporilfid, p.9) approvingly quotes the finding of the 1988
Parliamentary Report on Educational Provision for the Under Fives from the
Education, Science and Arts Selecter Committ
fives are complementary and inseparabl eo.
continued towards an increasingly integrated view of early education and care,
particularly under the Labour government from 1997 onwards, which supported the
developmentb A Early Excell ence Centreso in its

education and care, and employing mplifessional staff teams under the
leadership of qualified teachers. In 20B8th to Three Mattersvas produced as
gui dance t threfpansibilityfohtleecare and education of babies and
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children fr om [[Departmentfor&dutation and Skj2e03,rpg)0 (

Just a few years later, a single framework for early years education and care, the

Early Years Foundation StageEYFS) , ¢l ai med t o have brougt
the distinction between care and learning and betweentbittiree and threeo-five

pr ov i Bepastmeit fof Education and SkjlR007 p.10).

Overall, from the 1990s onwards, one might diseedecisive shift away from the
proposition that nursery is a damaging place for a child to be. There is increasing
challenge to the notion that one can draw a boundary at age three, with childcare,
prioritising appropriate care routines, bodily care dodecrelationships, on one side;
and early education on the other, focused on learning and play. Even set Bialli
(2011, p.18) argue that Ato see the infant
chall enging par adi g malhthemexsshctidn,tl wilfegpioremany t e
how this shift has come about in the fields of policy and research in early education
over the last three decades.

2.5. A growing consensus about how young children develop and learn:
constructivist approaches toearly education

The Aparadi gmati c etal(2011,p.18) chrebe tinddrstoedd by De
as resulting from the coming together of i
and toddlersd | earning in theiente.Thérels of co
is an emerging consensus amongst both researchers and practitioners that young
children must no longer be thought of in terms of what they do not know and cannot
do, as empty vessels needing to be filled with adult knowledge. Instead tmpmare
lauded as thpossessorsafb r a i n  vite mastpowesul ldarning machine in
theu n i v éGomi&, dleltzoff and Kuhl1999,p.1). In England, this view is
reflected in current version of the EYFS, which says in its guidance document that

Afewerchild is a unique c hEarlyHBducatiom 2002 const ar
p.2).
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This constant learninig understood not in terms of ttransmission of knowledge
from adults to children, but as a process atonstruction by child and adult
together The childco-constructs an understanding of the world, through interactions
with adults, peers, and a carefully resourced and arranged environment. Children are
also understood to emonstruct their identities through interactions with parents and
othercarers (Schaffer, 1996; Trevarthen, 1998; Woodhead and Moss, 2007; Brooker,
2009).

The Effective Provision of Preschool Education (EPPE) Project (8ylab
2010), a longitudinal study of 2800 English children from randomly selected pre
school settingand 310 children with no prechool experience, has produced
compelling evidence to suppdahis constructivist approach to early learning. The
EPPE case studies (ShBjatchfordet al, 2002) identify a number of features found
in the most effective elgryears settings: children are understood as competent and
active learners; learning is recognized as culturally located and constructed,;
interaction with both educators and parents is understood to play a significant role;
and a rich environment for ledng and development is seen as important, both at
home and in early childhood settings. The EPPE project has concluded that this style
of constructivist early childhood education and care leads not only to the best
outcomes for the child at five, butalsoh at o6t he ef f eschbo of chi |l d
experience remained until they were age 11, in both cognitive and-sebeioural
outcomesdé6 (Sylva, 2010, p.4), with further
children ended the first phase of sedary education at the age of 14 (Sydval,
2012).

However, given the overall consensus in favour of a constructivist approach to
early childhood educatiom, difficult question arisesvhat isthe capacity of any
given staff team to implemeii? Inthefr st pl ace, such applicat:i
Apracdnmcetdo be conceived of Implisitinsi mply #Ai mpl
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constructivist pedagogy is the view that one of the most powerful ways for

practitioners to hel pisomtesppndinamgbly | ear ni ng

individual and subtle manner to their investigations, discussions and conversations.

Wood, McMahon and Cranstogn1 980, p. 205) describe this

the childdés interest and ractoeeostingergly a f ocus

rather than programmdpiroglrlaynmatCecnrvert ygeéley

the adult attempts to direct the childds a

communication and apparent intention. An extreme examplasois given in the

volume from the Oxford Pr8chool Project about Day Nurseries (Garland and White,

1980, p. 53), in which a child bursts out

but | 6ve got a grandfather afortheheds going

practitioner to reply Ais he?0 and then co
0

0 {istWednesdayhethirtieth-of-Junehotands u n ny

In an extension of theracticeof contingent interaction, the EPPE Project
resear cher saideesdc rSihbae edSurshti nki ngd (SST), wl
Adwork togetherd6 in an intellectual way to
activities, or eBlatclfandd20@/p.Ji)aAnemsode of&IT ( Si r aj
might be initiated by eithreadult or child. Thicontrasts strongly witthe approach
advocated by Goldschmied and Jackson (19949, emphasisth e chi | dés 1 mpul
to exploreand advise the adult not to get involvédita Hughes, who worked
closely with Elinor Goldschmied,arguis t hat fAcaregivers regul a
being unwittingly intrusive and interferin
devel opment and cr eat iThisdpgraach(stidangsteets, 2010,
with the longestablished Hungaridroczyappoach to early education and childcare,
also widely used in California (Petrie and Owen, 20@&)ch emphasises the role of

the childbés exploratory drive, not adult i

One might summari se these views as emphas

impulse to explore, and giving less prominence to jatténtion and c@onstruction
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between adult and child. The first English framework for practice with the youngest
children,Birth to Three MattergDepartment for Education and SkjlR003),

develops this view by seeing care and learning holistically. But that learning is

always understood to be initiated by the child, with one exception. In relation to

supporting the developmeof bilingual children, the LiteratuiReview (Davidet al.,

2003)e mphasi ses thapr oowrdgers eme slhaug Wda dgie t ea
some interactions with young bilingual children and intervene in play to effect these)

rather than simply relying on ttal hocinteractions the children may have in the

| anguage which is additional for them. oo

Overdl, David et al. (2003) focus much more on babies and younger toddlers, than
on children in the third year of life; and whilst they acknowledgeartstruction,
they almost always exemplify chiiditiated play. Conversely, the more recent
literature revigv for the New Zealand government by Datlial. (2011, p.4), whilst
still placing a significant focus on childitiation, cites the counter argumdiihat
adults have the key role in initiating cognitively stimulating interactions that are
attunedtothe hi 1 d (Jaffe, 2007; Warner, 2002).0
perhaps, most <clearly be i1illustrated by fw
frequentlyoccurring words in a document, and show the frequency of occurrence
through size ofhe font. Inthe Birth to Three review (Daviet al, 2003) the words
Achil drend and fAidevel opment o are significa
Dalietal( 2011) these words remain very promin
perhaps showing an increased emphasis on the-soltizal construction of
childhood. The prominence of HAqualityodo and
increasing contemporary emplsen early learning and the impact of quality in

relation to securing the best outcomes for children:
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The increasing emphasis onconstruction, both in terms t#arning (Wood,
McMahon and Cranstoyud980; SirajBlatchfordet al. (2007) and the construction of
the childbés identity in relation to other
Woodhead and Moss, 2007; Brook2909) and to places (Brook@Q12) implies,
in turn, | ess emphasis on the account of t
facilitating environment. As Smith (1999,
emphasise the childbds natural and spontane
developnent as being shaped entirely through learning processes have been strongly
criticised. o Moss, Dahl berg and Pence (2
vi ewe d -carstruétax of knowledge, culture and identity in relationship with
otherchild en and adultsod. Evangelou (2009, p. 6(
the childds emotional well being, proposing
smoothly progressive learning trajectory. Children use less sophisticated learning
strategies ean after more sophisticated strategies have been understood. This
variable perdfrmance is dependent on a ranfe&ariables, for example task difficulty,

task support and | evels of confidence on t

An understanding of childhood consisting of sequential stages of development
produces a particular understanding of the role of the early years practitioner; a very
different image results from the model of@anstruction. Muntoet al. (2002,
pp.7374),dr awi ng on the work of Dahl berg, Mo s s
idea of the worker as technician with the idea of the worker ascansiructor of
knowledge and culture. The former is a transmitter of predetermined knowledge and
culturetothechild and a facilitator of the chil dos
each milestone is reached and that the chi
stage of development. The latter constructs knowledge and culture, both the

childrends and their own. 0
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Taken together, these arguments i mply the
for staff to implement in early childhood education and care. Biadll. (2011, p.69)
argue that the Adcurri cul Gemboded everpdayct ed i n
experiences, which occur in close relation
seem that what is called for is a style of interaction which depends on considerable
knowledge of each individual child, a general understanding of how children develop
andthink, and adequate subject knowledge. Staff therefore need to able to observe
children systematically and make sense of those observations in the light of theories
about learning, and theories about each individual child. They need to be able to
make dersions based on this knowledge to inform their interactions with individual
children and groups of children mintlg-minute, and to inform their choices about

longer term planning and resourcing.

This process has been dement deedlR@IS!I iii nt er
p3yandappears to have evolved from the conce
psychoanalysis (for exampl8ternet al, 1998). Intersubjectivity, in psychoanalytic
theory and practice, involves seeimglity as a jointonstruction between the analyst
and analysand; the technique of the analyst allows for the possibility of a new
understanding of past relationships and events, in essence a new reality, to develop

within that intersubjective relationship.

In the last tvo decades, a number of researchers have proposed that children co
construct their identities through interactions with parents and other (Bobester,
1996; Trevarthen, 1998; Woodhead and Moss, 2007; Brooker,,200G8ying that
identity iscreatedima met aphori cal Afspaceodo between ad:i
child, or child and the wider environment). This develops both the celebrated
argument ofVood, Bruner and Ross (1976, p.90), that adults tutor children to solve
probl ems t hr ourg hii oficsocnatfrfool Il diinnggbo tohose el eme
initially beyond the | earWoed dcMahoreapdaci t y o,
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Cranstoun (1980) th&twh en t he adult takes the chil dos
and maintains the interactoncangpent | 'y rat her than progr amm
competence may begin to show througho.

In both of these instances, the process is essentially seen as one party adapting to
the needs or perspective of the other. However, Bruner later argues (1998aip.5)
such notions of joint attention place insufficient stress on the nebdtfoparties to

have a theory of mind, to imagine how their actions are being understood by another

and to modify their actions accordingly in
encounter 0. Bruner notes that children fc
understood, and reinterpret othersodéd misint

|l i ke Il ooking back at the adult to check 1|
1995, p.5). The argument is developed with a specific pedagogical focus, with Bruner

describing how adults use such encounters
control or agency Athrough the provision o

const (page ®.t s O

Smith (1999, p. 86) further argues that this pedagogy implies a focus on the
physical and emotional <care of thdachil d,
closeand nurturingadutt hi | d r el ati onshi p éivtyys necessal

which allows the caregiver to judge how much the child already knows and

understands, so that she can provide appro
Johansson (2004, p.15) considers the fdinte
undest ood to have intentions and to be creat

part relational, dependent on the context and to some degree created by learning
t hrough c oibid alporl®t)i,omrd e@ti ng an at mospher e

permissiveand mut ual | y ibidnpt28r subj ecti veo (
Likewise,Dalli et al.(2011, p.73%tress the importance of adult recognition and

per mi ssi on of tithoat agemcy, thetedcan ba mp a@stgestivity: W
Aresear ch f r-eulturavreseahiframework €ropbasises the notion of
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infanttoddler agency. This refers to the ability of the young child to exercise effect

on the world through the expression of mind and body in reciprocal acts; agency

makes intersubjectivity possible (e.g., Eriksesh&gaar d, 2006; White,
Likewise,agency is not simply something which children carry within themselves as

an intrinsic personality trait, but something which is produced dynamically through
relationships, an idea which is nicely encapsulatethég oncept of HfAautonor
C o nnec t(eraufe,996, p.206 cited by Thomason and La Paro, 20285).

Finally, itis not just a relationship with one person which matters, but also the

ongoing responsiveness and attunement of all the staff and itieeetiole

organisation, following Dalletald6 s ar gument :

Afquality pedagogy i s not merely the p
teacher but rather relies on a membrane of constantly evolving

supportive connections between teachers and children, teachers

and teahers, structural elements of the organisation of the centre,

and the centrebés philosophy and | eade
| ocated within a broader policy infra

Dalli et al, 2011, p.3

In summary, research from the perspectives of developmental psychology and
early education is converging to give an increasingly clear picture of appropriate
ways to care for and educate young children up to three years old in nurseries. This
suggests seval implications for practice. Practitioners can be understood as needing
to developwhatDaletal.( 2009) term fikeen observationo,
children as individualandco-construct learning as opposed to using a gset
programme, or merely following fixed care routines. But observational skills are not
adequate in themselves, and as Osgood (201
become just another chore. In addittorhaving the opportunities and the skills to

observe children closely, practitioners also need opportunities for discussion and for
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critical reflection if they are to develop, inDadlit a@RPOd &, p. 3) astri ki ng

membrane of constantlyevolmm g supportive connectionsao

This necessarily leads to a second set of questions about what the existing research
and literature says about appropriate ways to offer support, training and development
for early years practitioners, given theerallcompleities and subtleties of their
roles, andspecificallyto promote observation and critical reflectidimere is growing
evidence of the positive effects on childr
types of training for practitioners working withilthren between the ages of three and
five in England. The EPPE report (Syletal., 2004,p.4f i nds t hat #fAhaving
teachers working with childreninpeec hool settings é had the ¢
quality and was linked specifically with betmrtcomes in preeading and social
devel opment at Mahgreetab (2011 p.93 found thafiisettings,
which gained g@raduate leader with EYHEarly Years Professional Status] made

significant improvements in quality as compared with settings which did not.

However, as previously argued, the researdinigland is inconclusive in respect to

the impact of graduatievel qualifications for stéfworking with children up to the

age of threeMatherset al. (2011 p. 10) note that the small numbers of EYPs they

encountered who were working with children in this age band made it difficult for

them to come to any firm conclusions, and findthdéter e i s Al i ttl e evid
i mproved the quality of provision for youn
previously discussedhére arealso manyconcerns about thguality of themain

qualification held by staff working with this age grotipe Level Three in Childcare

and Education. Overall, it is not clear what types of training, support and professional
developmentnight beappropriate for practitioners working with the yousige

children in the early years, in the contextoh g | a n ddélse dAimmu dt r-ai ni ngo (
Blatchford, 2010, p.20).
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2.6. Professional development and training for early years practitioners

Nursery work with young children has long been seen as low in status: semi
skilled work suitable for girls leaving school withouany formal qualifications. The
Plowden Report (Central Advisory Council for Education, 1967, p. 121) comments
that nurseries, |i ke hospitals, fArequire |
qgualificationso; near | Y12 p9) Wrylyassunomariséesur y | at
the options for young women | eaving school
or careo. Moss (2006, p. 34) claims that
mother produces an image that is both gendered and assanhkisle or no
education is necessary to undertake the work, which is understood as requiring
gualities and competencies that are either

el se are acquired through womendadisl Ipgé)c.td ce

As a need for support, training and further professional development for a
comparatively poorhgualified (and poorly paid) group of staff began to be
recognised, it was at first suggested that this could be aclsewpty, bygiving a
more qualified practitioner a supervisory role. The Plowden Report (Central Advisory
Council for Education, 1967, p.122) recommended that nugsero u ps fAshoul d
always be under the ultimate supervision of a qualified teacher, but that the sain da
to day work should be taken by two year trained nursery assistants, of whom there
should be a minimum of one to every ten ch
teachers should oversee the work of day nurseries proved highly contentious. The
Rumbob ReportRumbold 1990, p.27) notethat whilst the 1980 Education Act
enabled local education authorities to make teachers from nursery or primary schools
available to support day nurseries, in pr a
done, the results wendten not happy, with Rumboldb{d, p.114) noting that
Afteachers have felt isolated, and day nurs
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Morerecentlye ver y Chi | id Englandnwasregeredtirome2004 to
employ a qualified teacher to support locatsauies, until the coalition government

withdrew the requirement i n 2edcig i n a move
bureaucracy or pr of essi onal s | ro(DEpartmentfSrt art chi | c
Education 201Q . However, t he r oacherslms$bedhlitiiel dr end s

researched, with only Garrick and Morgan (2009) having evaluated the role in a peer
reviewed journal article. Their research focuses on the leadership styles of two

Chil drenbés Centre teachers, enptionahci pally dr
intelligenceo (dBalin&anickand Mofan020pario 0 2
Leithwood and Levinds mod édlLeithwobdanddevinher | e a
2005, cited in Garrick and Morgan, 200%he study finds some evidence of

improved stafitonfidence and outcomes for children in some of the settings, but

judges that overall the findings were fimiX
They point out that larger structural issues, such as low levels of qualification and

high levels of turnoveamongst staff in private and voluntary nursery settings, have

an adverseeffeanqual i ty, which the Childrends Cent
for. The study does not make any direct recommendations about models for
supporting practitioners, though it wuphol d
approaches to leadership, togethehwioaching, are effective ways of developing a
teemGarri ck and Morgan (2009, p.80) concl ud:
influence is spread too thinlyo to have ad
held roles to support nursery practitioneysgeveral decades, as supervisors, as
advisory teachers in | ocal aut hority teams
appears that little is know about the impact of that support. It seems reasonable,

however, to conclude that the role has been proliiema

Elfer and Dearnley (2007, p.268) propose an alternative model of support, noting
that in English nursery settings, #fAit is d
those in the private sector, to easily access continuing professional devdlopnéen

They offered a series of ten sessions to a group of nursery managers, each session
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beginning with an extended period of group discussion and reflection, followed by a
Aitaught topico (EI fer and Deaevadatory, 2007,
indicated that the project had a positive impact on developing team relationships; the
researchers did not find the developments they had hoped for in the quality of the

emotional responsiveness of staff to childiéid( p.275), though there were some

sicn,s of staff developing an increased capac
e mo t iibadp@76). It is important to note that these findings relate to the

managersodé reports on their staff. The rese
dimensionofilr subj ectivity: there are no refere
El ferds subsequent research (EIl fer, 2010;

focus on the emotional experiences of staff. His exploration of psychoanalytically

i nf or medi sicWosrski ddn as a model of <critical p
2012) finds that the managers involved in the discussions tended to focus on staff

rel ati ons hi paftheaagbteedigsnea chosensby thefmanagers for WD

[Work Discussion] nearlyall concerned problematic or upsetting situations to do

with staff rather than issues to do with ¢
and EIlfer (2013, p.2) begin by acknowl edgi
note the effortsto bringptg et her early education and care
Centres. However, the data they report are concerned with staff descriptions of their
emotional experiences of teamwork in the centre, and of caring for distressed and

tired young childrenThistypeof A Woskussi ono appears to gi
an opportunity to discuss team dynamics and to think about and manage some of the
negative emotions expressed by childrenbut it does not appear t
learning and development more wid€ljne argument of Dalket al. (2011, p.57) that

the ability to Areado and make sense of <c¢ch
i ntersubjectivityo points to the potenti al
development of appropriate early educatsnwellascare for young children, but

this would need further investigation.
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2.7. Early years qualifications

Turning the focus away from ongoing professional developraedtfowards
formal qualificationsthe small amount of availablesearch is inconclusiweith
respect tgractitioners working with children up to the age of three. As already noted,
Nutbrown (201B) is concerned that the current level 3 award in England lacks the
rigour of the old NNEB qualification. Her finding is $&d ordiscussions with
practitioners, athere is no research to compare the quality or the effectiveness of the
two qualifications. The review by Matherst al.(2011)of the impact of graduate
leadership in English early years settifiggls that gradatelevel Early Years
Professionals (EYPs) werat the time of the studynost likely to be working with
ol der children in the EYFS, and that there
the quality of provision f o(athesaial.ger chil d
2011, p.7).Theyconclude that current qualifications do not seem to be having any
identifiable impact on qualityin respect of this youngest age group of childesml
recommend that further research is needed on workforce develophighe time of
writing, the EYP qualification has been discontinued and is due to be replaced
Early Years Teacher Stat(lBepartment for Education, 208)3but this successor
qualification does not specifically address appropriate care and pedagogy for children
before the age of three. It has been stronglic#d by Nutbrown (201,3.7) who
argues that Early Years Teacher Status does not reflect thegraf her
independent reviewf early years qualifications and asks fAwhy is the
being used to mean something quite different from the commonly understood,

established and accepted meaning??o9

Dalli et al.(2011, p.110), in their review afternational research, also find little
evidence for the impact of graduates working with the youngest childrenefalut
(2005) note that it is difficult to assess the impact of a degree on praetice

without knowing what the content of thatgiee has been. Similarly, Thomassiral.
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(2012, p.297) conclude that the data from their study suggest only a moderate
correlation between the level of teacher education and the quality of tiezulter
interactions in toddler classrooms, noting that thag little detailed knowledge of

the content either of the teachero6s initi a

2.8. Dialogue and reflection

Whilst the research on the impact of different levels of qualification has been
inconclusive, it has len argued that, in general, being able to think in more complex
ways about children might lead to developments in practice. Meiain(2002)
argue for the importance of processes to enable practitioners to reflect on their work,
drawing a distinctiotetween the early childhood practitioner as technician, merely
implementing a programme, and reflective practitioner/researober2006, p.148)
also prioritises time for reflection, concluding that pollmy k e r s 13 drowidel d A
a professional preparation program that values relationships and emotions; and 2)
develop practicum courses that make theory and practice come together and that
provide time and opportunities to develop and reflect firm relationships with snfarit
Whiteds (2005) research i nt oinvelvelNew Zeal and
engaging the participants in both formal a
number of paradoxes within the service that impacted on the way children and their
famiies were viewedo (White, 2005, p.97). Shi
engage in professional development surrounding quality review enabled caregivers to
engage in professional discussion and investigation with a focus on positive and
empowering imags of the child, and the role that they could play to support

childrenbés | earning and -88evel opmento (Whi't

Whitebds finding is that dialogue and ref/l

practitioners develop more consistent practice, linkegutdity standards, and bring
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about a shared view of the child as a capable, competent learneet@al(011)

al so report on Brannocko6s research in 2004
between how early childhood teachers said children learrthairdactual practices at
routine times and fAspecul ated that the inc
articulate how et&i20ld,p.8Y) | earno (Dal li

In summary, the research on appropriate training and development for early years
practitioners identifies some promising possibilities. There appears to be an emerging
consensus that training and development should promote an image of the child as
capable, competent and having agency. It should have a focus on practitioner
reciprocity ad attunement to the child. There is an important role for practitioner
initiation and stimulation. Emotional and cognitive development are understood as
interwoven, as are episodes of caregiving and early education. Learning is understood
toariselargely n t he conditions of the practiti one
creating an overall framework which enables the child to act with some autonomy.

There is a diminishing focus on the notion
create and delivepr the children. The idea that children progress naturally from one
developmental stage to the next, with the support of adults who provide a facilitating
environment but stand back to avoid interference, is increasingly contested.

Opportunities for pradioner reflection, debate and dialogue are increasingly valued.

This suggests that practitionersd ongoi ng
considered dynamicallyn the context of particular, local conditions, rather than as a
set programme of traimg in best practiceshonkoff (2010, p.362) argues for a
positioning of Acurrent best practices as
destinationo, and s i (2003, pxii)bygthesis of tlvetest | and C
evidence about professionalége o p ment call s for opportunit

question their experiences and views, and not simply validatethem
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29.Contesting the notions of Aqualityo and

It might be argued that any study of professional training and development must
consider, as part of its evidence, whether there has been any impact on the quality of
early education and care, and whether this in turn has led to improved outcomes for
the chidren. For example, Shonkoff (2010, p. 362) argues with a high degree of
certainty thattheroutempual i ty in early childhood educ:
markedi enhanced staff development, increased quality improvement, appropriate
measures of accoutidity, and expanded funding to serve more children and

familiesbo

Yet the discourse of measurement has not always been judged appropriate for
consideration of early educatidfor example, in 1974 Lesley Webb wrote, in her
influential bookPurpose and Pretice in Nursery Educatign t hat #Ain si mpl e
we cannot and have rarely tried to demonst
education. It is a matter of common sense
1974, p. 25). A few years later, liis role as director of the Oxford P&ehool
Project, Jerome Bruner did not seek to ide
merits of a deeper description of processes. Bruner called for a discursive approach to
the question of quality in earthildhood education, rather than an evaluation of
effectiveness against any given measur es,
perspective one gains in observing @ewn behaviouafterthe fact andreedof its
pressures. The shift froparticipantto spectatormay not inevitably assure fresh
perspective, but it surely helpso (Bruner,
emphasis on process, di scussion and debate
of dissemination was not in disseminatingraductbut aprocess helping [the

practitioners] to see more dispassionately rather than broadcastingsihat d s een. o

Woodhead (1996) argee favour ofmulti-dimensional models for the evaluation
of quality from different perspectives, and Dahlberg, Moss and Pence (1999, p.108)
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argue that Athe concept of quality is abou
that will of f er Ithaseno place for toynplexity,d/alues, diversity, é

subjectivity, indeterminacy and multiple p

However, there is also an influential discourse based around measures of quality,

childrends outcomes, and alychitdioed al | att emp
education and car e. F o x bwimnvestinB eatlytaedr ( 2010,
we l | i n our childrenés devel opment, we inc
so doing improve not only the lives of individuals but of societiegsasl | . 6 Thi s

economic analogy perhaps has its origin in the rguadted finding from the

American Perry Preschool Study that there
for every tax dollar invested in the early care and education programnieHi g h Scop e,
2004). Morerecently, the English Department of Education has statethibrat is
fextensive evidence that investment in the

sensd socialy, morally and financi @201l)yo (Departm

Ailwood (2004, p.20) finds this discourse problematic, arguing that such analogies
characterise early childhood as atimeffar nt er vent i on, shaping an
6agents of change for the futuredédo This is
exists in tension witthe growing focus in research, outlined above, on the minute
by-minute, intersubjective experiences of children and practitioners in early
childhood settings. As Gammage (2003, p. 34
viewed as economi esb6i hoest menfstudbprodhbet ch
opportunitytobeas wel |l as becomeo.

Other attempts to quantify quality and outcomes can also be seen as problematic.
Two of the most widely used measures of quality in early childhood education and
care are the Infant/Toddler H@ronment Rating Scale (ITERB) and the Early
Childhood Enwronment Rating Scale (ECER®), both of which rate quality across a
range of dimensions @uding premises, equipment, routines and interaction. Each

item is scored from one (inadequate) to seven (excellent), with a total quality score
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being calculated by adding up the results from all 37 items aseess subscales
(seeAppendixOnefor a sunmary of the scales).

However, as Melhuish (2001, p.digues measures like ECERB and ITERSR
Afhave the disadvantage that the experience
mayv ar y s u b sravng onithee Enrhplagis givén to intersubjedtivitthe
research discussed above, one might argue that this is a substantial drawback.
Furthermore, it has been argued that measures such as these make unwarranted claims
for universality, with Rotheyare¢dearlylinkdl1 999, p.

to the beliefs about child devel opment and

An alternative to measuring and quantifying quality is to concentrate instead on an
attempt to describe the experience of the child, usimat Melhuish (2001, p. 4alls
Aifocal child observational met hodso. One o
the Target Child Observation (TCO) (Syletal, 1980) which was developed for the
Oxford Preschool Project and subsequently used in the much larger Effective
Provision of Preschool Education (EPPE) project (Sglval, 1999). The TCO is a
structured temminute observation of a child, with spaces to record what the child
does and says, and the social context, mibytminute. After the observation is
completed, iis coded to summarise the types of learning that the child has been
engaged with each minute, and to show the length of time that the child can sustain
her or his attention. Sylvet al. (1980, p. 44) describe the tool as an attempt to
Ashar pent stohewhri Issitghobserving children. The
observe or record with objectivity, because the structure of the tool and its coding
mean that each observation necessarily 1inc
i nt er pibick 1980npg3Y). (

In place of a search for outcome measures, economic impact, and claims for
objectivity, it can be argued th&bols like the TCO offer a striving towards precision;
and whatDalletal.( 2009) term fikeen observationo cal

di scussion and debate about how wort hwhil e
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more discursive approach to the evaluation quality than is offered by EQERS
ITERSR.

The other observamnal tools which are widelysed in England come from the
Effective Early Learning Project (Bertram and Pascal, 1997), which arose out of the
Exe Project directed by Professor Ferre Laevers in Belgium (Laevers, 1994). Laevers
(1994) proposes assessmentdie chi |l dds i nvolvement in ac
which includes a number of observable signals: concentration, energy, complexity
and creativity, facial expression and posture, persistence, precision, reaction time,
language and satisfaction. By pagting in the Effective Early Learning Project,
practitioners | earn how to hone their obse
judgment of the childdéds I nvolvement. The o
image of the child. By trying to edtlish how the child really feels, and by trying to
become that child, the |l evel of Invol vemen
no date, p. 4). Because the observations are brief, involving the sampling of a
number of children for just a few mireg at different times in the day, the darte
more suited to an overall assessment of the quality of the setting than a consideration
of an i ndividual «c¢ hi |-Blaickfordetxap(2003, p383d)e . Howeyv
argue that involvement is not a tslile measure to use in early education, as it
focuses on affect to the exclusion of cognition. It might also be argued that Bertram
and Pascalds (1997) claims that one can fe
tendentious. Nevertheless, the data aetifrom Effective Early Learning projects
can promote dialogue about the nature and

overall.

It can therefore be argued that no single measure can be claimed as an accurate
assessment of quality, valid in all contextst that some measures are more open to
debate and contestation than others. Melhuish (2001) argues, however, for a more
complex paradigm which is able to consider how different preschool experiences (and

home experiences) impact on child developments Tddus on effectiveness
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underpinned the design of the EPPE project (Sgtwad, 1999), which sought to

i dentify which nursery settings could be <c
those settings for particular characteristics and processes migbhin turn be
considered fneffective pedagogfRanditsHence t he
own extension of the scale, the ECERSas well as measures of child development

over time, to identify neffecthervused setti ng
qualitative methods including focus groups, interviews and the Target Child

Observation to identify which pedagogical practices might be considered effective
(SirapBlatchfordet al, 2002).

Interestingly, Melhuish (2001, p.4) raises the po$gitihat a multilevel research
project might call into question the reliability of ECERRSand ITERSR, should a
setting with | ow scores fibe associated wit
above that to be expected from the characteristics of thekireReversing this
argument, there is also some evidence that high scores in particular-RERS
subscalesanbe associated with poorer developmental @uies for children. For
example, in their evaluation of the Neighbourhood Nurseries Initidflaghers and
Sylva (2007, p.9) found that in respect of the older children in the cohort, there was a
Anegative relationship between th® dédperson
and c hi lopkratevenb@&tsaviotirpsocial skills and confidenceldgén in
centres which scored highly on this subscale were rated as {epgative, less
sociable and |l ess confident. o They specul a
emphasis on handwashing and other hygiene routines meant that there was less time
to help the childrends social devel opment.

Melhuish (2001) alscomments that if educational outcomes in the areas of
literacy and numeracy are prioritised, then settings which emphasise those aspects of
the curriculum will prove to be effective, everthkir chosen approach scores low on
ECERSR. So, Mel hui sh argues, in the end it r

that is, what values are placed on different development outcomes, and what is the
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rel evant value of ¢ hivledroepnndesn teaxlp eprrioegnrcees sa.n
noted, measures of child development are themselves contested, both because of the
declining influence of linear models of development, and because of concerns that

they are culturally biased. For example, the natureeofdbus in ITERSR and

ECERSR on shared adult:child attention is implicitly questioned by Rosenthal (1999,

p . 4 7athpugh jdint engagement of toddlers and caregivers is probably an

important aspect of the learning and development of young childrdircurtaral
communities, the characteristics of this i
For just such reasonBahlberg, Mossand Pen€te2 000, p. 112) fAsought
stutter into the narrative odndsqggestingit y € by
is not selfevident but just one way of understanding and evaluating the pedagogical

and other projects of the early childhood

In short, as Dallet al. (2011, p.25) appositely note, there are two distinct lines of
scholaship concerned with the question of quality in early childhood educiditian,
di scursive philosophical l i ne and an effec

210 Evaluating the quality and -yenpracal ddo i

I n England, the neffectiveness/ iempact mese¢
al., 2011, p. 25) has seriously called into question the effectiveness and quality of
provision for children younger than three years bidhe case of the government
fundedpilot programme to give free nursery places to-txar olds living in socio
economic disadvantage, Sméhal. (2009, p.4) conclude that there was, on average,
no benefit to the children involved. This finding is consistent with the report on a
simlars cheme in Scotl and, which concludes tha
i ndeed progressing wel/l bet ween the two ti
significantly different from that of the comparison group who did not attend the
i ntervent i o\Woolfsonargl Kiagn20@80p.61).

Page68



Smithet al. (2009, p. 95) also comment that a comparison of data on quality from
their study with the data from the evaluation of the Neighbourhood Nursery Initiative
suggests that dApr ovi souagrchildranhds notiypprovedlr di s ad
significantly since the NNI data was <col |l e
the UK government made a significant investment in training and development for
early years practitioners during this period; for eglanmore that500mwere spent
between 2006 and 2011 to enable local authorities to fund two programmes to
increase the numbers of graduates working in private and voluntary early years
settings (Matherst al, 2011, p.5). This appears not to have hadragasurable
effect on quality by 2009.

Returning to the question, discussed earlier, of the historic divide between the care
and education of the youngest children, Sratthl. (2009, p.93) found that
opportunities for learning were generally lackingtisoy e ar ol ds: fAmost se
did not offer sufficient opportunities for
activities and resources that would be intellectually stretching for older children [i.e.
t hose appr oac hi n glrheretvere even indrel wordyingofindingsh d ay ] o .
about the quality of provision being offered to some specific groups of children.
Smithetal.( 2009, p. 103) state that they ident.i
disadvantage and the quality of provision offered to chldneth settings catering
for higher proportions of minority groups and children speaking EAL rated as lower
quality, in comparison to settings catering for lower proportions of these groups.
Settings in more income deprived areas also offered lower yjtredih settings in

more affluent areas. o0

However, despite this poor picture overall, Eaaly Education Pilot for Two Year
Old Children Evaluatior{fSmithet al, 2009, p.104)) did find that highgquality
settings (those with an ECEHBand ITERSR rating of four and above) had some
positive effects on childrends devel opment

association between quality score and child development outcomes, at least in terms
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of | anguage Gidea thathe oepearehrotdulsboneet al. (2011) finds
that Al anguage devel opment at the age of 2

entry to primary school 6, this can be rega

Smithetal.( 2009) report an i mprovement in the
as measuredn a subscale of thBritish Ability Scales (BAS). The BAS were
designed for use by educational psychologists, but theylierewidely used in
early years research includittte EPPE Project (Syhet al, 2010). Smitlet al.
(2009, pp.111112) found that the BAS naming vocabulary scores amongst
children attending the higher quality sett

averageéThis is equi val 4"percertie forfaogudgetg a c hi
the4ad'percentile. Wedd consider this to repre
ri sk of having poor | anguage devel opment i

Arguably, Mel hui shos (il2 Gebelopmem measure®id cauti o
highly salient here: in a footnote, Sméhal.( 2009, p. 112) comment
bottom 20% of children are typically considdd at r i sk6 and taking i
consideration the relatively large confidence intervals associatedogttitive tests

of young children, it seems justifiable to
risk=o. In conf'pasdcenthieli mgi atvermye dl6ose t o
worth noti ng F6)kandusion,(inafatyepositiye pevi@nvof the

BAS-II tests, that there are questions of reliability when the tests are used with black

and ethnic minority children, those not speaking English as their first language, and
specifically Pakistani and Bangladeshi pupils. Srettl. (2009, p. 23) note that

their data suggest that fia greater proport
took up pilot places than are present in the general populasiod particularly over

represented children from Asian families. o
The othe assessment of language development used by $trath(2009) was

the Sure Start Language Measure (SSLM) (Biogl, 2005) which takes a wider

perspective. The SSLM includes a quantitat
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parents are asked to repdrétwords which their children can say off a list of 100

words, and to rate their childrends abilit
(Royet al, 2005, p.13). It also includes a shortened version of the Parents Evaluation

of Developmental StatysPEDS) ( Gl ascoe, 1997) measur e.
concern about | anguage and otetmk2005aspects o
p.10). Although the SSLM has been widely tested and standardized, it is important to

note thatitisintendedasams ur e of chil drends lehahguage ¢
(2005, p. 12) comment that the SSLM was designed to target children aged between

2327 months, Abut the Standardisation Stud)
potential performance for this groby including children aged 8 months younger

and 6 months older than the target age of
free nursery places at two was measured at the end of the intervention bgtSahith

(2009), in other words when the childrerdhraceived their full year of nursery and

were at | east three years old. In summary,
demonstrated when it is used to measure the development of children younger than

three years old, it can be argued that the outcom8snithet al. (2009) in respect of

this measure should be treated with some caution.

This caution might also be usefully applied with respect to the measure used to
assess the chi |[AdaptwenShaal BelembWiocannventory (ASBL) h e
(Hogan, Scott and Bawuer, 1992). The ASBI w
behaviour in the areas of compliance, confidence,ard antisocial behaviour and
anxiety, at their starting point on entry to theestle at two years old, and on exit at
three. However, the researcher who devised the ASBI scale comments that although
the scale had been adapted by others to use with two year olds, it was specifically
designed to assess t hmaiaetenyvemsto assesslthd s and t h
outcome of | ow birth weight children who h

personal communication, 2004).
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In anycase, it is important to note that even in the highest quality settings, Smith
etal.(2009, p.105) Mbe t hat there was much | ess i mpac

cognitive and soci al behaviouro, apart fro

A close examination of the literature suggests that all measures of quality in early
years education and care are, to some gxpeoblematic. However, it can be argued
that measures of quality and impact should not be eschesves® but that a more
fruitful approach would be to show some scepticism towards the use of any single
measurement tool to define quality. In the cowfsproblematising measures like
ECERSR and ITERSR, Rosent hal (1999, p. 4980 makes
discussion of these limitations should not be understood as questioning the value of
66devel opmentally appropegiavtiengdadacas cadcdon
framework for defining quality of care, or as an extreme nihilistic relativism claiming
that all criteria for eval ugbahlbegamf qual it
Pencd 2000, p . dhileshe relativegancevaeshidased nature of quality
cannot be avoided, choices do have to be made and this should be done as

democratically as possible. o

2.11.Summary

This review of the literature presents the argument that to develop an appropriate
education and care for children before the age of three, practitioners need to consider
certain features. Firstly, accepting the account that education consgisaileof
co-construction involving the adult, child, and the wider environment and cultural
cli mate, practitioners need to find proces
att une meeatal,®01(, P.8).IThis points to the need for practitionetsaice
appropriate tools for child observation, and to have time and the opportunity to
review the data from those observations and interpret them. That in turn raises

several questions: could practitioners be trained in formal observation techniques, and
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if so, could they be supported in engaging in processes of critical reflection in respect

of the data collected? White (2005) further argues that these processes of critical

reflection need contextualising within an overall view that the child is a contpeten

learner, essential to the constructivist account of child development. This can be

di scordant with the view that early educat
from inadequate backgrounds, or that the child must be transformed into a suitable

Apdwct 6o for the future.

Secondly, the development of appropriate pedagogies might be aided, or hindered,
by ongoing support and training; yet the research in this area is largely inconclusive
about which specific approaches might be suitdbtanbearged t hat chi |l dr e
development, and indeed every aspect of life in nursery, araathrised by co
construction. Eacpractitioned theories about children overall, aadoutindividual
children,will play a part in those episodes of-construction. Sanaking these
theories visible might be a fruitful way tevelopbest practicesTheories which are
unseen and unexamined cannot be open to conscious processes of change or
refinement. Training canndhereforepe under st ood as ctshe dAdel i

and skills, but needs to be understood as-eotstructive process.

Finally, as Melhuish (2001) argues, consideration needs to be given to the effect
on the children of the pedagogical choices which are made. This is particularly
complex, as the rearch is uncertain, inconclusive, and will necessarily continue to
be disputed over time. Yet on the other harnwipuild argughatby becoming deeply
involved in such controversiesnemight possiblylose sight of the children. They
are not tweyears oldor long; they cannot themselves choose where they access
early education and childcare, and nor can they influence its qUdlgyesearch
suggesting that children in the poorest neighbourhoods experience the lowest quality
should not simply be discoted during the process of problematising quality
measures. As Mos al.(2000) argue, there are ethical and political choices to make;

the ethical imperative is to make those choices as well, and as transparently, as
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possible, leaving space for discussand the negotiation of meaning. 8sonkoff

(2010, p.362) argues, current notions of b
starting point, not a final destinationo.

Dalli et al (2011, p.3) argue it is, by its nature, produced with and through inter

actions and takes the form of a fAmembrane

connectionso.

Insider research is necessarily hamdhand with action. The research choices
which | makeare also actions which will affect, for good or ill, the participants who
are working with the children in Eastside, and the children themselves. Those choices
and the attendant ethical implications are considered in detail in the next chapter.
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Chapter Three

NThe decay of belil ef
objectivityo: a discu
methodology, ethics and data

collection.
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Al am trying to avoid the problem of
of objectivity by slipstreaming towards the safer, ideologically
unl oaded idea of precision. o

ASByattThe Bi ographerés Tal e

(Byatt, 2000 p.250)

3.1. Introduction

This chapter describes the thinking, practical organisation and planning which
informed the conduct of the study. It is concerned with methodological and ethical
choices, in the context of an insie@searcher position underpinned by a concern to
addressirgent matters of social justice. The design, conduct and timetable of the
study are set out, and examples of how the data were first reduced and then

interpreted ar@resented

This thesis offers an evaluation of the qualitative research evidence froalla s
project over a threeonth timescale involving eight participants. Taisall project
was nested inside a largane,described in Chapter One&hich aimed to improve the
quality of 13 early years settingsd increase the number of nursery placesaxor
year ol ds i n {dhdos autharity.elde research is dimeotly concerned
with exploring how the participants talked
learning during the project. This includes exploration of how the participantshtroug
forward datafront hei r observations of childrends p
Observation (TCP(Sylva Roy and Painted,980), how they used this data to
increase their understanding of the children, how they acted on their findings, and
how they fel the project contributed overall to their professional developnmiEmtse

wider aims were broken down into four specific research questions:
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To what extent can the use of a structur e
obser vat ietaln2D09)ofearly years practioners?

In what ways can critical reflection and group discussion support the professional

development of early years practitioners?

Can opportunities for early years practitioners to explore and develop their own
theories of hovehildren learn help them to develop their understanding of their role

as educators?

Is there evidence to suggest that participation in professional development of this

kind supports the provision of improved early education and care?

As previously arguedhere is very little evidence about what constitutes an
appropriate initial qualification, or ongoing professional development and training,
for practitioners working with children younger than thrEas is the main rationale
for undertaking a qualitatesstudy to explore how the eight early years practitioners
understood their role in the care and early education of the children; by increasing
knowledge in this undenresearched area, it is hoped that appropriate forms of support,
training and professiohdevelopment can be developed. Mitchell and Cubey (2003)
and Shonkoff (2010) argue for professional support and training for early years
practitioners which emphasises dialogue oV
approaches value the processiedata collection and critical interrogation of that
data over the attainment of pdetermined goals in a training programme. They
engage with and build on the theories of the staff concerned, rather than treating them
as a kind otabula rasa Furthermoe, this is a model which is consistent with the
constructivist account of learning, as outlined abéseargued in Chapter Two,
consider that this can appropriately be te
support and professional developmesto pposed t o a fAstatico app

a predetermined training programme
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Additionally, it was assumed that the larger project, focussed on auditing and
actionplanning for improvement, would have a strong initi&& of changing the
settingsHowever,longerlasting processes of quality developmemnght depend on
practitioners developing their capacity to reflect and to think (together, and
individually) about the children, about their work, and about the theoretical and
practical accounts dfow children learn which are contained in the Early Years
Foundation Stage (EYFS).

These aims require a research methodology which is appropriate for exploring the
participantsdé views and thinking about the
contextwhere there are numerous power imbalances between my position as a
researcher and their position as early years practitioners, explored in detail below, not
to mention the historic tensions between teachers and other early years practitioners
in Englanddiscussed in Chapter Twoherefore, it was important for me to avoid
approaches which might be experiencetiaagng an inspectorial qualityoFthis
reason, | did not want to undertadieect observatiosof the participants working
with the childrenl also needed to build enthusiasm for the projeattyeyears
practitioners generally work three hours or more with the children before having a
break, without time to meet together until the end of the day whgratkdired (and
often unpaid). Potentialgoticipants would need to feel that {h@ject wouldbe
beneficial and enjoyable to them

These considerations led to a series of decisions about the design and methodology.
Kvale (1996, p.116) argues that tglvere shou
and what they receive from participation i
training session for the participants in using a structured observation tool, the TCO.

This meant that the practitioners immediately gained a new technique through their
participation. It also meant that they could make choices about when to observe

children, and how to bring forward the data from their observations. | did not have

any script for the groups, and the discuss
datafromt he TCOs, creating a Aworking groupo
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opposed to a Afocus groupo culture where t
being Ainterviewedo or fAresearched intoo.
p.164)desci es as a research space Awhere those

on their own behal fo.

In summary, in order to explore how the participants understood their role, a
design was needed which encouraged them to talk freely and in detail about their
work, which gave them sufficient benefits to compensate for the extra work they
would need to do, and which gave them a high degree of control and.chbiee
study overall can be conceived of as an investigation into how particular groups of
people constrtt meaning together, in specific workplace contéxastypical field for
a Grounded Theory study (Glaser and Strauss, 1967).

3.2. Methodology: drawing on Grounded Theory and Constructivist
Grounded Theory

Any discussion of the literature on Grounded Theory will recognise the existence
of several different versions, each with a particular position on the role of the
researcher, the recommended process, and the nature of the findings which are likely
to be geerated (Glaser and Strauss, 1967; Strauss and Corbin, 1990; Charmaz, 2000;
Glaser, 2000a and 2000b; Charmaz, 2006; Charmaz and Bryant, 2011). Adding the
role of doctoral research student to the other demands of my job, at a very difficult
time for local elucation authorities, | needed a methodology which was fit for the
task, robust, and philosophically coherentw8alst this section perhaps abbreviates
what could have been a fullexploration of the diffegnt schools of Grounded
Theory, it aims to setutthe choicesvhich | have madeand how thesean be
justified with reference to the overall rationale for the project. In the sections below, |
will set out my arguments for using a qualitative research methodology which draws
on Grounded Theory and @structivist Grounded Theory, and illustrate how these
choices appeartotiee | ed t o t he projectds success
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Grounded Theory is not concerned with going out into the field to prove or
disprove an existing theory. Nor is it concerned with merely summansing
organising data; instead, Glaser and Strauss (1967, p. 30) propose that the
researcherdéds job is Anot to provide a perf
theory that accounts for much of the relev
p.292 wusefully expand on this in their descr
of qualitative inquiry in which researchers develop inductive theoretical analyses
from their collected data and subsequently gather further data to check these analyses.
The pupose of grounded theory is theory construction, rather than description or
application of existing theories. o I n othe
building theory from a phenomenological starting point, by the careful noting of
actions and wals, followed by theliscoveryof categories which can then be
grouped together as concepts pertgito the same observed phenomena (Strauss
and Corbin, 1990, p.65). These moves are illustrated in act®eciton 3.9, which
sets out how the data wargerpreted and reducet@ihe question of whether the
categories are best understoodiasoveredGlaser and Strauss, 1967; Strauss and
Corbin, 1999) or asonstructedy the researcher (Charmaz, 2006; Charmaz and
Bryant, 2011) is further considered below

Glaser and Strauss (1967, p.3) argue that Grounded Theqgpyasteal research
methodology: the theory, which is discoverech t he data, #Ai s suited
useso (Glaser and Strauss, 1967, p.3). Lik
taking anemicapproach, working with the conceptual frameworks of the research
participants, with the understanding that
from how they are defined by participantso
di st anc ed abteat ow eaennd i t rexent; cpllapsad.sTheoryis s o me
understood primarily as a way of organising data; Glaser and Strauss (1967, p.3)
argue that Atheoryéis a strategy for handl
conceptualisation for describimgn d e x pl ai ni ng. o This in tur

interactionist position in relation to reality; hence Corbin and Strauss (1990, p. 22)
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explain that Abuilding theory, by its very
must be conceptualized arftetconcepts related to form a theoretical rendition of

reality (a reality that cannot be known, b
to the romantic approach to research whictSidgermanargues, makes the

unwarranted assumptidghatonecat ap directly the perceptioc
(Silverman,2006, p.45)

Iterative processes of data collection and interpretation, actively involving the
participants and valuing their ideas dhd terms they usare appropriate to the
collegial approach whictvould be needed in order to make the study a suckess
researcher, | was occupying something of a
located formally outside all three settings, and in a positionseithe authority over
them. Mymethodologicat hoi ce is influenced by Bourdie
researchers who t ak &sawvigthepeoflestlrey studyewittjyn posi t
exemplified by Gibsondéds (2010, p. 439) di s
producing a theory about peasants without

3.3 The reflexive position

AEven when | amcalldata, llammecessarily h e mpi r i
speaking about myself. o

Carl Junggcitedin Haynes (2007, p. 81)

Bourdieu (1993, p.23) proposes an alternatigexivestandpoint which, instead of

merely objectifying the participantsanma k e t he MfAsci eatbihdm, ¢ gaze
fa gaze that is at once objectifying and u
on oneself, makes it possible to accept oneself and even, so to speak, lay claim to
oneself, claim the right to bdramlieat one i s

participants to use a research tool (the TCO) and to direct that part of the enquiry
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themsel ves was specifically made with Bour
The participants could decide for themselves which children to obsed/e;hem.

They were encouraged to make their own decisions about dabaimgpbservations

and on a number of occasions | explicitly acknowledged that final deseomut
codesweremuchless significant than the processf analysis and careful thought

about thee h i Mmalndfacus ofearning, minuteby-minute. This discursive approach

was intended to emphasise the point that the data in the W&@their data; as the

researcher, | did not assume the right to make a final interpretation, but encouraged
discussion and debate, valuibgth process and the conclusidinis was intended to

contrast with the type of methodology in which the T@G@=used by resarcher,

unseen by participantas, for example, in th@xford PreSchool Project (Bruner,

1980) and th&PPE Project (Sylvat al, 2010) This, one might argue, imposes

interpretatios on the participantactions without angcope for theegotiationof

meaning.ndeed, it is interesting to notlkkatone team of researchers frahe Oxford

PreSchool Project commentedatt hei r Aobservations | eft on:
unexplored the perceptions and intentions of the adults actually working with the

c hi | @MoednpMcMahon and Cranstoul®80, p. 16)

However, it can be argued that there are
t he resear cher ovwhichdo ret sit dasalynwith Grountddédéerhebry, e | d
andwhich can be read as amplicit critique. In particular, Bourdieu (1990, p. 287)
argues that the researcher needs to Aobjec
discourse on the objects of the social world who fails to objectify the viewpoint from
which he produces this disarse is very likely to convey nothing more than this very
vi ewpoint o. By contrast, whilst Gl aser and
researcher must inevitably have a particular perspective, they argue that she or he
should work hard to overcome timte r specti ve, to dismiss fan)
that dictates, prior to the research, or el

and Strauss, 1967, p.33). In the absence of this work on the self, the researcher is
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described as being atrisk of bgin Aicont ami nated by concepts r
areaso (Glaser and Strauss, 1ohé 7, p.37), a
possibility of purity and naturalnesstime field of studyThe approach dslaser and
Strauss (1967) iken furtheby Glas e r 0 sa) des2riptdr2 of grounded theory
I nterviewing as fAdvery passive |listening an

focused questions to other participantso.

In contrast to the implied possibility of passivity on the part of the researcher and
purity in the field ofstudyfi const ructi vi st grounded theori
occurring within specific social conditions and thus attempt to learn how these
conditions influence their st bBoddaxanple, ( Charn
as an adisory teacher working with early years settings in Eastside, | bring a certain
amount of accumulated knowledge and professional experience about early education
to the sites of research. | am motivated by the identification of a particular problem,
shortomings overall in the quality of early education and care offered to young
children in Eastsidel'he classic approach to grounded theory (Glaser and Strauss,
1966) and its subsequent development, particularly by Glaser (2002a, 2002k}
thattaking upsuch positions before one begins data collegsaangeroud-or
example, writing on fAthe official Grounded
classic GroBndtdemdn3Ihéooboydate) summari ses th
pr epar atMinomizing phrecoseptioris. No preliminary literature review.

Gener al research topic, but no predeter min

By planning to combine my researcher s rc
role as early years adviser, it could fairly be argued that Imighto r ce 0 t he dat a
influenced by my prexisting professional knowledge, something which Glaser and
Strauss (1966) and Glaser (2002a, 2002b) warn firmly against. However, | would
concur with Wuest s ( 24dnQ knowledde Gincdingr gu ment ,
that which is drawifirom prior experience anfdom a review of théditerature) can
usefully be seen as another field of dat a,
emerging theory, use them to tell your story; if they are not relevant and do not really
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fit or work, leave them out. Otherwise the data can be forcechire wr ong dir ect
Wuestds (2005) concept of HhAemergent fito a
of Grounded Theory (200@ffer strategies for managing a temsgt the centre of

the projecttaking an opestance towards the participantsthout disowning my

professional knowledge and rot,ignoring the impact any position.

The quotation from Jung which opens this section is a disarming admission of the
extent to which qualitative research might slip from an embrace of the subjective to
mereself-centredness. The question is not whether one is speaking about oneself; but

the extent to which one is also speaking about others, too.

3.4. A qualitative research methodology, drawing on Grounded Theory and

Constructivist Grounded Theory

From within the overall structure of grounded theory, | am seeking to develop a
methodology which understands my position as a researcher as being problematic and
needing investigation and consideration onitsownterms.@az and Br yant 06s
emphasi s o0isuséfdihthis domexts a @mindethat grounded theory
depends greatly on the researcherdés skills
collection[are]located in temporal, spatial, social and situational conditions.

Constructivists alsotakent o account both researchersodo a
starting points and standpoints, and remain alert to howhaed these shift during
inquiryd(Charmaz and Bryan2011, p.298)

Glaser 1992, p49) proposes that grounded theory must solely attempt to uncover
Athe subjectdés perspectiveo. Met hodol ogi ca
there is no Apured perspective of the subj
constructed by researchamd participants together. My methodology aims to build
explicitly on this position, by actively drawing attention to and encouraging these

processes afo-constructiorby researcher and participanithis isan approach
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which Glaser (2002a, p.3) considérse something other than Grounded Theory:
Athe remodelling by Charmaz of GT is clear

However, Charmaz (2006, p.)2argues that the original exposition of Grounded
Theory Glaser and Strauss, 196&sbothobjectivist and interprgvist elements. So,
rather than pursuintpe question of correctnessis Glaser right, is Charmaz wrong?
i onemightremodel the question as oneesfiphasisand inclination
Methodologically, leanmore towards interpretivist elements. Charn2306,p. 129)
treats Agrounded t he ococilaciendhhtoedearchara d t heor i
construct in concert with others in partic
particularty of place and timarestrong featurg the research takes place wiittthe
context of a yealong, local project to improve the quality of early education and care.
The initial data, the TCOs completed by the participants, are interpreted together in
the discussion sessions. In my transcription, as discussed abovezdhrgques
drawn from Conversation Analysis presensome of the interactions between
researcher andapticipants. This is in contrast to the more objectivist position which
Charmaz 2006, p. 131) descri besthetebeargtr ft he da
finds them and 06di s thawe elsosdughttihferegroynd f r om t he
theorising at different stages of the projéat:examplethe decision to use the TCO
as the tool for structured obsetiem meantthamo st of t he data rel at
learning, and not, for example, to care routitesurn, the data reduction techniques
| use exclude aignificant proportion of data. Sbe findings from the data might
better be thought of as theoreticakamblge, involving selectiormrather tharbeing
considered a comprehensive thedmturn, this assemblage is constructed with
conscious interpretive moves, where | draw on my own professional experience and
knowledge to focus on inferred meanings of soméadt practi ti onersoé6 di
Those meanings which are resonant are then, in turn, presented to the reader with a

conscious rhetoric in order to be persuasive.

On the other handhere are also some aspects of my methodology which lean

more towardshe objectivist form of Grounded Theory, in particular the influence of
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Corbin and Strauss (1990) and Corbin (1998 decision to look for categories

with a dimensional range, and then to orgathseresultinglata into four quadrast
model | ed d93)@eearbhilendssin SecthAbelow where the datare
presented, to a comparatively less contextualised presentation of what was said, with
less emphasis on the interactions. In my professional role, working across numbers of
settings, | judged that it was important to hamalyticprocesses which woukllow

a degree of integration, relating different categories to each other, following the
direction of Corbin ayoufindtheowr is Bnsted@ol 990, p. 1
those categories, their properties and dimensions, and statements of

relationships that exist in the actual data collected not what you think might be

out there but hHaweeen the data weneaot entirelyotaken .oud of
their living context, sterilised and processed em@nalytic story. | returned to the
participants g test out my initial propositions, and iterative processes throughout the
project continuously ranimated the data.

My intentions are pragmatit) usethetools fromGrounded Theory anits
constructivist remodelling which suit my purpos&sounded Theory approaches
have a useful focus on the detail of what the participants say, searching for patterns in
the way that they talk about their work caring for and educating the children, and
analysing the processes which lead to changes inuhéarstanding. The project
offers an opportunity to me, and to the participants, to work together using a dialogic
method and ceonstruct a developing understanding of the children. | am concerned
with the views of the participants in acti@ndchangs intheir stancehat result
from their critical reflection abouhe datdrom the TCOs. Although my aims are
different to those foBlenkin and Hutchin (1998, §2), who use an action research
model, | have a similar focus on the dynamic relationshipshnthey identify as the
i nterdependence between the practitioner 6:
practitionerds response to child observat.i
about what the child i s etoptechangenand ng, t he

support from within the institution or out
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In summary, my methodology has a more limited focus on theory development
than a Grounded Theory study would; | did not have the option to go back into the
field to gather further datatcheck my initial analysis and theory construction
although | was able to discuss my initial findings with the participants several months
after the conclusion of data collection in the fiédthout having a formal action
research methodology, theresnedynamic element to the project through its focus

onbringingpabout developments in practice, rathe

advocated in classic Grounded Theory. Shaly draws oimterpretivetechniques

from the constructivist remodelling ofr@inded Theory, using transcription
techniques to present episodes from discussions in detail, aiming to preserve
something of the voice of each participant. It also draws on more objectivist aspects
of Grounded Theory through its medaalysis othe dataandthe propositiorthat a

central phenomenon can be identif(sde section 3.12, below)

Finally, it is important to consider briefthe design of the larger project in
Eastsideyhich wason-goingthroughout this study. This larger project involved 1
early years settings in total, including the three settings in this stumss Istructured
around the use of the ECERGand ITERSR quality auditsand a cycle of action
planning to bring about improvemersts measured by the audit scord@is acteds

a constant reminder that the purpose of all the interventions in the settings, whether as

part of my research project aspart of mywider professional role, needed to focus

on the wider aim of ensuring that the children experienced appropriate forms of early
education and care. | could not solely take an interest in exploring the views of the
practitionersi needed to be mindful thétte chidren would only have one chance to
experiencehis nursery place. Exploration therefore had to be combined with making

the best possible attempt to develop practice, in the context of supporting the

participantsd prof es s(1980ma2lll) atgeeseséaccipcare nt .

only supportonly professional development through a dialogic approatien it

Ahel ps one to see with onebs own eyeso.
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3.5. Ethical considerations

The account of my methodological approach highlights a number of waysah wh
ethical considerations were woven into the research design, in particular my stance of

interest in, and respect for, the views and theories of the participants.

At a basic level, the research included a range of ethical features. All the
participantsvere volunteers and they were asked for their informed consent (see
AppendixTwo). Participants could withdraw from the research at any stage, without
needing to give a reason, and there was an option of taking part in the training
sessions and the discimss without needing to agree to be included in the research.
This was intended to ensure that any practitioner who did not wish to participate in
the research did not feel they had to miss out on a professional development
opportunity. All the participastand all the data have been anonymised. At each
training session on using the TCO, | emphasised that the request to gather
observational data was secondary to the ch
experience in nursery, so participants shaeala@se any observations if children
became distressed or preoccupied about being observed, or if they needed help or
attention.

The research followed the BERA guidelines (2011), which were given to each
participant. In the event, all the participants remdiengaged in the project for its

duration, and there were no discussions about withdrawal.

The use of techniques from Grounded Theory has an additional ethical dimension,
which is that the interpretation of the data consists of the identification glocete
and overarching concepts in order to build theory, as opposed to testing out the extent
to which the participants could be said to understand or reproduce contemporary
theory or versions of HAbest pr atantei ceo. Thi
towards the participants, acknowledging and celebrating their accounts of their work
and their theories. Unfortunately, the wider climate is much more hostile to nursery

nurses and early years practitioners, as suggested by the responses talthe initi
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findings of the Nutbrown Review (Nutbrown, 2012a) which includedthidy
Telegrapr eporting about nursery nurses fAso i ||

al oudol and oamments | i ke fichild care is an
youngpeopl ed or fAa profession that bases its
gualifications who dondt know what el se to

These are not merely a few random examples picked from theanigtpress and

the wilder fronties of the internet similar views are held within the early years field.

When | was conducting a focus group for the Nutbrown Review, nursery nurses were
described by one member of the group as fw
qgual i ficatlisomshto amrde feiord with childreno. |
respectfully to the participants and training them to use a research tool was an ethical
stance, working towards Kvaleb6s (1996, p. 1
Areci proci t y aentpartiesvie research,lare ardattefmpt éo problematise

the researchero6s Asovereign positiono (Bou

All the same, questions lingar the area which Brooker (2008.120) terms
propriety: Awhi tes r es e a&mates themgiddle tlaasek s, mal
researching the poor o. Despite the for ma
be possible for a participant to feel obliged to participate because of my position
within the local authority, overseeing all the early yeatSrggs and making
judgements about quality and decisions about funding. Such an obligation might lead
to a participant giving up the privacy of their thoughts and opinions for public

discussion and display.

Pascal and Bertram (2012, p.4) take an oppgmsition, arguing that a
Apraxeol ogical 06 approach to research can a
describing the Acontinuing struggle to ope
worldview in the belief that early childhood research should anltilde more
democratic, participatory, empowering and should also be deeply ethical and political
in its orientation.o This is a stirring ca

difficult concepts are left somewhat unexplored. In the context of étlkeadological
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approach | have chosen, the call for Aauth

i nteractionist perspective on reality; as
problematic to justify research iirentcerbms o
when what is O6authenticbé is culturally def

Expanding on what might be meant by fiautt
refers to Ahaving a very good awareness of
Abei ngwasred d and yloruerfsleelcftd.n gT hoensestablar e al | hi
notions which raise difficult questions about ethics and validity in qualitative research.

Yet they also serve a very useful function of implicitly posing some key ethical
questions: however much one might cotitks terminology at a theoretical level, it

is easy enough to imagine situations in which a lack ofasedireness and emotional
attunement on the part of the researcher might lead to participants having a hurtful or
damaging experience. For me, this@ simply a theoretical problem. | have
indicationsi from reflecting on experiences in my professional life and from the
results of cognitive testinigt hat my capacity to fireadd emo
expression is very poor. Does this make it unetliaraine to carry out qualitative,
faceto-face research? Or can | fall back on my ability to listen very attentively to

save me from the pitfalls of poor visual acuity? Likewise, is it ethical for a white,
male,middle-class local authority lead officer tmnduct research of this kind when

all of the participants are loyaid and could be considered to fit into the following

three categories: from black and ethnic minority groups, recent immigrants from

eastern Europe, and from white workidgss backgrauds?

| want, therefore, to leave some ethical questions open and accept that there is a
degree of uncertainty, rather than simply falling back on a narrow judgement that
ethical criteria have beenatnlIn the section below where the findings are discudsed,
draw attention to and discuss some uncomfortable exchanges and suggest that the
participants, in those instances at least, may have been experiencing and responding

to an imbalance of power, weighted against them.
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Research cannot be made rske; butthis should not be read as a cavalier
disregard for risk. Ithis study, there weneo structured interview script$he
participants themselves contributed to part of the structure of each session, by
choosing which TCO to talk about and which elememtsring forward. The
subsequent discussions were facilitated by me. | attempted to achieve a balance of
probing for further explanation of the par
little as possible so they could develop their views for themselwesuch cases, to a
large degreethe e s ear c h At o théresearcher hei onhinsafateh c e
ethical basis of the research rests in part on interpersonal qualities which cannot
definitely be regulated for, like tact, sensitivity, andopea s s. Any fimeasur e s
these areas must necessarily be subjective. Such measures might include
consideration of whether the participants appeared to talk freely and confidently
stated their thoughts and opinions; whether they chose to remain engagtewith
project or dropped out; and how they evaluated the impact of the project at the end,
where there was an opportunity to do this through a final discussion group and
completion of a questionnaifteee AppendiXhred. | planned for involvement in
theproject to be a positive and useful experience for the participants, and there is no
available data to contradict this. However, in stating that, | acknowledge that the
responses of the participants cannot be either transparent, or fully accessible to me,
and that none of us could control for culturally produced and regulated thought and
belief systems, which may be held unconsciously (Brooker, 2008, p.71). As Sachs
(2003, p.148) argues, nethical practice re
communicatenformation and how they use information. It recognizes the needs,
interests and sensitivities of various parties. In particular is the practice of cultural

sensitivity and the acknowledgment that noa
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3.6.An extended approach to ethics

Finally, | would argue that my approach to this study fits well with some extended
ethical considerations. The dynamic design of the project, aiming not just to explore

the thinking and the views of the participants, but tdsdevelop their professional

skills (e.g. in using the TCO), fits well

argument that ethical research promotes

professionals ... working strategically and innovatively to develop poéspurces

and practice at organisational l evel 0.

t h

Thi

against an understanding of ethics as mer

e
position which fAneglects the bromemada&r coll e

whol edo (Webster and Lunt, 2009, p.104).
research is consistent with Glaser and
grounded theory is a way of arrhewtheng at
extended ethical consideration in relation to this research concerns the children on

roll in the nurseries. As already outlined, many of the childréfastsiddaced

multiple disadvantages. This research project was nested inside a larget pithe

the overarching aim of increasing the number of places and developing appeopria

practice;bothaims werantended to be in the wider interests of the children and their

families. I n particular, thedrepwasj ect 0s

intended to support the practitioners in getting to know the children better so that
their opportunities to find things of interest, to make choices and to play would be
enhanced. Dahlberg, Moss and Pence (1999) and Moss and Bedfeafgue tlat
whenearly years practitionemetogetherfor discussion and critical reflection

they are creating forum for participation and civic dialoguethe area of early

childhood. This contrasts with the view that nursery places for two year olds are
metrly instrumental, providing childcare in a context whilgldren are the private
responsibility of parents; children are passive dependents of parents and recipients of
services; and parents ar eMaosandsPetriee20d2, o f

p.5).
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3.7. The design and conduct of the study

The study was conducted over a brief, threanth periodTheeightparticipants
came from three contrasting early years settings in Eastside: two practitioners from
Lyle House Playgroup, and three practitioners ftmth Aneurin Bevan Day Nursery
and Samuda Community Nursefhey were alfemale The youngest practitione
were the two nursery nurses at Lyle House Playgroup, aged 23 and 24. The oldest
practitioners were employed by Aneurin Bevan Day Nursery, with an average age of
45 and an average 80 years of experience working with children under five. Five of
the pactitioners had a level 3 qualification in childcare and education, with one
practitioner at Lyle House still working towards this, and two of the practitioners at
Samuda Community Nursery holding degleeel early years qualifications from

Eastern Europerhich are not recognised in England.

I met with each group of practitioners fortnighttiie dates ofall themeetings are
given in Appendix~our, together with thether majomilestones.

| began byisiting thesettings at the end of the working d&yjntroduce myself
to the participantsyutline the nature of the project, skearritten material and requies
theirinformed consent. The participants completed a questionnaire thiemsgelves,
their views about chil dr ¢haydhgpedtegam ni ng,
through taking part in the proje(dee Appendix ThreeYhese initial meetings were
followed by a training session in each setting on how tansedapted version of the
Target Child @servation Tool (TCO}his adapted CO probrma is reproduced in
AppendixFive, together with the guide to coding the TG®ain, these meetings
were held at the end of the working day

| then met the participants every fortnight for an hour. All those meetingspex
for the initial ones, began with a review of what we had talked about during the
previous session, based @memo which circulated in advanc®uringthe rest of

the houreach participant was able to choose one of their TCOs to talk through with
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the group. Between meetings, the task of each group member was to complete at least

one further TCOT hi s type of organisation has been
(Brooker, 2012) involving a smaller number of people (two or three) than would be

usualin a focus group, having tasks to work on between meetings, and organised

around discussion concerned with the task, making it function like a dialogic seminar.

The two practitioners at Lyle House met
which accommodagdtheir setting, which | was able to book as a local authority
officer. The three participants from Samuda asked if we could meet away from their
setting, where the only available room would have been the staffroom where we
would have been interrupted; sbooked a meeting room in the Town Hall, which
was close to where they worked. The meetings with the practitioners from Aneurin
Bevan were the most varied. On four occasions we met in the Training Room which
was part of the Centre. On the first and ihalfoccasions, onlyasminwas available
to meet me, and the onisee space was a galleried area above the staffroom, where
we were able to hear other staff, albeit muted, and there was a chance that we could
have been overheard. The participants froreukin Bevan were the only ones who
cancelled and rearranged several sessions; it was never clear why they had more

difficulties with fixing arrangements than the others.

Six months after the end of the project, | met with all the participants in a single
group for an hour to explore some of the initial findings. During this meeting, they
also completed the same questionnaire which they had been given at the beginning of
the projet. The questionnaire was repeated in order to produce data about the
participmmt s 6 Vvi ews a taftertireendwfdhe grojestt irmorder toanfoan
a discussion of how the project might have brought abougesain thinking and

attitudes, as discussedsaction5.3 below

Each meeting was audrecorded using two devices, a digital recorder with a
boundary microphone, and an iPhone. This was intended to ensure that all

contributions would be picked up, and to allow for any technical failures. All of the
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discussions were readed in full, and the use of two devices meant that no
contributions were missed. The meefigere selectively transcribdddecided

against full transcription lmause of the pressure of tithéhere were six sessions to
transcribe every month, and edcdinscription had to be completed before the next
meeting of the group. Although my employers supported the research project, no time
was made available in the working day for listening and transcription.

When listening back to the recordings, | codecheainute by theme, and
transcribed what was said in full where this made the content or the development of
the discussion clearer. My transcription technique attempted to capture as much of the
detail of the chosen selections on paper as possible, usange of transcription
symbol s drawing on S399) systemroa singpkfied( 2006, pp.

conversation analysisee AppendiSix).

Minute | Summary and Transcription

coding (code

highlighted in

yellow)

7 Adult role Agatha
AWhat struck me is how s
. cakes. 6 | {ed. Gte mitiabet theasdme llike the
Juliani what | yretend play with the practitioner.

did you make of

the 10 minute ((Agathaturns toSilvia))

TCO?

And then at the (.) umm end did you not get whlea
screamed? Because you wer
were talking to everyone. And then she ran off. (1).

Silvia

ifShe took the book (.)
take the book from someone and | said, we need to sha|
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8 Theoryof the That 6s why she took anot
c hi pedsénality

Agatha
Argument
between views | ABut ( Qeardliis (. DOA.) NOT (.) SHARE
typical of 2 year (1).0
old development o
this child has a
specific problem Silvia
with sharing?
A. hhh (.) d$tgeb thisbsak forviherself. ¢
And that book was singing
l ooking at that. Thatds w

(.) then she grabbed anot

Extract from the first meeting with the Samuda @umity Nursery team, 27.2.2012

The use of transcription symbols is intended to give a frél@resentationf the
nature of the discussions, showing interruptions, assents and other features. It is not
just the content of what is said that is important, but also the way that speakers go
about agreeingr disagreeing with each othé&ttempting a rich transcrijpn of
significant sections of dialogue was one of my ways of showing respect to the
research participants and the ways they constructed meanings (Riessman, 2002). But |
do not mean to argue that this style of transcription is somehow transparent,llowin

the reader direct access to the conversation. As Kvale (1996, p.165) argues,

transcription is a part of the process of
Li kewi se, Ri essman (2002, p.226) comment s
photographing eal i t vy, I's an i nterpretative practi

The extract above also shows how | codadh minute of theeanscribed

discussioit he codes (fAadult roleo ame ANt heory c
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highlighted in yellow There is further discussion of the approach used for

interpretation and analysis in secti®®, below.

For most of the time, the participants talked freely and fluently about their
observations and | limited my role to one of facilitatioencouragingarticipants
who had been silent to give their views, ensuring that everyone who wished to
discuss a TCO had the time and opportunity to do so, and sometimes checking when |
was unsure of meanings. If the participants strayed for more than a few minates f
the concerns of the project, | would encourage them to return to the discussion of the
TCOT this happened particularly in the case of Aneurin Bevan Day Nursery where
there was a tendency to discuss wider concerns about families to the exclusion of
mant ai ning a focus on the childbés actions
guestioned or challenged the participants, theerttus inhibited their confidenand
the fluency of their discussions. An example of tas be seeduring discussions
with the pactitioners at Lyle House about their responses to the Bgiagrof one
of the children, where the long and awkward pause perhaps indicates discomfort, and
is followed by a change of emphasis from

the role of maintaining order and safety:
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Minute | Transcription

7 Researcher

It feels like the Batman play never quite takes off somehow. | wonder what
stopped it?

Julie

He gets distracted.

Researcher
The adult interaction doesndt see
Frances
ltds | i ke a warning really, heos

Extract from the second meeting with the Lyle House Playgroup team, 8.3.2012

3.8. Memos

I met monthly with my supervisor during this phase of the project and maintained
regular email contact with her. This supported early analysis of the dataelped
me to makelecisions about the content and format of the memos which were given to

the paticipants within a few days of each group discussion.

The memos consisted of a summary of the discussion, followed by a very brief

anal ysis of themes in the discussion, eith
enjoying chil dr e sirfgsonaegsirenh tbediteratura abgut,child r u
devel opment | i ke fAsocial referencingo. An
Seven

The memos proved to be a useful way of sharing some of the content of the

discussions with my supervisor, and the paréioig used them to remind themselves
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about what we had been tedg about previously. Thiwould often encouragthem

to talkabout what had happened to the child since we lastHowever, the short

analytic section at the end was never discussed by participants. When | included
references to concepts |ike fisoci al refere

behaviour, those terms were never takeomysed by the participds.

In summary, therefore, the design of the project appeared largely to have achieved
its aim of encouraging the participants to talk; &y cleadirection from me in my
role as the researcher, either through verbal challenges, or through thectnrodti

terms to describe child development, was not found userVerelaborated.

3.9. The processes used for coding, data reduction and data analysis

As explained earlier, this is a study which draws on Grounded Theory; but for both

pragmaticand phl osophi cal reasons, it is not a #dap

Following the example of the EPPE researchers (8Biatchfordet al, 2002, p.21)
| began by modelling my first ideas, which were drawn from my initial review of the
literature into index ategoriesEach index category had a set of components; for
exampl e, fApedagogyo included the component
example, nursery policies and borough guidelines), pedagogical framing (planning
and the organisation of resource®ider to promote learning) and fatmeface
interactions (staff talking with children, explaining things to them, and playing
alongside them):
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Figure 3.1. An example of an index category (pedagogy) and its components

| chose to begin with tamework, rather than coding inductively from the data,
for pragmatic and also philosophical reasons. Philosophically, as outlined in the
discussion above about methodology, | toakplesition that | could not go into the
fields o me how f unt @or knbvdedge arla gxpemgnce. My job role
entailed offering my pedagogical expertise to the early years settings in Eastside; |
could not simply switch mode and become a researcher free of all such initial
knowledge and experience. Drawing on constrigttigrounded theory (Charmaz,
2006; Charmaz and Bryant, 2011, | chose to acknowledge and work with my initial
knowledge anéimed to remain alert to the ways in whrelsearch is a production of

meaning, within the structures of existing social and prafeabrelationships.

Pragmatically, | did not have time to code the data line by line inductively, and nor
did I have an opportunity to return to the field to collect more data to check my
coding decisions. Because the design of the project is dynaaking both to

explore the views and thinking of the participaamsl contribute to the development
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of practice, it made sense to begin with a set of index categories drawn from the
literature on early years pedagogy. This reflects my assumption thatttdoate to

the development of practice, it would be necessary to build on existing theories and
practices from robust, international research into early education and care. Whilst a
classic Grounded Theory study would have undoubted interest, it migttioio

more as a snapshot of the views of a small group of people, and have a lesser role in

terms of wider relevance and practice development.

| coded the data using\vo 10, a qualitative data analysis computer software

package. My coding scheme, draftom my literature review, included the

foll owing cateygie):i es (finodeso in N
0 Pedagogy
6 Adultrole
0 Play
0 Care
0 Behaviour
6 Theory of the childdés personality
0 Theory of how children learn
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3.10. Data reduction

It was possible to merge two of these radbere were so many overlaps between
the coding foradult roleand forpedagogyhat | made the decision to merge them
together. The graph below shows the number of times that data were coded to each

Theory of how children Iearn_ 196

Care - 113
o -

index category:

Theory of the child's personalit- 106

Play

Behaviour F 46

0 100 200 300 400 500 600

Figure3.2. Gaph showing thenumber of times that data were coded to each index category

| then narrowed my focus to the two index categories which were most represented
in my coding of the data. They were about pedagogy, and theories of how children
learn. This might be expectedygn that the discussions were structured around the
TCO which focuses on learning. In other words, this focus in my findimgported
in the next chapter, beloivarises from two aspects of the research design. Firstly,
although the group discussions @@t structured with a script on my part, they
were structured by the format in which participants discussed the data from their

TCOs. Secondly, some categories were excluded early on in my data analysis and
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reduction. This is consistent with the argumeintny methodology, above, that this

study cannot be understood in Aromantico t
feelings of the participants (Silverman, 2006). Instead, the meanings are understood

to have been fipr oduc e dhipsletyweeh tesearahexr andthee o f t
participants, and by design and analytic tactics which, in the act of focussing on some

areas, necessarily involve the blurring and loss of others. Charmaz (2000, p.510)
argues that M@Aconstr uct iestionoiino®ledgesbgthbegni zes t
vi ewer and the viewed, and aims towards in
meaning. 0 Although the final responsibil it
with me, my aim has been to make the process as open as pdsdsdbbgpproach is

also intended to enable the reader to make a judgement on the quality of my own
processes of interpretation, mindful of Mi

observation that many researcherherstdl eave b

judge the wutility of their work.o As Kvale
di stinction between fiperspectival subjecti
| eave footprints visible, andrafimere fAbi ased

3.11. Generating theory

Once | had a manageable amount of data, representing the main (but not all) areas
talked about, | reead it and recoded itin vivo using grounded theory techniques
(Strauss and Corbin, 1990). This is in keeping with the design of the study, which is
intended to explore the thinking and theories of the participants through dialogic
group discussion; the study is concerned ittceses and with the construction of
meaning. It is not concernedth trying to take a snapshot of what participants did
and did not seem to know.dbnsiders how the participants build meanings over,time
dialogically, workingwith their owntheories. The mduction of a theory, grounded
in the data, would also enable further investigations to be undertaken in the future to
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extend and modify the theory in pursuit of a fuller picture of how early years
practitioners talk and theorise about tyear olds.

Thedata analysis proceeded with a move away from the use of the index
categories (as shown above) and towards conceptualisation more clearly drawn from
a detailed consideration of the data. This is in contrast to the interpretative moves
used within the EPPEroject (SirajBlatchfordet al, 2002, p.21), which the
researchers describe as Athe i1terative pro
the node definitions and structures (O0tree
forth), adding new nodes as Wa$ taking away those which are not evident in the
data. o Instead, | sought to group together
phenomena in order to create a structure of categories which was grounded in the
reduced set of data, with each catgghaving a set of properties and a dimensional
range (Strauss and Corbin, 1990, p. 65). The choices of wording and terminology
made by the participants were often used as helpful guides. For example, there was a
great deal of data which concerned obsowa The participants talked about what
they had formally observed, using the TCOs, and they often linked this to what they
had seen informally but not written down on other occasions, or things parents had
told them about the children. All of these diffat events in the discussions related to
similar phenomena and could therefore be grouped together into the category of
i o b s e r Vnaattemptingda tell the stognalyticallythrough the data from three
different sites and eight different peoplenh drawing on the more objectivist
el ements of Strauss and3)6@odellmgaiGreundedL 9 9 0) a
Theory. One might conceptualise this more as an act of assemblage, than ene of re
presentation. Charmaz (2000, p. 125) warns that thesd/pbjectivist approach,
produrce wmtgr dl tones of analytic discoursebo
produced them and, moreover, eradicate ambiguities in both the studied scenes and
their analytic treatmertil have attempted to guard against such erasure through the
approach | have taken to transcription, yet it is unarguable that the decision to identify

andname oncepts and i dentify a fAcentr al phenc
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from the data, tendswput mor e emphasis on the Aneutr al
of the liveliness of the individual voices and the specific discussions. Such a

methodological decision mustevitablycreate losses, as well as the intended gains

that arise from the productiarf an analytic story. With no analytic story, there might

be little grounded theory to disseminate as a finding, or to investigate with other

practitioners and through other studies in the future.

As the project proceeded, the participants began tortalkk e aboutor inot i ci |
Awat chanmlhmeér than Aobservationo, with the a
was something you were required to do (managers would check up on the numbers of
observations compl eted eacbBometlnggenwashi | st
understood to be important, worth talking about and thinking about. Implicitly,

Anot ioai Mmgwaeécohainig® a more acti veengustance whi
to involve meeting the requirements for the jéln. example of this ames when Julie

discusses what she sees as the merits of the TCO as opposed to the previous approach

the settindhad used to writing observationsr{ting onto blank A4 papewrithout

using any formatting or coding):
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Minute | Transcription

34 Julie

Ithinkt heydve been good for watchin
box that just talks about the language rather than having to read full

paragraphs of what youdve writte
back to work out what they said arnirntgs like that (1). Both of our children
didnét speak too much, did they,

Frances
In the big one [their previous format for writing long observations of childr
you dondét see the fulilf etfhfeeychtr eo fh
theyore playing parall el

Julie
It ol 1 be interesting to keep wat

Extract from the finameeting at Lyle Hous#arch 29" 2012

This shift in the part ipcocepdachhelgedmyt er mi nol c

analysis of the dathy leading me back through the transcripts to find examples
where | could infer t hethafmal wioofegromm ot i ci ngo.
discussion Agatha and Julie talk about making materials accessible-yedwolds.

Julie makes a comment whi chidhenotwesthat, as an
whilst in theory children might be able to access play materials from a big basket on

the floor, this is not always the case:

Page 106



Minute | Transcription

14 Agatha

They will go into the basket. We have worked hard to make everything
accessible. Took a long time. We have put big symbols and pictures on
baskets.

Julie

That és true for the majority, bu

Extract from the final whole grougiscussion, October5 2012

Similarly, when Frances talked abdlia t ayads e x p lsammpngsepn o f
putting her hands on the ink pad rather than the stamp, | coded this as an example of
noticing how what might at first seem like explorat@gnsory play is also a kind of
early scientific experiment into the properties of the materials (how wet is the pad,;

how much of that wetness will transfer to her hands?):
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Minute | Transcription

49 Frances

When she put her hands in it, she wagloring different ways of doing the
stamping None round her had put their
her hands in it but she was, then she was looking at her hands (.) And lo
at the ink on her hands, so she wagd@rng it and thingdike that | think she
was trying to link that to it as well, if I put my hand in it can | make & fat
by the time she put her hand in
looking at it as if to say will it work and things like that and teka got the
stamp and carried on doing it wi
trying to see if she could do a hand print but nothing much come onto he
or whether she was just seeing what it felt like.

Extract from thehird meeting at Lig House, 2% March 2012

ANot i ci ng o wassthefore, aftereinfeored yrom the data. In my

coding, ithad a set of properties, and each property had a dimensional range:
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Category Properties Dimensional range

Significance High to low
Consistency with other Expected to unexpected
observations

Noticin
g Consistency with what othe| Readily accepted by the

staff observed about the chi| team to conflictual

Actionable Staff follow up with specific
responses to child to no
apparengctions taken in

response.

Forexamplewhat Frances noticed about Natayads
woul d be scaled as fihigho in significance
consistency with other observations (she had not previously been involved in this
kind of sustained exploratory pla However, because Julie has notiteelway that
Nataya is exploring each area of the playgroup in turn, she readily accepts what
Frances has seen, and how she interprefére was no discussion in the
subsequent, final meeting of followingupoal ayadés i nterest i n usi

print and paint.
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The data were coded into the following categories, following the approach

outlined above:

O«

Noticing

0 Choosing (children making choices)

0 Responding (adults respondiandjideasp chi | dr
0 Maintaining (nursery tidiness, safety, routines and policies)

0 Encouraging autonomy (adults encouraging children)

3.12. Moving further from description and towards conceptualization: telling
the story analytically

AGr ounded dctiordnteragtional srierged method of

theory buildingand that action/interaction has certain

propert i e grocdsuaregolving ininatura. Bhus it can

be studied in terms of sequences, or in terms of movement, or

change over t i mal/inracBom aboutwhich t he acti o
we speak ipurposeful, goaloriented done f or some reasor

Strauss and Corbin (1990, p. 104).

The final steps of data analysis consisted of making connections between
categories, following the action/interactional orientapooposed by Strauss and
Corbin (1990). The movement within the group discussions was that the children
were seen to be making more choices, acting with increased independence. The
central phenomenon in the data was the actions which the participants toxer
to enable this to happen. I gave this phen

intended to describe the range of actions which the practitioners took in order to
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develop the agency of the children they were working with. This move is described
bySt rauss and Corbin (1990, p.121) as telli
centr al phenomenon a name and identifying

autonomyo consists of four categori es:

6 Making a judgement about the childbés ca
(the extent of the childdés autonomy in

6 Helping the child to be autonomous (e.g. through encouragement, or arranging
resources so that the child can access them);

06 Rsponding to the childdés needs and inte
demands of other requirements, e.g. the needs of the other children, routine
events etc.);

Creating particular opportunities for play and learning for the child, either

O«

during faceto-face interactions, or by arranging resources which the child can

then play with autonomously.

These actions could lead to the practitioner engaging directly with the child (a high
level of intersubjectivity) or they could lead to the practitioner angadi framework
where the child can play and act independently (a low level of intersubjectivity).

Therefore, a dimensional range can be given to autonomy and intersubjectivity
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Autonomy: high

Intersubjectvity: Intersubjectvity:

high low

Autonomy: low

Figure 3.3. lllustration of the dimensional range &nabling autonomy"

The findings which stem from this analysis of the data are reported in Chapter Five.
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3.13. Validity: Al donodot think this tacti

This is a piece of qualitative research which is concerned with what the
participants said and wrote, explicitly acknowledging the subjectivity of the data. As
a matter of consistency with the methodology, therefore, there is no role for

triangulation in naking a judgement about validity.

I n the background of this study is the wi
quality improvement in the settings using the ITER&nd ECERSR scales.
However the validity of this study does not rest on those exterredurements, as
there are too many variables involved. If, for example, all three settings were to
improve their scores to a statistically significant degree during the project, this might
illustrate the positive effect of the group discussions and use df@O; but equally,
the changes may have come about through any one of a range of other interventions
happening concurrently (for example, training the managers to use the audits and to
devise action plans for improvement). This is not to say that thetmamd data,
which is discussed in the next chapter, has no relevance at aibuld be a matter
for potential concern if, for example, the three settings in this project regressed or
made poorer progress than the others, as this might suggest thatcbes of TCOs

and discussions might have been a tooasuming distraction to the participants.

Kvale (1996, p.32) argues that, in qualit
stringency in meaning interpretation correspond ... to exactnessrititgtine
me a s u r eFRuolowingshis argument, the validity of the data analysis and
interpretation rest on the extent to which the recording and transcription demonstrated
that precision, and the interpretative moves outlined, both deductive andvaduct
can be regarded as stringent. Throughout the data analysis, | have attempted to take
steps to organise and reduce the data, in as transparent as way as possible, whilst
guarding against what Gl aser and f@trauss (
to a particular theory. In the end, | aim to have demonstrated that the phenomenon

whi ch | have named fAenabling autonomyo i s

Pagel13



come about through a process whereby theatataf i | t er ed t hrough and
withpree x i si ting hypotheses and biaseso (GI as
Lather (1991, p.67) argues, from an ethical and political standpoint, the researcher is

obliged to be involved in a fAceaseless con

experience of people in their daily |ives to gl

Much of the validity of the project rests on my own skills, or lack of skill, in the
interpersonal work of the researcher. As discussed above, | have attempted to adopt a
reflexivestance, and my data analysis indicates two key areas where my positioning

and interventions got in the way of the production of rich data.

Firstly, the attempts at abstraction included in the conclusions of each memo do
not appear to have been found helfy the participants. In my thesis proposal, |
explained that Aby writing a memo, summar.i
from each meeting, | am aiming to make the processes of condensing and finding
patterns in the data explicit, enabling gagticipants to disagree and challenge my
t h i n KHowewgr, io the research data there is not a single example of the
participants adopting, querying, challenging or otherwise following up the references
to the devel opment al atlheacrfiecenstheabdenttgndaned | i
there are indications that the opening summaries of what we had talked about in the
last session did help the participants to pick up the threads of their earlier discussion

and thinking.

Secondly, the times when | dlenged the views of the participants were not
experienced by them as dialogic, but were instead received as criticisms, arguably
from what Bourdieu (1990, p.27) <calls the

In these two respects, | am aware that my actions as the researcher did not help in
the production of rich data. On the whole, however, the many indications that the
participants talked fluently and enthusiastically support the view that the findings
havea high degree of validity. Lather (1991, p.68) has also developed the intriguing

concept of HAcatalytic validityo to describ
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Aireal ity altering i mpacto. I n t hteet r f i nal
project had changed their understanding of the children, and their roles as early years
practitioners. All their comments about the impact of the project were positive. The

final evaluation is explored in more detail in Chapters Four and Five.

However,in the end there is little that can be said with certainty about the validity
of the research. It is impossible to identify, yet alone control for, the impact of
socially and culturally regulated theories and beliefs; neither mine, nor the
participants. Een momenby-moment the data are subjected to interpretation, as my
responses to what was said in the groups would have been based on my interpretation,
and that would in turn shape the further discussions. As Riessman (2002) argues, the
subsequent proce®f transcription is another process of interpretation. There can be
no clear distinction drawn, therefore, between data and the interpretation of data. To
guote more f ul Fficjondilrioorg rAa pSh eBry:at tils am tryin
problem of the dcay of belief in the idea of objectivity by slipstreaming towards the
safer, ideologically uthhkahasdaetidquitedverke of pr ec
(Byatt, 2000 p. 250).

Charmaz (2000, p.510) argues t madle constr
ground between postmodernism and positivis
impossible. | amunderstanding meaning as something which was negotiated
systematically, from different perspectives, in the realtime discussions between
researcher and participants. After the groups were concluded, | am seeing meaning as
being produced through systematiterpretative and analytic moves, as described

above.

Bourdieu (1993, p.23) argues that processes of systematic observation, data
coll ection and analysis can be seen positi
gaze that is at once objectifyiagd understanding, and which, when turned back on
oneself, makes it possible to accept oneself and even, so to speak, lay claim to oneself,
claim the right to be what one is.o0
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| am pausi ng oqoited hteh ébos e gtr a@thiea D smif ght wor
not entirely.
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Chapter Four

Presenting and analysing the data:
AEnabling aut onomyo,

concept to explain early years practice.
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4.1. Introduction

As | argued in the previous chapter, this is a study which seeks to explore the
question of what type of ongoing support and training might be appropriate for
practitioners working with twayear olds, a comparatively unexplored topic. Taking
place in a cotext where there is an urgent need to make progress towards the
development of appropriate styles of early education and care for very young children,
and in the light of longstanding tensions between qualified teachers and early years
practitioners, the ethodological choices discussed in the previous chapter can be
understood as both pragmatic, and suited to the aims of the study. Pragmatically, |
judged it necessary to engage the practitioners as participants, allowing them a great
deal of agency in thehoices around which children to observe and when, and which
data to bring forward for discussion.

Thesemethodological decisions are consistent with majen#s from the
literature review. Of these, perhaps the most significahiisniportance of ééring
practitioners a place, time and space for critical reflection which is informed by data,
where the child is seen as a competent learnenvhedethere is a focus on the
adul tds rol e i n s upNuatonetialn202White, D0 lieé,d 6 s | e a
2006;Dalli et al, 2011). The active participation of the practitioners, researching
their own workplaces and collecting data, shows sensitivity to the historic tensions
between teachers and other early years practiticl@@spnsvhich couldbecome
impediments to researcR@mbold 1990). It also recognises that an appropriate
pedagogy for such young <chi lcdrbetmainedéso not a
deliver; pedagogy caimstead be thought of as arising from processes of co
construction by practitioners and chil dren
close observation of the children supports contingent styles of interactiondCalli
2011).The largely unstructured approach to the group discussions, in which the

paricipantsselectedvhich TCOsthey wanted to discuseeflectsShonk of f 6 s (20 11
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argumenthat best practices are catalysts for further investigation, not products to be
recreated, and is consistent with Mitchell

and questioning of practice.

The data from the group discussions themselves can be used to make visible the
practitionersé own theories about their ro
using approaches drawn from Grounded Theory. The theorezslgfyears
practitioners are also litlexplored in educational research, and this opens up future
possibilities for research and further development. In the light of a lack of knowledge
overall about the support and training of early years practisomerking with twe
yearolds, the intention that the participants themselves would judge the project
useful, that there would be Areciprocity i

receive from participationo ( Kwusaéraign. 1996,

Training practiti oneresal,2009)@idenekmgtioeb ser vat i
opportunity available for critical reflection on the observation data, are together
intended to support the development of relationships between adults atdrchil
characterised by attunement, intersubjectivity, and a contingent style of adult
response to the child. The literature suggests that it is important for practitioners to
understand their role as being concerned with early education as well as childcare
and to see the child as an actor with agency, not merely a subject for socialisation into
group care; as White (2005, p. 97) argues, professional investigation and dialogue
with practitioners needs to Afocus on posi

and the role they could play to support <ch

Finally, there is the important practical and ethical consideration of acting to
improve early education and care for a highly disadvantaged group of young children.
Mitchell and Cubey argue that support and development for early years practitioners
should include opportunities for data collection and aiglgsd for critical
reflection. These processeshoul d, i n turn, | ead to fAtangi

i nt er awittihonpsadr,t i ci pants becoming more awar
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educator so ( Mit gpxé)l The @ajedt was ddsigngd, so thad data
from the Target Child Observations and the critical reflection on that data would
support the profegmal development of the participants, including the development
of their practice. In addition, the wider project in Eastside used the THERSI
ECERSR quality audits as indicators of quality, drawing on the research showing

t hat chi |l draesetbngs waithtseone kighly io these audits is strongly
associated with benefits throughout early and primary education (&y&ata2012).

The participating nurseries were all trained in the use of these audits. There is some
discordance between this highly structured approach to assessing quality and the
more discursive approaches outlined above, bass Dahlberg and Pen¢2000,

p. 105) while tigeuetative dnd valudsased nature of quality cannot be avoided,

choices do have to be made and this shoul d

Therefore, my final methodological choice was to consider the independently
gatlered data from the ITERRB and ECERSR auditsfrom the start of thevhole
project(in October/November 201,1andat the point of theonclusionof this
smaller project involving the three settings (April 20IM)ere are too many other
factors involved taise that data to assess the impact of this project, but it acts as a
useful guard against the possibility that the project might appear to have been
successful because it was enjoyed by the participants and produced rich research data;
but that ultimatelyt might not have been beneficial to the children.

In the first part of this chapter, using techniques drawn from Grounded Theory, |
will present the findings about how the participants themselves theorised their role,
with particular attentiontothechl dr ends devel opment and ear |
foll owed by a discussion of how the projec
development, drawing on the data from the evaluation workshoghand
guestionnaire at the end of the project. Findlg | TERS R and ECERSR data from
the wider project in Eastsidaebriefly considered, alongside the data pertaining to

the practitionersé own discussions and obs
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whether the changes in practice that occurtgthd the project might have led to
improved early education and care for the children.

4.2. How did the participants talk about and theorise their role as early years

practitioners?

I n this section, I owi || outline the part:.i
the children to develop their autonomy in nursery. When they describe this work,
they also outline the conditions which they find enabling, which are discussed below.
In addition, there are also some conditions which inhibit their work, and these are
considered briefly at the end of this section. Finally, as outlined in the previous
chapters, the data can be scaled according to dimensional ranges with respect to

autonomyand intersubjectivity.

4. 3. AEnabling autonomyo: an overarching

The application of techniques drawn from Grounded Theaakyng a relatively
objectivist stanceis a visthe dataenable me to move from description, codinand
data reduction towards conceptualisation, and an attempt to present the story of the
parti ci pant s 0Thiwanalic story & theg groducteon df an overview of

the whole project, as opposed to the production of multiple stories frow vo&es.

AEnabling autonomyo is a broad term for t
used by the early years practitioners in this study in their work with thgeaoold
children at nursery. Enabling autonomy consists of: assessing therebgdnding to
the child; and developing a close, reciprocal relationship with the child which
encourages and values the childds growing
Encouraging childrenés autonomy at nursery

participants.
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Thestrategy of assessmante f er s t o making a judgement &
i ndependence and agency in their early yea
indicates the degree to which the child can make choices about their social interaction,
play and learning. The level of@ncy can vary from high to low, depending on
whether the child seeks out particular adults, friends and activities, in order to take
the initiative or join in with them, or whether the child is generally inactive, follows
the direction or suggestions ahers, or appears withdrawn and-disgaged. In line
with the earlier discussion about constructivism, agency should not be understood as
resulting simply from the childds personal
having the drive to do something, ameing in an environment where the expression
of that drive is possible and permitted, w
willing and able to participateo (Carr, 20
agency in an environment where there wake lthance to move around freely and
choose equipment, or where they had to wait to be spoken to, before they could speak.
Equally, the autonomy, independence and free play of the children are not pure or
absolute characteristics, but they are insteadymexdi by the structures and power
relations within the nursery. For examgdikeely accessing toys from a cupboard is
allowed, encouraged even. But seeking to express freedom and independence by
refusing to part from your mother at the nursery door andimgta return home
would beseen as problematic by the practitioners, a choice that was neither legitimate

nor permitted.

Respondingtothechidef er s t o the practitioner6s ac
choices or wishes. Responses can be maddddeee, for example responding to a
childdés interests by joining in with their
conversation. Responses can also consist of work in the background: thinking about
the chil dds i nt er edidular exeriences or equipnehttobeni ng f o
made available for the child.

Developing a close, reciprocal relationshipe f er s t o t he practitio
respond Acontingentl|l yo WoodtMeMahooand!| d, 1 n an
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Cranstoun, 1980A child and an adult will each have their own, individual,

subjective experiences and understandings of any given event in the nursery; through

the processofii nt er subj ective attunemento (Dall i,
created between adult and chitélonging entirely to neither, where meaning is

negotiated and produced. The term intersubjectivity here is used with a specific focus

on a pedagogical encounter (Johannson, 2004), and not in a wider, more
psychoanalyticallyoriented way (for example, Steet al, 1998). As the adult has

more knowledge and experience, the encounter is necessarily unequal; but it is

understood by the participants as a process of giving more agency to the child, rather

in the manner that Bruner (1995, p.6) describ@sa dsuréating the child as an agent

and bent on oO0teachingd him to be more so.0

These processésdeveloping an intersubjective relationship and enabling
autonomyi depend on certain conditions. The adult needs to be interested and
i nvol ved i mvitiestare playhratHerdhars seeang them as part of a
separate realm (Brooker, 2008, p.74). The adult also needs to have the opportunities
to spend enough time to get to know the child, with adequate support from other staff
and the management of thelgarears setting overall. Where there is no interest in
the childés play (for example, i f practiti
feeding, nappy changing and keeping the environment safe and clean), or no
possibility of spending time witthe child, thereouldbe little intersubjectivity. This
would also be the case if practitioners judged that they should focus on teaching

particular skills regardless of the chil do

44 The i mportance of acclkowwdsbtiodt,hawy é fiwh .

it looks from their point of viewo
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An important part of the wider project, within which this study is set, was a focus
on developing the quality, range and accessibility of resources in theriegiThese
aspects make up a significammbportion of the items in the ITERS and ECERSR
audits. Commenting on the audit of her nursery, Milada remarkedithat hi ghl i gh't
i mportance of accessibility €é what we set
their poi nt o thatthé emphasis indTERS op actuallyuobserving
children getting resources independently helped her to challenge whether the dolls

really were acessible to the twgear olds:

Minute | Transcription

11 Julie

So we realized that it was the way we hadupethe home corner (.) We used
have a big basket so three and four year olds can easily get in and get the
now weoOve got a smaller basket th
high rather than all the dolls just chucked in togethe) (0.2And now

vi si ble for her to see them, s he

Extract from the final review meeting with all the participants, 5.10.2012

Enabling autonomy was, therefore, supported by the work the practitioners did in
all three settings to organise the environments so that children could find and access
play materials and equipment independently, without needing adult help to reach into

large containers or take resources down from shelves.

4.5. Enabling autonomy: four variants

In the following sections, the findings from the project will be presented through a
discussion of enabling autonomy in four contrasting contexts. The twoaspécts
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of enabling autonomy are the childodés agenc
intersubjective relationship between the child and the practitioner. These can both be

scaled high to low, as illustrated by the quadrant graphic in the previous chapter.

Selecing some of the actual terms used by the participants gives a fuller impression

of how the scales represent the ways in which they thought about the children:
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/| KAt RQa | 3

Children who do not need an adul
present to play independently:
aL R2y Qi KI @S

Intersubjectivity in the
adult/child relationship:

high low

Children who are thought of as bein

Children who are observed-constructing ! ! ords
A RAFFAOMzZA U 02

their learning with adultsé 2 § 3 2
search things together, we go and work it
2dzic 623S3HKSNE

low

Children who are not observed to make and carr
2dzi OK2A0O0S&ax RS&EONRAROSF
GKS LX I OS¢

Figure 4.1. lllustration of th&R A YSy aA 2y I f NI} y3IS 2F bSylofAy3d Fdzizy2yYeéhbh AyOf dzF
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The resulting quadrants represent in an analytic way the episodes that the
participants talked about; in other words they are not properties of individuakchild
or practitioners, but arise from the dynamic relationships between children, adults,
and the nursery setting overall. This means that the same child may be talked about
on some occasions as showing a low level of agency, whilst on other occasions as
showing a high level. The same is true of the degree of intersubjectivity in the
relationships between adults and children. However, in respect of the children
discussed, the trend was that as the adults noticed and thought more about the child,

t h e cabendydas thought to increase.

4.6. Low intersubjectivity, low agency

AnWanderer so, children who are dnall over

Afget to grips witho

In this quadrant, the observations and discussions presented children and adults
who were not conversing or playing together; adults who did not appear to be attuned

to the child; and children who did not make choices and follow them through.

For example, the practitioners from Aneurin Bevan Nursery described a child who
would cry andchot engage in play for some time every morning. The child was
described as withdrawn, and the one communication he offered (crying) was not

given any meaning by the staff:
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Minute | Transcription

16 Researcher

Does it mean he inum&tertygp pnhetno hled
Anne

I woul dndét say so.

Mia

ltds not that.

Jasmin

Testing, isno6t it? (0.2)

Anne

ltds just testing of the water.

Extract from the second meeting at Aneurin Bevan, 1.3.2012

Similarly, Silvia at Samuda Community Nursery describeddw a chi I d A make
face |i ke he is about to cry. Il think he i
but I think he knows, if he cries he gets

again, the practitioner rejects the apparent meaningaftne | d6s communi cat i

therefore intersubjectivity is low.

Ot her instances of the c fpurgoskdtsthecadutsnuni c at
included Annebés touching description of a
n ur s gwag hard for me to get to grips with that particular child as well, because
we were quite close and itds no matter wha

theydre talking to you and saying 06l donét
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togoyoubre a big boy nowbdo. I't did not seem
childébs communication of feeling sad, and

clear with the child about his lack of choice in the situation. In a similar vein, Anne

descri bed a group of children singing a fdha
|l eavi ng, even though they (and their paren
them that theyore actually going, when you

|l i ke Aina@dondt want to go. 0 Even the parent s

At Aneurin Bevan Day Nurseryhé participants worried about children who were
struggling to managia the settingbecause they lacked relationships with others and
did not appear interested in the oppnities for play. Jasmin describes one child
whose key person had to leave the nursery unexpectedly, and who did not seem to
have managed to develop a relationship with her new key person. Other staff in the
room had also had time off for various reasand Jasmin was beginning to feel that

she needed to take the initiative and establish a relationship with the child:

Minute | Transcription

19 Jasmin ((speaking very quietly))
Her key worker got another job at Updale, she was very good with the childf
very good, on task and all that,6 ¢
wor ker , |l 6m down the other end, b U

goodness we need to pick her up and Anne had time off because she had a
grandchild then umm Gill had sortiene off because her roof blew off her houg
so the room was left bereft of people so | started to build a relationship, say
Ahell o, how are you?o

Extract from the first meeting at Aneurin Bevan, 21.2.2012

Finally, it is notable that episodes in this quadrant often relate to new children who
had completed the phase of settling in where they had a parent to support them, so
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they were now in nursery for a full session, but did not yet have strong relationships
with others. These children might have appeared to have agency because they moved
around and played with a range of different equipment, but the practitioners described
their movements as lacking in purpose. Frances and Anne, in separate groups,
describecchildren who were new to nursery and not yet showing signs of making
choices:

Minute | Transcription

32 Frances

Heb6s | i ke where hebs settling ever
from one thing to the other exploring everything

Extract from the first meeting at Lyle House, 23.2.2012

Minute | Transcription

13 Anne

They are going to want to run from place to place until they understand that
come in here, theyodre happy in her
[down

Mia
[yes
Anne

and understand whatés going on, bl

Extract from the second meeting at Aneurin Bevan, 1.3.2012
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Likewise, Silvia describedanewtyet t | ed chil d as being fdAal
Julie saidthatonef her key chil dren was fda wander e
things rather than play. o

Occasionally, the practitioners talked about children making impulsive choices
which were in conflict with the implied relationships and social structures of the
nursery (I have used the term fAagencyo to
child). In a rare instance of open conflict between participants, as Silvia discussed her
observation of a child grabbing a book and
person, interrupted. She argued with Silvia about why this had happened, saying that
itresu ted from Silviabds failure to pay enoug!
end did you not get when she screamed? Bec
you were talking to everyone. And then she
intersubjeavity and agencyandat the same time a breakdown of the normal web of

connections between staff.

4.7. Low intersubjectivity, high agency

~

il donot have to be therebo

In this quadrant, the practitioners talk about episodes where children were making
choices and engaging in play and activity very independently, without referring back
to an adult. The children were not observe
attention or engage in conversation, or seeking out help. As a result, the child is not
playingand acting i n a it hiconstructepwith @@dukybut c h h a <
is defining and creating her or his own space for play within the structures of the
nursery. Children between the ages of two and three years old havenaticstl
drive to le independent and do things for themselves, and participants often

commened positively on their observations of this independent play as a sign of
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appropriate development and a particularly beneficial effect of nursery. In contrast to

t he

choose and then sustain their play, often ignoring other distractions as in this account:

Awandfearliln goov earndt he pl aced chil dren,

Minute

Transcription

59

Anne

It was nice to see him go from different things in that spatienefumm because
often the children as soon as they hear the garden they would often like to r
and just drop what they are doing

Mia
He carried on.
Anne

That s right he carried on. ou(silel WH

Extract from the third meeting at Aneurin Bevan, 23.3.2012

The practitioners often felt pleasure in observing and recounting this independent
play. An example of this was when Milada observed a child experimenting with the

magnets over a periaf time, puzzled by the way that sometimes they attract and

sometimes they repel:

Minute

Transcription

40

Milada

That was lovely to watch, her face was so puzzled, the expréssitna t 6 s
on? Whyoére they not joining? Esped
interesting her problem solving wasve | | obviously thi

| need to go pick up the other one. At her level it was still not thé faetybe |
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need to move it to the ot her side

trying to move it different ways.

Extract from the fourth meeting with the Samuda Community Nursery team, 3.4.201

Milada does not see this as an example of awmen she might have introduced
the child to the concept of repelling and attracting, or otherwise have guided her
exploration; she does not suggest that there would have been any role for her
involvement at all. Rather, she places the most valygasess theway that the
child sustainser investigation. Later in the same meeting, she discusses her

observation of a child trying lots of different ways to join the pieces in a construction

kit without s uc c emasdarenaughdshechasmaaratribatsfyou hat

twist the link it will join, but she learnt something different. | think it is sometimes

quite important to leave them to it and allow them time to learn and to develop their

own knowledgeéshe was takiongstome, she was
There are examples from all three settinggactitionersoticing andvaluing,

the childrendés sustained involvement and p

they had independently choséior exampleSilvia commented on an observation of
one of her key children drawing and sticking:

Minute | Transcription

27 Silvia

She was really really precise (1)
not that old, and how she was playing (0.1) she was/rallé to concentrate (
this age | think (.) sheds doing
arené6ét able to do that.

Extract from the second meeting with the Samuda Community Nursery team, 5.3.
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Similarly, Jasmi nf acnanansetntcso twhhaetn fsihte wabss e
cutting off bits of paper and sticking them on top of each other in layers. The child is

then observed to go into the home corner:

Minute | Transcription

4 Jasmin

She did something which was absolutely fascinating. She took all the uten;s
put them into the sink, found a washing up liquid bottle, poured in the wast
up liquid just imitating the adult again, and then she put it down and she pl
hands in thé in the sinki and was just like waving them about to make the
bubbles. ((laughs)) Thatodés really

Extract from the first meeting at Anuerin Bevan, 21.2.2012

Later during the same meeting, discussing another child, Jasmin expressed

particularp |l easure in observing the childés incr
pl ay without her being present: Aitods real
I do another one on her | dondét have to be
folowi ng ot hers, or thereds a nice observati

where she is initiating, she is watching what other children are doing. She is confident

enough to do it herself, following others,

These reflections bihe practitioners about their actions to promote agency
without considering any specific child, and therefore outside the notion of
intersubjectivity, are best understood with reference to the focus in the wider Eastside

project on improving the accesdityi of play materials, which is discussed in more
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detail in Chapter Five. As Silvia comments in the third meeting involving the Samuda
Community Nursery team (19.3.2012) dthis n
activity they can access other toys &e have set up activities but also they can

choose. Also they mix things. o0 Here, HAchil

beneficiaries when the environment is changed, not any particular child.

As outlined above, practitionefi®m all three settingeegaded independent play
without reference back to them very positively. It was a sign that the child was settled

i n nursery; whereas, to use Julieds ter ms,
children waited for fAper mi saarted,the cubueef or e ac
of nursery explicitly valued childrend6s co

how to play with them, and mix things up. In the data, there are just two exceptions to

the positive interpretation in this quadrant. Anne talked abatild who played

i ndependently, but whose intentions and de
gui et 1 magination, where he hasnodét sai d mu
us to work outo (third meet32018). Thisseds@meur i n
of not knowing was also noted by Jasmin, commenting on another child during the
fourth meeting at Aneurin Bevan (11.4.2012
speak her own words. Because then it shows us her ideas and howshesige!

and what she wants. 0

4.8. High intersubijectivity, low agency
ACopying the play of otherso

There are significantly fewer data in this quadrant than in the other three,
reflecting the fact that in general an intersubjective relationship requires agency on
the part of the child. However, it is possible for a child to show enough agency in her
or his communication to establish an intersubjective relationship, without yet
showing agency in play. For example, Julie is sufficiently attunedef her key

children,a twoyear old girl called Natay#o observe her closely and make some
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assumptions atut her lack of independence. In the first meeting at Lyle House

(23.2.2012) she describes how she notices that Nataya is hanging around children
playing with dolls, but not actually playi
thatwould helphertoopy t he play of others?5o9

Sometimes children would appear to have a relationship with an adult through
identification and copying. For example, Mia, one of the practitioners at Aneurin
Bevan, wore a Hijab in nursery; she commented in the third meetir®205%2) that
one of the children often sought her out b
mum. 0 Milada discussed a child in the thir
(19.3.2012) who would seek proximity with different adults and would copy what
theywee doing, saying Awhatever the practiti.
all the different activities. o When the ¢
trousers, she copied the same actions even though she had not been playing with
chalk heself. In these examples, the child appears to be developing the early stages
of a relationship with an adult, but is not observed to be making choices or

communicating their own ideas.

4.9. High intersubijectivity, high agency

AfWe go and weéeogeadaheh,twengse and wor k it

ASheds come out of herselfo

This is the position which would seem to
learning and development (Smith, 1999; Bruner, 19860d, McMahon and

Cranstoun 1980) and where the adult role in he

to be most apparent. However, there were relatively few instances discussed of an

adult and child working together, following the model of Sustained Shared Thinking
(SirapBlatchfard et al, 2003 or scaffolding YWood Brunerand Ross1976). During

this working together, involving joirdttentiont he adul t gui des the «ci
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carefully judging the points where the child needs helptlaagointsvhere the child
Is able 0 undertake parts of the task independently. After discussing first the small
number of instances where there was this kind of-matit/ity, | will turn to a larger
number of instances where the approach to enabling autonomy was somewhat

different.

It is worth noting that the pedagogical research into Sustained Shared Thinking
and scaffolding has involved children aged three and over. At two, children may have
less capacity to direct and sustain their attention, so it would be expected that some of
the irstances of a child and an adult sharing the same focus would be fleeting.
Despite their short duration, they could nevertheless be seen as significant by the
practitioners, perhaps as early, promising
learning innursery. For example, as we read the memo of the previous discussion,

Anne offered an update on one of the children we had talked about the previous time:
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Minute Transcription

4 Anne

Yes then he surprised me yesterday, he was very very yedtarday (.)
yeah yeah totally different <ch
chance (.) He was singing away, he went into the home corner and |
umm went into the wooden cot and hasaoing Row Row Row [the
Boat

Jasmin
[((very strong assent))
Anne

and then he came out and went into the home corner and he was lo

i n the mirror, he called me an
as well, compared to, you know, how he normally is. Which was gre
see, yeah.

Extract from thehird meeting at Anuerin Bevan, 15.3.2012

In the second meeting at Lyle House (8.3.2012) Julie also noted a fleeting episode
of a child initiating contact with an adult in order to draw her attention to what she

wantedi to be lifted up as part of pretending to be a fairy in flight. Reading fiem h

observation, Julie sai dsheiswdadngfaiywihgs. str ai g
She runs with herarmsip ays #fAhi gher, biggero. As the
Obiggerd6, as if sheds trying to say now sh

The practitioners discussed some of the different strategies they might use in order
to enable the childrends autonomy. One was

about their interests, and then to plan an activity in which the child and adult would
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play and learn together with similar materials. In the final review meeting of the

whole group (5.10.2012), Mi | ada described
children was acted on by the team at Samud
evaluations for bettgrglanning, next steps to support the children in question, their

|l earning and development. o I n practice, al
this, there were no discussed examples of them actually carrying out their ideas. In

the second meeting hyle House (8.3.2012) Julie and Frances talked about noticing

that Andrew, just settlingn, had a particular interest in Batman. They discussed

some ways they could plan for him to develop his play using props, material, and by
themselves finding out me about Batman. But if they did this work in the weeks

following, they did not talk about it in the sessions, and my attempts to steer

conversation back to this episode were generally experienced by them as criticisms of

their practice. Rather than plang further resourcing and adult involvement in the

play, it seems as if their aims were to make the play safer and, if possible, move it

outside. In a sense, the play was therefore tolerated but not really celebrated. In the

third meeting (22.3.2012)Jali not ed t hat @Ahebdés been doing

things that could harm people é hebds |just

children have been playing with it fine &
i maginations and get on with it.o
Inand her i nstance where it seemed to be di

for a child from their observations, Agatha discussed in the first meeting with the

Samuda Nursery team (27.2.2012) how she ha
playing withdried pasta, bowls and spoons. He had sustained the play for more than

15 minutes, pouring, stirring and mixing the pasta. Agatha had heard him say to

another adult, during the play, Al 6m cooki

cooking activity br him to follow up his interest in measuring, pouring and mixing.

However, in subsequent discussions, this cooking activity was never mentioned
and when | asked about it again in the fourth meeting (3.4.2012), Agatha said that
they had decided to planakema ki ng acti vity as part of th
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celebrations. However, there had not been enough time in the end to make the cakes,

so they had gone to the supermarket and bought plain cupcakes and then decorated

them with icing. It seemed as if the angl thought about how the different aspects

of cooking might be a context for the chil

and all the was remembered was the outcome, the cupcakes.

On the other hand, there were several examples discussed ofautiltey
together with children to solve everyday problems, where there was a high level of
intersubjectivity and the adult was workin

scaffolded learning approach. Jasmin describes how she helped a child wahther ¢

Minute | Transcription

5 Jasmin

So | said to her, are you going to push your arms in? You know. Push you
in yourself. Because | d6m trying t
and she said to me, umm tusedtodomgit
((laughs)) So | thought oh dear, so anyway | put the coat around her shoul
you know encouraged her again and she pushed her arms in and once sh
pushed her arms in she ran out into the garden

Extract from the fourth meeting Anhuerin Bevan, 11.4.2012

A similar example of Awor ki nginthisgeet her 0 t
a lost bag was related by Julie:
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Minute | Transcription

27 Julie
Yesterday she come up to us and s
area and couldndot see it and come
was ok and she said 6wherebés my b
have it?6 And she pointed to the

we helpyoufindi 76 She we®t mfydag?Whéin(é¢ al
(1) she knows what she wants and
and itdéds a |l ot clearer to under st

Extract from the fourth meeting at Lytouse, 27.3.2012

Jasmin felt that one of her key children was used to having her demands met
straight away at home, and that this meant she was not very independent. She
described her response to the child as being to resist doing things immediately, and
instead making thehild more active in the processes of making a choice and solving

a problem:

Minute | Transcription

30 Jasmin
For me, I feel |l i ke everything sh
straight away. 6 But in this envir
very calm aboutiooobh wbeedaeétissbhbi
that 6d loff 6 i kien 6okay, if you need

Extract from the third meeting at Aneurin Bevan, 15.3.2012
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One of the barriers to developing a close relationship with the children was that a
number were at an early stage of understanding and speaking English. Although there
were bilingual practitioners involved in t
home language in nursery. But one of the strategies the practitioners did talk about
using, in order to enable the children to become autonomous, was giving them
English words for the things they wanted. In the third meeting at Lyle House
(22.3.2012) Julieescr i bed this as a process of MnAmak
her just sort of wondering what it is and things like that. By giving her words | think
webre just making it a bit clearer for her
andthingsilk e t hat, sheds been more chatty. o |In
(21.2.2012), Jasmin gave a striking description of this process whereby words give
children a set of reference points for understanding the day and for expressing their
choicasmk slhet meeds something to kind of h
her own language in her head but if | start using English and sign that will give her a
sort of dictionary in her head, you know, get your coat, little things that will help give

hermak er s. o

Julie and Frances described how the process of helping a child learn some key

English words enabled her to have more agency in the nursery:
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Minute | Transcription

59 Julie

I n the space of two weeks s h otmregd
one word things. Interacting with the adults.

Frances

You can definitely see shebs come

stand back now sheds more invol ved
Julie
If you ask her somethilgh e 6 | | s a yi yésnSheédknow® exactly Wit

she wants. Which is good.

Extract from the second meeting at Lyle House, 8.3.2012

In the examples cited above, the practitioners worked directly with the children,
faceto-face, in episodes which both developed the intersubjectivity in the
relationships, and worked to enable the children to have more autonomy in the
nursery. However, iaddition to this immediate work, there were also many
examples of work in the background. In these examples, although the child is not
physically present, there is nevertheless an intersubjectivity because the child is being
t hought aboutdo dry fthheel doriarctmitndoner . And
child can also, as the examples below show, enable the child to act with more agency

and autonomy in the nursery.

Theuse of the TCO sharpened t{actitioner8 obser vat i woolda!l skil

subseqantly analyse and reflect avhat they had observed, often using the
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discussion groups for this purpose, and then plan a response to thinchiége
processes, there was what might be thought of as an imaginative projection of the

childés presence.

In the first meeting at Lyle House (23.2.2012), Jdiszussed her observation of
Nataya pushing wooden pegs into the keyhole of the playhouse. She also observed
her hanging around other children playing
pegstopen the door, sheds seen other chil dr e
repeating and copying what the other children are doing to sort of investigate it for
herself before she starts to play. o As di s
slow | ittle agency on the childbés part, and
does, perhaps, show a childdés desire to ma
play opportunities on offer. Julie considers strategies for enabling Nataya toebecom
more autonomous and decides that she should rearrange the home corner in the
nursery so that Nataya can easily find the dolls that she wants, and that she should

then specifically draw Natayads attention

Minute | Transcription

10 Julie

She watched the older children with dolls and going into the house but she
woul dndét get a doll or anything |
were and one session | took her over and | showed her where the dolls we

from then she was gettirtplls, going into the house, playing mums and dad

Extract from the final review meeting with all the participants, 5.10.2012

However, Juliebs aim is not to engage in

the conditions in which Nataya can develop that play herself, autonomously.
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Referring to this episode later in the meeting, she described her aims overall for the

childrenasif r ee play and them just making their
supporting themo and | ater; Afree play, bu
somet hing they can come to us. o0 As a resul
happened Julie reprts that a few weeks latér,s he 6 s f ound the baby &

was just watching the other children é now

Linked to this is a second aim shared by some of the practitioners, which is to
encourage the children to develomoections with each other, to turn to each other
for help when needed rather than always seeking to develop dyadichaittilt
episodes of problersolving, play and learning. During the fourth and final meeting
at Lyle House (27.3.12), Francescommentspos vely on how the chil
each other, then i f each other candt deal
and tell us another child is struggling or
chil drends devel opihargndsoa puadifficiligpsfar o hel p eac

themselves:
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Minute | Transcription

7 Milada

She resolves the problems that other children might have. If they argue ov

toy she wildl go in and she will s
does it.
Silvia
ltds quite interesting (.) they a

resolve their problems.
Milada

It does take quite confident practitioners | think to deal in a good way to su
that of not letting this to become something big and negasiyad of the
learning and | think stepping back and seeing how they dealing with these

problems and how they solve them themselves it is important.

Extract from the fourth meeting with the Samuda staff team, 3.4.2012

In the final meeting at Lyle House, Julie described her conception of the sgttling
process as being the process of the new child making a connection with one of the
established childreiiy ou know t hey are settled, they
theirown. Also it changes the way the other children see theray will call them
over or get involved in their play. o In ot
notice the transition from settliig, when a new child is not really initiating or
sustaining play, to the new position where the child is playing independently; and
consequently the children will involve the new child in their play. The first part of
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this process is described by Frances, several times, as the child coming out of herself
or himself;Julie describes the second part in terms of joining and being accepted,

going from being nfivtihse toorres o0c htiol di jtoh anti ncgo nen

child is that | ink into the setting if tha
Frances added to this by using the family
become protective of each other as well o

410 What inhibits the work of WAEnabling A

In this study, the major conditions which worked against the strategigsed in
enabling autonomy are: a lack of shared understanding between practitioners and
parents about the importance and desirability of children being able to make choices,
direct their own play, and be independent; barriers to communication withitte
particularly where children are at very early stages of speaking English; and when the
childdés play interests or general temperan

difficult, sothey findithardtoas pond i n a warm, f@dAattunedo w

4.11 Waiting for permission

For some of the children, the nursery coniewthere it is not only allowed, but
expected that they will access toys and equipment freely, open drawers and cupboards,
and move freely from room to room and from inside to outdoors in a gro@s
alien andhard to adjust to. In the final meeting review meeting for all the participants
(5.10.2012), Anne described how a child fs
outside? Although the door is open. Then he seems to find the dutsidé¢here are
toomamay children so he comes back in. 0o At th
that some children needed adult mediation to feel confident about exploring and
pl aying: fAwe have to encourage them, you ¢c

waitingforpermis i on. 0 She had home visited a numb:q
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reflected on how the expectation at home was that children would stick to a
prescribed area for pl ay: Afat home they ha
they never have the chanceteia st i gate ot her toys and thin

al ways got their set area for their toys.o

Where children are daunted by the scale of the early years setting, or where they
expect to have to wait for permission to access equipment, their level of autonomy is

consequently low.

412 AStop doing thiso, and that finishes

Conversely, ther were sme childrerwho needed nencouragement to play, but
whose play choices were found difficult by the practitionEcs example, the team at
Lyl e House found one of the childrenbds des
respond to. In the firgheeting at Lyle House (23.2.2012), Frances described one
sequence, in which the child says fAMe Batn
| ace with a plastic threading bear attache
Then the chilad 0s aywd filhémaBlattm responds, A\
this short exchange, the adult is (understandably) concerned about an accident arising
from the childbds play. As a result, she do

and her responsestothechild communi cati on are deter mine

Commenting on this, Frances noted that the
warning really. Otherwise hebés going to hu
children. o0 Jul i e htahveen saadidds ,0 ufisbeu tt hwies ctoou | bde
somet hing, then give him a different 1idea.

that finishes his game. Instead of trying to extend it by giving him something else to

do. O

I n these cases,audlommoygh st the ghhi ltdh@es adul |

resti c t rat her than enable it to Afinish th
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intersubjectivity can be thought of as low: adult and child are working at-cross

purposes.

4.13 Parents seen as problems

Parental attudes and behaviour were sometimes talked about in terms of helping
children to be settled in nursery so they could play independently, but more often in
terms of causing problems and clashing with nursery values. There were several
general complaints alt parents who were thought to see their-ywar olds more
like babies, and thought to be preventing them from growing and developing. For
example, in the first meeting at Aneurin B

told her mummy té eri take the dmmy out of her mouth. She come in with it one

day | thought, oh mpogeodhebhsanoi Bihgi hbhdnc
addingil ook, you know, |1 6m getting older now,
standar d, |l canodot dj wset ay doua bkynoaw |1 iney dawvre, a

Some participants felt that they had to do a lot of work with the parents to make
sure that they interpreted their childrenbod

appropriate way. Anbheyféeheithbuc&gomwi thil d
crying:
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Minute | Transcription

14 Anne
But itdés just going through that
take me back home. Thatodés what mu

the factthamumés not going to do that a
Mia

And especially his mum is one of

crying.

Extract from the second meeting at Aneurin Bevan, 1.3,2012

However the participanteaediewed)itiectegrtha&t at i on s
these conditions get in the way of the development of an intersubjective relationship;
there is no attuned or contingent response
instead a programmatic response based on the idea tlehiltheill stop the

communication if it is ignored, and then be able to settle into nursery.
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4.14 External pressures

It is, perhaps, an unexpected finding that the practitioners did not talk about
sensing any external pressures, like targets bastte@geband descriptions of
development in the Early Years Foundation Stage, or any sort of targets or
expectations from their managers or from parents. One might speculate that this
because there is a sort of invisibility about work with children beferege of three,
consistent with the finding of Smitt al.(2010) that there was little involvement by
graduatdevel managers with children of this age. There was just one reference to a

manager during the whole project, when Milada commented:

Minute | Transcription

56 Milada
Even when the manager comes into t
doing, this is what theybére doing
lookingi 6what is it actually theyodre
Silvia and Agatha
((laughter))
Milada
And youdre in the middle of sometH
outside. o

Extract from the second meeting with the Samuda Community Nursery team, 5.3.2

However, in the final meeting at Aneurin Bevan (11.4.2@B2)min did describe
feeling under pressure to get the ty@ar olds ready to start in school nursery classes
at three; this led her to feel that knowledge had to be poured into theawrolds,
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and that there was not time for her to join in with thé athir e n 6 s pl ay, respo
contingently to them, or allow them selirected explorationi we dondét want th
falling out of their ears, weobve got to [
ti me we have. Thatdés howWedbiWveelbnWiyt gomy ap &
gap of time, we havenodot got the whole day.

In summary, apart from the single comment from Jasmin cited above, the data
indicates that any pressure experienced by the practitioners came from the immediate
circumstances of their wiii challenges in settling in new children and difficulties
relating to parents, for example. In contrast, Bro@hel. (2010, p.90) found
wi despread di ssatisfaction because fithe p
6outcomes6 and d scwting arenfelteodoe ih direct centlict with n
the early years ethos of the framework [ th
intensify as children enter the reception year in school, particularly towards the end of
that year with the requiremetat evidence their attainment through the Early Years
Foundation Stage Profile. Tieeare no examples phrticipants in this project
expressingtheviewhat t he fAearly years ethoso of t}

relation to children aged between two dinicke years old.

4.15 Concluding thoughts

In Chapter 2, | argued thdtere is @roadly accepted understanding that early
childhood education consists of processes efatstructionnvolving the adult and
child. Thereforepractitionerseedto find ways of developingn attuned and
intersubjective relationship with each child. This could involve learning and using
techniques for i keeak, 2011, brsl partivipmting io aritical ( Da | | i
reflection in order to review and interptbe data from their observations. The
findings, presented above, show that the TCO was found usetiu pgirticipants
There are no instances of critical or otherwise negative comments about the process
of observing children using the TCOn | Si |trnkinggpbrasetlee TCO helped
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themit o noti ce mor e t hiBygosicing morectteydowddrinends ac't
theory become more attuned, and could therefore create the sorts of learning episodes
which are variously dealcdiiViogdBrufierandr e sear c he
Ross 1976), icon tWoadgdgveMahon aned €rpnstouko803, or  (

ASustai ned Sh a-Blatchfordieh al, 2003).Mlgese(aproachers to
enabling young childrends | earmdatsog i mply Db
initiating cognitively stimulating play or conversatiomn other words, seeing

oneself as an early educator as well as a carer, going beyond just responding to the

child and meeting her or his care needs.

By and large, as argued above, the jpiiagers didi in the course of the research
i develop more extended concepts about how children learn, and their role in
promoting the childrends | earning. However
practitioners in general found it difficult to plan cogrely stimulating activities
based on their observations, though they did use scaffolding techniques to help
children in their minutdy-minute work, like helping them with coats or encouraging
them to find resources for play. In general, the practitioiadked most about the
value of children being able to play autonomously, rather than describing rich
pedagogical facéo-face episodes. However, their work can be understood as a distal
and reflective approach tbe stateofii nt er s u b | e c(Dallietal, 2001t un e me nt
p.3), rather than just being seen in negative terms as lacking in richgaming
episodesThe sharpness of their observations, the extent of their critical reflection
about what they observed, and their careful work in the baakdrto promote

childrends agency anateseiling lraiurea af the profjed.i r aut o

To borrow a |literary analogy, one might
to theLake Districtdaffodils did not take place as he walked amongsnttrather,

when he | ay upon his couch Athey flash upo
solt ude o ( Wd80d, p. wiIntherPreface thyrical Balladsthis is
describech s femoti on recol |l ect elB0QipA0).Omeanqui I | it

might, perhaps, conceive of much of the work to enable autonomy as work
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undertaken in Atranquillityodo, during perio
might note that the TCO both encouraged the participants to look more closely at the

children, andhlso to work at interpreting what they sawo use an inward eye.

Where the approach of working reflectively and behind the scenes was understood
to be less successful was in the case of supporting children learning English as an
additional language. D0ui e and Francesod6s discussion of
discussion, focussed on data about a childblesa process of professional
developmentThis is a type of professional development which is characterised by a
growing conf i denc @nise and wonk@mshorteolmingsint y t o r ec
practice. It is not characterised by an overwhelming sense of not knowing and being
incapable.Julie and Francdsecome increasingly aware that just helping Nataya to
play independently is not enough, that they needtemviane faceo-face to help her

to learn the English words she needs:

Minute | Transcription

53 Julie

I f she doesndt have the | anguage
Frances

Or taps us

Julie

If another child has got something that she wants or she wants to know wh
get it from or something I|ike tha

and |l ead you and point to what th
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youwantoneoft e m?6 and she says Oyesd s

they are. o

Extract from the fourth meeting with Lyle House, 27.3.2012

Overall, even within the timescales of a very brief project, the movement of
participantgn all three settingtowards thelevelopment of suitable practice for their
setting is visible. As the research on scaffoldWpéd, Brunerand Ross1976) and
on Sustained Shared Thinking (SiElptchfordetal., 2003) was carried out with
children older than 2 years old, it mightbéh at t he parti ci pantso o0\
agency and autonomous play is appropriate for theyemep they are working with,
though there is a notable exception to this in respect of the importance of developing
childrends communi c ashisbeangleaensgs eancadddiondly wh e n

language.

Finally, White argues (2005) that the child must be seen as a competent learner;
and in the data, there are numerous instances of participants using their observations
as way of appreciating just how competent the children are, summed up perhaps by
Mi | @ domdent that herteamnowhiagnuch ¢l earer i deas of th
children |l earn through playo. However, the
instances in the data from Aneurin Bevan of a more negative view of the child and
family. This needs to benderstood in the context that the practitioners at Aneurin
Bevan clearly wished to act in the best in
children off o. But there were many ti mes w
f ocus on t inmgandihsiedddea®med to¢ak about social and family
problems in a way which might be seen as simplgascribing and rnforcing

those difficulties.
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Chapter Five

NShifts 1 n eqtngthedpoli nt
findings to the initial theories
discussed and to the methodology.
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5.1. Introduction

In Chapter Four, the dateerepresented and analysed, drawing on Grounded
Theory, to show how the practitioners theorised that their role was concerned with
Afenabl i ng aut oyeanoldg iheyivarked with €his tomaeption of
their role differs from the conception advancedriuch of the literature discussed in
Chapter Two, but as that research relates mostly to children over the age of three, it
was argued that the pract ifoundomargingsiberet heor i e
is much to be said fortheird i st alhoe saptpor osaucp porti ng young
learning and their working theoriewmerit further investigation. However, as the
project developed the Lyle House practitioners became increasingly aware that
children learning English as an additional langudigeneedthe support of facéo-
face pedagogical encounters to promote the (English) vocakudding which
would enable them to interact and play with their peers and with the achsts.
capacity of the Lyle House practitioners to articulate their pedagaptoadentify
instancesvhen it needed rethinking, shows the rich potential of working with the
practitionersd own theories through cycl es
Atraining t hpedfioprag@amneea or practic€dhistis aexample of
the movement in the project between the more objectivist emphasis of Grounded
Theory and the more interpretivist emphasis of Constructivist Grounded Theory. In
respect of the former, the datas abstractemhto an analytic story of how the
paricipantstheorised their work; and in respect of the latter, that somewhat
neutralised story was reanimated in the specific context of the playgroup by Julie and
Frances, leading to a change in how they articulated their work, and to a change in
their pradice.

The data discussl in Chapter Four also suggdstt the project was successful in
helping participanttod e vel op fAkeen ethls20ll)ydedcribeddoy ( Dal | i
Silvia as fihel ping me to notice more thing

i mportant contrast to Osgooddés (2012, p. 12
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observation as just another stressful chore in their wOrkerall, the data also
suggesthat the practitioners found the project and its approach useful in sugportin

their work.

I n this chapter, I wi || be discussing the
methodology, critical reflection in group discussions, supported the professional
development of the participants, particularly in relation to theiraslearly educators.
As | argued in Chapter Two, this necessarily includes an evaluation of the reflexive
approach adopted, in the context of longstanding tensions between teachers
(particularly advisory teachers) and other early years practitioners.yiirgllirning
to the initial, urgent professional concern which inspired the whole project in the first
place, | will consider whether the available evidence might suggest that participation
in this kind of professional development supports the provisiammfoved early

education and care for young children living in poverty and social disadvantage.

5. 2. Research that figets beneath the skir
reflection and group discussion as an approach to the professional development
of early years practitioners

As | have argued in Chapter Two, the existing research in England is inconclusive
about the best approaches to training and professional development in respect of early
years practitioners working with children before the age refetiiMatherst al, 2011%,
Sylvaet al, 2013). However, there is general agreement that current approaches are
inadequate (Nutbrown, 20k2SirajBlatchford, 2010) and there is a specific concern
that the role of the early years practitioner is undeedalit appears to be seen as a
good career choice for girls who have not done well in school, not requiring much in
the way of skill or intelligence (Nutbrown, 203,20sgood, 2012; Moss, 2006). Yet
in England, the dominant political discourse about ceildrefore the age of three is
that this is a highly sensitive phase of developmemdthat high quality early years
provision can make a decisive difference to thedlances of those children born
into social disadvantage (Field, 2010; Allen, 201Jighuality early education and
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care is widely understood as complex, requiring sophisticated pedagogical and

childcare gtategies like scaffolding (Woo&runerand Ross1976), contingent

interaction (Wood, McMahon and Cranstouh980), Sustained Shar@tinking

(SirapBlatchford, 2007)andii nt er subj ect i wtal, 2001t pBhe ment 0 (

I n my discussion of the fAprofessional dey
concerned with the type of approach described by Hargreaves and Goodson (1996,
p.20) in relation to teachers, which prioritisesgeif r ect i on and fAconti nt
relatedtone 6s own expertise and standards of p
the enervating obligations of endless chan
the wider Eastside Project, this focus on professional development reflects my
concern that thexclusiveuse of audit toolglike ITERSR and ECERSR, or other
schedulesinightlead to superficial changes to practice, focussed on what is easily
measured and ignoring tiveherent complexities associated with interactions and
relationships.Appropriate practice depends on the capacity of practitioners to
respond to specific and local conditidnthe needs of a specific child and family, for

examplei as well as on the provision of a suitable learning environment.

Finally, Dalliet al.(2011,p.3)alge t hat qual ity pedagogy fr
of constantly evolving supportive connections betweechers and children,
teachers and teachers, structural elements of the organisation of the centre, and the
centreds phil os oph ysesuppdrtive @andcéonsdeperd, st yl e. 0
would argue, on being able to articulate, share and debate theories about the learning
and care of young children. They are frayed or severed when practitioners work
physically alongside each other but in intellectualagon, acting as if their approach
is merely a normal or natural way of being with young children. In addition, as
Brooker 003 argues, unexamined approaches to early childhood education and care
can lead to poor outcomes for black and minority ethnic children, because there is an
assumption that children wil!/ Anaturall yo
specific and cutirally constructed As Griffiths and Tann (1991, p.100) claim, in
relation to teaching, reflective practice
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i nto personal .droldesns apedr tohave aisen, asraseault of the

| ack olfi cao jitpthedstagsrpom studied by BrooK@003: difficulties

amongst the parents in understanding the nature of the early education on offer, and
difficulties amongst the children becauseare explained or demonstrated what was
expected of thenmgr engaged with the many strengths and competencies they derived

from their early home experiences.

The question of Aprofessional devel opment
with reflectionon practice which leads tdevelopmenof practice It is about having
a capacityfor andan opennes® further reflection and development. It is not
concerned with the important, more sociologically oriented and questions posed by
Osgood (2012) and Colley (200&boutthe nature of professionalism in early

childhood education and care, and its contestation.

During the project, the participants reflected on their own practice, theories and
professional development on several occasions. Were a number of times when
theycommented on the changes they made to the organisation of the learning
environment which followed on from the completion of the ITHR&1d ECERSR
audits, together with insights from what they had noticed. For example, Mia at
Aneurin Bevan commentddh at At he | TERS audit showed ¢t
problem in the room, so we removed cupboards. There is enough space for children
t o move ar oufRemphasiges childieMbEiRySble to access materials
for themselves, and Julie had observet ailthough the dolls were put in an open
box for the children at Lyle House, her tyear old key child Nataya could not
easily see them and did not realise she could freely get them herself. As a result, Julie
said that the t e aoondsatbey drereasieetagetitch Eheydveré | s  ar
in a sort of wupwards container to it was h

in a | ower box and al/l open so they see th

There were also a number of features in the Target Child Observa@@) (T

system which encouraged the participants to reflect critically on their practice. Milada
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found the TCOs useful for identifying when children spent more sustained time

engaged in particular activities, which th
are shown by drawing@oubleline. As expected, many of the tvwear olds spent

quite short periods of time engaged in particular activities, but the TCO did enable the
participants to identify easily those activities which were sustained for longedgerio

of time:

Minute | Transcription

28 Milada

If they move from one thing to another, it is very difficult to evaluate what t
interests are, what is it that they really want to do and how we can support
because it doesno6t really show us
in theay support(1) So if we see them being really interested in one activit)
l' i ke (0.1) aaaah REALLY Il oving it

does give a little bit of a challenge to the practitioners to go and think abou

what can we acally do.

Extract from the third meeting with the Samuda Community Nursery team, 22.3.2(

Similarly, the participants found it useful that the TCO required them to use a
Aitask coded to indicate the main | earning
there was some worry about choosing the fw
appreciation tat the act of coding made them think about what the observation might
be showing about the childbés | earning, rat
and there was also value in the debates and disagreements between participants about
coding choicé | encouraged them to consider that having a professional dialogue
focussed on learning was valuable in itself, notwithstanding what the eventual

agreement was. As Julie commented, reflecting on the uniqueness of the two children
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she and Frances wereebs v iintg ,wais n6t what was on paper,
discussion behind it, or after it, that helped us to get the final sort of evaltiaion
they are two completely different children

system of writing up olegvations which was in place at Aneurin Bevan Nursery:

Minute | Transcription

39 Anne
We all write the observations, we
done, 1itbdbs gone in the folder, ya
from when youdre doing the chil d§

be nice to come togjger as a group and pick a child and say, you know, wh
the observations are about g0dl) so you have a better understanding of th
child (0.1) to have a discussion as well.

Extract from thdinal meeting involving all the participan{$.10.2012

The other requirements of the TCO were also valued by the participants. Frances
found it wuseful that the childdés | anguage
that previously, when she simply wrote down her observations of children eitspost
Alqanmage gets overlooked. You can see it mo
Similarly, Julie found the social code column useful because it helped her to
recognise Athat theydédre actually interactd.i

observationsofachl dr en who are settling, to see th:e
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Figure 5.1. An example of a TCO (Sylva, Roy and Painter, 1980, p. 235). Note the double line between min
FYR ¢ (G2 AYRAOFGS | aAy3atS ao2dzié 2F OGAQAGE
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